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ABSTRACT 
 
This dissertation explores the ways writing assessment manifests within everyday writing, a 

category of writing wherein writers write for their own purposes and under their own volition, in 

order to provide an alternate approach to theorizing writing assessment. Research into the 

processes and impact of writing assessment has been primarily developed by observing dominant 

scenes of writing, focused largely on writing located in or designed and administered by various 

educational institutions (e.g., College Board, classroom grades, state testing). Turning attention 

to a concept of everyday writing assessment—the interpretation and judgment written texts that 

lead to decisions, actions, or changes in everyday writing—this dissertation is able to broaden 

knowledge about how writing assessment is a social action that can shape, define, and permit 

kinds of writing, processes, and identities in our society.   

 Using case study methods, this dissertation works toward a fuller theory of writing 

assessment by observing how assessment manifests in the everyday writing of four writers, each 

a participant in one of two local communities of practice: Ham and Billy are key volunteers for 

The Vine, an activist, community outreach organization. Granny and Autumn are members of the 

Home Club, a religious women’s group. The findings of the research—drawn from field 

observations, time-use diaries, and follow-up interviews—provide a map of research areas that 

everyday writing is able to make more legible for writing assessment research: (1) how everyday 

writing assessment is implicated in how writers build, understand and maintain social bonds and 

(2) how writers conceive, perceive, and construct writing assessment intertextually. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 This dissertation is positioned at the intersections of two fields of study: (a) writing 

assessment theory and practice and (b) the study of everyday writing. Specifically, this 

dissertation explores the ways writing assessment manifests within everyday writing—that is, the 

ubiquitous, mundane writing that writers produce for their own purposes, under their own 

volition—in order to provide an alternate approach to theorizing writing assessment. Research 

into the processes and impact of writing assessment has been primarily developed by observing 

dominant scenes of writing, focused largely on writing located in or designed and administered 

by various educational institutions (e.g., College Board, classroom grades, state testing). In this 

way, binding knowledge of writing assessment to only those contexts of writing for educational 

purposes has often neglected knowledge about writing assessment and its relationship to 

everyday writing. As such, research has obscured everyday writing assessment, the interpretation 

and judgment of everyday written texts that lead to decisions, actions, or changes in everyday 

writing. As writers, we experience and react to everyday writing assessments on a fairly regular 

basis: creating a second, private Twitter account that can only be seen by your family because a 

co-worker disagreed with one of your political tweets; receiving feedback in a digital affinity 

space from a moderator who invites you to uphold the goals of the space; joining a local 

scrapbooking club to work alongside others with different approaches, styles, and techniques 

who may share such knowledge with you. These examples are only some of the ways we write 

for and within everyday writing assessments, whether such assessment activity is part of a social 

networking platform, of a community context, or of our own creation to invite or avoid response. 

Indeed, while scholarship in writing assessment has not explored such sites of writing, this 

assessment activity appears ubiquitous. And likewise, exploring such everyday writing 

assessment, outlining the distinctive qualities and considerations of such a concept, would open 

up new possibilities in understanding what we know about writing assessment. 

 Much like writing assessment practices in educational contexts, the potential scope of 

everyday writing assessment may be wide-reaching, emerging in any number of purposes and 

contexts located in the everyday. This dissertation is positioned to begin to understand why 

everyday writing assessment is a writing phenomenon worth scholarly attention. To do so, I 
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attend specifically to the impact of everyday writing assessment on how writers produce 

everyday writing. In this way, I am interested in how writing assessment, much as in educational 

contexts, defines writers’ textual realities, particularly in influencing how writers mediate their 

social existence. Put another way, I’m interested in how everyday writers conceive of everyday 

writing assessment and how such assessment potential can impact their everyday writing 

practices. The following research questions define the conceptual scope of this dissertation:  

1. Does writing assessment emerge as a literate practice in everyday writing activity, 

and if so, how? What are its distinctive qualities? 

2. How do writers position themselves within everyday writing assessment—that is, 

how do writers understand how their everyday writing will be assessed, judged, or 

evaluated?  

3. And, likewise, how do writers act in response to such conceived writing 

assessment? 

This dissertation addresses these questions through an empirical, qualitative inquiry into the 

everyday writing of four writers—Ham, Billy, Granny, and Autumn—each of whom were 

participants in one of two local communities of practice: an activist, community outreach 

organization and a religious women’s club. This study focuses attention on how these writers 

interact with everyday writing assessment in multiple everyday writing contexts, whether as an 

individual navigating multiple writing contexts or as a participant within their community 

context. If, as Brian Huot has claimed, “in literate activity, assessment is everywhere” (62), then 

certainly such literate activity would also include everyday writing. And more, in studying the 

practices of everyday writing assessment from these case studies of everyday writing, we can 

work toward a fuller theory of writing assessment and make more legible the role assessment 

plays in the writing process, itself—including in everyday writing.  

 The goal of this chapter is two-fold: (a) to define the key concepts of the dissertation: 

writing assessment, everyday writing, and everyday writing assessment and (b) to outline the 

theoretical frameworks that situate the research questions and that make this research possible. 

This chapter, then, is organized into four parts. First, I offer three scenes of everyday writing that 

exemplify the concept of everyday writing assessment; such vignettes provide a point of 

departure to begin for understanding how observing new sites of writing can generate new 

knowledge about writing assessment and its function in writers’ everyday literate activity. 
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Second, I outline research frameworks in writing assessment scholarship from which new 

knowledge is generated in this field, and likewise, position this dissertation within those common 

frameworks. Third, I also position this research in the emerging study of everyday writing within 

rhetoric and composition. Finally, I conclude with an overview of this dissertation’s chapters.  

Defining Everyday Writing Assessment: Three Vignettes 

 At the heart of this project is a definition of writing assessment that highlights its distinct 

features, but is also pliable to account for the multiple writing contexts where writing assessment 

is present. Writing assessment, then, might be understood in three basic components: (a) the 

interpretation or judgment of everyday written texts based on a set of values, (b) the articulation 

of a judgment on those texts in the form of some response, and (c) the impact that the articulation 

has on an author’s future writing activity. The components, when taken together as a whole, 

make up a social exchange by which participants of an assessment can negotiate—or at the very 

least make available—what they value in a given context about text, about a community, and/or 

about writing, generally. This definition of writing assessment can apply to a variety of writing 

activity including for academic contexts; however, when the written texts being assess and 

produced are everyday writing, then it is everyday writing assessment. To better contextualize 

how this definition may operate in everyday writing scenarios, consider the following three 

vignettes, each of which reflect the definition of writing assessment I’ve provided while at the 

same time, they each open up unique possibilities in the exploration of writing assessment in 

everyday writing. Indeed, attending to these kinds of assessment scenarios can extend what we 

can know about what writing assessment is, how it functions, and what its impact is on writing, 

itself.  

Vignette 1 

 Heather Lawver founded The Daily Prophet, “a web-based, ‘school newspaper’ for the 

fictional Hogwarts” of J.K Rowling’s Harry Potter universe (Jenkins 171). As managing editor 

with a staff of 102 children from around the globe, Lawver actively and personally edits the 

writing of her staff, making suggestions, consulting on style and grammar, and readying the 

writing for publication on the site. The writers in these spaces construct fictional personas and 

tell stories of themselves within the Hogwarts universe to “escape from or affirm aspects of their 
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real lives” (Jenkins 174). Henry Jenkins, who has written about Lawver in Convergence Culture, 

continues,  

These kids came to understand Harry Potter by occupying a space within 

Hogwarts; occupying such a space helped them to map more fully the rules of this 

fictional world and the roles that various characters played within it. …This is a 

kind of intellectual mastery that comes only through active participation. 

 

What’s striking about this process, though, is that it takes place outside the 

classroom and beyond any direct adult control. Kids are teaching kids what they 

need to become full participants in convergence culture. …If children are going to 

acquire the skills needed to be full participants in their culture, they may well 

learn these skills through involvement in activities such as editing the newspaper 

of an imaginary school… (176-7). 

Vignette 2 

 Despite letters’ reputation for being private correspondences between two interlocutors 

(i.e. the “love letter”), such was not quite the case in 19th century Europe. Martyn Lyons writes, 

“Courting rituals and family solidarities prevented love letters from being privately written or 

privately received. Letters between a courting couple were customarily overseen by the girl’s 

mother and they had to pass through her hands” (4). Likewise, David M. Henkin notes similar 

instances from 19th Century America where letters were commonly intercepted by unanticipated 

(and unwanted) eyes: 

Abigail Malick, who moved to the Oregon Territory at mid-century and 

corresponded regularly with her daughter and son-in-law in Illinois, asked her 

daughter to avoid discussing a certain man in her letters as he “Alwais wants to 

see All Letters that you write to me.” In 1859, James Stuart of Mississippi warned 

his sister to be careful in her letters home, as “Aunt Mary always takes the letters 

and reads them and at the table makes it a point to comment upon anything she 

pleases.” Edwin Horton, a soldier in the Union Army asked his wife not to show 

his letters to anyone and admonished her for having done so in the past.  
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“I am real Sorry I rote a lot of stuff in that letter since it has cause so much trouble 

but a better way is Nell not to show any of my letters I don’t never show any of 

yours I always burn them up as soon as I read them I don’t burn them because I 

am ashamed to keep or read them to others but I burn them because I don’t think 

it is a good plan to keep a lot of old letters for others to read and chuckle about as 

soon as a mans back is turned” (105-6).  

Vignette 3 

In series of tweets, dated 26 November 2014, user Elle Lang Syne (@OaklandElle) 

cautions activists to be aware of how their social media documentation can have incriminating 

consequences:  

Speaking of snitches: let's try to be responsible about not incriminating comrades 

when we document demonstrations. 

 

When gathering evidence, more than just faces are used. Posture, body type, 

attire, gait... these can all be used to identify people. 

 

When you take video, or pictures, if you actually care about not incriminating 

people, you need to be aware of these things. 

 

Details as trivial as shoe type can be used to incriminate people. 

 

If you want to document smashed windows, graffiti, etc., try not to include any 

human body parts in your documentation. 

 

And if you absolutely must include human body parts, you would do well to blur 

those parts before posting, and not save original shots. 

In a follow-up blog post titled “Documentation Without Incrimination” (5 June 2015), she adds,  

Where this gets complicated is, even if you, personally, do not capture a single 

face, your camera is never the only camera present. If you capture a 

distinguishing feature of any kind in an image or video of windows being broken 
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or walls being spray painted, that can be cross-referenced with other footage of 

the crowd, and used to single out and identify suspects. 

When Taken Together… 

 Each of these vignettes represents examples of everyday writing: writers produce texts 

for their own purposes, often to mediate their social existence with others, whether for the Harry 

Potter fan fiction community, a family network, or a protest community. Although each example 

of everyday writing differs in purpose and means of mediation, they are also similar in that each 

is a textual scene where the assessment of writing features prominently. Each of the vignettes 

point to forms and concepts of writing assessment that are familiar: the reading and interpretation 

of text; the offering of notes, edits, and revisions to others’ writing; and the maintenance of a set 

of values based on those interpretations and responses. But, importantly, they also demonstrate 

potential new ground to understand writing assessment as a practice.  

 For the first vignette, Heather Lawver and the other editors for the space exchange 

responses to each other’s content in a way that communicates the parameters of expectations in 

the space, the ontology of what’s possible, how to become a participant in the space, and, to 

some degree, what personas are permitted. Toward this latter point, Jenkins describes how the 

assessment activity—the exchange of feedback and revision notes among the community—

reaches beyond readying the fictional newspaper for publication; rather, the exchange of 

feedback also communicates how to become a participant in the community and what kind of 

personas are allowed to participant. He alludes to Anne Haas Dyson’s metaphor of “ticket to 

play” to describe this phenomenon: the construction of the fictional persona allowed writers a 

point of entry into participating in the space. The “ticket” becomes a means to “police who is 

allowed to participate and what roles may be assumed” (Jenkins 174). The constitutive 

relationship between assessment activity and self formation parallels current research in writing 

assessment: scholars like Kathleen Blake Yancey and Lester Faigley have understood that 

writing assessments in educational contexts also impact the selves we permit in our classrooms 

and beyond. Yancey writes, for instance, “writing assessment, because it wields so much power, 

plays a crucial role in what self, or selves, will be permitted—in our classrooms; in our tests; 

ultimately, in our culture” (144). This vignette, then, appears to show how the assessment 

activity in an everyday writing context can define and impact multiple aspects of the community, 
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not simply on creating quality written texts (in this case, a fictional newspaper). Rather, the 

assessment activity is implicated in the social fabric of the community itself.  

 The second vignette demonstrates the ways everyday writers seek to control the channels 

of response in an attempt to likewise control the text’s meaning or impact. James Stuart warns 

his sister that her aunt was reading their letters; Edwin Horton likewise warns his wife not to 

share his writing to a wider network. These everyday writers are conscious of the ways their 

writing is being circulated and read and, thus, seek to control the circulation and re-distribution 

of their writing to prevent unintended onlookers. Writing research has provided some theoretical 

basis to understand the process of designing the channels of circulation. For instance, such 

concerns might align with Jim Ridolfo and Dànielle Nicole Devoss’ concept of rhetorical 

velocity or the “theorizing for how a text might be recomposed (and why it might be 

recomposed) by third parties” (n.p.). Although in these vignettes, the writing is not necessarily 

being “recomposed” so much as is being vulnerable to unintended actions as a result of its 

attention to a wider audience or unintended contexts. Such behavior is not limited only to letter 

writing. Stacey Pigg, for instance, in her longitudinal study of one Twitter user’s online behavior, 

describes how Chloe, Pigg’s case study participant, saw Twitter as a networking site that 

afforded different kinds of writing activity than did Facebook: “as [Chloe] described, ‘my 

grandma’s on Facebook, and…sometimes I say something and it will be like song lyrics, but she 

won’t know it. And she’ll call my mom and be like “Is Chloe okay?”’ (27). Chloe, then, 

consciously monitors her behavior in a particular forum much like the letter writers. In everyday 

writing contexts, such strategic composing and monitoring activity appears ubiquitous and is 

often tied directly to a writer’s vulnerability to writing assessment activity.  

 In the third vignette, @OaklandElle voices similar concerns about rhetorical delivery and 

circulation, attending specifically to the multimodal documentation of protesters—audio, video, 

photograph—and articulating strategies that ensure that fellow protesters are not incriminated. 

What’s compelling about this vignette is @OaklandElle’s attention to the multimodal and the 

real impacts that such composing and sharing can have. In writing assessment research, a number 

of researchers have openly questioned the kind of unique considerations educators should make 

for digital and multimodal compositions, including Madeleine Sorapure, Kathleen Blake Yancey, 

and Meredith Zoetewey and Julie Staggers. Each of these authors has observed that educators, 

despite valuing and assigning multimodal and digital composition in the classroom, are slow to 
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take up the epistemological stance to assess such work. Zoetewey and Staggers, for instance, 

claim that educators often conceptualize content in new media “in terms of old, comfortable 

ways of thinking” (3), namely, paradigms that privilege verbal, alphabetic text or separate the 

word as a visual text. In the act of repurposing such criteria from a print-centric epistemology, 

educators would not be able to “Capitalize on the new opportunities afforded by new media” (3). 

In the context of Vignette Three, certainly not every composing context with multimedia, 

multimodal content will have the same rhetorical considerations that @OaklandElle voices; 

however, by observing how writers in genuine communicative contexts involving multimodal 

composition and tracing how users respond to each other’s work, we can begin to uncover an 

ontology and epistemology that is tied explicitly to multiple modes and circulation channels.  

 Certainly, these vignettes are only one set of scenarios where everyday writing and 

writing assessment converge: each raises some interesting questions about what a study of 

everyday writing assessment might provide for writing assessment research and theory. Looking 

across each of these vignettes, for instance, they contribute new knowledge about writing 

assessment and everyday writing by re-inscribing the salience of familiar concepts across a wider 

set of sites; by bringing together two or more areas of inquiry that have not intersected; or by 

broadening or extending what we know about familiar or emerging concepts. Throughout this 

dissertation, as practices of everyday writing assessment are introduced and traced, we may be 

able to provide new insights and areas of inquiry into writing assessment scholarship, generally. 

Developing New Knowledge in Writing Assessment 

As noted, this dissertation seeks an alternate approach to theorizing writing assessment—

that is, I seek to develop new knowledge about writing assessment through the study of everyday 

writing assessment. This section, then, describes some of the approaches writing assessment 

researchers have taken to understand the development of writing assessment knowledge, 

including its development of major concepts, best practices, and key questions. This section first 

describes the constitutive relationship between writing assessment theory and practice. Namely, 

knowledge about writing assessment tends to be understood by (a) tracing the local practices of 

assessment as a means of tracing theory or (b) developing sound theory—including frameworks 

and terminology—that can inform practices. This dissertation seeks to observe a new set of 

assessment practices in everyday literate activity that may have implications for writing 

assessment theory—that is, our beliefs and assumptions about writing assessment. This 
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understanding of theory is similar to Huot and Gary Olsen’s “small t” concept of theory, 

referring to “beliefs and assumptions that inform practices” rather than “capital T” Theory that 

refers to “a grand scheme with great explanatory power” (Huot 62). Then, I offer some of the 

theoretical frames that have historically informed and guided the development of writing 

assessment practices, and I suggest how a new inquiry into everyday writing assessment can 

provide a ground for alternate frames.  

Writing Assessment Theory and Practice 

Certainly there have been researchers of writing assessment who have noted that the 

practices of writing assessment have taken up the bulk of the scholarship in the field and have, 

thus, obscured what we can know in term of a writing assessment theory. Brian Huot in “The 

Need for a Theory of Writing Assessment” writes, “[H]istorically, we have either ignored or 

denied any theoretical basis for writing assessment. Supposedly, we have not addressed a theory 

for writing assessment because we have been too concerned with developing methods to assess 

our students and programs. Consequently, theoretical considerations have had to be put on the 

back burner” (113). With greater attention to local concerns of programs and institutions, 

researchers have not typically attended to the major concepts, assumptions, and theories that 

guide these practices across sites. Indeed, Yancey in “The Rhetorical Situation of Writing 

Assessment” notes that one pivotal factor motivating changes in writing assessment research is 

local exigence, which refers to the development of writing assessments that emerge in response 

to issues located in particular institutions. These local responses at institutions were, then, 

“identified as prototypical, and information about ways to address them was widely 

disseminated…such dissemination, of course—through workshops, materials, and this book, 

among others—helped determine the efficacy of the local ‘solution’ and its potential for adaption 

to other situations” (477). Research in the field, then, seeks to adapt such locally designed and 

enacted assessments in different contexts. Yancey’s model for writing assessment research 

appears to speak back to Huot’s concern with the field’s emphasis on its practices rather than 

theory.1 

                                                
1	  Yancey also points to the field’s response to self-created exigences to develop writing 
assessment theory and research, i.e. in response to exigences that are developed from the field of 
writing assessment, itself, not necessarily from a local site.	  
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Louise Wetherbee Phelps has likewise observed how research in writing assessment often 

begins with local practices that, for one reason or another, the teacher or administrator is not 

happy with or a practice that is not working—a local exigence, per Yancey. In such scenarios, 

these teachers and administers hope to reach a new practice. Phelps articulates various means 

through which we move from current practice to new practice: for instance, crises generate 

methodologies to find solutions, or rather “a babble of competing methods” which may not result 

in a definitive solution; thus, research is conducted “with the goal of comparing methods to 

discover empirically which is most effective and why” (37). However, once such means are still 

inconclusive, Phelps notes that an interrogation is made into the assessment practice’s 

fundamental beliefs and assumptions that “underlie surface behaviors or its products” (37). In 

other words, we can move to a process that is focused on re-thinking the theories and models to 

which these practices are tethered:  

[Scholars] look beyond behavior per se to define the underlying conceptual 

schemas that shape the attitudes and choices of both teachers and students. 

Ultimately theories are brought into more comprehensive networks of meaning, 

and metacriticism develops to evaluate methods, assumptions, conclusions and 

roles of the researchers themselves. At this point it is likely that theoretical 

frameworks may effect radical, even paradigmatic, changes in practice. (37).  

What Phelps describes is what she refers to as an arc “from practice to theory and back” or PTP, 

for short (37). Phelps, then, effectively ties practice to theory, and vice-versa: practices can 

gesture to and inform theory and, similarly, theory can gesture to and inform practices. 

Specifically, Phelps argues that theory is not simply “rarefied and in the stratosphere,” but rather 

theory is “an underlying ‘deep structure’ for teaching practice.”  

The tie between practice and theory has prompted writing assessment researchers to note 

the importance in attending not only to the practices of writing assessment—which appears 

typical—but also to the theories that underlie our practices. For instance, Edward M. White, 

William Lutz, and Sandra Kamuskiri write, “the future of writing assessment requires that we 

articulate a theoretical basis for our assessment practices” (105). Likewise, Huot approaches 

writing assessment from the perspective of theory in order to better understand some writing 

assessment technologies that seem to be used with varying degrees of validity across contexts. 

As he writes, reflecting on portfolios, “Unless we look beyond specific practices to the theories 
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and histories that drive all assessment practices, we fail to reap the potential of portfolios, or any 

other measures, to substantively change the way writing is assessed” (15). Huot emphasizes that 

assessment practices are always informed by some theory, and interrogating those theories, 

rather than solely attending to the practice, can lead to broader improvements in how assessment 

practices are implemented. Echoing these concerns, researchers like William Condon and 

Michael Neal have often pointed out that attending to practice has often led to (mis)uses and 

abuses of some writing assessment practices and technologies. Condon has cautioned, for 

instance, against uncritically investing in a particular writing assessment practice rather than 

developing site-based contextually rich assessments. Condon warns that building institutions 

around particular practices, investing too much stake in specific practices, can impede progress 

to new and more valid practices when old practices no longer work. Such was the case, for 

instance, with the oft-cited movement away from indirect measures of assessment toward more 

direct measures of assessment. Although direct writing assessment such as a timed-impromptu 

essay, on its face, appeared to be a more valid method of assessing writing ability than indirect 

measures of assessment (i.e. multiple choice tests), many have argued (including Condon and 

Roberta Camp) that these direct measures of assessment operated within the same paradigms of 

the indirect measures: the touted victory of moving to new practices of direct writing assessment 

had been greatly exaggerated. Condon warns that without attending to the fundamental beliefs 

and assumptions about our practices, writing assessment practices such as portfolio assessment 

can have a similar fate: in the act of “correcting the problems of the previous models,” we 

simultaneously are “hampered by the previous methods’ flaws” by framing the new method in 

the paradigms of the old to demonstrate its currency (236). Investing in a particular practice and 

then uncritically adopting these practices to a greater number of contexts and purposes results in 

employing principles of old paradigms for new phenomenon. Put otherwise, as Condon writes, 

“scale interferes, and the need for efficiency results in a continual reduction of the new model, 

until what is left is hardly different from—let alone better than—its predecessor” (236). In other 

words, “the attempt to compete with the past results in yielding to that past” (239).  

Neal frames such pitfalls in terms of technological instrumentalism that can often guide 

writing assessment research and practice. Technological instrumentalism refers to the tendency 

to focus solely on the object or instrument in discussions of writing assessment technology, thus 

tending to view particular technologies as ideologically neutral and ignoring the instrument or 
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object’s situatedness within an assessment context. Instrumentalism is a preoccupied attention to 

the thing, itself, used to accomplish a goal or purpose. “By focusing exclusively on the 

instrument,” Neal posits, “we often ignore deeper underlying assumptions about writing 

assessment…. [W]hen our focus is on the test or the instrument, it is easy to ignore or miss the 

larger technological system at work within writing assessment” (19). Under the instrumentalist 

understanding of technology, when assessments go awry, the issue is wrongly identified as some 

feature of the instrument, often its reliability. Instead, Neal contends that researchers should 

consider issues of validity: “how and why decisions are made based on the results gathered by 

the assessments” (19). He emphasizes that “we need to consider the entire writing assessment 

system, including the accuracy and appropriateness of decisions we make based on it, to find 

more valid ways of assessing student writing within local contexts and individual needs (23). 

Although Neal is centrally interested in technology as a frame to research writing assessment, 

such arguments point to a greater emphasis away from particular practices and toward the 

theoretical assumptions that underlie our practices, technologies, and instruments.  

As this research demonstrates, assessment practice and theory are constitutive of one 

another, each informing the other. However, in each of these discussions, the focus has primarily 

attended to assessment activity in educational contexts. This dissertation, then, operates under 

the assumption that turning to a different writing context—that of the everyday—and observing 

the assessment practices from that context may provide a new ground to understand theory about 

what works in writing assessment, itself.  

Theoretical Frames that Guide Practice 

Recent research into writing assessment has, thus, begun to look more closely at the 

deep-seated assumptions that underlie much of writing assessment’s history. In particular, much 

of this research has theorized writing assessment history, models, and practices through the 

various ways writing assessment has been understood and acted upon differently within 

ideological frames (Adler-Kassner and O’Neill; Adler-Kassner and Harrington; Williamson; 

Gallagher). Linda Adler-Kassner and Peggy O’Neill, for instance, have interrogated some of the 

historical assumptions that have guided writing assessment practices through the concept of 

‘frame(s)’, the organizing principle of their book (Re)Framing Writing Assessment. As the 

authors explain, a frame operates much like a Burke’s terministic screen; it is  
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a perspective that shapes understandings of situations or circumstances. 

…[Frames] shape an individual’s or a group’s perceptions of what is and is not 

plausible in the picture/focused/visible. Readers more familiar with theorists such 

as Kenneth Burke may see framing akin to Burke’s argument that language and 

terminology affect the nature of our observations and understanding of reality, 

what Burke (1966) referred to as “terministic screens.” (15-16).  

A frame draws its strength from its congruence among the stories that shape it; however, creating 

congruence among stories often occludes other possibilities or other stories that could destabilize 

the frame. As seen in the discussion below, these frames are developed within and support  

educational contexts and, thus, serve the goals and purpose of educational institutions.  

 Adler-Kassner and O’Neill point to several different kinds of frames to describe the 

historical shifts in formal education in the U.S. as well as in writing assessment. For instance, 

they point to the productive citizen frame in education where assessment has two functions: to 

promote student accountability to ensure students are meeting the needs of the state and to 

promote education as a system for ranking where scores, grades, and other markers can be 

private commodities through which individuals can distinguish themselves among a system of 

many. The authors refer to this individual commodification of rank as benefiting a private good. 

They also point to a technocratic (or administrative) frame that “privileged management, 

efficiency, and tracking in education, as in industry and elsewhere” (45). As they argue, this 

frame points to “a mechanistic paradigm that studied language by reducing it to discrete 

behaviors and that defined language growth as the accretion of these particulars” (45). These 

frameworks indicate the assumptions and beliefs that underlie the design and implementation of 

writing assessment, but as these authors point out, they also indicate and influence how 

administrators and educators—and ultimately students—understand and think about writing, 

itself. Williamson, as well, describes how assessment frames in the early period of writing 

assessment were caught up within concerns of efficiency: the “value returned on investment for 

public money, human resources, and human raw materials invested in public schools” (58). The 

frame of efficiency—to maximize profits—often supersedes other concerns such as 

considerations of the construct of writing. Thus, Williamson describes how the adherence to 

efficiency, as a kind of god-term, made no considerations of—and no need to consider—

the impact of these assessments, particularly the impact on how people would understand what 
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writing is and how it works. Nonetheless, these frames impact the ways an assessment represents 

the phenomenon that is being assessed, i.e, how an assessment defines the construct of writing.  

 The construct of writing refers to the definition of writing that stipulates what is included 

or excluded when designing curriculum, outcomes, and assessment. Tracing and articulating 

frames in assessment practice, often operating tacitly, can be pivotal in understanding the 

construct of writing that is represented in or informing an assessment. For instance, the various 

frames alluded to here each seemingly circumscribe every issue in assessment as economic. This 

attention to economics appears to be emphasized because these frames are often developed, 

created, and sustained by stakeholders outside of the writing community. As has been noted 

throughout writing assessment research (most notably by Huot), the study and practice of writing 

assessment has been the product of the interaction between measurement theory and writing 

theory. While Nadia Behizideh and George Engelhard and Adler-Kassner and O’Neill admit that 

the influence of the writing community upon writing assessment in the last century has not been 

as significant as the influence of the measurement community, these authors nonetheless see 

writing theory as a necessary and important constituent factor in writing assessment theory. In 

particular, as Behizideh and Engelhard write, writing theory can “account for the complex nature 

of writing within diverse social and cultural contexts” (207).  Such attention to writing as an area 

of study cannot be adequately accounted for in the measurement community because, as 

Behizideh and Engeldhard claim, the measurement community adheres to a test score research 

tradition which generates conditions in assessment practices relying on a construct of writing that 

is measurable, reliably and efficiently scored. Thus, the responsibility of attending to the ways 

assessments represent (or underrepresent) the construct of writing falls upon those within writing 

studies, the assumption being that writing, as an object of inquiry, appears on its face to be 

within the realm of writing studies.  

 Careful consideration must be given to how writing assessment represents the construct 

of writing in order for assessments to correspond to the complexities of writing phenomenon. 

Indeed, as noted earlier, within writing assessment research, there has been a great deal of 

attention to whether writing assessment practices define, support, and represent an adequate or 

appropriate construct of writing that aligns with writing theory (Camp; Murphy and Yancey; 

Dryer; O’Neill, Moore, and Huot). It is nearly a truism within writing assessment research that 

writing assessments are socially constructed realities where the writing assessment designs 
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(particularly in formal, educational contexts) create what they supposedly measure (see: 

Hanson). For instance, as noted earlier, writing assessments can delimit what we value about 

writing by directing attention to particular aspects of writing that align with those values: an 

assessment seeking to define one’s writing ability into a score for ranking may only assess 

aspects of writing that can be measurable in order to provide a reliable score. While not 

discussing assessment specifically, recent research with Dylan Dryer, Darsie Bowden, Beth 

Brunk-Chavez, Susanmarie Harrington, Bump Halbritter, and Kathleen Blake Yancey suggest 

that the construct of writing in the context of the latest revision of the FYC WPA Outcomes 

Statement has been limited. The authors note that the update of the Statement acknowledges that 

“the field had learned more about composition, enough to warrant revisiting the construct of 

‘writing’ assumed in both the earlier Statements” (136). These authors note that the construct of 

writing represented in and defined by the previous and current Statements can impact how 

others, namely those who use the WPA Outcomes Statement such as teachers and administrators, 

understand and know what writing is. The concept of construct is taken up by Dryer et al. to 

guide the update of the Statement and offer a footnote that succinctly defines “construct.”: 

A construct is a model that must stand in for problem or a subject of study that is 

too complex or at too different a scale to examine directly: a syndrome, an 

economy, an ecology, an attribute such as personality, intelligence, or writing 

ability. A valid construct has to account as thoroughly as possible for the 

complexities involved in the phenomenon we’re defining; when it doesn’t, the 

construct is said to be underrepresented. If an underrepresented construct is the 

basis for decision-making (a course of treatment, a fiscal intervention, a 

curriculum, an assessment plan), the outcomes of those decisions will have—at 

best—a peripheral relationship to the issues actually at stake. (141). 

Questions of construct can draw attention to the congruence between the model of writing the 

assessment stipulates and what researchers in Composition Studies know about writing. Or, more 

specifically, the vehicle of assessment should account for the complexities of writing 

phenomenon, and such accountability is at the heart of this dissertation’s purpose. The aim of 

this dissertation is to acknowledge that writers engage with writing for purposes and in contexts 

that might not always be attended to in our assessments. Thus, I seek to understand writing 

assessment (a) as it exists within “genuine communicative practices” (Camp) and (b) from 
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everyday writers who, even if tacitly, conceptualize how assessment activity is related to 

everyday writing practice.  

Everyday Writing as Field of Study 

Identifying a common definition of everyday writing is difficult given how variously 

writing is used in everyday life as well as how variously everyday writing is approached by 

researchers of writing and in other fields of study. Jamie White Farnham has noted that studies in 

everyday writing have identified their object of research by many names, including  

the rhetoric of everyday life (Nystrand and Duffy), rhetoric of the everyday 

(Cintrón), vernacular rhetoric (Hauser), extracurriculum (Gere), and vernacular 

literacies (Barton and Hamilton). Exemplified by Martin Nystrand and John 

Duffy’s volume Towards a Rhetoric of Everyday Life, the study of everyday 

writing and rhetoric takes up a variety of meaning-making and materially 

consequential language and symbol uses in such contexts as cities and towns 

(Barton and Hamilton; Hogg), housing complexes (Fleming), gangs (Cintron), 

women’s clubs (Gere), and families (Brandt; Rumsey). (208) 

Although everyday writing, under various banners and labels, has been researched in a number 

of ways (as White Farnham makes clear), the field of Composition Studies has not always 

attended to such writing or in understanding writing as an object of inquiry that mediates life. As 

has been argued by such researchers as Charles Bazerman and Sidney Dorbin, the field has been 

much more interested in the question of writing process—i.e., “how do writers write?” and more 

specifically, “how do student writers write?”—than in the questions focused on writing as an 

object of inquiry—“what is writing?” Dobrin has argued that the pedagogical imperative of 

writing studies has precluded and thus often obscured the development of writing theory. 

Bazerman similarly notes that writing theory does not always acknowledge writing as “a 

fundamental matter of the constitution of our world” (Bazerman 33). Accordingly, it is difficult 

to begin with a body of research that defines what an appropriate construct of writing may look 

like because, in many cases, such research is frequently framed within what Linda Brodkey has 

referred to as the dominant “scenes of writing” (57): writing in academic and professional 

contexts. Given these questions in writing research, the following section explores research on 

writing that looks beyond the typical scenes of writing. Namely, this section explores everyday 

writing as a concept worth scholarly attention. As we expand the scope of what is included in a 
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construct of writing in writing research itself, it may have implications about how to think 

differently about writing assessment theories and practices.  

 Kevin Roozen, introducing a methodological approach that accounts for the tacit 

everyday writing processes of writers (i.e. reflective interviewing), offers a kind of history of 

researchers who have advocated for a broader gaze of what is involved in writing and how to 

theorize it. For instance, he points to Linda Brodkey’s call in 1987 for researchers to “’see 

writing anew’ by ‘look[ing] at it from different vantage points’” (Brodkey 57 qtd. in Roozen 

250). In 1992, Stephen Witte echoes Brodkey by calling for “a conceptualization of writing that 

is predicated on broader, and, I believe, more realistic understandings of text and writing than 

have generally informed writing research to date” (Witte 238 qtd in Roozen 250). Likewise, 

Roozen notes that Dorothy Winsor in 1994, again, called for “expanded notions of writing and 

text” (859 qtd in Roozen 250). Continuing in his history, Roozen points to Paul Prior who, in 

1998, “encouraged researchers to adopt ‘perspectives that are longer in term, more diverse in 

settings, and, not incidentally, less grounded in dominant institutional perspectives” (134 qtd in 

Roozen 250). And, finally, closing out his historical account, he points to Kathleen Blake 

Yancey’s germinal 2004 CCCC chair’s address, “Made Not Only in Words” where she argues 

that “the complexity of literate life in the early twenty-first century demands increasingly 

expansive notions of the contexts in which persons write and otherwise act with texts” (Roozen 

250).  

Roozen’s history, though not necessarily specifically advocating for a study of everyday 

writing, certainly demonstrates the call by several researchers to consider writing purposes and 

contexts that go beyond the purview of the dominant scenes of writing such as for academic and 

professional contexts. Such research, then, implies a more concerted observation of everyday 

writing. However, as Roozen has claimed, meeting these kinds of calls to expand writing 

research is not an easy task. One of the challenges Roozen cites is that such research would 

challenge “the tacit representations of writing and literate activity that drive research designs and 

data collection analysis as well as pedagogy” (251). Much like those expressing concerns with 

representing the writing construct in writing assessments, Roozen is pointing to a similar concern 

with the construct of writing being defined for—or confined by—the purposes of pedagogy and 

methods of research that have widespread use in the field itself. Expanding how we research and 

understand writing to include everyday writing then could change how the field fundamentally 
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thinks about writing. It may constitute a kind of paradigmatic shift in the field of writing studies, 

especially if such attention to everyday writing would change the field’s ontology (what 

constitutes its reality), epistemology (the ways of knowing reality), and methodology (how one 

finds and makes knowledge). Regardless, attention to everyday writing would certainly allow 

writing studies to make claims about writing and about what people do with writing that have not 

yet been imagined. Such new claims about writing would have a particular impact on how we 

design writing assessments, taking into account the complexities of the construct of writing: this, 

of course, appears to be one benefit of this proposed dissertation.   

 In order to begin to see the kinds of claims we can make about writing, one approach has 

been to begin with everyday writing texts themselves. For example, Jenny Edbauer (Rice) in 

“(Meta)Physical Graffiti: ‘Getting Up’ as Affective Model” writes about coming upon a set of 

graffiti that has, some might say, vandalized a 9/11 memorial on her campus. Edbauer begins to 

point to graffiti as writing that may deserve a closer observation and consideration. She cites 

John Trimbur who, in his textbook The Call to Write, sees such writing as a mode of public 

writing deserving of our scholarly attention. Summarizing Trimbur, Edbauer writes, “While we 

may not often consider spray-painted words and pictures as ‘writing,’ Trimbur frames the graffiti 

on city streets as a rhetorical scene. That is, this kind of writing occurs within a given context. 

Even the most wayward writers must ‘figure out what relationship to establish with readers, how 

to establish this relationship with readers, and how to establish this relationship, what voice to 

use, and what genre’” (Trimbur 20 qtd in Edbauer 133). In other words, Trimbur, as does 

Edbauer, notes that such spray-painted words fall into some pretty common understandings of 

writing that we would use to describe the kinds of writing that are familiar to the field, namely, 

those we see in the classroom. However, as Edbauer notes, we can also look to such writing to 

see something anew. To explore its value as writing, she questions, “What is this writing doing?” 

This same question has, likewise, been used by Kathleen Blake Yancey, Joe Cirio, Jeffrey 

Naftzinger, and Erin Workman where they explore the kinds of claims we can begin to make 

when observing everyday writing. In their article, 2 they look to three scenes of everyday 

writing—a collection of composition books from a southern housewife, a set of marginalia in a 

library and recipe book, and a collection of protest writing from two social movements—and 

question, “What is this writing doing?” Put simply, the study of everyday writing emerges from 
                                                
2	  This research is from an unpublished manuscript.  
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identifying and then exploring such everyday texts to see what contributions they can make to 

the story of writing.   

 The question, however, still remains about how to identify everyday writing. Yancey et 

al. have observed three approaches to defining everyday writing: site-based, or defined by the 

writing’s site of production; feature-based, or defined by a set of common attributes; or purpose-

based, or defined by the reason or purpose of production. The site-based approach, championed 

by those such as Anne Ruggles Gere in “Kitchen Tables and Rented Rooms: The 

Extracurriculum of Composition,” attends to writing "beyond the academy…in which persons 

seek to improve their own writing; it includes more diversity in gender, race, and class among 

writers; and it avoids, as much as possible, a reenactment of professionalization in its narrative” 

(80). In this kind of approach to defining everyday writing, such writing is always, in some way, 

in opposition to school-based writing. Such an approach (a) always sees everyday writing as 

related to school writing in some way—even if as only a counterpoint and (b) would discount the 

kind of everyday writing that occurs in school, because of school, or in conjuncture with school. 

For example, work on writing underlives or backchannels, such as from Robert Brook and Derek 

Mueller, observes that there are rich sets of writing occurring in school contexts that we might 

consider everyday writing texts. On the other end of the spectrum, Aïssatou Mbodj-Pouye 

observes that villagers in rural Mali use workbooks from French classes for their own purposes 

in everyday life. In other words, the lines between school and play, personal and professional, 

are so blurred that a site-based approach would obscure, rather than illuminate, a workable 

definition of everyday writing.  

 A feature-based approach would begin to look across a set of texts to identify a set of 

common characteristics that are unique to everyday writing texts. Theresa Lillis, for instance, 

articulates such writing as ordinary, “part of everyday life and routine,” ubiquitous, “transitory in 

the sense of discardable,” and invisible (76). A feature-based approach can be helpful to begin to 

define common attributes of everyday writing as a means of identifying it in the world. However, 

a feature-based approach can often be challenged since everyday texts can be found that 

contradict some features. For instance, a post-it note reminder from a roommate may fit some of 

the features that Lillis has described: part of everyday life and routine, discardable, and 

presumably invisible to research in writing. However, under some circumstances, such writing 

would not be discardable: for instance, you may choose to save the roommate’s post-it note 
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because it marks a particularly meaningful day or as a token to remember your roommate. Other 

writing, such as scrapbooks, have been described as intimately tied to everyday life (Katriel and 

Farrell) and yet would not be discardable, transitory, or invisible.  

 The purpose-based approach to defining everyday writing, however, seems to be one with 

the most promise and has been used throughout this dissertation to define everyday writing. 

Barton and Hamilton categorize the kind of purposes that everyday writing is often tied to: 

organizing, documenting and/or making sense of life; engaging in personal communication or 

private leisure; and participating in social communities (245). Even more, the question posed by 

Edbauer and used as a frame by Yancey et al, “What does this writing do?” speaks to the 

purposefulness of such everyday writing: what purpose does this writing serve? What does it 

communicate?  

 The discussion of everyday writing in this chapter functions as an introduction to the 

considerations involved in everyday writing research. Much of what is discussed here can 

likewise inform this dissertation’s inquiry into everyday writing assessment. For instance, I 

outlined how researchers like Jenny Edbauer and Yancey et al. seek to expand our knowledge of 

writing by looking toward particular objects, scenes, or instances of everyday writing and asking, 

“What is this writing doing?” In a similar way, this dissertation looks toward instances of 

everyday writing assessment and—in a similar way to Edbauer and Yancey et al.—inquire into 

its distinctive features, per the research questions. Furthermore, this section has also identified a 

framework to define everyday writing: as a purposeful literate act that is produced under the 

writer’s own volition. Thus, identifying everyday writing assessment will involve attention to 

literate activity that is produced for the writers’ own purposes that, likewise, involves the 

interpretation and judgment of those written texts. Specifically, per the research questions, I 

inquire into the impact that interpretation and judgment can have on writers’ everyday writing. 

How do writers act in response to writing assessment activity in everyday writing? How might it 

be constitutive to their writing process? The central goal of this dissertation is to understand the 

distinctive features of everyday writing assessment and how writers conceive and respond to 

such assessments. While such consideration may have implications for our more general 

understanding of writing assessment, this project focuses on everyday writing processes, texts, 

and the role that writing assessment activity plays in both. 
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Chapter Summaries 

 Chapter two further situates this dissertation by surveying research from two fields of 

study: writing assessment and composition theory. Tracing the often tense relationship between 

these two fields of study can define the scope of what a study of everyday writing assessment 

would help us understand about writing and the assessment of it. Chapter two is organized into 

four parts: first, I describe the historical research contexts of writing assessment and recent 

efforts to build writing assessment theory from writing theory rather than research from 

educational measurement community. Second, I describe the unique nature of everyday writing 

assessment and the constructive practices writers undertake to conceive assessment activity in 

order to act upon it. Third, I connect the relationship between everyday writing assessment and 

its role in maintaining and facilitating communities. Finally, I describe the unique impact of 

everyday writing assessment on writers’ everyday literate activity.  

 Of course, as Chapter 2 will demonstrate, we can certainly learn a lot about everyday 

writing assessment from the research that already exists; however, this dissertation also seeks to 

explore everyday writing assessment through a empirical, qualitative inquiry into everyday 

writers’ interaction with assessment activity. Chapter 3 outlines the methodological perspectives 

and methods of data collection and analysis that guide the research design.  

Chapter 4 reports on the findings of the research study by outlining the responses from 

the four participants of the case study. This chapter includes descriptions of participant’s writing 

activity, specifically their interactions with assessment activity in their everyday writing. Each 

respondent demonstrates unique implications for everyday writing assessment. In addition, 

reading across these case studies, I observe that writers regularly interact with different forms of 

feedback that they, themselves, have to intertextually construct in order to understand the 

expectations of others. Often such feedback is focused on particular writing tasks—such as 

producing a video or responding to hateful comments on Facebook—but such feedback also 

functions to negotiate often-tacit values of burgeoning relationships and communities.  

 Finally, chapter five concludes by summarizing key claims about everyday writing 

assessment that emerge from the empirical, qualitative inquiry and how these claims align with 

the research questions offered above. Lastly, I outline the limitations of this inquiry as well as 

directions for future research that can build from this research into everyday writing assessment, 
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including applying knowledge about everyday writing assessment to our understanding of 

writing assessment, generally.  
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CHAPTER TWO  

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

In chapter one, I introduced the concept of everyday writing assessment, an area of 

research that converges writing assessment and everyday writing, the ubiquitous, mundane 

writing that writers produce for their own purposes and under their own volition. Attending to 

everyday writing assessment makes visible the interpretation and judgment of written texts that 

lead to decisions, actions, or changes in everyday writing texts and processes. I also described a 

set of vignettes that point to the ubiquity of everyday writing assessment in writers’ everyday 

literate experiences and activities, among them, in the affinity spaces of writing communities, in 

the circulation of writing in epistolary correspondence, and in the embodied, visual 

documentation shared on social media platforms. Much of chapter one focused on defining the 

features of everyday writing assessment; namely, it involves (a) the judgment of everyday 

writing texts based on a set of values, (b) the articulation of that judgment, and (c) the impact 

that the articulation has on the author’s future everyday writing activity.  

This chapter surveys scholarship from two fields of study—writing assessment and 

writing/composition studies—that situates the research questions of this dissertation. Likewise, 

although everyday writing assessment has yet to be explicitly explored by researchers in either 

field of study, I review research from everyday writing and writing assessment in order to define 

the scope of what a study of everyday writing assessment would help us understand about 

writing and the assessment of it.3 Given these goals, this chapter, in four parts, makes 

connections between these two lines of inquiry and, in so doing, situates the inquiry of the 

research questions.  

First, this chapter focuses on tensions within the writing assessment research community 

focused on frameworks and terminology for writing assessment. In the second section, I survey 

research that addresses questions into how writers anticipate and perceive one factor in everyday 

writing assessment, the role of a fictionalized audience for writers designing and producing 

                                                
3 Since this project is interested in understanding assessment activity in everyday writing, it is 
necessary to review research from writing assessment despite such research’s exclusive attention 
to school-based writing. 
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writing (e.g., Ong; Ede and Lunsford; Litt). In the third section, I review research in writing 

assessment that has invoked the concept of community as an organizing concept to draw 

attention to how assessment facilitates the articulation, definition, and negotiation of values (e.g., 

Broad, Inoue). I align community from the writing assessment research context with community-

based everyday writing practices, pointing particular attention to how affect and felt interests can 

often guide the tacit values and shared practices that are upheld within communities. Finally, in 

the fourth section, I address research involving the impact of assessment practices on writers’ 

literate and social activity. While writing assessment research has already indicated that the 

writing assessments that we design, at least in the educational context, can have a lasting impact, 

this research is also limited in that it has yet to observe the unique impact of everyday writing 

assessment on writers’ everyday literate activity. In this fourth section, I review research that 

may begin to define the impact of everyday writing assessments on writer’s everyday literate 

activity.  

The Research Contexts of Writing Assessment 

Writing assessment has historically drawn upon frameworks and terminology from the 

educational measurement community—either seeking to assimilate the paradigms of educational 

measurement community (e.g., White) or co-opt their frameworks for composition studies (e.g., 

Huot). Other researchers like Patricia Lynne offer a third option that seeks to develop writing 

assessment theory and practices that draw upon terminology of writing theory. The historical 

account of writing assessment reviewed in this section thus serves to define how writing 

assessment has been socially constructed by aligning with different research communities (i.e. 

educational measurement community and writing researchers) or practitioners (e.g., teachers of 

writing). Alignment with these communities likewise defines the ontology of both writing and 

writing assessment—often at the exclusion of the everyday writing context. In this context, 

Lynne’s approach functions as a salient model since she seeks to separate educational 

measurement from literacy studies and, thus, re-theorizes writing assessment through 

terminology more closely aligned with a humanist tradition; however, unlike Lynne, I seek to 

situate writing assessment theory by observing everyday writing practices and synthesizing 

everyday writing research.  

As Brian Huot observes in (Re)Articulating Writing Assessment for Teaching and 

Learning, research in writing assessment dates back to the early part of the 20th century. 
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Although there was early work in writing assessment—for instance, a study in 1912 focused on 

the reliability of high school writing (Stark and Edward)—it is only within the last three decades 

that writing assessment has been understood as a field of study, one with a set of organizing 

concepts, foci, and issues (Huot 22). However, Huot also makes clear that writing assessment, as 

a field, is multidisciplinary: writing assessment, “can come from different fields and various 

subfields with different and conflicting theoretical epistemological orientations, and we get a 

picture of writing as a field pulled in many directions by competing interests, methods, and 

orientations” (23). As Huot argues, researchers in Composition Studies who approach writing 

assessment often borrow and use terminology pulled from a variety of fields, namely from the 

educational measurement community, whose members, Huot notes, were the forbearers of 

writing assessment research prior to the 1970’s. Indeed, the 1970’s appear to be a pivotal 

moment for writing assessment research: identified by several writing assessment scholars, 

including Huot, Norbert Eliot, and Kathleen Blake Yancey, this period was a time of competing 

paradigms. Huot argues that from 1970’s onward, research on writing assessment has “changed 

radically,” leading to journals from Composition Studies such as Assessing Writing in the 1990s 

and The Journal of Writing Assessment at the turn of the 21st century. 4 

 Eliot, in his social history of writing assessment, likewise points to the early 1970s as a 

pivotal moment in writing assessment research. Eliot does not point to a single turning point that 

has contributed to radical shift in writing assessment research; rather, he notes that a societal and 

cultural shift was occurring in American society—the winding down from the Vietnam War, for 

instance—that had an implicit impact on writing assessments. Namely, a growing mistrust began 

to emerge about what writing tests were accomplishing and the world that writing tests were 

building. As a result, the interests of the educational measurement community, represented by 

the College Board and Educational Testing Service (ETS), began to conflict with writing 

teachers:  

The era of protest had ushered in a new sense of the individual and shown the 

door to static conceptions of society. Organized protests would end, but the 

sensitivity toward the language of protest—the observation that testing 

encouraged destructive competition, for example, and that crimes against students 

could occur in that environment—remained. For writing assessment, the emphasis 

                                                
4 Brian Huot co-founded both of these journals with Kathleen Blake Yancey.	  
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was no longer on institutional models sponsored by the College Board and 

executed by the Educational Testing Service. Now, classroom instructors sought 

to influence the destiny of students, increasingly diverse, that they saw each day 

in the rows and desks before them. (185).  

This turning point in writing assessment research is also reflected in research from Yancey and 

her description of three waves of writing assessment between 1950-2000. Yancey notes a 

number of contributing factors that have historically indicated a transition from one wave to 

another. One of those factors is a question of expertise: who knows what about writing or 

assessment? And who controls how students are assessed? In the first wave, testing—and its 

expertise—was located outside of the classroom (usually for purposes of placement into a course 

or track). Testing specialists made decisions about how to move students in and out of which 

classrooms and provided assessment procedures and practices that measured student knowledge 

and skills; teachers of writing within this period decided what content students should be 

taught—thus, content and assessment were seen as separate projects in the education of students. 

However, teachers soon realized that classrooms were often defined by the technologies of 

testing and noted the ways in which testing influenced the teaching and learning in the classroom 

(White). In the subsequent waves, beginning in the 1970s, the roles of testing specialist and 

educators merged and overlapped, “with administrators and then faculty taking on institutional 

and epistemological responsibilities for testing previously claimed by testing experts” (Yancey 

133). This merging and overlapping—which resulted in a new kind of expertise—is key in the 

development of a new discipline: Writing assessment. 

 Brian Huot defines the field of writing assessment along the fault lines of two disciplines: 

educational measurement and composition studies. For Huot, the convergence of these two 

disciplines can be a site of invention for writing assessment scholarship—yet, he observes that 

cross-disciplinary work has been scarce. The isolation between these two disciplinary 

communities, he asserts, has not been productive, resulting in conflicts “about what constitutes 

appropriate writing assessment” (29). Despite the distance between these disciplinary 

communities, researchers in Composition Studies, as mentioned above, have often borrowed and 

used terminology from the educational measurement community, notably reliability and validity, 

but Huot expresses frustration with some researchers, citing White and Yancey, who borrow this 

terminology, particularly the concept of validity, without attention to these concept’s operation 
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within those terms’ “home” discipline. For Huot, it’s important for researchers in Composition 

Studies to develop knowledge about these concepts that can be in dialogue with that of the 

education measurement community. Because those within the educational measurement 

community often have an unequal—and more influential—stake in how writing assessment 

practices are developed and implemented in national or state-level testing (e.g., College Board 

and ETS), Huot proposes that teachers and researchers of writing use the language of educational 

measurement as common substance to forward arguments and ideas from writing research. More 

specifically, he points to validity as a particular avenue for composition studies:  

Validity in its rhetorical sense provides a way for college writing assessment to 

connect its assessment theories, scholarship, literature and practices to those of 

educational measurement. Of course, part of the rhetorical assignment college 

writing assessment developers undertake is to learn more about what the audience 

of those in educational measurement value if they are to be able to write validity 

arguments that convince educational measurement scholars. (56).  

Such cross-disciplinary work, grounded in a shared terminology, can work toward a shared 

writing assessment theory that can influence practice.  

 Echoing many of these concerns, Nadia Behizadeh and George Engelhard Jr. understand 

the need to develop sites of convergence between educational measurement and writing research 

because of the uneven power relationships between the two fields, resulting in less emphasis 

from research on writing research in the development of assessment practices. As the authors 

conclude, there was no “significant evidence that writing theory influenced writing 

assessment…by far the strongest influence throughout the past century has been measurement 

theory on writing assessment practices“ (205). Many statewide assessments, for example, seldom 

articulate the writing theory on which their assessments are based: “writing assessment practices 

still seem to be based on outdated conceptions of writing as a set of skills, mainly focusing on 

formal aspects of writing” (207). And, directly aligning themselves with Huot, they note that 

there did not appear to be much interaction between measurement theory and writing theories. 

Alluding to Huot, Behizadeh and Engelhard note there needs to be more interaction among 

measurement theorists and writing theories in order to “account for the complex nature of writing 

within diverse social and cultural contexts” (207). 
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 However, an alternative approach has been outlined by Patricia Lynne in Coming to 

Terms: A Theory of Writing Assessment, which claims that the explicit borrowing of terminology 

from the educational measurement community has constrained and limited the writing 

assessment research originating in Composition Studies. As Lynne has argued,  

The current lexicon used to explicate assessment comes from educational 

measurement theory and carries the baggage of an objectivist paradigm that is 

ultimately incompatible with what compositionists know about writing and 

learning to write. Educational measurement principles, most often signified by the 

terms “validity” and “reliability,” tend to characterize writing assessment as a 

technical activity with objective outcomes. This approach ignores the 

complexities of written literacy valued by compositionists, the collaborative and 

conversational aspects of the process of writing, and the social construction of 

meaning. (3).  

In Lynne’s construction, the prevailing paradigms of writing assessment have often centered on 

objectivism and positivism, a by-product of writing assessment’s attachment to educational 

measurement. As such, Lynne argues, in many ways, contemporary literacy scholarship and 

writing assessment operate in paradigms that are incompatible. Where educational measurement 

embraces positivist frameworks that tend to push toward “increasing standards of reproducibility 

and scientific precision” (42), literacy scholarship, at its foundation, aligns with a contextualist 

paradigm. As she writes, “contemporary literacy scholarship focuses on rhetorical and social 

contexts: on the ways in which the location and purpose of literate ability influences not only 

what count as ‘literacy,’ but also the ways in which literate ability matures, the social and 

political impact of literacy, and the limitations—economic, social, rhetorical—imposed by the 

situation in which literacy develops” (45). For Lynne, developing a theoretical vocabulary for 

writing assessment that more closely aligns with literacy studies’ humanist tradition—rather than 

educational measurement’s positivist tradition—would have the desired effect of likewise 

aligning our assessment practices with our beliefs about writing: “But if we can start with 

principles that help us think through what we really want in an assessment, about what any given 

assessment is for, we are more likely to develop truly satisfying assessments, the kind that 

provide valuable information to guide our programs and our students” (167).  
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Lynne notes that there has been work in Composition Studies to develop theoretical 

principles specifically for assessment that reflect our knowledge of writing and literacy, such as 

the CCCC Committee on Assessment’s Position Statement on Writing Assessment (1995) and 

Brian Huot’s new theory for writing assessment. Indeed, for both set of principles, context as an 

organizing concept appears central to developing writing assessment practice when approached 

by composition and literacy scholars. For instance, in the latest iteration of the CCCC’s position 

statement (revised from the 1995 statement in November 2006, March 2009, and reaffirmed in 

November 2014), the guiding principles of assessment acknowledge that writing assessment 

practice be grounded in the same context as the writing act: 

1. Writing assessment is useful primarily as a means of improving teaching and 

learning. The primary purpose of any assessment should govern its design, its 

implementation, and the generation and dissemination of its results. 

2. Writing is by definition social. Learning to write entails learning to 

accomplish a range of purposes for a range of audiences in a range of settings. 

3. Any individual's writing ability is a sum of a variety of skills employed in a 

diversity of contexts, and individual ability fluctuates unevenly among these 

varieties. 

4. Perceptions of writing are shaped by the methods and criteria used to assess 

writing. 

5. Assessment programs should be solidly grounded in the latest research on 

learning, writing, and assessment. (n.p). 

These first three principles function to first define writing—the object of it, process of it, the 

learning of it—as a highly contextual activity and thus to then align writing assessment practice 

with this highly contextual activity. Put otherwise, best practices of writing assessment emerge 

from the purpose and context of the assessment’s implementation rather than placing primacy on 

particular assessment technologies, applied acontextually. Similarly, of the five principles of 

Brian Huot’s theory of writing assessment, three underscore the importance of context. Namely, 

assessment procedures should be (a) site-based, taking into account the needs and concerns at a 

specific site; (b) locally-controlled, being managed, revised, updated, and validated by those 

attached to the specific site of assessment; and (c) context-sensitive, honoring “the instructional 

goals and objectives as well as the cultural and social environment of the institution or agency 
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and its students, teachers, and other stakeholders” (Huot 105). For Huot, writing assessment 

should be practiced by institutions, programs, organizations to accomplish goals that emerge 

from the local, site-based, context. This theory allows for writing assessment practices to be 

adaptable for different institutional sites, purposes, and contexts.  

For Lynne, the development of these sets of principles was based on a common 

methodological approach; namely, as noted in chapter one, each approach is based on a practice-

theory-practice (PTP) model (Phelps) where principles are extrapolated from existing practices, 

often responding to local, site-based exigencies that are shared through the publication channels 

of the field (conferences, journals, workshops, etc.) (Yancey). Likewise, practices should be 

informed by research—for instance, the fifth principle of the CCCC position statement notes, 

“assessment programs should be solidly grounded in the latest research on learning, writing, and 

assessment.” In this way, as Lynne explains, “the tools needed for theoretical work in writing 

assessment already exist within composition studies” (116). Yet, Lynne points out the 

contradiction in such a methodological approach; namely, the theoretical foundation of both our 

practices and theories remain expressed in terminology carried over from educational 

measurement—i.e., validity and reliability. She proposes that scholarship re-focus attention on 

the theory grounding our practices, specifically a theoretical vocabulary “grounded in and 

responsive to theoretical principles already at work within composition studies” (116).  

Namely, she offers a new terminology organized around two concepts: (a) 

meaningfulness, which “describes the signification of assessment, its purpose and substance, and 

draws attention to the object of assessment” and (b) ethics, which “focuses on the effects of 

evaluation practices, the means of assessment, and the uses of the results” (117). Although, as 

Lynne has claimed, these concepts are grounded in a humanist tradition, Lynn's Coming to 

Terms does not explicitly tie these concepts either to contemporary literacy scholarship or to 

practices of writing assessment that align with these principles. While meaningfulness and ethics 

describe particular kinds of phenomena that may be useful for designing assessment procedures, 

it is unclear whether the adoption of such concepts would have the impact that Lynne seeks:  

assessment practices aligning with a humanist tradition. In fact, Cindy Moore, in “Changing the 

Language of Assessment: Lessons from Feminism,” examines Lynn’s advocacy to adopt these 

concepts, concluding that replacing one set of terms for another may not ensure a change in 

perceptions. The substitution of one word may not translate to widespread use and, in addition, 
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may not instill the change in the larger political arena that the alternatives are meant to effect: 

“New terms adopted by people who are ambivalent about or do not fully appreciate the need for 

change will not have the desired impact on perception” (Moore 468). 

Although Lynn’s articulated terms—meaningfulness and ethics—are not taken up as a 

point of departure for this dissertation, this project nonetheless is guided by her goal to develop 

writing assessment practices that more closely align with composition studies’ humanist 

tradition, that embrace contextualist paradigms, and that reflect our knowledge about writing. 

Lynne, unlike her predecessors, begins with a new theoretical vocabulary rather than developing 

principles from practices. As she writes, research in writing assessment has been primarily 

interested in developing principles from practice: “Current literature abounds with pragmatic 

advice, procedural descriptions, and case study analyses of the process of developing new 

assessments” (162). By beginning with theory, she seeks to rebuild practices from a new 

theoretical stance, one that clearly aligns with composition and literacy studies’ knowledge about 

writing. Sharing Lynne’s interest in a composition-studies-driven assessment theory, I likewise 

envision this dissertation as offering implications for a new theoretical stance toward writing 

assessment; however, unlike Lynne, I interrogate our beliefs and assumptions about assessment 

through observing different kinds of literacy practice: that of everyday writing practices and the 

assessment activity manifest in those practices. Indeed, such an approach of interrogating 

practices to inform theory is aligned with Phelps’ PTP model.  

Conceiving of Writing Assessment  

As a literate practice, everyday writing assessment has yet to be studied. As noted in the 

previous section, drawing attention to everyday writing assessment practice may contribute new 

beliefs and assumptions about writing assessment generally, given the unique nature of this kind 

of assessment practice. In this section, I explore one fundamental component of everyday writing 

assessment, surveying research that addresses questions into how writers anticipate and conceive 

of everyday writing assessment. Specifically, I review research that observes how writers 

cognitively and textually construct audience in order to design and produce writing (e.g., Ong; 

Ede and Lunsford; Litt). Audience is a helpful concept for writing assessment since audience can 

function as both (a) an evaluative force in that readers make judgments about a writing 

performance; and (b) a motivational force in that the perceived, potential evaluation and response 

can influence how the writer invents and delivers their writing. Present in these dual roles is a 
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tension between actual and “imagined” audience. Reflecting upon this tension in the context of 

everyday social media use, Eden Litt, in “Knock, Knock. Who’s there? The Imagined Audience,” 

notes that writers depend upon their ability to imagine—or conceptualize—an audience because 

it operates as a guide to understand the actual audience “on the other side of the screen reacting 

and judging the performance” (333; see also Flower and Hayes). A disconnection between 

imagined audience and actual audience could result in ineffective writing or such writing being 

spread to unintended audiences. This section begins to outline how researchers describe this 

process of conceptualizing audience whether by invoking audience through the text itself (Ede 

and Lunsford, Perelman), by observing intertextuality of writing (Ong, Porter), and/or by 

considering interfaces and their mediation of content between writer and audience (Gallagher, 

Litt).  

Research in writing refers to writers’ conception of audience under a number of labels, 

including the fictionalized audience (e.g., Ong), audience addressed and invoked (e.g., Ede and 

Lunsford), discourse community (e.g., Porter), imagined audience (e.g., Litt, Gallagher), and 

imagined community (e.g., Jolly). Each of these terms draws attention to different aspects of a 

conceptualized audience, but here, this section seeks to unify these ideas by identifying and 

analyzing three conceptualizations of audience: (a) how writers conceive of audience—as formed 

in the mind; (b) how writers perceive of audience—as interpreted through features of a context 

or environment; and (c) how writers construct audience—as through the composing of text. 

Together, these three concepts can be helpful for understanding how writers engage in 

assessment activities in their everyday writing. Specifically, writers are constantly negotiating 

multiple assessment potentials at once, and in composing everyday writing texts, writers must 

conceive, perceive, and construct the assessment potentials of their writing in order to understand 

how to act in response to such assessment potentials.  

In contrast to everyday writing contexts, the writing contexts in traditional assessment 

contexts (e.g., the classroom or writing program) often operate with limited means of conceiving, 

perceiving, and constructing audience in part because the classroom context is often a well-

defined rhetorical situation where everyday writing contexts are not. For instance, Star Lewis 

observes that classroom assignments, specifically in the K-12 context, tend to be limited in 

consideration of audience: “teachers are largely directing what students are to write in terms of 

form, purpose and audience. And the prompts that teachers design often limit students to 
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contrived audiences and purpose” (193). Similarly, Lisa Ede and Andrea Lunsford in their 

landmark article on audience specifically point to the assessing and testing of writing as 

reductive in the composing process when it comes to audience. They point to an example of a 

student who enters the (college) classroom and writes for an assignment:  

If she is a successful student, she has so effectively internalized [a series of 

academic] conventions that she can subordinate a concern for her complex and 

multiple audiences to focus on the material on which she is being tested and on 

the single audience, the teacher, who will respond to her performance to the test. 

(164).  

Although discussing writing from different contexts (K-12 and college), the considerations of 

audience are similar: the audiences in the classroom tend to be limited to the immediate scene 

involving the assignment and the teacher. Similarly, as I observed in “Meeting the Promise of 

Negotiation: Situating Negotiated Rubrics with Student’s Prior Experiences” documents like 

rubrics construct both audience and expectations for students.  

Lewis, Lunsford and Ede, and my research observe that the concept of audience in the 

classroom can be limited and often may not invite student-writers to, as Lunsford and Ede write, 

consider the “complex and multiple audiences” of their writing. In other words, given the 

concepts outlined above, student writers are not invited to conceive, perceive, and construct 

audience because that work has already been done for them. The generic rhetorical situation of 

the classroom is both well-defined and, in many cases, routine for students who have written for 

classrooms before. Part of why the rhetorical situations of the classrooms are well defined is 

because defining the rhetorical situation, outlining the expectations, values, and audiences of an 

assignment, is tied to fairness. In other words, it is often the case that the classroom assessment 

procedures contribute to contrived sense of audience since transparency of values and 

expectations is seen as a critical principle in maintaining fair, equitable assessment practices 

(see: NCTE-WPA White Paper on Writing Assessment in Colleges and Universities)5. The 

                                                
5 One of the key principles identified in the White paper: “Writing assessment should articulate 
and communicate clearly its values and expectations to all stakeholders, especially students and, 
if applicable, parents” (n.p). Offering additional comments on this principle, the white paper 
explains, “Assessment should not be invisible, mysterious, or elusive to any stakeholders. There 
should be a variety of ways stakeholders can understand and be informed about the local writing 
assessment and its methods, findings, and products” (n.p.) 
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educational and/or classroom context, then, appears to involve a built-in audience structure (e.g. 

teacher-student or assessed-assessor) with clear expectations of quality; however, that may not 

be the case in everyday writing contexts: the processes of conceptualizing audience has 

particular salience for the everyday writing context since audiences and their expectations of 

quality are not always clear. In everyday writing, rarely do audiences delineate criteria 

describing values and expectations (especially given that those values operate tacitly, an idea 

explored later in this chapter). In other words, the assessment activity in everyday writing—

taking the form of feedback, for instance—is not well defined; rather it is dynamic, ambiguous, 

multiple, and tacit in ways that is not often the case in classroom writing assessment: everyday 

writers are left to conceive for themselves who their audiences are, what they value, and how to 

write in response to that conceived audience.   

 Without well-define rhetorical situations defining audiences and their expectations, 

writers, then, must actively conceive of their audiences. In fact, conceiving of audience is a 

necessary component to writing. As Walter Ong points out in “A Writer’s Audience is Always a 

Fiction,” the affordances of writing and textual communication, itself, displace the audiences 

from “present actuality” from which the spoken word exists and draws its meaning. Rather, “the 

person to whom the writer addresses himself normally is not present at all” (10). Given the 

nature of textual communication, Ong questions: “How does the writer give body to the audience 

for whom he writes” (10)? Ede and Lunsford take up Ong’s distinction between oral and textual 

communication in their discussion of invoking audience in discourse. The concept of “audience 

invoked” refers to the idea that “the audience of a written discourse is a construction of the 

writer, a ‘created fiction’” (160). But these authors also extend the constructed audience to oral 

and textual communication as well: “speakers, like writers, must construct in their imaginations 

‘an audience cast in some sort of role” (Ong 10 qtd in Ede and Lunsford 161). In both cases, Ede 

and Lunsford and Ong emphasize that the audience is a constructed concept, and in the act of 

producing and creating discourse, the writer must both “analyze and invent an audience” (163).  

 Conceiving of the audience, thus, is not just a cognitive, imaginative act, but also a 

textual, rhetorical, and constructive action. In one sense, the textual action of constructing 

audiences can be located in the construction of a text, itself. According to Ede and Lunsford, 

“Rather than relying on incantations, however writers, conjure their visions—a vision which they 

hope readers will actively come to share as they read the text—by using all the resources of 
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language available to them to establish a broad, and ideally coherent, range of cues for the 

reader” (167). Ede and Lunsford acknowledge that “audience(s)” is/are not homogenous, stable, 

coherent bodies, but rather writers invoke or construct homogeneity through the writing act 

itself. Such a description of audience aligns with Chaim Perelman’s concept of adherence to 

audience, where the rhetor both adheres to the accepted premises and propositions of audience 

while also restructuring those premises in the act of discourse to incite, invite, or provoke action. 

Part of this rhetorical process to construct the audience may involve the epideictic genre since 

such genres can “intensify adherence to values, adherence without which discourses that aim to 

provoking action cannot find the lever to move or to inspire their listeners” (19). Perelman, like 

Ede and Lunsford, observe that conceptualization of audience is enacted through discourse, 

cueing readers to shared values, premises, and propositions.  

Conceiving of audience is also intertextual, relying the writer’s experience or exposure to 

prior writing texts. For instance, Ong’s fictionaliztion of audience emphasizes how conceiving of 

audience can draw upon a writer’s knowledge of antecedent texts:  

If the writer succeeds in writing, it is generally because he can fictionalize in his 

imagination an audience he has learned to know not from daily life but from 

earlier writers who were fictionalizing in their imagination audiences they had 

learned to know in still earlier writers, and so on back to the dawn of written 

narrative. (11). 

Although Ong describes the fictionalized audience as existing in the writer’s “imagination,” he 

notes that such fictionalization is, in fact, constructed through adherence to other texts that 

address similar audiences. James Porter in “Intertexuality and the Discourse Community” 

likewise understands a writers’ concept of intertextuality as a means to discover how to write 

within and for unfamiliar or emergent audiences. However, Porter frames these discussions in 

terms of constructing and adhering to discourse communities, which are bodies of people who 

share common values, channels of communicating, and key genres that structure the community. 

As Porter writes, intertextuality—the interdependency of antecedent texts—can be a more 

critical concept for constructing the discourse communities to which a writer seeks to address:  

Intertextuality suggests that the proper focus of audience analysis is not the 

audience as receivers per se, but the intertext of the discourse community. Instead 

of collecting demographic data about age, educational level, and social status, the 
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writer might instead ask questions about the intertext: “what are the conventional 

presuppositions of this community? In what forums do they assemble? What are 

the methodological assumptions? What is considered ‘evidence,’ ‘valid 

argument,’ and ‘proof’? (43).  

The process of constructing audience is grounded in textually and materially produced writing—

in other words, in conceiving an audience for our writing, we must draw upon a set of resources 

that inform our conceptualized audience.  

Considerations of the conceptualized audience have also extended to non-human readers 

such as the interface or search algorithms of online interfaces. In everyday writing contexts in 

digital spaces—such as through various social media platforms—writers must also grapple with 

non-human readers that can make judgments and decisions about our writing alongside and 

before it reaches human audiences. John Gallagher in “Writing for Algorithmic Audiences,” 

takes up the question of how writers in online spaces contend with algorithms that mediate a 

writer’s content with other interlocutors. An algorithm, per Gallagher, is “a set of 

procedures…that yields results in predictable ways” (26). Gallagher sees algorithms as a 

necessary component in how writing is organized on the Internet; users may approach writing to 

these algorithms much in the same way as they do to a completely human audience. Gallagher, 

then, introduces the concept of an “algorithmic audience,” which speaks to the tensions in 

writing for human and non-human audiences. One the one hand, algorithms are social: “in spite 

of their seemingly autonomous response, these results are authored and require people to write 

the code that produces them. In this sense, to write for algorithmic audiences means to consider 

the people who design and program an algorithm” (26). But he also writes that algorithms can 

often operate autonomously, distinct from their creators or programmers: “they can escape the 

intentions of those who authored them and yield unintended results. They may even make 

decisions without the consent of those who write them” (26). Given these concerns, writers on 

the web must not only contend with the people who interact with their content, but also the 

search engines and algorithms that work autonomously to give their content meaning.  

Gallagher offers the example of Youtube’s algorithms and the decisions that students can 

make when working with classroom assignments that ask them to write for public forums: 

“[Students] can think of their audience as the processes and procedures by which YouTube 

prioritizes their videos. This latter perspective asks students to think of YouTube’s algorithms, 
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i.e., its processes and procedures, as their audience” (28, emphasis in original). This notion that 

written content is subject to the judgment of non-human players is certainly one that scholars in 

writing assessment have begun to take seriously. Researchers like Anne Herrington and Charles 

Moran, Patricia Ericsson and Richard Haswell, among others, have considered the viability of 

automated assessment software (such as E-Rater or Criterion) that is often used to assess student 

writing, often as a mechanism for classroom grading as well as for  measuring students’ 

achievement on state and federal writing standards (e.g., Florida’s Florida Standards 

Assessments). However, such automated essay scorers are not the only kinds of non-human 

technologies that assess writing, particularly in everyday life. For instance, as has been noted by 

Carl Whithaus and Kathleen Blake Yancey, the word processor has built-in assessment systems 

that users must engage with when working with this technology: these automated assessments 

are used within the process of writing itself.  

 The concept of conceptualized audience is useful to begin to understand how writers 

conceive, perceive, and construct assessment structures in their everyday writing activity. 

Namely, writers’ conceived sense of audience is informed by a number of sources in everyday 

writing activity, including through intertextual genre knowledge, prior writing experiences, and 

previous interactions with audiences and the online interfaces that mediate their writing. In the 

next section, I consider how writers conceive of values, particularly in community contexts. In 

other words, I explore how writers come to understand not only the kinds of people who will 

encounter their writing, but likewise what they value and expect from their writing.  

Values, Community, and Affect 

Here, I focus attention on how writers come to understand values, particularly in 

community contexts. The practices of everyday writing assessment often occur in community 

contexts, replete with circulation and exchange of writing to establish common values—about 

writing, about the community, and about society—and common practices or behaviors. This 

section begins by reviewing research in writing assessment that has invoked the concept of 

community to draw attention to how assessment facilitates the articulation, definition, and 

negotiation of values (e.g., Broad, Inoue). I then align community from the writing assessment 

research context with community-based everyday writing practices. Attending to everyday 

writing in community contexts, I also focus on the affective dimension of writing assessment 

which crucial in everyday assessment contexts.  
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 Several writing assessment scholars invoke the concept of community for assessment. 

Writing assessment researchers from the educational research community (e.g Ecclestone; 

Starfield; Elwood & Klenowski; Price), for example, advocate for the development of 

community among assessors as a means of socializing them within a given set of values and thus 

contribute to their reliability as raters. Among these researchers, Sally O’Hagan, in her study of 

assessor feedback to second language writers, found a lack of consensus in the ways assessors, 

within the same discipline and operating from the same assessment tool, respond to writers 

regardless of language background. O’Hagan found that assessors disagreed on fundamental 

concepts of quality despite those concepts being articulated in a scoring guide; as O’Hagan 

notes, assessors were using implicit criteria that guided their understanding of the articulated 

criteria. Moreover, Margaret Price6 points out that fostering a sense of community among 

assessors can provide a context for tacit, implicit knowledge to be openly shared such that 

terminology can be understood; for her, community provides for shared understandings of 

quality. 

In Composition Studies, researchers like Bob Broad, Nedra Reynolds, Pat Belanoff and 

Peter Elbow, and Michael Allen further note the importance of fostering community to support 

shared understanding of assessment criteria. For instance, Bob Broad’s Dynamic Criteria 

Mapping (DCM), a qualitative inquiry into writing program’s latent value criteria, frames writing 

programs as a space of communal writing values. DCM attends to these communal values and 

specifically invites teachers to participate as a community to articulate their often-implicit values 

and develop a professional, disciplinary community. As Broad writes, “participation in 

communal writing assessment—and especially in the rigorous evaluative inquiry of DCM—has 

the potential to teach teachers more powerfully than any conference, course, book, or other 

method of professional development” (121). Broad’s invocation of community for writing 

assessment recognizes the ways that communities—and facilitating community participation—

can socialize a group of people to articulate and generate common values and common practices 

in ways that go beyond the typical channels of a disciplinary community (like conferences, 

books, journals, etc.). Framing the creation of criteria in educational contexts as community 

literacy activities is not limited to teachers in writing programs; rather, others like Diane Kelly-

                                                
6	  Not to be confused with Margaret Price, disabilities studies scholar form The Ohio State 
University.  
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Riley and Asao B. Inoue, offer classroom assessment approaches that engage students in 

developing a set of shared writing values used to assess class assignments. Inoue’s “Community-

Based Pedagogy” invites students to systematically reflect and articulate the criteria with which 

they wish their texts to be assessed. Students “not only learn to assess themselves, taking active 

learning stances in the classroom, but they begin to articulate how assessment and writing work 

in their own practices—theorize—that is, they begin to be more self-conscious reflective writers” 

(Inoue 209).  

These instances of community are specific for educational contexts: invoking community 

for assessment contexts in educational sites allows for a deeper interrogation into writing values 

among teachers, assessors, and students. In these instances, the fostering of community carries 

with it a set of goals that are specific for an educational context: creating interrater reliability 

(e.g., O’Hagan, Price); articulating the dynamic and implicit writing values of a writing program 

(Broad); and as a means to involve students in the process of assessment (Inoue). For 

communities located outside the context and purposes of school, the use of writing and the 

assessment of it take on a different kind of role. Namely, as will be explored here, communities 

and their members often exchange writing and assess it with the dual function both to uphold 

expectations and values geared toward a particular practice (e.g., scrapbooking or writing fan 

fiction) and to build communal bonds among members. Put another way, in educational contexts, 

community is invoked to support the assessment of writing; in everyday contexts, writing is 

assessed to support the community.  

John Swales offers six defining characteristics of discourse community, as outlined in 

“The Concept of Discourse Communities” and identifies one characteristic that points directly to 

the community’s use of a feedback loop. As Swales writes, “A discourse community uses its 

participatory mechanisms primarily to provide information and feedback” (26). Swales focuses 

primarily on the “information exchange” involved in some communities such as the circulation 

of newsletters or periodicals related to a particular practice (e.g., Acoustical Society of America). 

Such key documents align with Porter’s idea of intertexuality and discourse communities where 

such communities’ hierarchies of values are traced along antecedent texts that are given 

particular primacy among a group of people. However, Swales also notes that the information 

exchange, facilitated by these documents and forums, leads to feedback among the community, 

geared toward particular goals. Swales description of feedback loops among discourse 



40 

communities gestures toward a relationship between communities and practices of assessment to 

organize around common practices and accomplish shared goals. Namely, the circulation of 

documents within a community can be a means of sharing what’s valued in the community, the 

intertext of the community. And likewise, community members exchange feedback to one 

another to uphold expectations based on the intertext.  

Discourse communities have been a useful metaphor in Composition Studies to 

understand academic disciplines and how to write for and within them (see, for instance, 

Bartholomae and Harris); however, Swales makes clear that discourse communities—and 

presumably, the feedback and information exchange among them—is not a concept that applies 

solely to academic contexts. As he writes, “those interested in discourse communities have 

typically sited their discussions within academic contexts, thus possibly creating a false 

impression that such communities are only to be associated with intellectual paradigms and 

scholarly cliques” (27). Certainly, especially in the last decade of writing research, drawing upon 

community has not always relied on academic contexts as Swales suggests in 1990. For instance, 

research in fan communities (e.g., Jenkins, Stedman, Baym), in protest movements (e.g., 

Castells, Penney and Dadas, Jolly), in support groups (e.g., Gere, Daniel, Lamberton), in family 

networks (e.g., Lyons, Henkin) and on social networks sites (e.g., Buck, Dich, Amicucci), among 

others have broadened the lens of writing research into communities who write with purposes 

outside of academic ones. 

Although the research on community literacy in everyday contexts is pervasive, there has 

yet to be research that seeks to tie everyday community literacy to recent efforts in writing 

assessment to embrace community building. As can be seen from writing assessment research 

like O’Hagan, Broad, and Inoue, writing assessment researchers invoke community—at least in 

part—because it allows teachers and administrators a theory and practice for interrogating how 

classrooms and writing programs can create shared value systems and assessment criteria that 

reflect those values. The through-line between assessment in academic discourse communities 

and communities outside academic discourse is the articulation, development, negotiation, and 

instantiation of common values—that is, the shared beliefs among a group of people about 

quality or the standards to uphold quality.  

As we’ve seen in academic contexts, the impetus for fostering community in writing 

assessment research usually comes in the form of making tacit values more explicitly articulated, 
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reflecting institutional concerns about fairness (see the NCTE-WPA White Paper on Writing 

Assessment in Colleges and University, cited in the previous section). However, what appears 

common in research on community literacy is how writing values are in constant flux and are 

based a great deal on affect and felt interest. Given that upholding values is key feature of 

writing assessment activity (as described in chapter one), I explore how the often tacit, 

ambiguous values of community literacy are shared, upheld and assessed—namely through 

communal affective experiences.  

Historically, research on the relationship of affect and writing, championed by the work 

of Susan McLeod, has understood affect as a individualistic, subjective experience. McLeod, for 

instance, defines affect in relation to the individual’s bodily reaction to stimuli; drawing upon 

George Mandler, McLeod notes, “a major source of emotion is the interruption of an individual’s 

plans or planned behavior, plans which have a tendency toward completion. When our plans are 

interrupted, our autonomic nervous systems are activated and the psychological evidence is 

interpreted as emotion—excitement or frustration” (431). Although she locates affective, 

emotional experience as experienced individually, she does gesture toward the social 

components of affect: “while writing this paper, for example, I found the flow of words 

continually interrupted by the constraint of audience; because I was writing of readers more 

interested in teaching than in psychological research I had to stop a number of times to consider 

how I would present that research” (432). She positions this agitation as an individual 

experience, yet, in a way, she is describing how the affective experience of agitation guides how 

she understood and enacted the expectations of her research community.  

Other researchers, focused on public, everyday contexts of discourse, likewise explore 

how writers understand expectations of the community with which they identify or to which they 

hope to communicate. Charles Taylor, for instance, outlines the concept of “social imaginary,” 

similar to the conceived audience discussed in the previous section, which a writer draws upon to 

perceive the expectations of communities, often through tacit, felt sense of bonds. The social 

imaginary, as Taylor describes, involves the construction of “the ways in which [people] imagine 

their social existence, how they fit together with others, how things go on between them and their 

fellows, the expectations which are normally met, and the deeper normative notions and images 

which underlie these expectations” (106). Taylor’s concept of social imaginary is in contrast with 

“social theory” in that the imaginary operates on a tacit level, where tenets, codes, expectations, 
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and values are not (always or typically) expressed in articulated, key documents; rather, such 

expectations are carried in “images, stories, and legends” (106). From theories of discourse, 

Gloria Anzaldúa similarly aligns a community’s development of shared values with a shared 

affective experience. Anzaldúa provides an example to understand the role of affect and 

community; she writes,  

There are more subtle ways that we internalize identification, especially in the 

forms of image and emotions. For me food and certain smells are tied to my 

identity, to my homeland. Woodsmoke curling up to an immense blue sky; 

woodsmoke perfuming my grandmother’s clothes, her skin. The stench of cow 

manure and the yellow patches on the ground; the crack of a .22 rifle and the reek 

of cordite. Homemade white cheese sizzling in a pan, melting inside a folded 

tortilla. My sister Hilda’s hot, spicy menudo, chile Colorado making it deep red, 

pieces of panza and hominy floating on top. My brother Carlito barbequing fajitas 

in the backyard. Even now and 3,000 miles away, I can see my mother spicing the 

ground beef, pork and venison with chile. My mouth salivates at the thought of 

the hot steaming tamales I would be eating if I were home. (p. 1590).  

Anzaldúa charts out an inextricable link between affect, experiences with materials, experiences 

with people, and language. As she notes, these images work together to form her identity, but it 

is not only the images she describes, but it’s what the images carry with them: the affective 

feeling that emerges from her interaction with these materials. She develops a point of 

identification among others who share in these material interactions with woodsmoke, rifles, and 

the deep red color of panza, but what generates identification is the affect that comes along with 

it. An affective connection creates identification: a bonding can occur based on an experience 

that is not articulated in key documents, but through a shared experience.  

In other words, both Taylor and Anzaldúa demonstrate how affect—and the meaning that 

is built through affect—is often a social experience. Anzladúa dwells within a network of 

materials, people, and languages and shares in that dwelling with other people. This is one basis 

of socialization, the recurrence of experiences and the constant and ongoing interactions between 

people and materials fostering common affect among a community. Jenny Edbauer, in her 

discussion of affective ecologies of discourse, argues that affective connections rely upon active 

and ongoing participation of a network of agents through the reproduction and recirculation of 
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material. Identification with others does not hinge upon simply dwelling in similar materials and 

environment with others (as described by Anzaldúa); rather, developing affective connections 

takes textual work. For instance, in “Unframing Models of Public Distribution: From Rhetorical 

Situation to Rhetorical Ecology,” Edbauer discusses the ways that the remixing and recirculation 

of the “Keep Austin Weird” slogan in Austin, TX became a means of generating encounters 

between people living in the same town. The felt sense of connection among Austinites was not 

simply a matter of dwelling in the same space, but rather, the felt sense was built through their 

textual reproduction of common, site-based, cultural everyday material. Alluding to research in 

human geography (namely, Amin and Thrift), Edbauer writes that a place like “a city” operates 

more as a verb: “to city”, and in this way, the “work” of the city is distributed across all agents 

within the city. Researchers like Taylor, Anzaldúa, and Edbauer indicate that there is an affective 

bond created in both dwelling within common ground as well as actively participating with the 

materials of the dwelling. And such affective bond gesture to expectations, values, and codes of 

communities, if only tacitly. 

 As this section’s discussions demonstrate, interest in invoking community in writing 

assessment research is an emerging area of inquiry, and looking to community literacy located 

outside of institutional contexts can further complicate these discussions. Community may 

provide the context through which writers can share in experiences and accordingly share in 

terminology, but as Broad, Inoue, and O’Hagan argue, such communal practices hinge on 

articulating and sharing knowledge that was once tacit in order for terminology to be understood. 

Yet, in an everyday context, communities socializing its members to internalize and enact 

common values operate on a necessarily tacit, affective level. Put otherwise, in everyday 

community literacy, affect appears related to enacting common practices and values; however, 

the upholding and development of shared values—whether expressed verbally or operating 

tacitly—are not neutral acts. Indeed, as is explored in the next section, the kinds of values 

expressed in assessment practices can have an impact on how writers’ produce everyday writing.  

Writing Assessment as Social Action 

In this section, I address the impact of assessment practices on writers’ literate and social 

activity. I begin by offering current research in writing assessment that draws attention to the 

impact of our writing assessment practices. Such scholarship, although focused primarily on 

writing assessments in educational contexts and for educational purposes, can offer a model to 
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consider how everyday writing assessment practices can impact writers’ textual realities, 

particularly on their formation of self. Unlike the section above that observes how assessments 

are implicated in the fostering of community, this section observes more closely how writers 

navigate assessments.  

With scholarship from Kathleen Blake Yancey, Lester Faigley, Asaou Inoue and Mya 

Poe, among others, researchers have drawn attention to the ways our writing assessment 

technologies are capable of defining kinds of writing, identities, and values we accept and permit 

in our classrooms, in our writing programs, at our universities, and ultimately in society, writ-

large. As Yancey describes, “As a social act, writing assessment exerts enormous influence both 

explicitly and implicitly, often in ways we, both faculty and students, do not fully appreciate” 

(143-4). Although Yancey is speaking to writing assessments from educational institutions, it can 

likewise be extended similarly to assessment activity in everyday writing practices. As discussed 

in both chapter one and in earlier sections of this chapter, writing assessment practices both 

represent and construct wider, systematic cultural values. For instance, researchers like Yancey 

and Faigley have observed the ways that writing assessments in traditional, educational contexts 

uphold inherent ideological values that construct student identities. Yancey writes succinctly,  

“what we are about, in a phrase, is formation of the self: and writing assessment, because it 

wields so much power, plays a crucial role in what self, or selves, will be permitted—in our 

classrooms; in our tests; ultimately, in our culture” (144). In developing this theory, Yancey 

points to the first wave of writing assessment—characterized by its use of indirect measures of 

assessing writing, typically focused on current-traditionalist paradigms of writing—where the 

“tested self” was defined in multiple-choice tests: “passive, forced-choice response to external 

expert’s understanding of language conventions” (145).. Similarly, Lester Faigley in “Judging 

Writing, Judging Selves” observes how teachers’ evaluation methods in a writing course—which 

often includes autobiographical essays—prompt students to construct particular conceptions of 

self, often functioning within rational, Western discussions of self.  In both cases, both Yancey 

and Faigley argue that the writing assessments that are employed in an educational context can 

have an impact beyond that context, namely on students’ concepts of self.  

The connections between writing assessment practices and writers’ construction of self is 

not limited to the educational context; rather, writers in everyday contexts frequently encounter 

assessment activities in their everyday writing that can have an impact on their construction of 
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self. For instance, research on writers’ construction of digital identities on social media offers 

some indication about this relationship between the assessment of writing and writers identities: 

users’ construction of their online persona becomes an ongoing process of becoming as feedback 

and response from other users facilitate the user’s persona. For instance, Amber Buck’s study of 

offers a interesting starting point for everyday writing assessment in Ronnie’s response to the 

feedback he receives from his social network. Ronnie conceives an audience in each of his social 

networking sites, motivating the degree and kind of writing he elects to share. He reflects, “I use 

selective tweets on Facebook, so only particular tweets will make it over, pretty much just ones 

that I know will get a reaction from people who are never using Twitter, because otherwise its 

just kind of a stream of consciousness. I don’t want to bother people’s news feeds” (17). This 

selection process is in recognition of the different audiences and their interests across sites; he 

also reflects a similar process for photography: he’ll share just about anything on Facebook, but 

makes a selection for Flickr. As Buck writes, “Ronnie envisioned different audiences with 

different concerns and interests on both Facebook and Twitter and constructed his identity on 

both sites with audiences in mind” (18). Ronnie’s conception of each of these audiences—and 

conceiving of their values and expectations of quality—reflects his interaction with assessment 

activity as I’ve outlined earlier in this chapter. Buck’s discussion of Ronnie seems to reflect the 

dual functions of audience outlined earlier: as (a) an evaluative force and (b) a motivational force 

in that the perceived, potential evaluation and response can influence how the writer invents and 

delivers their writing. In this case, the potential for evaluation of Ronnie’s writing invites some 

rhetorical maneuvering in how he represents his identities.  

In addition, Buck notes that Ronnie also creates various ‘alter egos’ in order to both 

connect with a different kind of audience while also going under the radar of other networks on 

the other sites. As Buck reflects, “he represented a specific part of his identity for a specific 

audience” so he can tailor the kind of writing he shares (e.g., music for his musical alter ego) 

rather than personal life. Ronnie’s process of weaving between platforms—and likewise between 

assessment potentials—complicates earlier notions of the impact of assessment on writers’ 

construction of self, identified earlier with Faigley. Namely, in this everyday writing context, 

Ronnie’s demonstrates a degree of control and agency in how he constructs his concept of self—

that is, he is not confined to one particular platform and its assessment potentials. Where one 
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platform may be limited in his expression and development of identity, another platform may 

provide a different outlet.  

Indeed, Buck’s discussion of Ronnie offers a point of departure to consider how 

assessment activity—or the potential for assessment—can have an impact on how a writer 

constructs their texts. From Buck, it’s clear that Ronnie is influenced by his perceived sense of 

audience and how they may read or assess his writing online; however, such considerations are 

certainly not limited to digital social media. Robert Brooke, influenced by Irving Goffman’s 

concept of underlife, discusses how student-writers “seek to provide identities that go beyond the 

roles offered by the normal teacher-as-lecturer, student-as-passive-learner educational system” 

(141). In reaction to the formal evaluative structures of classrooms that can limited identities 

possible (as Yancey and Faigley discuss), students, as Brooke notes, will engage in underlife 

activities—that is, they will engage in backchannel writing that become a site for writers to 

develop more complex identities less possible in the structures of the classroom. Brooke writes 

that such underlife writing activities included “private conversations students have with one 

another, the notes they write to themselves and then scratch out, the things they’re writing when 

the teacher thinks they’re taking notes.” (144).7 In this sense, everyday writing is being 

employed as way to avoid the classroom structure and the assessment activities that are attached 

to it. In a similar way, Anita Wilson discusses letter-writing among prisoners and the tactics they 

employ to limit readership. When sending notes outside the prison, prisoners will enact different 

letter writing habits to account for the possible readers and edits that may occur during its 

circulation: section of letters may be cut out by prison clerks so prisoners often try to write on 

only one side of the letter; sheets were often listed or placed out of order so they repeat the last 

sentence of the previous page on the new page or use numbering. As Wilson writes, “the activity 

of circulation became a form of subversive social networking” (186). Much like the students in 

the classroom, the prisoners also enact sophisticated delivery tactics for their everyday writing as 

a way to avoid assessment activities that may limit their construction of self.  

In fact, writers will construct entire spaces with alternate value systems that run counter 

to other spaces that uphold rigid cultural values. For instance, Linh Dich describes a community 

                                                
7 Although this kind of writing is happening in school, I still consider such writing squarely 
within the category of everyday writing since such writing is produced in spite of the school 
context and is being produced with purposes antithetical to that of schooling. 	  
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of Asian-Americans who regularly post on the blogging site Xanga.8 She observes the way these 

users construct a counter-cultural space for young Asian Americans who can create relationships 

and identities not possible otherwise. Dich notes that the particular community she observed, the 

“blogring” on Asian Diaspora, was a somewhat closed, insular community enclave within a 

wider Asian American community. Because of this closed-off community’s separation from the 

wider Asian American community, one user discusses the community as one that is more free, 

without the surveillance or standards of rigid family and cultural values. Describing the 

community, he writes that it is “a community where you can be yourself and where you will find 

people who will love you for it. A chance to escape the mask you cover over your face to get 

through everyday real life. A place to be free” (95). Dich reflects that “free” in this sense refers 

to the user’s experiences with his family “continuously challeng[ing] his sense of belonging” 

(95). Likewise, another user recounts the feeling that “they were not good enough or did not 

belong to their own ethnic spaces where proficiency over one’s language marked one as 

authentic or not” (96). The creation of these community enclaves are indeed a reaction to other 

spaces where rigid standards are upheld through—likely—various means of evaluation and 

assessment. These users, then, created their own space where counter-cultural, subversive, or at 

least alternate, values can emerge. Understanding these behaviors in an assessment context, this 

online community has two functions: (a) it functions as an outlet that operates outside of rigid 

assessment structures in other contexts, but (b) it also upholds and enforces its own set of values, 

expectations, and behaviors.  

Dich’s observation of cultural enclaves in digital spaces—spaces that draw their function 

from their position as backchannel to mainstream, dominant cultural spaces—can likewise be 

reflected in non- or pre-digital technologies. For instance, Michelle Comstock, looking to a zine 

culture of a close-knit community of feminist activists, draws on Anne Ruggles Gere’s 

“extracurriculum” for analysis, which highlights its difference from formal institutional 

education writing. As Comstock writes, the contemporary zine scene, 

                                                
8	  The community discussed here is completely textual—that is, the members of the community 
interact through the digital interface, Xanga, and through the writing they post on it. The 
exigence to create the space was in response to rigid cultural values that carry the burden of 
constant judgment. This kind of assessment—based on cultural values—has little to do with 
writing; however, within the enclave of Xanga, alternate values emerge that—given the textual 
nature of the community—are about writing and outline expectations for textual participation.  
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comprises a significant extracurricular site of reading and writing pedagogy, 

where editors, writers, and readers learn the critical practices of countercultural 

production and distribution outside of formal institutional settings. Composed of 

“rants” against the homogenizing effects of mass culture and popular media, zines 

forego the grammar, layout, content, and distribution methods of conventional 

publication. (384).  

The zine writer/editors are explicit that their writing community is intentionally in conflict with 

school contexts. Again like Goffman’s concept of underlife, the zine space operates in reaction to 

the paternalistic strictures of the institution. Not only that, but the zine space is also in reaction to 

other counter-cultural scenes that are incompatibility with these feminist zine writers. Comstock 

writes that such zine writers often use “writing as a tactic for critical and alternative subject 

formation outside both the male punk scene and the mainstream feminist movement” (386). 

Similar to Dich’s online Xanga community, Comstock’s community of zine writers likewise 

functions as a reaction to rigid assessment structures, but also as a means of developing new 

values that align with the subversive community’s purpose.  

 In each of the cases described above, writers are often navigating between multiple 

assessment systems at once, going between both formal, institutional assessment systems (e.g., 

school systems and prison systems) and more tacit everyday writing assessment systems that can 

interface with form assessments. Thus, one feature of everyday writing assessment that appears 

common in these examples is writers’ movement between spaces and their performance of 

different representations of themselves across these different spaces. In a way, this kind of 

writerly engagement with assessment activities operates as a response to researchers like Yancey 

and Faigley who caution about the potential defining (or in some cases, damaging) effects 

institutional assessments have on writers’ identities; as we’ve seen here, the writers in other 

spaces here appear attuned to performing for particular assessment activities while enacting or 

performing different identities in other everyday contexts and backchannels.  

 However, while writers may participate in spaces that run counter to the rigid strictures of 

institutional assessment, that is not to say that these everyday writing spaces are necessarily 

liberatory from ideological values. Indeed, other researchers like Ann N. Amicucci explore 

Facebook users’ literacy and how such interfaces can impact how users understand and enact 

their textual realities. Much like Buck, Amicucci offers a close observation of one college 
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student’s Facebook use to construct a persona and writing voice. She finds that the participant, 

JJ, has developed a kind of Facebook literacy, a mastery of the participation within a discourse 

community that scripts or expects particular sayings, writings, doings, beings, values, and 

beliefs. JJ enacts a Discourse in that she “must not only ‘say the “right” thing’ but also ‘do the 

“right” thing such that she also expresses the “right” beliefs, values and attitudes” (Gee 168 qtd 

in Amicucci 38). The development of a writer’s persona is contingent upon a number of factors 

including “the writer’s past and the writer’s stance on a subject, the writer’s perception of his or 

her audience’s expectations” (39). Each of these factors plays into the writer’s “anticipation of 

known or conceived reader(s)” (Ivanič 215 qtd in Amicucci 39). Describing the process involved 

in this Facebook literacy, Amicucci notes that the “dominant ideologies are filtered through 

readers, and the values that a writer actually witnesses or imagines readers to hold—values that 

often uphold these dominant ideologies—are what shape the writer’s construction of a discoursal 

self on the page” (39). Much like Buck’s Ronnie, Amicucci’s JJ has a complex process of 

conceiving readers of her writing and the expectations of those readers in terms of quality.  

In another instance, Jen Almjeld offers a rhetorical analysis of her dating profile 

on Match.com where the assessment activities inherent to the site (e.g., the response-rate for the 

particular profile she has drafted, arranged, and produced) can conscript users into “prescribed 

identities and embodiments online and [the ways] such performances tend to bias normative 

heterosexuality” (72). As she writes, “online daters must rhetorically craft a sort of avatar or 

signifier for themselves in order to interact with others” (73). In other words, creation of an 

identity or avatar is a ticket for passage into the space. However, the hetereo-normative “gender 

scripts” within the space “are often so subtle and even naturalized…that it is difficult and at 

points impossible to resist participating in the false dichotomies and stereotypes” (73). Online 

daters within these platforms are constantly receiving feedback—whether with actual response or 

silence—through the textual production of others on the site (see, Baker). Almjeld writes,  

Daters often judge one another’s intellect and charisma based on writing fluency, 

grammatical correctness, and allusions to other texts, and so, as with common 

place books, originality does not seem nearly as important in online dating as is 

the recognition of and ability to wield existing texts and codes” (75). 

Almjeld connects such online dating sites to nineteenth century commonplace books, since the 

commonplace book, much like dating sites, had the purpose of helping to “prepare composers to 
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publically enact social scripts of gender and class that will provide entry into a given society or 

role” (75). Both Amicucci and Almjeld’s research point to concerns about how these everyday 

writing spaces—whether popular social media sites like Facebook or dating websites—can have 

an impact on how writers enact their social realities, including how they construct their textual 

identities. While other research surveyed here like Buck, Brook, and Dich describe how writers 

can move between platforms and spaces to avoid assessment activities that limit the expression 

of identity, Amiccuci and Almjeld demonstrate that the assessment activities within these 

everyday writing spaces can still have a lasting impact on the kinds of writing and identities 

permitted—in these particular spaces and in society, writ-large.   

Conclusion 

 The research reviewed in this chapter functions to define the scope of everyday writing 

assessment. To define this scope, I’ve drawn upon scholarship from two fields of study: writing 

assessment and literacy/composition studies. The relationship between these two fields of study 

has not always been complimentary; in fact, according to Patricia Lynne, writing assessments’ 

historical theoretical foundation from educational measurement has been at odds with writing 

theory and the terminology associated with literacy studies. Here, however, I explored how an 

inquiry into everyday writing assessment practices can ground a new theoretical understanding 

of writing assessment given the unique nature of this particular kind of assessment practice. This 

chapter thus explored how everyday writing assessment is a social construction, requiring the 

writer to conceive, perceive, and construct the audiences who will encounter the writing. Writers 

must draw upon a number of sources in everyday literacy to understand and act in response to 

the expectations of others. Likewise, I also considered the role of community in everyday writing 

assessment. Community literacy, although often invoked in writing assessment research (Broad, 

Inoue), is not limited to the educational context; in fact, as I’ve explored in this chapter, 

observing the assessment practices of everyday writing communities can begin to open new 

inquiries into the role of community for writing assessment. Namely, attending to community 

can draw more attention to the affective dimension of assessment and the development and 

upholding of values. Finally, I took into account the ways everyday writing assessment can 

impact everyday writing practices. Although current research in writing assessment has begun to 

attend to the impact of our assessment practices, those questions are primarily focused on 

assessment in education contexts; however, everyday writing assessment can also impact how 



51 

writers organize their literate and social lives. I specifically point to the ways that everyday 

writing assessments are implicated in writers’ textual self formation as well as how writers build 

textual havens or enclaves in reaction to dominant, repressive cultural values.  

In the next chapter, I will outline the empirical, qualitative inquiry into everyday writing 

assessment, describing the methodological frameworks and methods of data collection of the 

research design.    
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CHAPTER THREE 

 

METHODS AND METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 Chapters one and two of this dissertation begin to situate what can be gained from the 

study of everyday writing for writing assessment theory and practice. In chapter one, I offer a set 

of research questions that organize the kind of knowledge that this project can explore, namely 

how writers conceptualize and act in response to everyday writing assessment in their literate 

activity. This inquiry is organized around a set of three research questions:  

1. Does writing assessment emerge as a literate practice in everyday writing activity, 

and if so, how? What are its distinctive qualities? 

2. How do writers position themselves within everyday writing assessment—that is, 

how do writers understand how their everyday writing will be assessed, judged, or 

evaluated?  

3. And, likewise, how do writers act in response to conceived assessment? 

Chapter two of this dissertation began to respond to some of these questions, focusing on 

research from two areas of study—writing assessment and composition studies—to define an 

area of inquiry into everyday writing assessment, i.e. the interpretation and judgment of written 

texts that lead to decisions, actions, or changes in everyday writing. However, what is also clear 

from the analysis in chapter two is that there is not yet an explicit, empirical research project that 

has sought to understand the everyday writing assessment that informs writers’ everyday writing. 

This chapter does the important work of outlining the empirical, data-driven approach to 

addressing the research questions, offering the methodology and methods that guide the 

exploration of writers’ processes to conceive and act in response to the assessment activity of 

their everyday writing. Namely, I implemented a research design drawing upon case study 

methods to address the inquiries laid out by the research questions.  

 This chapter is organized around four major parts: first, I offer a methodology—informed 

by a collage of perspectives including contextualist research paradigms, community-based 

research, and feminist rhetorical research—that grounds my approach to case study methods. 

Second, I offer the specifics of this study including the selection criteria for the research 

participants. Third, I describe this dissertation’s three methods of data collection—field-note 
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observations, experience sampling methods, and semi-structured document-based interviews—

and how they align with the research questions. Finally, I outline the procedures for analyzing 

the data collected for this study, including the coding scheme guideline and protocol.  

Methodological Bricolage 

 Peter Smagorinsky refers to the methods section as the “conceptual epicenter” of a 

research study. The “epicentric role” of the methods section—or in this case, chapter—is due, in 

part, to its role as a bridge that aligns research questions and theoretical framework with results 

and discussion. An effective methods chapter will promote the alignment among the research 

study’s components by outlining the theoretical perspective (i.e., methodology) that supports the 

methods employed to respond to the research questions, ensuring both answerable questions as 

well as methods that procure data appropriate to those questions. For Smagorinsky, outlining the 

methods of the research places the data and results into context to demonstrate the extent to 

which we can apply and understand how the results were attained. As he writes, “if I don’t know 

pretty clearly how the researcher is conducting the study, then it doesn’t matter much to me what 

the results are because I have no idea how they were produced” (393). This methods chapter 

takes such an epicentric role to heart. Namely, this section aims to provide the theoretical 

perspective that has organized this empirical qualitative research into how writers navigate 

everyday writing assessment. In particular, while case study is the organizing method of this 

dissertation, an assemblage of methodological perspectives including contextualist research 

paradigms (Johanek; Broad); community-based research (Grabill); and feminist rhetorical 

methods (Schell and Rawson) inform my particular research design. Much as the field of writing 

studies itself has been marked by its assemblage of multiple disciplinary perspectives (Lauer), its 

research methods and methodological perspectives have likewise involved the cobbling together 

of methods and perspectives that find their origins outside of writing studies disciplinary 

boundaries. This section acknowledges and outlines the ways this study’s methodology is an 

assemblage of perspectives to form a coherent research study.  

 At its foundation, the methodological approach employed by this research project is 

grounded by a contexutalist research paradigm, as outlined by Cindy Johanek in Composing 

Research. Key for Johanek is dispelling disciplinary habits of mind that conscript researchers to 

a set of oft-employed and accepted methods; as she writes, “in no context should we choose our 

method first, allowing it to narrow what kinds of questions we can ask, for to do so is to ignore 
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context itself” (emphasis in original; 2-3). A contextually responsive approach to the research 

questions concerns itself with (a) the location of research, determining the kinds of research 

methods are possible and (b) the research questions themselves that determine what kinds of 

methods are necessary (Johanek 3). Through these two baseline points, she confronts “narrowed, 

personal attachment to methodological choices [that] cloud our vision of what those choices are 

in the first place” (4). Johanek levels such cautions as a means of troubling the dichotomy 

between quantitative and qualitative research; inviting a contextually responsive research 

paradigm opens and invites composition researchers to consider the possibilities offered by 

quantitative research, most familiarly employed in disciplines in science, technology, 

engineering, and medicine. However, for this dissertation, I invoke a contextualist approach as a 

way to align the research questions of this dissertation with methods of data collection and 

analysis. The research questions, articulated earlier, are primarily focused on writers, their 

everyday writing, the manifestation of assessment activity in their everyday writing, and the 

impact of assessment activity on their writing processes. As will be outlined here, these questions 

provide the context through which I designed the research study and the methods of data 

collection employed. Namely, I inquire into these questions through an assemblage of methods—

fieldnote observations, time-use diaries, and document-based questions—that have been 

employed within Composition Studies as well as for research contexts outside the disciplinary 

boundaries of Composition Studies. In line with Johanek, the research study here is guided by 

the research questions and the content areas of focus rather than particular methods.   

Pushing the boundaries of Composition Studies’ epistemological orientation toward 

particular methods and methodologies and exploring the possibilities of methods from other 

disciplinary research contexts has been a fraught area of inquiry for writing researchers—

especially in consideration of expanding the writing construct to include everyday writing. For 

instance, Mary P. Sheridan and Lee Nickoson, in their introduction to Writing Studies Research 

in Practice: Methods and Methodologies, have interrogated the methods and methodologies in 

writing studies given, among several dramatic changes in writing studies over the last few 

decades, “the increasing recognition of extracurricular writing demands that we expand where 

we study” (1). Jeffrey T. Grabill, included in Sheridan and Nickoson’s collection, draws 

attention to the disciplinary tensions within rhetoric and composition and, in particular, the 

common methods and methodological structures of the field that may not support particular 
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kinds of knowledge about writers and writing. Specifically, he describes community-based 

research methodologies which is salient for this research design for three reasons: (a) he 

articulates a methodological perspective that accounts for everyday literacies; (b) he offers 

ethical considerations of studying everyday writers; and (c) he offers ethical considerations that 

focus on everyday literacies in community contexts, a component of this research study.   

Grabill’s interest in “how people use writing to get work done in the world” (210) is tied 

to his interest in “not school” writing which focuses his attention on writing in community or 

workplace domains. However, such a focus on writing in these contexts has not always been 

supported in rhetoric and composition’s disciplinary purview, particularly through our research 

methodologies. As he writes, “Rhetorical studies does concern itself with how writing works in 

public domains, but its history and strong historiographic traditions make situated studies of 

mundane literacies, technologies, and work difficult to value” (210). Given some of the historical 

orientation in rhetoric and composition that attends often to writing in the teaching context—

observed here by Grabill, but also observed by others like Dobrin and Bazerman (see chapter 

one)—Grabill seeks to develop a community-based methodology, one that may be able to 

account for the kinds of everyday literacies that often occur in community contexts as well as the 

ethical considerations of doing work within community contexts.  

For Grabill, community-based research can apply to any research that takes place with a 

community or sometimes even just in a community context. As Grabill explains further, “in 

general, then, [community-based] researchers value and focus on developing the relationships 

necessary to engage community members in the practices of research, analysis, and writing” 

(213). Engagement and involvement of the researcher with community members is particularly 

pertinent in the messy work of defining a stable-for-now construct of the community itself. 

Grabill identifies the conceiving and defining of a community for the purposes of research and 

publication as a central issue in researching writing in the community: “A researcher is under 

some obligation to construct the community as part of the project. As a pragmatic issue, for 

instance, a researcher has to figure out who and what constitute ‘the community’ in a given case 

in order to work with communities.” Certainly, the community under observation has existed 

prior to the research; however, Grabill reminds us that part of a community-based research 

project involves representing the community, and its members, in research. 
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 Given some of these concerns of constructing the community being researched, Grabill 

sees the importance of communicating research stances to community members, which is 

likewise centrally important to feminist rhetorical methods and methodologies. For Grabill, 

researchers should recognize and acknowledge their research stance, understood as a “’position’ 

relative to issues like purposes, goals, and methods for research” (215). Grabill outlines a three-

pointed heuristic to define one’s research stance: (a) researcher identity—“who am I personally? 

as a researcher? in relation to my discipline?”; (b) purpose as a researcher—“why research?”; 

and (c) questions of power and ethics—“what are my commitments with respect to research?” 

(Grabill 215).  

Certainly, each of these factors has been articulated clearly in the consent form (see: 

Appendix A) to which each respondent must sign for participation. However, it is also important, 

during data collection, to reiterate to participants during data collection my purpose in observing 

a meeting or in conducting an interview. A summary of this author’s research stance is outlined 

in Table 3.1.  

Such an approach to research—articulating one’s research and epistemological stance in 

order to approach researching subjects in context—has also been a central component of feminist 

rhetorical research. For example, Eileen E. Schell, in the introduction to Rhetorica in Motion, 

comments that a feminist researcher is “often in motion between our various standpoints and 

positions, between our disciplinary locations in the academy, and between the specific texts, 

contexts, places, spaces, communities, and institutions we engage” (6). Schell’s articulation of 

researcher’s standpoint, position, or stance aligns with Grabill in that there is a recognition that a 

researcher comes from an interested and engaged position when approaching research and 

research subjects. Moreover, as Donna Haraway has noted, the articulation of one’s research 

stance—or in her case, the situated knowledges informing research—can be a means of holding 

the researcher accountable.  

Schell also discusses a researcher’s fluidity between and across disciplinary and 

community boundaries, informing how the researcher designs their methods. As noted earlier, 

such interdiscplinary fluidity aligns with Johanek’s contextualist research paradigm and, thus, 

was particularly salient in how this study’s research design was crafted. As a feminist researcher 

in the field of rhetoric and composition, Schell draws parallels between the transdisicplinary of 

composition studies (see: Lauer, “Composition Studies: Dappled Discipline) and her own role as 
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a researcher: “work as a researcher involves movements not only across time and space, but also 

Table 3.1: Research Stance9 

Grabill’s Research Stance 
Heuristic 

My Research Stance 

Researcher identity: Who am I 
personally? as a researcher? In 

relation to my discipline? 

I am a 27-years-old, Asian American man, and in my fourth-
year as PhD candidate in English-Rhetoric and Composition at 
Florida State University. I also received my Master of Arts in 
English-Rhetoric Composition at FSU for which I completed a 
thesis project in partial fulfillment of that degree. The thesis 
project employed human subjects research on students’ prior 
experiences with classroom rubrics. My research interests are 
centered on writers’ processes and the impact of writing 
assessments on those processes. Although originally from 
Pennsylvania, I have lived in Tallahassee for five years to 
attend graduate school.   

Purpose as researcher: Why 
research? 

This project seeks to explore the ways writing assessment 
activity manifests within everyday literate activity and the 
impact such assessment has on writers’ processes. This project 
seeks to offer a fuller theory of writing assessment by 
observing assessment activity in everyday writing practice.  

Question of Power and Ethics: 
what are my commitments with 

respect to research?” 

This study is for my dissertation and is the final component to 
complete my doctoral degree. Aside from the dissertation 
committee that will read and approval of the research, some 
iteration of these findings will likely be presented in academic 
forums such as conference presentations and/or publication in 
peer-reviewed journals of my research field, Rhetoric and 
Composition. I am committed to ensuring that writers and their 
communities have a say in how they will be represented in this 
research and across academic forums.   

 

across disciplines, communities, and in, some cases, across the borders of nation-states” (7). 

Given such disciplinary fluidity, as a researcher seeking appropriate methods, Schell “had to 

partially invent and combine methods and methodologies from across the disciplines to 

undertake my dissertation and my first book project” (5). Like Johanek, Schell stresses that the 

emphasis on developing research methods was on the questions she wished to answer about a 

phenomenon rather than beginning with a method itself. As Schell writes further, “I often felt 

like a bricoleur, cobbling together bits and pieces from a variety of fields and working hard to 

structure and synthesize a coherent, if not complete, perspective” (5). For the study of everyday 

writing, my role as bricoleur is similarly relevant.  
                                                
9 My research stance at the start of data collection 
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The study of everyday writing requires an assemblage of methodological perspectives 

since the object of inquiry—the ubiquitous, often mundane writing of human lived 

experiences—has not always been supported in composition studies, as noted by Grabill, Dobrin, 

and Bazerman. This section has draw upon three theoretical perspectives to inform the research 

design of this dissertation: a contextualist research paradigm that invites researchers to begin 

with the object of inquiry to respond to the research questions; community-based research that 

focuses attention on relationships between researchers and community members; and feminist 

rhetorical scholarship that values the articulation of a researcher’s stance. In the following 

section, I outline the recruitment protocols and research context for this study.  

Sites of Research and Participants 

Selection Criteria for Participants and Recruitment 

Participants were recruited locally in Tallahassee, Florida. This research is interested in 

writers’ everyday writing as well as writers’ everyday writing in community contexts. As such, 

recruitment focused on communities or groups across the city that employ community literacy 

activities. From those communities, I was able to recruit case study participants with a range of 

different kinds of literacy experiences. I sought participants in the case study that met a series of 

criteria: first, I sought participants with a range of everyday literacy across different media in 

order to examine assessment practices in a variety of contexts, purposes and audiences; thus, I 

recruited participants who were active and regular writers across multiple media, devices, and 

platforms. Active writers are considered those who write regularly throughout the day for their 

own purposes. To ensure participants with a range of literacy activities, I defined an ideal 

candidate as one who would have accounts in at least one social networking website and 

regularly update their presence digitally. Likewise, participants who also write in non-digital 

media are also ideal. The consent from for the case study research states that these are the criteria 

for participation (see Appendix A for consent form and Appendix B for IRB approval).  

To recruit case study participants from communities, I first contacted organizers or 

facilitators of groups or communities who are, in some way, participating in some kind of 
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writing or composing in town.10 I reached out to two organizations who, in turn, agreed to be part 

of the study:  

(1) The Vine’s Event Organizers– a community outreach organization for a do-it-

yourself (DIY) community space known as “The Vine.” The Vine holds 

weekly meetings to hear proposals for events in the space, headed by the 

owner of the space and key volunteers who schedule them. They also host 

events.  

(2) The Liberation Corps (LC) of Tallahassee’s Home Club – a religious 

women’s group who hold weekly meetings where they participate in some 

activity focused on worship and camaraderie. Meetings are led by the LC’s 

worship leader. 

These two groups, although offering insightful information in their own right, also work well as 

a set. The Vine, for instance, is an fitting site for this research since their regular meetings are 

organized around a set of key documents (e.g., event proposals, mission statements, pamphlets, 

calendars, zines) that function to organize the meeting and instill and articulate shared values. In 

other words, while The Vine meets face-to-face for each meeting, their community is also built 

around textual documents. In addition, the community is highly collaborative, inviting all 

members to contribute to accepting event proposals and defining tenets of the mission statement. 

The Home Club was also fitting because their meetings often involved members creating some 

kind of craft during meetings (e.g., decorating coffee mugs or painting a plastic door hanger).11 

The women’s group also operated as a kind of counter-balance to The Vine in a few ways: where 

The Vine’s membership is always influx, the Home Club contained a stable number of six 

members throughout my observations. They are also each ideologically different: where The 

Vine tends toward more progressive values (e.g., many of The Vine members participated in 
                                                
10	  Communities were identified and selected based on their convenience. The Vine is a 
community outreach organization that I often drive by on the street. I identified the LC’s Home 
Club by using an online search engine for different kinds of communities including “Tallahassee 
scrapbook club,” and this organization appeared in the results. Although “scrapbooking” is 
mentioned on their website, I was told they do not scrapbook during observations.  
11 In my initial recruitment, the craft-making seemed as a unique kind of multi-modal composing 
process; however, such craft-making—while constructed and produced by the women—was not 
quite insightful as a kind of writing. For instance, of the crafts observed, one involved creating a 
soap dispenser and another an apron. In one meeting, the activity was a turn-based game. These 
limitations are discussed further in chapter five.  
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anti-white nationalist protests during the time of data collection), the Home Club is explicitly 

informed by traditional, Christian values, upheld by their worship leader.  

I joined each groups’ regular meetings twice before data collection for three purposes: (a) 

in order for members to become more comfortable with my presence and for me to learn the 

codes of etiquette, common terminology, and behaviors of the organization;12 (b) to better 

understand whether such an organization appeared to have writing involved in their meetings; 

and (c) to invite participants for the case study and fieldnote observations. Each group appeared 

to draw upon various written documents during meetings.13 I solicited voluntary participation in 

the project during the second informal meeting: consent forms were requested from all 

community members in order to be observed during meetings and, if selected, as case study 

participants. I provided the consent form which includes information about the project, the task 

that they will be asked to perform if they choose to participate (both for general observation of 

meetings as well as if the participant is interested in participating in the case study research), the 

rate of compensation for case study participants ($50 in gift card for time-use diary), and my 

contact information, the contact information for my academic advisor, and university human 

subjects office (Consent form attached as Appendix A) 

 From each research site, I sought consent from all attendees of meetings to observe the 

meetings; all attendees of the regular meetings form each site consented to being observed during 

meetings.14 I was able to recruit two participants (four total) who met the selection criteria, 

                                                
12	  Learning some of the norms of each community would allow me to understand the 
communities better before data collection begins.	  
13 My initial meeting with the Home Club was their planning meeting where each member 
decides the program/activity they will facilitate in the coming weeks. Each member facilitates 
their own activity each week based on a set of themes. They worked across LC issued booklets 
with example documents to produce their calendars; however, such written documentation was 
not characteristic of future meetings under observation.  
14	  Unlike Home Club where the same six participants were at each meeting, The Vine posed a 
challenge in receiving consent from each member because there were many people coming in 
and out of The Vine during meetings. There were a few people who may have sat for a few 
moments in a meeting and left without signing a consent form. Those participants, their actions, 
and their interactions with consenting participants were excluded from observation fieldnotes. In 
addition, during one meeting at The Vine, there was a minor (younger than 18 years old) present 
during observations. Given the constraints of the approved IRB application, she not asked to 
participate, and she (along with her actions and her interactions with consenting participants) was 
likewise excluded from the fieldnote observations.  
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articulated above. Although a fuller biographical sketch is provided in the subsequent chapter, 

the four participants include,  

(a) Ham15, aged 3916, white, U.S. woman. Ham is a key volunteer for The Vine, 

taking responsibility for leading meetings and scheduling and vetting events. 

At the time of the study, Ham was in her final year of a doctoral program in 

Art Education.  

(b) Billy, aged 32, white, U.S. man. Billy is a key volunteer for The Vine, and 

took occasional responsibilities to schedule and vet events. Billy is also an 

active member of Students for Justice in Palestine (SJP)17 and has experience 

coordinating rallies. 

(c) Granny, aged 70, white, U.S. woman. Granny is a regular attendee at the 

women’s group. Her grandchildren attend the afterschool program through the 

LC while she attends the meeting. Granny is retired. 

(d) Autumn, aged 50, white, U.S. woman. Autumn is also a regular attendee of the 

women’s group, but she also employed by the LC of Tallahassee as the 

outreach coordinator.18 

Two additional participants, Sealy (aged 20, U.S. woman of color) and Sharon (aged 55, white, 

U.S. woman), each from The Vine and the women’s group respectively, dropped out of the case 

study during the diary data collection period. 

Case Study Methods and Data Collection 

In the following section, I offer this dissertation’s adaption and implementation of case 

study as a method of research. I begin by defining case study as a method and what such a 

method seeks to answer. I then offer research from writing and literacy studies that has 

influenced this dissertation’s particular case study design. And finally, I describe the specific 

ways I have adapted case study methods to respond to this dissertation’s research questions.  

                                                
15 Pseudonyms chosen by participant. 
16 Age at the time of data collection.  
17 Billy is not currently enrolled as a student, but remains an active member in SJP.  
18 Autumn is unlike the other participants since she is employed by the LC. During data 
collection, Autumn often refers to professional writing and writing for her job which falls outside 
the purview of the study. This is discussed further in chapter five.   
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Case study is an empirical qualitative method that, according to Mary Sue MacNealy, 

“aims to provide a rich description of an event or of a small group of people or objects” (195). 

The scope of a case study method is narrow in that it attends to the particular, observable 

experiences of individuals (such as the case of this dissertation) or a single organization, group, 

program, etc. As Robert Yin has noted, case study as a method is ideal for research questions that 

seek to explore questions of process, i.e. how a phenomenon occurs and why the phenomenon 

occurs in the ways observed. Case study methodology focuses on (a) contemporary events; (b) 

behaviors and activity that cannot (or are not) manipulated; and (c) both the phenomenon of 

study as well as the context of the phenomenon. Unlike historical research that draws data from 

pre-existing records, case study deals with contemporary events, which allows for real-time 

observation and collection of data representing a phenomenon. And unlike experimental 

research, case study is descriptive empirical research—that is, research of phenomena that cannot 

be (or it is not desired to be) manipulated, changed, or controlled. Case study research focuses on 

a phenomenon where the “boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” 

(13). He continues, “you would use the case study method because you deliberately wanted to 

cover contextual conditions—believing that they might be highly pertinent to your phenomenon 

of study” (13).  

 MacNealy refers to the marriage of context and phenomenon in case study methodology 

as a means of taking the holistic view: “a view that includes the context as well as details of an 

individual event” (199). In this way, case studies provide “rich detail that can lead to a better 

understanding of an event or situation” (199). MacNealy points out that case study methodology 

has been employed by writing researchers throughout the history of composition studies, 

including Janet Emig in her research on eight high school writers and John R Hayes and Linda 

Flower in their research on cognitive aspects of writing. Such research has attended to students in 

classroom contexts, focusing on the writing that occurs for the purposes of school; however, 

more recently, case study methodology has been employed to better understand writers’ 

everyday literacy, particularly while using digital platforms. For instance, Amber Buck, Ann 

Amicucci, and Stacey Pigg have each employed case study methodology, in various 

permutations, to better understand writers’ everyday digital literacy.  

 Amber Buck’s close observation of everyday literate practices of one undergraduate 

student, Ronnie, aligns with this dissertation’s inquiry into writing activity that is dispersed 



63 

across multiple spaces and time and where writing activity may be difficult to trace. Buck’s 

study draws upon multiple sources of data collection in order to triangulate findings 

documenting Ronnie's writing: Buck collected textual evidence of Ronnie’s online interactions; 

had Ronnie self-report his online activity on a time-use diary; asked Ronnie to provide a “profile 

tour” of his social network accounts; and conducted follow-up interviews with Ronnie to reflect 

upon these sources of data. Such triangulation of data through the implementation of multiple 

methods is a key feature of case study methodology. Yin, for instance, describes case study 

inquiry as “[relying] on multiple sources of evidence, with data needing coverage in triangulating 

fashion,” (Yin 13-14). Especially given that everyday writing—the focus of this dissertation and 

as well as the kind Buck is studying—will likely involve multiple contextual variables that are 

difficult to trace, it is important to triangulate sources of data in order to form a more holistic 

understanding of writing that is ephemeral and often highly mobile. Of the data collected by 

Buck, the different sources of data revealed different aspects or dimensions of Ronnie's writing 

activity. For instance, she drew upon the participant’s self-reported time-use diary to inquire into 

the breadth of writing within which Ronnie would engage. But such self-reported data can be 

informed by and corroborated with reflective interviews conducted by the researcher. In other 

words, such self-reported data offers an articulated look at the breadth of activity Ronnie is 

engaging with while interviews can provide a depth of reflection upon this activity.   

 Amiccuci and Pigg, respectively, also employ triangulation in their studies into a user’s 

discursive rhetorical choices on Facebook and into a user’s shifts in writing conventions on 

Twitter. What appears common across these versions of case study are two-fold: (a) each collect 

everyday writing materials from participants, and (b) each provide multiple means for the 

participant to reflect upon their writing, using specific everyday writing texts as a point of 

departure for reflection. For instance, much like Buck, Amiccuci recorded and screen-grabbed 

material on the Facebook timeline of her participant, JJ, and interviewed her on the artifacts of 

writing on the timeline. In addition, Amiccuci had the participant take a survey on JJ’s Facebook 

practices, another mode for the participant to report upon their everyday writing. Pigg, likewise, 

collected two sources of data: artifacts of writing on the Twitter page of her participant, Chloe, 

and recorded periodic interviews with Chloe about the artifacts. Across these three approaches—

designed by Buck, Amiccuci, and Pigg—participants talk about their literacy activity in great 
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detail, pointing to their actual and specific everyday texts to discuss the various attitudes, 

choices, and contextual variables involved in their writing.  

 While Buck, Amiccuci, and Pigg are helpful to discuss digital, online everyday writing—

which is certainly a distinct kind of everyday writing—the scope of everyday writing activity 

under observation for this dissertation goes beyond a single medium. Case study research in 

literacy studies, such as David Barton and Mary Hamilton’s, observe everyday literacy practices 

that include pre- or non-digital activity. Barton and Hamilton, though researching literacy using 

quasi-ethnographic methodology, still draw upon case studies to observe and survey what 

everyday people “do with literacy, with whom, where and how” in one community in 

Lancashire, United Kingdom. Much as in case studies mentioned earlier, Barton and Hamilton 

conducted tape-recorded, semi-structured interviews that would continually follow-up from 

previous interview exchanges. In addition to inquiring into the real-time, artifact-driven data 

from participants during interviews (as was the case with the studies mentioned earlier), Barton 

and Hamilton also found it helpful to inquire into a wider autobiographical narratives and deep-

seated values that may situate or give context to the contemporary literacy moments. 

The interviews conducted by Barton and Hamilton were also unique in that they typically 

occurred at their participants’ homes, thus including information that could contribute to their 

understanding of their participants’ literacy, e.g., the influence of shared family spaces on 

literacy. Although much of their case study research is based on regular interviews with 

participants, Barton and Hamilton also collected data on the environment of the interviews, the 

kinds of literacy materials available in their homes (i.e. books, televisions, radios, magazines, 

journals, etc.), the arrangement of their home and furniture (i.e. sites of where reading and 

writing may take place); and others present either during the interview itself or those who seem 

key to the participants’ day-to-day life. Collecting data on these features aligns with Grabill’s 

considerations about learning about communities and, in turn, representing those communities in 

the research. One of Barton and Hamilton’s field workers offers support of such observations,   

One thing our methodology has taught us is that initial interviews—one-off 

interviews with respondents—are not enough. However thorough they appear at 

the time, they can prove to be superficial to the point of being misleading. If we 

had not involved people in [the process of repeated interviews], we would, in 
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some cases, have had a very limited overview of their literacy practices; and 

might well have had inaccurate beliefs about their values. (65). 

In other words, it’s important to engage the participant in multiple interactions, whether it is to 

build trust with the participant (another key component of Grabill) or to observe literacy activity 

that may only become legible over a course of time. Although a complete or full understanding 

of a participant’s literacy activity may not be possible, researchers can achieve a fuller picture of 

literacy by engaging the participant in multiple encounters, meeting them in spaces that are 

familiar to the participant, and taking note of the physical spaces of these encounters.  

The research designs of Buck, Amiccuci, Pigg, and Barton and Hamilton were 

particularly helpful in considering how to adapt case study for this study. This dissertation 

focuses on four individuals, each a member of one of two local communities: the first  a 

community activist space and the second a religious women’s group. The case study research 

design implements three methods of data collection: field observations, experience-sampling 

methods (i.e. diary), and document-based interviews. In the following sections, I offer a deeper, 

more specific discussion of each of these methods of data collection and how they were 

implemented for this dissertation. Through these methods, I seek to triangulate participants’ 

accounts of their literacy experiences, particularly the ways they respond to everyday writing 

assessment. Each of the sections that follows serves three purposes: (a) offers background on the 

method, grounded in research and theory; (b) outlines the kind of information that such a method 

can provide; and (c) describes how this method was implemented for this particular study, 

connecting back to the research questions of this dissertation.   

Field Observation 

The first method employed in this study was field observations of community meetings, 

focusing on participants’ engagement within their community context. These observations in the 

participants’ community context can provide some information about the community’s exchange 

of writing, how such writing facilitates aspects of the community, and most importantly, how the 

participant interacts with such writing. As mentioned earlier, each case study participant is an 

active, regularly-attending member of a local community organization where the use of writing is 

important to the community, whether to sustain or organize camaraderie or as the common point 

of interest among members. This section outlines this study’s approach to field observations, 

discussing the kinds of information possible through field observations, the means through which 
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I collected data in these observations (i.e. thick description fieldnotes), and considerations about 

how to use the data collection when representing the writers in their communities.  

 Field observations have often been discussed in the context of ethnographic research, 

much like Barton and Hamilton’s quasi-ethnogrpahic study, as a means of observing the activity 

of a social setting. Although I focus my attention on particular participants’ interaction within 

this social setting, fieldnote research in ethnographic research has been helpful in guiding this 

study’s approach. Namely, I draw specifically from Robert M. Emerson, Rachel I. Fretz, and 

Linda L. Shaw’s Writing Ethnographic Fieldnotes to structure my approach to observation and 

fieldnote documentation. Emerson et al. identify two central activities of that a researcher of this 

method should attend to: first, the researcher must recognize their role as participant-observer, 

building trust within the space, participating in the routines of the space/setting, and building 

relationships among people in the space. Second, the researcher “writes down in regular, 

systematic ways what she observes and learns while participating […]. Thus the researcher 

creates an accumulating written record of these observations and experiences” (1). Emerson et al. 

note that the researcher is in a unique, if not tenuous, relationship within the site of data 

collection: he or she “never becomes a member in the same sense that those ‘naturally’ in the 

setting are members,” but nonetheless, engages in the local, activities as a means to support the 

documentation of a phenomenon. In other words, much as has been discussed earlier with 

Grabill, it is important to address one’s subjectivity within the setting of observation in order to 

both establish boundaries of research, but also create relationships of trust in order to be granted 

access to the communities’ activities.  

And yet, even if trust can be built among members, it must be acknowledged that the 

mere presence of a researcher will influence the kind of activity witnessed as well as framed. As 

such, I found it important to ensure that my presence was not intrusive while, at the same time, I 

needed to ensure a level of participation that would be acceptable given the context and 

circumstances surrounding the observation. For instance, The Vine’s structure allowed me to 

observe without much of any participation; during discussions of event proposals, not every one 

is required to participate so I was able to take less of a role as a participant in this space. On the 

other hand, the Home Club’ meetings were held in a smaller space and with an already intimate 

group of women who had personal histories together. I am also a male researcher who entered a 

research site that had exclusively been for women. In this case, in order to build trust among 
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those being observed, I engaged more as a participant-observer: I participated in the crafts and 

activities each week. In other words, while it is important to be present with the participants in 

their environment semi-regularly over a period of time, my “presence” with the participants often 

involved minimal participation and my intent was (1) to understand the setting and (2) to create 

trust.  

Along these same lines, aside from building trust with the participants, it is also 

imperative to acknowledge that the researcher’s written accounts in fieldnotes are likewise 

always partial. As the Emerson, Fretz, and Shaw define, “fieldnotes are accounts describing 

experiences and observations the researcher has made while participating in an intense and 

involved manner” (3). However, as they note, “there is no one ‘natural’ or ‘correct’ way to write 

about what one observes. Rather, because descriptions involve issues of perception and 

interpretation, different descriptions of ‘the same’ situations and events are possible” (3). In 

recognizing the contingent nature of fieldnotes, the researcher then can let go of attempting to 

generate an objective, facts-driven description of events. Rather, as the authors write,  

Such writing involves active processes of interpretation and sense-making: noting 

and writing down some things as ‘significant;’ noting but ignoring others as ‘not 

significant;’ and even missing other possibly significant things altogether. As a 

result, similar (even the ‘same’) events can be described for different purposes, 

with difference sensitivities and concerns. (5). 

Field notes are a selection of reality, situated in the researcher’s goals and purposes. As such, 

like any methods for qualitative research, such records must be placed into context among the 

other data collected from other methods.  

 For this dissertation, I attended six total meetings from each group. Although only four 

meetings were documented for data collection, I attended two meetings prior to data collection in 

order to accomplish two goals: (a) to allow those under observation to be more comfortable with 

my presence; and (b) to allow me to ask questions to help me better understand the goings-on of 

the community so I would have some context in my note taking. After the two initial, informal 

meetings and receiving consent to observe meetings, I observed and took fieldnotes for four 
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meetings from each community under observation, particularly attending to the case study 

participants and their interactions with others in this group setting.19  

 Writing fieldnotes from observations was a two-step process. First, during the meeting 

itself, I generated brief jottings either on my laptop or on a notepad, depending on what I 

believed was less intrusive for each meeting. For the jottings, I described key participants, their 

actions, key phrases spoken during the meeting, and key written documents being circulated, 

shared, or discussed. These jottings remained informal in order to allow me to participate 

meaningfully when the opportunity arose. An example of jottings can be found as Appendix C. 

In those jottings—from August 22, 2017 at The Vine, a community activist space—I note key 

participants (Ham, Billy, Carl, and Sealy) and their actions, including discussions of event 

proposals for the space. Here is an excerpt from those jottings:  

The room is balmy—no air conditioning, but there are some fans, located at 

different points in the room 

 

Ham: this might be a very very short meeting 

 

Billy: If they don’t have a proposal in hand, [hand wave] that’s it.  

 

Ham: talking to herself and maybe Billy: Natalie has her stuff, [Davy] has 

something. Sealy has her singing lessons.  

 

Natalie and Carl: trying to lift a clothing rack into the second room.  

These jottings offer brief descriptions of key people, their movements, the environment of the 

room, and direct quotes. Immediately following the meeting, I would write a long-form, deep 

description of the meeting, drawing upon both jottings and mental notes. Because of the 

informality of these jottings, it was imperative to write up the thick description of the meetings 

immediately following the meeting while the jottings were attached to fresh memories of the 

meeting itself. An example of thick description, fieldnotes can be found as Appendix D. In 

comparison to the jottings, my description puts the items in the jottings in context, offering more 

                                                
19	  Consent forms were solicited for any participant under observation, even if they were not 
specifically part of the case study research.	  
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information from my memory, and more physical description of events as they unfolded. The 

example of jottings cited above was later revised as a thick description, an excerpt of which is 

provided here:  

The meeting was held at a round table in the front room. As Ham and Billy take 

their seats to start the meeting, Carl and Natalie are attempting to move a metal 

clothing rack in the open space in the front room to the back room, where other 

miscellaneous equipment is stored. Carl is a tall white male in his mid-40’s, 

wearing jeans and a dark t-shirt. Natalie, a young black women in her mid-

twenties, is getting the room set up for a meditation group she’ll be holding in the 

space later in the week. As they are moving the rack into the second room, Ham 

notes that they will likely have a short meeting since no one is proposing any new 

meetings. She counts off, somewhat to herself as well as to Billy, the events 

occurring this week[…]. 

The thick description offers a narrative of the events of the meeting, drawing upon the jottings to 

cue my memory. Also, since the thick description is written after the meeting is over, I am able 

to read across the meeting on the whole and draw connections that were unclear when writing the 

jottings (e.g., the purpose of moving the clothing rack was to make room for another event which 

was unclear in my initial jottings until later in the meeting). 

Diary (Experience Sampling Method or ESM)  

 One challenge of collecting data on writers’ everyday literate activity is that such activity 

is highly mobile: writers are moving across and within different sites, across different platforms, 

collaborating with various social networks. It can be difficult to develop a systematic, 

appropriate, and replicable method for collecting data on such disparate kinds of experiences. To 

account for such challenges, researchers such as Bill Hart-Davidson, Joanna Addison, and 

Machael Haldrup have explored experience-sampling methods as a means of data collection, 

particularly for studying mobile and ubiquitous phenomena. An experience sampling method or 

ESM is “a research method in which participants are signaled at the occurrence of certain events 

or random intervals during a given time period to stop and record what they are doing and how 

they feel about what they are doing” (Addison 176). Participants self-report their activities based 

on some kind of prompt that is sent to their location.  
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For this dissertation, I employed a time-use diary, a kind of ESM where participant are 

signaled—through their mobile device—at fixed intervals throughout a given time period to stop 

and record information about their activity at time of the signal. The implementation of this 

method was adapted from a similar method of time-use diaries described by Stacey Pigg, Jeffrey 

T. Grabill, Beth Brunk-Chavez, Jessie L. Moore, Paula Rosinski, Paul G. Curran in “Ubiquitous 

Writing, Technologies, and the Social Practice of Literacies of Coordination.” Their time-use 

diary was conceived as a memory prompt “that would provide participants with specific acts of 

writing on which to reflect during later interviews” (Pigg et al 96). The diaries for this current 

project, in addition to being a record of their activity, likewise used these records as memory 

prompts that can be drawn upon during follow-up interviews. 

Data collection with the time-use diary was for a total of 5 consecutive days, chosen by 

the participant, that should include at least one weekend day (Saturday and/or Sunday). A 5-day 

collection period was chosen to ensure that both weekdays and weekends would be represented 

in the data—so, for instance, if the participant chose both a Saturday and Sunday, they would 

also need to include three weekdays. The inclusion of weekend days was to observe writing 

activity in a daily routine that would not include their professional work. In addition, I opted to 

include enough days so that, after the first day of self-reporting data, I could read over the 

participant’s entries to ensure that the participant understood the process and the kind of 

information that is being asked of them. If an adjustment was required—such as the case of using 

the experience-sampling method as a personal diary rather than a writing-specific log—then the 

participant would not need to redo the first day, but would still be able to provide comparable 

data in the remaining four days.20 

Participants self-reported their writing activities based on a brief prompt sent at five 

points throughout a given day during the data collection period: 9am, 12noon, 3pm, 6pm, and 

9pm. All participants were pinged on their mobile device at each interval through the mobile 

                                                
20After the initial day of self-reported data, I only intervened once with a participant, Sharon, 
who used the diary more as a personal reflective diary, e.g. jotting down about stress at work and 
her general disposition rather than on everyday writing. I met with the participant a second time 
to explain the purpose of the diary. Afterward, the participant was unable to write entries during 
her rescheduled data collection period and agreed to no longer participate as a case study for this 
study. She was still compensated for the entries she completed. 
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application Remind21; cell phone numbers and e-mail addresses are recorded on initial consent 

form. Consent was also asked to input their information into a mobile application to receive 

regularly timed pings. Participants were given a choice at the start of the study about (a) how 

they would like to receive pings through the app, either via text message and/or e-mail and (b) 

how they would like to record their responses: through the Remind app, through text messages, 

through e-mail, or through a notepad.  

Drawing from Pigg et al., the diary for this study is organized into two kinds of data 

reporting for participants. First, as mentioned, during a given day during the data collection 

period, participants received a message on their cell phones at programmed intervals. The first 

four pings of the day (9am, 12pm, 3pm, and 6pm) asked the participant “what they were writing 

at the time that they received the text or immediately prior to receiving the text” (Pigg et al 96). 

These first set of messages of the day prompts the participants to respond with three kinds of 

information: (a) a list of what they have written since their last entry, including a description of 

the writing, who was involved in the writing, and the materials used to write; (b) additional 

overall comments about what they have written; and (c) their location (the latter is optional). On 

the final ping of the day at 9pm, participants received a longer prompt where they could look at 

the responses they made on their diary that day. This longer prompt, though first including the 

same set of questions as the shorter prompt (the first three questions below), serves three 

purposes: first, it allows participants to provide additional detailed information about their 

writing activity throughout the day; it also allows participants to make connections across their 

entries and reflect upon their writing; and it allows the participant to draw attention to any 

specific writing moments that stuck out to them as particularly relevant. The long prompt is as 

follows:  

1. Please list what you’ve written since your last diary entry with the following 

information:  

a. Describe what you’ve written, including the genre, purpose for 

writing, and/or content.  

b. Include whom you were writing to or with, if anyone.  

                                                
21 As will be discussed in the conclusion, one of the limitations of the study is that the 
experience-sampling method I employed required participants who have access to a mobile 
device that could receive e-mail, text messages, or download the app, Remind. 
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c. Include what materials, social media sites, websites, devices, 

platforms, and/or technologies you used to write.  

2. Do you want to make any additional comments or reflections about what 

you’ve written? 

3. (Optional): if you are comfortable sharing, where are you currently located? 

How would you describe your location?  

4. Please look over the diary entries you’ve made throughout the day. If you 

believe you may have omitted anything that you feel is important to note, 

please add that now.  

5. Looking across all of your writing throughout the day, what particular pieces 

of writing were particularly significant to you? Why? 

6. Of the writing you’ve done throughout the day, were there any texts that 

directly lead you take a particular action or changed how you understand 

something? If so, what were the texts? And what action did you take?  

7. Looking over your entries, do you feel as though your responses best 

represent the kind of writing you typically do? Why or why not?  

8. Is there anything about your entries that surprises you or stands out as 

revealing to you? If so, what is it?  

 The completed diary (five days with five total entries each day) served primarily as a 

memory prompt for subsequent follow-up interviews, as mentioned, and as a record of their 

writing activity. Before participants began the self-reporting period, I met with each individually 

in order to outline how the diary works, the kinds of prompts they might expect from the diary, 

what is meant by writing and everyday writing, and to establish the participants’ preferred 

method of logging their entries.  

Reflective, Text-Based Interviews  

 As stated in the previous section, the diaries were used as memory prompts during 

follow-up interviews. The interviews, themselves, are a means of describing writer’s rhetorical 

choices about their writing behaviors, pointed specifically to discuss the role that assessment 

played in their writing choices. Participants were invited to discuss the role whether and how 

judgments, whether from others or from themselves, and evaluations impacted their writing 

choices. Two interviews were held with participants after they completed their time-use diary 
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entries: the first served as an overview of their writing activity and the second functioned to 

discuss specific instances of writing and the assessment activity manifest in those activities.  

The interviews are structured in a similar manner to that described by Kevin Roozen in 

“Reflective Interviewing: Methodological Moves for Tracing Tacit Knowledge and Challenging 

Tacit Chronotopic Representations.” Roozen’s frames his interview procedure based on 

Yancey’s conceptualization of reflection. As Roozen writes, “the ultimate benefit of reflection as 

a pedagogical practice is that ‘it enables us to make sense’ (Yancey 1998, 187) of writers and 

their writing. The same, I argue, is true for reflection as a methodological approach” (255). 

Reflection as a framing concept for interviews thus directs the interview inquiries toward 

facilitating the participant to make connections and to bring tacit knowledge into light. Reflective 

interviewing “provide[s] researchers with means of viewing literate activity from the writer’s 

perspective and of making visible the writing-related knowledge, practices, identities, and 

dispositions writers bring to bear on their literate engagements” (255). Roozen also points to two 

basic categories of reflective interviews: one where participants are asked to draw upon 

memories of literate practice without the aid of text, and one where the focus of the interview is 

guided by a particular text or a set of texts. This latter kind of interview, referring to text-based 

interviews or TBIs, “focus on the writer’s writing with a particular text or a set of texts. These 

kinds of interviews involve using texts or artifacts to stimulate writer’s recall” (254). TBIs align 

with the case study methods employed by others such as Buck, Amicucci, and Pigg where 

participants are asked to reflect upon actual pieces of everyday writing in order to prompt 

reflection on literate practice.  

For the purposes of this research, semi-structured, text-based interviews were used for 

this dissertation. Participants had two sets of materials available to them. First, as stated in the 

last section, the diaries functioned as memory prompts during the interview process, and 

participants had access to their diary entries for both of their interviews. These materials were the 

primary source to help inform the semi-structured interviews; participants were prompted to 

reflect and/or expand upon their responses in the diary and how their responses may speak to 

their everyday literacy on the whole. For the second interview, I asked participants to bring with 

them three different written texts that they alluded to in their diaries. Specifically, participants 

were asked to bring with them three different written texts (or collection of texts) that (a) they 
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Table 3.2: Participants’ Documents for Text-Based Interviews22 

Participant Documents 
Ham (a) A series of e-mails between Ham and her new supervisor for a part-time job. 

The purpose of the e-mails was to schedule Ham’s hours.*  
 
(b) A group text message conversation between Ham, Billy and George from The 
Vine. The group text involved coordinating events for The Vine as well as 
personal conversation. 
 
(c) A to-do list that, among other items, included her letter writing to friends. 
Ham wanted to discuss her letter-writing, but she had sent the letters already to 
her friends and brought the to-do list as a stand-in for the letters.  

Billy23 (a) An e-mail with Billy’s typed responses to a local newspaper reporter’s 
questions about a rally Billy helped organize in support of the counter-protesters 
in Charlottesville, VA, August 2017.  
 
(b) A text message sent through iMessage (on his desktop) to his friend Tiffany. 
The text message included feedback on Tiffany’s edited video of the events of the 
rally.  

Granny24 (a) Three message board posts in the course management system for her online 
writing course.* 
 
(b) A Facebook exchange between Granny and her friend. Granny was 
responding to a mural her friend had painted.  

Autumn (a) A press release announcing information about a collaborative charity event 
between the LC and Toys for Tots.* 
 
(b) A series of e-mails between herself and the Florida headquarters of the LC. 
The e-mails concerned a discrepancy in grant funding Autumn noticed.* 
 
(c) A grant proposal for the Community Human Service Partnership (CHSP) 
grant through Leon County, Florida.* 

 

 

alluded to in their diaries, (b) they feel best represents their writing processes and habits, and (c) 

they believe the primary investigator will benefit from observing first-hand as a means of 
                                                
22	  Several of the texts that participants brought to the interviews would not fit the definition of 
everyday writing offered in this dissertation. Those texts are indicated with an asterisk (*).  	  
23	  Billy did not bring in three texts to our interview so, instead, I asked him about two writing 
activities he listed in his time-use diary. Billy had to end the interview before we were able to 
talk about a third text.  
24	  The texts Granny brought into the meeting were three message board posts for her online 
class. Since these are not everyday writing, I asked about a Facebook post she wrote in her diary.	  
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providing context not available in their diary entries. For instance, participants might bring in a 

text message conversation, a letter they wrote to a friend, or an e-mail exchange. The written 

texts that participants brought to their second interview is outlined in Table 3.2.  

These two sets of materials—the diary entries and the selection of texts—were the central 

source for the participants to make connections and discuss their tacit literate activity. Given that 

this dissertation is interested in how writers conceive of everyday writing and act in response to 

assessment activities, it is often the case, as discussed in chapter two, that writers often conceive 

of assessment tacitly, guided by felt interests or affective community bonds. The interviews can 

be a means of inviting participants to articulate—and theorize—the underlying perceptions of 

assessment in their writing process.  

As noted, the participants were asked to participate in two interviews. The first was a 

preliminary meeting to obtain a basic understanding of how the participant approaches writing 

with questions dividing into five sections (full questions for the first interview attached as 

Appendix E):  

1. Background: participants are given the opportunity to provide a brief biographical 

sketch about themselves including their personal background. These questions 

take a cue from Barton and Hamilton’s case study methods where the researchers 

allow participants agency in how they wish to be represented in the research, from 

personality to physical appearance.  

2. Process: participants were then prompted to discuss their writing process and the 

typical rhetorical decisions that go into producing writing.  

3. Response: participants were then prompted to discuss how they interact with 

others’ comments on their writing. These sets of questions begin to invite 

participants to more directly discuss how they respond to everyday writing 

assessment—whether tacitly or otherwise.  

4. Community: participants are then invited to focus identify the communities they 

communicate with on a regular basis and how those communities play a role in 

their writing. These questions begin to prompt participants to consider the 

assessment activities that may be in operation in a community-writing context.  

5. Concluding: finally, I invited participants to offer any additional comments and to 

schedule the second interview.  
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The second interview was semi-structured and followed-up from the initial interview. 

The purpose of these second interviews was to invite participants to offer further reflection and 

context to their entries in the diary, focusing attention on three written texts provided by the 

participant. For each of the texts that the participants shared, I asked a set of ten questions that 

were designed to inquire into (a) their rhetorical choices for producing the text; (b) whether (and 

how) their choices were impacted by responses by others; and (c) other factors that may have 

informed their production of the text (the full script of questions for interview two are attached as 

Appendix F). To prompt participants to describe these choices, I asked questions about the kinds 

of people involved in each text's creation, whether they have written similar genres before, and 

how prior experiences informed the production of the text.  

Analysis 

Coding Protocol 

 The goal of the analysis is to understand how writers conceive of assessment activity in 

their everyday writing, anticipate or use assessment in their everyday writing, and/or make 

decisions based on the assessment they conceive. The data collected for this study produced four 

kinds of data: observation field notes, entries produced for the experience-sampling method, i.e. 

diary, transcripts of reflective interviews, and writers’ documents from the text-based interviews. 

Coding was inductive: initially, themes were identified in the interview transcripts, and as 

explained below, certain themes were identified and defined as codes. The coding analysis is 

developed through an inductive coding protocol, as articulated by Kerrie R. H. Farkas and 

Christina Haas and Peter Smagorinsky’s process of producing valid and reliable coding 

protocols. Coding inductively is a protocol where coding categories emerge from data rather than 

an existing framework. Developing inductive codes as a mode of analysis, according to Farkas 

and Haas, “is iteratively built with painstaking attention to specific data, which are studied in 

context, compared, and assigned codes” (83). Working with data to generate inductive codes 

requires something of an “undoing” of the given data: That which is given is undone and then 

put together in new ways—what is “given” remains, but it is transformed into an explanatory 

substantive theory that allows it to be understood in new ways both by researchers and 

practitioners. (Farkas and Haas 83). The collected data must be made strange, or in other words, 
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broken into workable units of analysis, in order to be rearranged and reconstructed into new, 

meaningful categories.  

The development of the codes for this study was an iterative process between my advisor 

Kathleen Blake Yancey, and me. The process began with each of us reading through a sample of 

the interview transcripts and labeling key themes that emerged inductively from the data. Each of 

us generated a rough list of key concepts indicating meaningful patterns, and those concepts 

were compared and discussed. After this initial discussion, I drafted a provisional Coding 

Scheme and Guideline that synthesized our discussion of and agreement on potential codes. The 

guideline included a label for the code, an operational definition of the code, and an example of 

what a coded item would look like. We reviewed the Guideline and consolidated and/or 

redefined codes as needed. Once we agreed upon the Coding Scheme and Guideline, I selected a 

small set of the data for each participant, about 15% of the interview data for each, and used the 

guideline to code the data. After I coded the subset of data, Dr. Yancey offered a code check, 

comparing the coding guideline to how I applied it to the data and pointing out codes requiring 

greater definition and clarity—for example, between medium and genre, especially for electronic 

texts. The Guideline was revised accordingly before another round of coding and coding checks 

began. When my coding and that of Dr. Yancey’s were in agreement for the greater majority of 

the time, about 90%, I coded the full dataset using the final coding scheme and guideline using 

the online coding software Quirkos which allows coded data to be searchable, (re)arranged, and 

counted..  

Although the dissertation is organized around a set of guiding questions inquiring into 

writers’ experiences with everyday writing assessment, the generation and application of codes 

to the data was an inductive process, ensuring that the interviews were not geared to align with 

my assumptions about the findings. In general, the codes that appeared more often and that 

appeared in the transcripts of at least two participants informed the analysis. Thus, for example, 

distance offered a potentially interesting insight about everyday writing assessment, but that code 

pertained principally to a single participant and was only minimally repeated; likewise, for the 

code collaboration. In contrast, affect, in both positive and negative varieties, repeated several 

times in each of the participants’ interviews and thus became an important code for the analysis. 

More generally, then, the analysis provided in chapter four functions to align the emergent 
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patterns of the coded data with the research questions of this dissertation. The following section 

outlines the final coding scheme and guideline used for the full data set.  

Coding Scheme 

The following section operationalizes the major concepts used to code the interview 

transcripts. Each code includes (a) a definition, pointing to the kinds of data that would fit within 

the scope of that code, and (b) the cues or examples from the data that would indicate application 

of the code. At the end of this section, I offer two examples from the transcriptions that 

demonstrate how these codes are applied to the interview transcripts, and a sample page of coded 

data can be found in Appendix G.  

(a) Building relationships –refers to social, community bonds with the respondent 

through or with writing. This can also refer to the respondent’s desire to form a 

connection with others and their reflecting upon how to form closer bonds among 

groups.  

(b) Value(s) – refers to a respondent's articulating a quality or standard in social 

behavior that they, personally, find important. The value may reflect a quality 

they wish to see more often in social behavior (i.e. a positive value) or it may 

reflect a quality that they wish to see less often (i.e. a negative value).  

(c) Expectations – refers to a respondent’s reference to criteria, benchmarks, and/or 

standards for writing that they perceive from an audience, community, or context 

of a task.  

(d) Identity/role – refers to when the respondent reflects upon or identifies what they 

feel are distinct qualities or characteristics of who they are or role they play within 

a group setting. This code can also refer to the respondent reflecting upon 

themselves as writers.  

(e) Representation – refers to when the respondent considers how their identity or a 

community of which they are apart will be textually represented. This code 

includes the respondent making decisions about how to deliver, design and 

construct communications about themselves or their community as well as 

considerations about how those communications may be used by others to 

represent themselves or their community.  
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(f) Redistribution – refers to the respondent’s consideration of how their writing will 

be re-distributed or re-circulated beyond their initial point of delivery.  

(g) Leadership – refers to behaviors associated with leadership such as coordinating, 

organizing, and facilitating group activities. This code also refers to instances 

where the respondent identifies themselves as a leader and/or associates 

themselves with leadership behaviors.  

(h) Medium/device – refers to a respondent’s discussion of one or a set of means of 

communicating with others including across devices: mobile device, wireless 

computer, desktop computer, or pen/pencil and paper. This code can also refer to 

the respondent discussing the affordances and constraints of a particular mode or 

medium, how they navigate those affordances or constraints, and the activities 

that are afforded or constrained by the mode or medium.  

(i) Time – refers to the respondent reflecting upon the amount of time an activity 

took or the time associated with working with medium. This code can also refer to 

scheduled activities (e.g., activity they do once a week or every day) or the 

amount of time between different activities, experiences, and encounters.  

(j) Motive – refers to instances when the respondent reflects upon the factors that 

influenced their purpose for doing an activity. It can also refer to a respondent’s 

reason, justification, or exigence to complete or continue an activity, including 

writing a text.  

(k) Audience – refers to instances of when the respondent reflects upon who they are 

addressing with their writing; who they perceive to be addressing; and/or who 

they ideally hope to address or reach with their writing.  

(l) Genre – refers to instances when the respondent discusses writing for or within a 

genre: a category of written texts that share a set of conventions. This code 

includes the respondent reflecting upon their choice of genre for a task, the 

conventions of the genre, and the impact they anticipate with their genre choice or 

approach.   

(m) Performance – refers to the respondent intentionally altering, adjusting, or 

adapting their behavior—including writing activity—for a particular audience or 

to accomplish a particular task.  
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(n) Affect – refers the respondent drawing upon or reflecting on the felt senses or 

emotions—whether positive or negative—that guide their knowledge of or 

experience with someone or something, including writing activity.  

(o) Collaboration – refers to when the respondent discusses working with a one or a 

group of people to complete a task. This can refer to when the respondent 

discusses how they navigate diverse interests and perspectives of others to 

complete a task as well as the challenges of collaboration.  

(p) Coordination – refers to the respondent using writing to synchronize social 

arrangements with one or a group of people.   

(q) Distance – refers to instances when the respondent comments on being dispersed 

or separated from one person or their social network. This code includes 

references to the ways writing, in various media and genres, can keep networks in 

contact despite being separate in space.   

Some segments of the transcripts were assigned multiple codes. For instance, the following 

excerpt from Autumn—“I have to text her. I would rather just her pick up the phone and just call 

me, and let's just talk for 30 minutes rather than texting for an hour”—was assigned three codes: 

Medium/device, time, and values. Autumn, here, discusses different media of communication 

(e.g., texting and phone calls), thus, applicable to the medium/device code. However, she also 

discusses a personal preference, reflecting a value she holds about how she communicates. And 

finally, she justifies her preference in terms of time it takes to communicate, i.e. calling takes less 

time than texting. This small excerpt demonstrates how the codes work together to draw meaning 

from the transcripts and connections between codes as well as between other segments of the 

transcripts.  

 Throughout the coding, I generally excluded coding my questions and follow-up 

comments to participants. However, there were a few instances where I coded my comments if 

they were required to provide sufficient context for understanding the use of the code, including 

instances where the participant was finishing a leading sentence. For example, the following 

excerpt is an exchange between Billy and me where he responds to my leading sentence. We are 

discussing how he wanted to approach writing his answers to a reporter’s questions about the 

rally he organized:  

Joe: You didn't want to come across as– 
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Billy: Too self promoting, or like white saviors is a term that I throw around.   

The whole exchange was coded as representation since he is concerned about how his activist 

community will be understood and interpreted through the newspaper article.  

Conclusion  

The case study methods of this study, focused on writers’ everyday literacy activity, have 

not yet been employed in the field of writing assessment to generate and make knowledge about 

writing assessment. Certainly, case study methods have been employed for classroom, teaching 

contexts to create knowledge (e.g., Emig, Flowers and Hayes), and they have also been useful for 

everyday literacy activity, employed in both digital literacy scholarship (Amicucci, Buck, Pigg) 

and literacy studies (Barton and Hamilton). As outlined in previous chapters, the core of this 

dissertation seeks to make knowledge about theory and practice of writing assessment using a 

different context for research than has typically been used in the field’s scholarly history; such an 

endeavor requires the building of a methodology appropriate for the task. As this chapter has 

outlined, I drew together a kind of methodological bricolage, bringing together contextualist 

research paradigms, community-based research, and feminist rhetorical research. In developing 

the methods of data collection and triangulation, I also drew from case study methodology 

implemented in digital literacy scholarship and literacy studies. Thus, given these set of methods, 

we will be able to explore, in chapter four, the research questions and their focus on writers’ 

interaction with everyday writing assessment. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

FOUR CASE STUDIES OF EVERYDAY WRITING ASSESSMENT 

Introduction 

 The goal of this dissertation is to explore the assessment activities that occur in everyday 

writing contexts, describing the key features of such everyday writing assessment, the ways in 

which writers conceive of such assessment, and the impact of this conceived assessment on 

writer’s writing decisions. Although, as I’ve noted in Chapter 1, such everyday writing 

assessment activity appears pervasive in writers’ experiences of everyday literacy, such practices 

have yet to be explored in an empirical, qualitative inquiry. In Chapter 2, I note that the common 

methodology in the field of writing assessment has been a practice-theory-practice (PTP) model, 

where new knowledge about our beliefs and assumptions of writing assessment is extrapolated 

from practices employed across educational institutions (Phelps). Likewise, as noted, the 

assessment practices under observation have exclusively attended to the educational context. By 

taking note of practices of everyday writing assessment, we can begin to understand if and how 

writing assessment plays a role in everyday writing—and what role that might be. I have also 

defined everyday writing assessment in three-parts: (a) the judgment and interpretation of 

everyday writing texts based on a set of values; (b) the articulation of that interpretation and 

judgment in some form of response; and (c) the impact of that articulated response that lead to 

decisions, actions, or changes in writers’ everyday writing. In the previous chapter, I offer the 

components of this study’s empirical inquiry into everyday writing assessment practice, outlining 

the methods of data collection and analysis that inform this inquiry. This chapter reports on the 

findings of the empirical study, organized around four case studies, each a participant in one of 

two local community organizations: Ham25 and Billy are key volunteers of a community 

outreach and activist space, The Vine, where they facilitate a weekly organizational meeting to 

hear proposals and schedule events. Granny and Autumn are part of a religious women’s club 

referred to as the Home Club. The discussion of each of the case studies is organized around the 

three questions that situate this research study:  

                                                
25	  All names used in this chapter, and throughout the dissertation, are pseudonyms. 	  
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1. Does writing assessment emerge as a literate practice in everyday writing 

activity, and if so, how? What are its distinctive qualities? 

2. How do writers position themselves within everyday writing assessment—that 

is, how do writers understand how their everyday writing will be assessed, 

judged, or evaluated?  

3. And, likewise, how do writers act in response to such conceived writing 

assessment? 

The following chapter reports on each of the case studies individually, beginning with the 

respondents from The Vine, Ham and Billy, and then with the respondents from the Home Club, 

Granny and Autumn. First, I offer brief, background information about each of the organizations 

in order to put into context the case studies. Although each of the case studies and their everyday 

writing activity intersect with the work of the organization in a range of ways, the respondents 

reflected on multiple communities, not limited to The Vine or Home Club. Then I discuss the 

case studies, drawing on fieldnote observations of meetings, time-use diaries, and interviews. I 

begin the discussion of each case study with background information on the respondent, 

including biographical information as well as an overview of what they value as a writer and a 

community member within their respective community group. I unpack theoretical implications 

that emerge from their interactions with everyday writing assessment, including drawing upon 

the three-part definition of everyday writing assessment and how that definition is reflected in 

their literate activity. Similarly, I attend to what each case study contributes to an understanding 

of everyday writing assessment. I conclude this chapter with a discussion that reads across the 

four case studies, noting common patterns and concepts that can contribute to wider conclusions 

about everyday writing assessment. Namely, I observe the constitutive role of building of 

communities and constructing benchmarks for their everyday writing assessment.  

The Vine26 

 The Vine is a volunteer-operated, creative space that encourages the local community to 

facilitate do-it-yourself (DIY), all-inclusive events, programs, and classes that promote free 

expression. “The Vine” refers to two interrelated entities: (a) the physical structure or space to 

hold events and (b) the social, organizational structure made up of volunteers who have defined 
                                                
26	  “The Vine” is used in place of the actual name of the organization to protect participants’ 
identities.   
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the space through mission and vision statements. The space is made available to any organizer 

who wishes to host an event that reflects The Vine’s mission and vision: all-inclusive, DIY, 

creativity, free expression.27 The Vine hosts a variety of events including those that are regularly 

scheduled, such as a monthly “Political Prisoner Letter Writing Dinner,” facilitated by the 

volunteer leader, Billy, where volunteers can write letters to those who have been imprisoned for 

their political beliefs. The Vine also hosts one-off events such as “Waging Peace,” hosted by 

another volunteer, Ham, which is a temporary art exhibit for artists, musicians, and writers to 

showcase pieces that promote peace globally and locally.  

 Weekly meetings with volunteers are held Tuesdays at 6pm, their purposes to reflect 

upon the success of events in the previous week, to discuss proposals for upcoming events, and 

to schedule approved events. Although these are the central goals of the each meeting, they also 

have the secondary function as a social space for some volunteers who attend without proposing 

new events. As indicated above, Billy and Ham are both key volunteers who take a leadership 

role in facilitating the meeting, including focusing the meeting on the agenda, opening discussion 

on proposed events, and scheduling approved events. The Vine’s organizational structure places 

a lot of value on collaborative input of its volunteers, even if some volunteers may not regularly 

attend organizational meetings. During the discussion of each proposal, all attendees are asked to 

discuss how the proposed event aligns with the space’s mission and vision. Volunteers are 

frequently invited to offer feedback and suggestions to proposals. However, The Vine’s 

membership is constantly in flux, often with members joining for a few weeks or a few months 

and then stopping their involvement (often unannounced). During my time with The Vine, it was 

experiencing something of a transition, and both Billy and Ham were involved in providing a 

more articulated structure moving forward. Billy mentioned that a clearer structure could help 

contribute, in part, toward qualifying for non-profit status, while Ham saw the structuring as a 

means of mending some of the issues she’s identified in organizing and facilitating events 

through The Vine, especially given the turnover with members.  

                                                
27	  These articulated values are outlined in their mission and vision statement, found on several 
documents including their website, calendars, pamphlets, zines, etc. I do note quote the mission 
and vision statement directly here to ensure confidentiality. 	  
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The physical structure is financially owned by George, a retired university professor from 

the Fine Art Department in the local university, Gulf State University.28 Although the financial 

owner of the space, George delegates the primary goals of the meeting to Billy and Ham. During 

the organizational meetings, George will offer general guidance about how certain proposed 

events align with the long-term vision of the space; he also oversees many of the financial 

matters related to The Vine, including information about donations and fundraising. As a 

physical structure, The Vine is a standalone, single-story building made up of a front-room and a 

back-room. The front-room, the half of the rectangular building when first entering from the 

front doors, is primarily the showroom and meeting space. When first entering the front doors, 

there is a display case along the right-hand side with pamphlets, zines, and advertisements for 

local issues and events, including events being hosted in The Vine. The display case functions to 

split the open space of the front-room and make a sitting area behind the case. Behind the display 

case are bookshelves with free, donated books that function as a makeshift library. Also on the 

right-hand side of the room, next to the sitting area, is a large round table with mismatched 

chairs. This is where the organizational meetings take place. On the left-hand side of the front-

room is an open space where events typically take place. Usually during the organization 

meetings, George lays out the “World’s Largest Doodle,” where anyone can use colored pencils 

or markers to draw on a single, large piece of rolled white paper. The back-room, accessed either 

through an opening from the front-room or through a back door that leads to a grassy area, 

functions as a workspace. The back-room stores materials that are often used for events 

including paint, sewing machines, clothes racks, wood working tools. Volunteers also usually 

use the space to create or produce material. For instance, during one of my observations, Billy 

and members of the local chapter of Students for Justice in Palestine (SJP) were creating protest 

signs for an upcoming rally. The building had electricity and water, but there was no air 

conditioning, so there were often box fans placed around each room and front/back doors left 

open during meetings.  

Ham 

 This first case study reports on Ham and her instrumental role in facilitating The Vine’s 

event proposal approval process. This approval process is considered a kind of everyday writing 

                                                
28	  “Gulf State University” is used in place of the actual local university.  
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assessment practice where everyday writing is produced (i.e., the event proposal agreement) and 

is assessed by The Vine volunteer community. The Vine community assesses the proposal to 

determine whether it reflects the space’s values. Ham believed this process could ensure that The 

Vine is both a collaborative space that seeks the input of its members in a structured manner and 

a space with core values that sustain across a constantly changing community membership.  

Background Information and Values  

 Ham is a 39-year-old white woman who, at the time of data collection, was in her final 

year of a doctoral program in Art Education at Gulf State University. She identified herself as a 

student, but her occupation also includes adjuncting as an instructor at the university, and she has 

recently been hired for a part-time job doing clerical work for the university’s Division of 

Undergraduate Studies. Because she was in her final year of graduate school, she was applying 

for positions to become a university or college instructor or professor. Although currently living 

in Tallahassee as a student, she has lived up and down the east coast including growing up in 

Pennsylvania and living in the Outer Banks of North Carolina. Having lived in these locations, 

she often discussed having a larger, dispersed network of friends and family that she keeps in 

contact with through text groups, social media, and hand-written letters.29  

 Her involvement with The Vine began with her connection to George, owner of The Vine 

and, at the time, a professor in the Art department. She took a course with him in Fall 2015 

where he frequently talked about The Vine and its goals, and she eventually asked him to be part 

of her dissertation committee. George soon retired from teaching and was no longer part of her 

committee, but she began to attend meetings at The Vine in January of 2016 and, as she said, 

“I’ve kind of never left.” She began her involvement as a volunteer and saw the goals of The 

Vine aligning with her goals as an academic, as she explained:  

 [The Vine] is like an art organization, a community-based organization. And I 

felt that it was something that I could help me with, like, CV [curriculum vita] 

stuff, you know? Like, it would be a good experience. And it was. It was a 

different kind of organization that I really hadn't been involved with before, so it 

                                                
29	  Although such letter-writing falls into the category everyday writing, they are not discussed 
here since her writing in those networks do not clearly demonstrate instances of everyday writing 
assessment. However, I allude this writing, among others, to demonstrate the breadth of her 
everyday writing practices.  
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was really organic. Well, I guess it's not-for-profit, kind of aspect of things right 

now that they're working on. So, yeah, I kept at it, and they were going to do a 

free art class, too which was what was an intriguing—sort of bringing art 

education into it. So, it was sort of like from a professional standpoint. But that 

turned into something I'm really involved in now.    

Ham’s involvement with The Vine was, at least initially, clearly an extension of the kind of work 

she valued in her academic study: a community-based organization that often hosts events 

focused on the arts and facilitated art courses for the community. The Vine is not explicitly an 

arts space—for instance, they have had clothes-exchange programs—but often hold many events 

related to the arts. As she noted, she would eventually facilitate a free art class with a professor 

from her department which developed into a research project. After the arts class, she remained 

involved with The Vine, and her involvement began to evolve over time, including becoming 

something of a key volunteer. As she remarked to me during our interviews, part of the reason 

she believes she transitioned into a leadership role with The Vine was due to her consistency—

that is, she would show up to meetings consistently over time. She remarked,  

I mean, yeah, I would show up every week, and then I took part in the—we did 

the art class. And I don't know if it's like that with all of volunteer organizations, 

but I find that consistency—are people, like, they're all talk? But people that 

actually show up, you know? And the consistency is really not there [at The 

Vine]. So and I care about—I mean if I say I'm going to do something then I do it. 

So I think that—plus, I believe in it too. 

Ham refered to The Vine as a “revolving community,” since many members come for a few 

weeks or months, contribute in some way, and then leave. Because of this revolving 

membership, Ham noticed that a lot of institutional memory about what works and what the 

space’s function is gets lost.  

 Aligned with her value of consistency is her valuing of building meaningful relationships 

through The Vine. During our interviews, she often discussed The Vine as a social space as 

much as it is site to make a difference in the community. She commented, “I think that’s another 

aspect of [my involvement with The Vine] is [that] it’s a great way to meet people. …So, this is 

a great way to meet other people, and I found that it’s really been a saving grace to connect me 

with others—to allow me to meet other people and so that’ s been nice.” Although Ham 
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maintains several relationships with distant friends through various forms of writing—such as a 

text message group and ongoing e-mail exchange from her college friends, and letter-writing to 

her friends who still live in the Outer Banks—much of her face-to-face interactions are through 

The Vine. As such, she demonstrated attachment to many of the members who begin to attend 

meetings, emphasizing her value of consistency within the organization. “I get attached to people 

that start. There’ll be people that will intently volunteer here for like a month and a half and then 

leave.” However, Ham was clear that although the building of relationships within the 

organization is a draw and motivation for her, she also recognized that The Vine provides a 

service for the community and has goals that she wants to see realized. As she observed, she 

understands and appreciates that The Vine can be a site to build meaningful relationships for her, 

but “then I have to remember that it is sort of like a job kind of thing. So its like, well, you know 

take—if all good solid relationships come out of it and that's great. But so—“ 

 In comparison with Billy who is driven by The Vine’s social activism, Ham’s 

involvement and motivation with The Vine is to create a functional space as well as provide a 

space for meaningful relationships and collaboration to flourish. As is explored in the next 

section, Ham is instrumental in sustaining assessment practices within The Vine’s organization 

in order to accomplish the goals of creating a space of collaboration for the community.  

Writing Assessment as Organizational Structure 

 In this section, I identify and discuss some of the organizational structures that Ham has 

put into place in The Vine to help facilitate engagement between members, pointing particularly 

to the use of an “event proposal agreement” and the collaborative assessment of it by The Vine 

community. The event proposal agreement (a copy can be found in Appendix H) functions as a 

textual document where potential event organizers must articulate the specifics of their event so 

those specifics can be discussed during face-to-face meetings. The event proposals, although a 

more formalized document, fit within the category of everyday writing, articulated in chapter 

one: its purpose is tied to writers’ participation in and engagement with this social, volunteer 

community and is produced for a personal purpose (as opposed to for professional or academic 

work). The approval process of the event proposals also fits within the parameters of everyday 

writing assessment outlined earlier in this dissertation: Ham provides an opportunity for 

community members to provide articulated feedback on the proposed documents. This feedback-

assessment leads to the approval of the event proposal, or not, and it also provides a means for 
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the community to articulate what they value in the space. Discussed in this section is the role 

Ham plays in facilitating this process and the value she places on this kind of assessment 

practice. Ham was instrumental in the development of the event proposals (along with George 

and Billy) and, during meetings, was often seeking to sustain the use of the event proposals, in an 

effort to ensure that events align with the mission of the space. 

 As mentioned, the event proposal is a means for event organizers to articulate their ideas 

for an event, but it also offers context for to event organizers about what The Vine is, defining it 

as a space for events and describing the role that an event facilitator takes if their proposal is 

accepted. The top of the proposal agreement describes The Vine as a “DIY community gallery, 

event venue and workspace,” but along with these descriptors, the first page of the document 

describes what is meant by DIY, e.g., event planners must promote the event themselves and are 

responsible for putting the event space back in its original order (cleaning the space, turning off 

electricity, locking the doors). At the bottom of the document, there is a prompt for facilitators to 

describe their events in a brief paragraph. During my observations, it was often this description 

that is presented to the community members in attendance so that they can discuss whether the 

proposed event aligns with the mission of the space itself.    

 During meetings, Ham was instrumental in having volunteers who wish to facilitate 

events write up the proposals, and in some cases, she received pushback from regularly attending 

volunteers who see the event proposals as unnecessary or unimportant. In one meeting, a regular 

attendee named Carl proposes an event verbally, called the “Un-Condition-Lounge.” The event 

would have the dual purpose of being a social get-together (as he remarked, “all the worst people 

at the best possible time”) and a screening for local filmmakers, possibly involving students in 

the Film and Theatre Departments at Gulf State University. As Carl proposed these events 

verbally, Billy and George began to offer some verbal feedback in response—for instance, 

George said the event could be organized similarly to a screening held by students in the Film 

Department through The Vine. However, Ham says Carl would need to propose the event in 

writing before it can be put on the schedule of events. Their exchange is summarized in my 

fieldnotes:  

Ham asks Carl to write up his event in the proposal form so they can put the event 

on the books—that is, in the proposals binder. Carl appears ambivalent to the 

proposal form, saying that they can put it on the books now: “it’s going to 



90 

happen.” Ham pushes the point—she’d really like the form. Carl, appearing a 

little annoyed, says, “fine, give me a form.” Billy hands him a form. Carl begins 

writing the form at the meeting table.  

Although Carl had laid out much of his proposal verbally and other members like Billy and 

George began to discuss the event, Ham was adamant that Carl follow the formal procedures of 

approval process and write his event proposal. Ham placed value on the use of written texts and 

documents to organize The Vine; indeed, during our interviews, Ham noted that generating 

textual documents is key to keeping The Vine cohesive and that she was often the one to 

advocate for these writing practices to be sustained. She worried that “if nobody does it, nothing 

gets done.” Inviting volunteers to propose events through writing may lead to more, concrete 

action including keeping event hosts accountable. For Ham, establishing these protocols could be 

a means of giving The Vine a higher profile; she commented, “I think it's important if we're 

really trying to make progress with this organization and make it more well-known and to have 

people stay, [then] there needs to be some sort of protocol and it didn't seem to have that.”  

 She recalled in our interview that when The Vine initially discussed ways to structure and 

streamline the meetings, she received some pushback on establishing some of the formal 

structures of documenting and vetting proposals. Specifically, Ham noted that Billy was initially 

hesitant to establish more structure for the organizational meetings; according to Ham, “Billy has 

actually come around a little more. Like in the very beginning, he was like ‘just let things—you 

can't tell anybody [what to do]. We can't take any structure.’” According to Ham, Billy saw more 

structure, like the event proposal agreement, as a way to confine the decision-making process for 

the community; however, Ham sought more of a balance:  

And it ended up being that nothing gets done. If you are completely…Loose and 

no direction or everybody gets a say, I mean it's basically like eight thousand 

Ronnies in one room, and you can’t get anything done. Again, I say that out of the 

kindness—bless his heart, but he's long-winded, and we all can be long-winded, 

but I mean, we can make a decision.  

Ham alluded to a regular member named Ronnie who is particularly loquacious and known to 

instigate arguments during (and after) meetings. Ronnie, and volunteers like Ronnie, acts as a 

distraction to the purpose of discussing The Vine and how it can facilitate events. She understood 

Carl similarly: he treats The Vine as a space for social interaction. “[H]e looks at it for maybe 



91 

finding friends. Establishing like more real relationships.” However, Ham underscored that while 

she saw The Vine as building relationships, there are also goals to accomplish: “it’s not social 

hour we have things to accomplish so that gets mixed. I think like I said Carl will come there and 

it’s more social for him but for us [Billy and Ham], we just want to get our stuff done and just 

move on.”  Given the concerns that Ham raised about members like Ronnie and Carl, it appeared 

that, for Ham, the use of the event proposal agreement, which is a form of everyday writing, also 

function as a point of focus in the meeting: discussions center on the written event proposals and 

if a volunteer has an idea without an event proposal, then it is set aside until its articulated in the 

document.  

Once the event proposal is written, The Vine then discusses it and decides whether it 

should be accepted into the space. For Ham, the process functions as a way to make clear to 

event organizers what The Vine’s mission and vision are and whether the written event proposal 

aligns with these values. Ham finds that The Vine has a set of key values that are not always 

clear to its members. For Ham, the heart of The Vine is that it is a “DIY [do-it-yourself] 

community creative arts space,” but many volunteers do not typically understand the concept of 

DIY, i.e., the facilitator of the event takes the helm in designing and implementing their event, 

and The Vine provides the space for them to do so. Although in the four meetings I observed for 

this study, I was unable to observe volunteers discuss an event proposal first-hand, I did observe 

Ham explain this process to a newcomer, Harriett, who wanted to host a lip-syncing competition 

with local home school students. Once Harriett pitched her idea, Ham began to explain the event 

proposal form and how she may go about writing it by explaining the kinds of events that are 

typically taken-up in The Vine.  

When Harriett finishes pitching her idea, Ham explains the kinds of events that 

take place at The Vine. She alludes to the mission statement which mentions that 

the space, itself, is a site for inclusion, social justice, for making a safe space. To 

Harriett, “you don’t have to make it a social justice theme. All are welcome. We 

encourage activities around art, talks, discussion. We’ve done all sorts of stuff—

it’s a safe space. As long as it’s encompassed in our mission. Lettings kids 

express themselves is welcome.”  (Fieldnotes, date) 

Although in this instance Ham was not offering feedback on a written text, she was outlining the 

expectations of the event proposal and values of The Vine, itself, to prepare her for the writing 
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task—much like a rubric in a classroom context. The mission statement offers the kinds of event 

and themes that The Vine hosts, and Ham asked Harriett to frame her writing to fit generally 

within those frameworks. As Ham later explained, once Harriett completes the event proposal, it 

will be discussed at an organizational meeting where the community members in attendance will 

discuss whether the event (and the proposal) fit the space’s goals.30  

Ham also suggested in her exchange with Harriett that although there is a mission 

statement, it is really a guide to help during the collaborative approval process. During 

interviews, Ham lamented the challenge of having a “revolving community” since the 

members—and their values—are constantly shifting depending on who shows up to the meeting. 

The mission and vision statement, then, functions to ground these discussions regardless of the 

multiple membership iterations that The Vine may experience over time. However, the mission 

statement is also necessarily pliable to account for shifting values. In fact, during our interviews, 

Ham and I discussed the mission statement and its role within The Vine, and Ham specifically 

points to the challenge of a mission statement given the revolving community: “the mission 

statement has been sort of on-again [off-again] because there's been so many different people 

from since we've had all these different goals. Like, we're going to go get a new mission 

statement and then the people that started saying they want to go work, then they don't come 

anymore.” I asked Ham, further, how the discussions went in crafting the mission statement, 

given the nature of the space with people coming in and out as well as people with diverse goals,  

Well, it depended on who was there, you know? And that's another thing that's a 

challenge, and it's complicated. I mean, it's always a challenge. There was this one 

guy Eric, and he was really helpful, but he was very inconsistent. Or he would say 

he would be able to help. He'd have an opinion. And he made great opinions, and 

then he would stop coming after while. […] So, that's I think what happens. It's 

like people are going into something like Sarah, then she just stopped. I mean it's 

just sporadic, manic behavior or something, I don't know.   

                                                
30	  In my observations of meeting and interviews with Ham, it didn’t seem likely that an event 
would be rejected if it didn’t fit the mission of the space. Rather, based on my observation of the 
feedback Billy and George gave Carl’s verbal proposal, it would seem more likely that 
volunteers might ask the proposal writer to adjust aspects of the event to be more closely aligned 
with the mission.  
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Ham often identified the consistency of members as a challenge for The Vine, and here, it is 

especially challenging when defining what the space values. Defining these values appears 

particularly necessarily for the event proposal assessment process—how does one assess an 

event proposal when the expectations and values of the space is a moving target? However, 

despite the changing faces in the community, Ham emphasized in our interview that there remain 

key and common values that are supposed to operate across community iterations: DIY, 

community, creative space.   

 Although the discussion here focuses on an event proposal agreement process which 

occurs within and serves The Vine community, Ham is the central proponent in facilitating this 

process. This process is collaborative by design, yet Ham guides its implementation, ensuring 

that members continue this practice (such as the case with Carl) or providing feedback on how to 

write proposals within this process (such as the case with Harriett). Ham, herself, does not 

produce everyday writing in this instance of everyday writing assessment; rather, she functions 

as a guide to help usher volunteers through the process of producing the written text of event 

proposal agreement.  

Implications for Everyday Writing Assessment 

  Although Ham did not refer to the assessment practices of the event proposal/approval 

protocols as writing assessment, the event proposal process still appears to function as writing 

assessment: (a) the event proposal process certainly involves the interpretation and judgment of 

everyday writing texts—the event proposal agreement—based on a set of values. In her 

interactions with Harriett, Ham recognized that The Vine operates with a set of values, some of 

which are represented in the mission statement while others may be more tacit and dependent 

upon the current membership iteration of The Vine. (b) Although I did not directly observe the 

ways in which members respond to the event proposals, Ham is familiar with the ways in which 

others in The Vine may respond to the proposals and, in her exchange with Harriett, prepared her 

for such responses. Ham, who has extensive knowledge of The Vine, helped newcomer Harriett 

better conceive of the audience that will evaluate her proposal. The mission statement can appear 

as a useful starting point to help conceive of this audience, but Ham recognizes that values of 

The Vine go beyond it. Finally, (c) Ham envisions the event proposal process to have an impact 

on the overall constitution of The Vine; namely, she believes that this more formal process of 

vetting proposals can provide a structure to help focus the meetings. In addition, the event 
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proposal process seems to align the mission of the space with the kinds of events The Vine hosts 

which can likewise impact the cohesiveness of The Vine’s mission.   

Billy 

 The second case study reports on Billy, and I focus particular attention on his concern 

about representation of his social activist community in public writing contexts and about the 

need to build relationships. Billy often reflected upon the entities that will interpret and assess his 

writing—such as newspaper reporters, editors, and reading public—and considered how to adjust 

the way he writes and delivers his writing considering those conceived audiences. Billy adjusts 

his writing approach to (a) ensure that he—and his social activist community—will be 

represented accurately or to (b) create a closer relationship and bond with someone else.  

Background Information and Values 

 Billy is a 32-year old white male, serving as the Acting Director31 of The Vine. Although 

his primary source of income is in construction, he focuses a great deal of energy on his 

involvement with human rights groups and, in particular, with what he refers to as “organizing” 

which, through our interviews, refers to the coordination among and mobilizing of these groups 

for demonstrations, rallies, protests, and sit-ins. Reflecting in his time-use diary, he observes, “I 

put a lot of my time and energy into organizing for social justice minded project and event 

coordination, but that is all unpaid volunteer work.” Billy frequently alluded to his involvement 

with Students for Justice in Palestine (SJP), an international student-activist organization focused 

on human rights issues in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Although Billy is not currently a 

student, he remains involved with SJP, maintaining a national network of organizers. His 

activism through SJP, however, goes beyond issues related to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict; for 

instance, during our interviews in September of 2017, Billy referred to a rally he and other local 

members of The Vine and SJP had helped organize related to the August 2017 counter-protests 

in Charlottesville, VA against white nationalism. Billy navigates across multiple communities, 

both local to Tallahassee as well as dispersed nationally, but he often seeks to bring these 

communities together. For instance, the organization of the rally involved members of both SJP 

and The Vine.  

                                                
31	  Acting Director is still an unpaid, volunteer role at The Vine.  
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 Billy’s initial involvement with The Vine was aligned with his interests in human rights 

groups and radical communities. As Billy recounted, a friend of his had been a former student of 

George, owner of the space, and invited Billy to a meeting: “I got invited from someone that was 

one of George’s students. And the invitation was, there’s this space that is going to become an 

info shop of sorts in Tallahassee. And she had known that that’s what I was looking to do. So, I 

was invited to a meeting.” An “info shop,” as Billy explained, is “a radical literature distribution, 

but more like a meeting place of sorts for radical communities. If you go traveling, you can find 

different info shops. Sometimes it’s in the back of the record store, sometimes a café, sometimes 

a workshop.” Billy had originally been involved in info shops when he lived in Brooklyn, New 

York, and saw The Vine as an opportunity to put his background into productive use locally in 

Tallahassee: “I guess the projects that I was involved in were, like, a community center in 

Brooklyn, and house venues; stuff like that. I thought I could use those skills at The Vine.” 

Billy’s approach and involvement with The Vine often aligned with his goals connected with 

activist organizing. Although The Vine’s mission does not explicitly take up social activism and 

organizing, Billy’s connection’s with organizations like SJP and his eventual role as Acting 

Director allow for this work to emerge in much of The Vine’s events and community outreach. 

For instance, Billy began a monthly event inviting the local community to write letters to 

political prisoners. According to the website, letters have been written to “former members of the 

Black Panther Party, MOVE, American Indian Movement, as well as indigenous prisoners, 

Chicano-American community organizer and animal & environmental activists.”   

Much like Ham, Billy’s consistent and sustained involvement with The Vine positioned 

him to be something of a key volunteer, including currently serving as Acting Director of The 

Vine, a role he assumed in order to help The Vine qualify for non-profit status. Aside from 

George, who owns the physical structure, Billy has been the longest serving member of this 

community and, as he reflected, is often relied upon for institutional memory about past events, 

articulated goals, mission, and vision. As Billy explained, unlike his involvement with SJP which 

he considered himself a rank-and-file organizer, his role at The Vine “is much more like a 

hierarchy, like higher up…I got to be more of a leader, of sorts.” In this way, he characterized his 

involvement with The Vine as “kinda more like a work-ish thing,” especially since seeking non-

profit status. Part of seeking non-profit status is developing more of a structure for The Vine. As 
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Billy reflected, “Before…I don’t know what was happening before we were doing meetings, but 

I don’t think it was structured.”   

 In my interviews with Billy, he frequently alluded to instances of everyday writing 

assessment, involving interpretation and judgment of everyday texts, grounded in expectations or 

values, that are meant to impact the production of an everyday text or future everyday writing 

activity. In the following discussion, I outline Billy’s interaction with these instances of everyday 

writing assessment, specifically how such everyday writing assessment impacted how he 

approached writing.  

Writing Assessment and Representation: Providing and Designing Feedback 

 The week prior to the start of the data collection period for Billy’s diary and follow-up 

interviews, Billy and SJP held a rally they organized in Tallahassee supporting the counter-

protests of white nationalists in Charlottesville, VA in August of 2017. As part of the rally, Billy 

invited a friend, Tiffany, to attend and collect video footage. Although part of the reason he 

invited Tiffany was to collect video footage, he also has a friendship with her and thought it was 

important for her to attend in a way she felt comfortable. He explained,  

Yeah, Tiffany is a friend I met at a show, and she was filming. I thought I would 

invite her to the rally. I know she's socially awkward or anxious, so she wouldn't 

just go to a rally, so I asked her to please film so she could have a purpose for 

being there and she could feel comfortable behind her camera and not be like, 

"Yeah, I'm all about this cause." Even though she's a woman of color, and it's a 

cause that would affect her, and particularly living in the south. She was happy to. 

She took some highlights and edited it into a short video.  

Billy's invitation to Tiffany to attend the rally served multiple purposes: it would allow her to 

participate in the rally in a way that would be comfortable for her, and it also would allow Billy 

and SJP to circulate this video on their social media to highlight their cause and action. As he 

explained, videos such as these can help promote their local chapter: “As far as promoting for the 

group, because we're part of a national group, and we see other students [in other chapters] post 

videos; especially the group in New York is super active. I feel like we just get more credit to 

have more presence on media. As far as this specific college should have a lot of presence on 

social media.” The video would eventually be posted on the Youtube channels for The Vine and 

SJP.  
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Toward the latter goal to promote the local SJP, Billy noted that the short video was not 

fully aligned with how he’d like the group and the rally to be represented. Reflecting on the 

video initially, Billy commented that Tiffany wasn’t given much direction on what was expected 

of her when editing the video, so he took the opportunity to offer feedback and edits to the video. 

He noted, “She put together what she thought I wanted. Then once I watched it, I just gave her 

some quick edits to change sentences around or something.” As shown, Billy’s primary focus in 

his revision notes attended to the verbal phrasing and framing of the rally as opposed to the 

stitching of the video clips. Likewise, during our interviews, his revisions primarily emphasized 

notes that more accurately represented the rally, both in terms of how the rally was portrayed as 

the creation of multiple organizations (rather than just SJP and The Vine) and the rally’s 

relationship to the counter-protests in Charlottesville. He commented that he focused specifically 

on  

“the wording of it, and also making it not like, ‘Students for Justice in Palestine 

did this thing on this day. They were the ones that asked this group to speak and 

this.’ I was like, ‘Can we just say local organizers?’ I made sure it had all the 

groups that participated; all the people that spoke listed out.”  

The focus on phrasing is important for Billy since such wording can frame the goals and nature 

of the rally itself for a public audience; he continued, “For the rally the thing we were protesting 

was an idea, so it wasn't like we were going to go to this place and make our demands. It was 

like, we're going to come together and strategize on how move forward from this. I wouldn't say 

people are protesters really.” Billy, in other words, recognized the subtle—but important—

differences between referring to the members of the rally as “local organizers” and “protesters,” 

a difference that may not be clear to Tiffany.  

He continued by explaining that during the demonstrations in Charlottesville, VA, there 

were different kinds of protesting and rallying from people from different ideological 

background and different purposes that were important to distinguish: the protesters who were 

demonstrating against the removal of a confederate statue and the counter-protesters who were 

demonstrating against white nationalists. Because of the protester/counter-protester dynamic, 

Billy remarked that the video’s use of the phrase “standing in solidary of the protesters” may 

indicate they were aligned with the white nationalists rather than the counter-protesters. Billy 

was drawing attention to several different components of the video he would wish to see revised: 
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particular phrasings/labels, the involvement of other local activist groups, and the relationship of 

the Tallahassee rally to Charlottesville; each of these pieces of feedback seems to operate under 

an overall emphasis on how the rally will be represented in a public medium. For instance, rather 

than identifying the rally as a SJP-organized event, Billy sought to ensure that the other 

organizations are well represented; representing the rally in this way is important given the goal 

of the rally to allow various activist groups to interface and strategize on common ground.  

 His feedback to Tiffany also operated across multiple platforms; his choice of medium 

and platform was influenced by two factors: using a platform that best aligned with the kind of 

feedback he wants to give and drawing upon existing channels of communication with Tiffany. 

He remarked, in his time-use diary, “I also sent notes to my friend Tiffany using iMessage from 

my computer. The notes copied and pasted from a text doc I started 3 days ago, and the content 

included some edits to make on the video.” His notes to Tiffany involved his use of at least two 

platforms: a document from a word processor and iMessage on his desktop. In our interviews, I 

asked him follow-up questions about these choices. He noted that he used a Microsoft Word Doc 

to make notes as he was watching the video, itself:  “It's easier to edit to type it all out than to 

write it all out and then move stuff around. Not relying on the Internet browser, because that 

could crash and have to reopen it and wait. I just have it on something on the computer, it'll be 

easier, then copy and paste it when it's done.” In this way, he was able to offer more in-depth 

feedback on the video and to copy and paste such feedback into other formats. For instance, once 

he had his edits for Tiffany, he copied and pasted those notes to his iMessage on his desktop. As 

he explained, he and Tiffany use text messaging exclusively to communicate, aside from face-to-

face.  

 Overall, in this particular instance of everyday writing assessment, Billy’s central 

purpose in providing feedback to Tiffany was to ensure that the public video aligns with the 

goals of the rally that Billy envisions; put another way, Billy was primarily focused on the 

video’s representation of the rally as well as the people and organizations involved. However, to 

provide this feedback to Tiffany, he had to draw upon his knowledge of Tiffany, upon her 

position in relation to rallies such as these, and upon his knowledge of how he typically 

communicates with her. For instance, as he noted, Tiffany is not aware of the nuances of these 

kinds of rallies and had no prior guidance on this particular genre of protest videography. 

Although he admitted that he had never made a request for a video like this before, he does have 
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intimate knowledge of the purpose and goals of this rally. He thus drew attention to particular 

aspects of the video—namely the phrasing and framing of the event—about which he has 

intimate knowledge, yet does not attend to the arrangement of the video, which is something 

Tiffany has experience with. He was also deliberate in how he delivered this feedback, drawing 

channels of communication that were already part of their relationship (i.e. on iMessage). As is 

discussed in the next section, Billy is, in fact, intentional in the kinds of media and platforms he 

chooses to deliver writing, issues tied directly to his concerns over representation. The next 

section looks more closely at Billy’s concerns with representation, focusing particularly on how 

he, himself, writes to ensure accurate representation of the rally.  

Writing Assessment and Representation: Accounting for Multiple Reading Audiences 

 The rally in August 2017 also garnered the attention of local Tallahassee reporters, 

particularly from the student-run local university newspaper at Gulf State University. After the 

rally, a reporter from Gulf State University’s newspaper sent a series of questions to Billy about 

the nature of the rally, including how the rally was organized, who is involved with the rally, and 

how students were responding to it. In drafting his response to the questions, Billy drew upon a 

number of sources. Of those sources, two seemed particularly important: (a) his prior knowledge 

and experiences with writing for eventual newspaper publications and (b) a feedback from a 

friend who is aligned with him ideologically and who has experience as a journalist. His 

exchange with the reporter demonstrates the ways that everyday writing assessment can help 

shape a message, as we will see through Billy's conceiving of the multiple ways his writing will 

be represented and interpreted by a number of audiences, including the reporter, his editor, and 

the reading public. His decisions in drafting his response to the questions took into account these 

multiple readers and their value systems, either seeking to disrupt those values or align with them 

in order to produce writing that best represents the rally. Within this process, he also sought 

feedback from others to produce a better result.  

 During our interviews, Billy offered a point-by-point summary of his interaction with the 

university newspaper reporter, operating across multiple platforms. Those interactions are 

summarized here:  

(1) The reporter reached out to the local Tallahassee Chapter of SJP’s Facebook 

group through Facebook Messenger.  
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(2) Those involved with the rally reached out to one another through a WhatsApp 

group text to decide who should respond to the questions. According to Billy, he 

volunteered to respond, summarizing the conversation in our interview: “the 

person asking me [to respond to the reporter] was the other person who took most 

of the organizing role, so I felt like he was saying, ‘I don't feel like doing this, 

anyone else want to take it up?’ So I was like, ‘yeah, I'd be happy to.’” Billy was 

then given the reporter’s contact information.  

(3) Billy then initiated a conversation with the reporter through his personal 

Facebook account via Messenger. The reporter then sent Billy the questions in 

Messenger.  

(4) Billy drafted a response to the reporter’s questions through a word processor.  

(5) Before sending his response to the reporter, he ran some of his ideas through a 

friend, Paige, who has worked as a journalist.  

(6) Billy sent his responses to the reporter by copying and pasting his response into 

Facebook messenger, but according to Billy, “it was way too long. I was like, 

‘Actually, can I just email it to you [the reporter]?’”  

(7) The reporter agreed to receive the responses via e-mail, and Billy sent the reporter 

his response.  

(8) Billy asked to read the reporter’s draft once completed, and the reporter sent along 

the draft for Billy to review, prior to publication.  

Throughout this process, Billy made a set of deliberate choices in drafting the response, whether 

it is the intentional ways in which he represented the rally and the organizations involved, the 

people he invited to provide feedback, or the platform in which he wrote and shared his 

responses. Much as in the case of the video from Tiffany, Billy often reflected upon how these 

intentional choices can have an impact on how he and the rally are represented by future readers.  

 A large part of his thought process involved invoking prior experiences when working 

with reporters as well as considering the potential impact that interview responses can have if the 

respondent does not take care. He wanted to be sure that, despite the questions being open-ended 

and vague, “the answers are specific to messages we are trying to get across.” He continued by 

reflecting upon his experience seeing other organizers talk about rallies in unflattering ways,  
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I don't know if you've seen interviews with people about the rallies and stuff, 

because there were other groups doing rallies, and the interviews didn't really 

express a desire to be connected with people as much as they were like, "We 

wanted to put ourselves out there as allies," which seems more ego driven. My 

response is I want it to be less about the group itself, and more about building the 

networks and addressing the issues, instead of just hosting a rally. [I didn't want it 

to come across as t]oo self-promoting, or like white saviors is a term that I throw 

around. 

Billy demonstrated an awareness of multiple audiences that are involved in the reading and 

interpretation of his writing, especially two in particular: the reporter who will take his responses 

and reframe it for publication and a wider reading public. In both cases, Billy wanted to ensure 

that the values of the rally are accurately portrayed.  

He alluded to one particular instance during the rally itself that emphasized for him the 

need for care in drafting responses to reporters, generally. He recalled an instance when a 

reporter asked his friend, Valerie, if he could ask her a specific question for a live feed. Just prior 

to the filming, Billy and Valerie discussed what she could say, but during the interview, the 

reporter asked a different set of questions rather than the one the reporter initially promised. Billy 

recalled,  

They were like, "Hey, we're going to ask you this question." I was like, to my 

friend Valerie, "This is what they want to say." When it actually was a live feed 

that's not exactly what he said at all. She was like, "I thought I was answering his 

stuff." She pre-arranged stuff. Being put on the spot doesn't look good. 

In much of our discussion about this interaction with reporters, he noted his awareness that 

reporters approach these rallies with different goals, seeking to craft a narrative that may not be 

aligned with the narrative the rally organizers envisioned. But further, the stakes can be high 

when talking with reporters since the quality of the rally organizers’ responses can have an 

impact on the way the wider public perceive and read the role of the rally and organizations that 

organized it.  

Reflecting on working with media, he articulated some of the issues he’s identified in the 

past:  
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They're [the news media are] either trying to sensationalize it or trying to use 

vague terms to cover up. […] like they don't want to print something that's going 

to offend people, but you're literally talking about Nazi groups calling for 

genocide and harming people at rallies. You can get pretty colorful with the 

language and not be saying anything off color, whatever the term is.  

Because these goals of the activist organization and the news media reporting on demonstrators 

are not always aligned, he emphasized the need to be more deliberate in crafting the message in 

order to provide both substance to the cause that his organization is championing as well as 

accurately representing their motives and values. Indeed, he noted that in the past, SJP has been 

in the newspaper before with lukewarm results. He recalled, “We've been in the newspaper 

before as a group. I think people didn't have that idea [to have talking points]; I had to have 

sound bites and put in a message. They're just hanging out and talking, and there's not much 

content there.” Billy sees the value of using talking points with news media since its more 

focused and deliberate. Indeed, he recalled others who were cavalier with their interactions with 

reporters,   

Yeah, previous interviews that people have done with people from the group—

this isn't exactly what we want to get across. Most of them in the group [are] a 

little younger than me. […] Same with the reporters, I'm sure, they're students too. 

I don't think there's anything wrong with feeding them [reporters] lines that will 

look good when they write them, and make the group look good at the same time. 

It's kind of like propaganda, but at least we're on this side.  

Billy noted that the difference between his interactions between reporters and others in SJP may 

be due to an age difference; however, we might further attribute the difference more to Billy’s 

exposure to the high stakes aspect of journalist reporting in the past. In other words, Billy is 

better suited to understand the impact of representation in newspaper media because he has more 

resources to conceive of the audiences in this process through greater number of similar 

experiences in his past.  

 In addition, not only does he have more exposure to these kinds of interactions with 

reporters, he also had access to friends, such as Paige, who are more familiar with journalist 

genres. Billy described Paige as having experience as a copyeditor for a newspaper, but 

potentially more important, she is also aligned with him politically, “I figured politically, we’re 
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on the same page, so I didn’t have to worry about her watering it down or make it more liberal 

sounding, which is an issue, especially with the media.” Billy drew upon Paige because of her 

experience as a copyeditor, her familiarity with journalistic reporting, and her ideology being 

aligned with him. And further, although he identifies as leaning left politically, he’s also 

concerned with sounding radicalized to a general audience—as he noted, Paige is also politically 

liberal, yet recognized the issues of being represented as such to a general, reading audience. 

Thus, for Billy, She operates as an ally in drafting the response. In Billy and Paige’s exchange, 

she did offer some minor edits. Billy described,  

Yeah. The question [from the reporter] was like, "Were you surprised by the 

number of protestors?" Or something like that. The answer was like, "It wasn't 

surprising that people feel that way." We were talking about the tragedy in the 

other half of the sentence. To be like, "We're not surprised someone got killed" 

looks bad if you don't take them out. She reworded it in a way that was like, "The 

tragedy was awful, but not particularly surprising," or something like that. I think 

that's how it went. "Someone died, but that happens, people are crazy." 

 Finally, once he was ready to send his answer back to the reporter, Billy was intentional 

about the means through which the content will be read by the reporter—not simply the content 

of his words, but also the form in which the content will be read. As noted earlier in the point-by-

point summary of events, Billy requested to send the reporter his answers over e-mail rather than 

Facebook Messenger since much of his answers were lengthy. As he noted, the Facebook 

Messenger may not be a visually appealing experience; for email, “It's a bigger field of text on 

the screen.” He continued, “I guess I'm just thinking visually. On the messenger it's only a couple 

inches wide on the screen, whereas an email is like a page. It'd look shorter. It'd look shorter, and 

it’d be more accessible instead of just scrolling and scrolling and scrolling.” Again, Billy’s 

concern for representation extends beyond just the content of his answers, but he also wanted to 

create a user-friendly, accessible way for the reporter to experience the writing, itself.  

 Where in the previous section, Billy’s concern for representation comes across through 

providing and designing feedback for Victoria’s video, in this instance of everyday writing 

assessment, Billy was interacting with potential public readers, himself, and designing his 

writing so that his organization does not become misrepresented. This may not necessarily be a 

prototypical example of everyday writing assessment: although Billy imagines potential readers 
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who will interpret and judge his writing based on a set of values, and although such assessment 

clearly impacts how Billy approached his writing, there is not clear, articulated feedback from 

the reporter which to work from. Rather, Billy attended to more indirect response and feedback 

such as seeking feedback form his journalist friend who may be aware of the genre and rhetorical 

situation of such journalist writing, but was not directly involved in the eventually drafting of the 

article. He was also able to read a copy of the article before it was sent to the editor of the 

newspaper. In other words, although the reporter did not give Billy direct feedback on the quality 

of his remarks, Billy was able to judge, for himself, how his remarks were being framed in the 

article. Billy remarked he was pleased with the final product and how the rally was represented:  

I think he did a good job. The group came across exactly how I was hoping, not 

trying to look like a savior, just looking to be in solidarity in the allies, and not 

being the mouthpiece for an oppressed group, but also recognizing the 

responsibility to address it in your home community, not just tweet out snarky 

remarks or something. 

Billy specifically drew attention to the quotes the reporter pulled from his answers as a large 

reason why he believed the article worked. Billy credited his use of soundbites as part of this 

success: “I saw the draft of the article. He actually chose five different quotes that were all sound 

bites that I don't know if they would've been in there if I just had responded.” Although Billy was 

not receiving direct feedback from the reporter about how to navigate this kind of writing task 

(and, indeed, such direct feedback may not be helpful or desirable given their divergent goals), 

Billy was able to assemble a host of other resources to benchmark his success—that is, he was 

able to conceptualize the standards to which he would be writing by invoking his prior 

experiences with reporters and the end result; seeking out and using feedback form Paige who 

has more knowledge of journalistic practices; or reading the actual article to see whether he was 

pleased with the outcome. His process of benchmarking is connected to his interaction with 

assessment: he is constructing his sense of the standards of the reporter, specifically, but 

newspaper media generally. Considering these standards, he strategizes how he drafts his 

answers to produce an outcome with which he will be happy, i.e. a representation of the rally that 

keys into his sound bites.   
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Constructing Feedback and Building Relationships 

 As mentioned earlier, one of the key events that Billy facilitates through The Vine is the 

“Political Prisoner Letter Writing and Dinner.” According to The Vine’s website, the event, held 

every third Thursday of the month, invites people to “gather monthly to learn about the case of a 

specific freedom fighter and attempt to reach through the bars & barbed wire-lined walls that 

separate us.” Although the event is held at The Vine once a month, Billy appears to keep in 

regular contact with a few political prisoners outside of the monthly community events. In our 

interview together, Billy reflected upon one particular exchange of letters he had with a political 

prisoner. Billy brought this exchange up in our interviews in response to my questions inquiring 

about feedback he’s received from others that have had an impact on his approach to writing: 

There was one time that I wrote a quick letter to a prisoner, who was actually 

sitting in solitary confinement. So, it was like 23 hours a day, alone in a cell. I 

sent him a quick letter, not really thinking like, hey—It was just kind of like 

information. It was like, “talked to this person about this.” “This is happening.” I 

felt like that could have been [better].  

Billy continued that when the political prisoner responded, he appeared much more emotionally 

distant and closed-off. Billy thought this was odd since his previous letters from the political 

prisoner had been more thought-out and forthcoming: “He had been putting a lot more thought 

into the words he's using.” However, in the letter he received, Billy is unsure whether he was 

interpreting the most recent letter accurately, but, given his previous interactions with this 

prisoner, he picked up on cues that could indicate that the prisoner was not happy with the letter: 

where the political prisoner had typically been very careful and deliberate in the way he wrote 

his letters, Billy received a letter that was unlike his previous correspondences. But still, Billy 

wasn’t sure: “I guess, I’m reading between the lines.” As Billy later noted, “I guess it wasn’t a 

comment on the writing. It was undertones.” Unfortunately, Billy did not offer specifics about 

the letter itself, and I wasn’t able to read it. This discussion is focused on his impressions and 

how he reacted to those impressions.  

 An exchange of feedback between Billy and the prisoner appeared to occur, albeit subtle 

and ambiguous enough that Billy was unsure exactly what the feedback was or whether it was 

feedback at all. In other words, Billy had to interpret the letter not only as a personal 

correspondence but also as feedback about how to participant in this textual relationship; in other 
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words, Billy had to construct the feedback: its form, the values/expectations expressed, and the 

behaviors he would need to adjust in the future. To construct this feedback, he took two 

approaches: (a) he compared his memory of the letter he sent to the content of the letter he 

received, and (b) he compared the cues offered in the letter with his prior interactions with this 

political prisoner. Billy constructed a context to understand the feedback (and whether it was 

feedback at all); put otherwise, Billy may not have observed or understood the letter as a site of 

feedback unless he situated those cues in a wider intertext of previous exchanges. Indeed, Billy 

noted that the political prisoner was, in fact, offering cues about the quality and kind of letters 

Billy was sending. As Billy explained, he adjusted his next letter (and future letters) to 

acknowledge the sacrifices the political prisoner has made and to express his gratitude for his 

taking the time to write these letters. In his letters now, “I try to make sure that I'm very 

intentional about including like ... I appreciate you taking the funds out of your commissary 

account, instead of buying treats for yourself, or anything. Instead, to buy postage and [writing] 

material.” I asked if his exchanges with the political prisoner had improved. I asked whether the 

letter writing between him and the prisoner had improved: “Yeah, he has. It's great. […]And, 

actually, I receive phone calls from him. […] Yeah, I hope there's enough communication there. 

He's like, ‘Yeah, Billy's actually very rushed, and very on a tight schedule.’”   

Billy places value on ensuring that this relationship with the political prisoner is 

meaningful and supportive for the political prisoner. Billy is dedicated to building a sustainable 

relationship with this political prisoner and part of navigating this new relationship involved 

constructing and adhering to expectations expressed in the letters from the prisoner. In a way, 

Billy read the prisoner’s letter as a piece of feedback: the political prisoner interpreted and 

assessed Billy’s initial letter and responded in a way to invite change in Billy letters. Yet this 

feedback, given its ambiguous and subtle nature, necessitated a process of constructing this 

feedback in order to act upon it. Although in this brief scenario, we do not have the exact ways 

Billy enacted the feedback, we are able to see that a process of constructing feedback took place, 

it was acted upon by Billy, and the results provided Billy with multiple points of contact with the 

political prisoner (i.e. inclusion of phone calls).  

Implications for Everyday Writing Assessment 

 Although Billy did not, at any point, refer to any of these instances as kinds of “writing 

assessment,” he nonetheless tacitly interacts with components of writing assessment as he 
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engages in everyday literate activity: he anticipated various kinds of audiences who may 

interpret or make judgments about his writing such the newspaper reporter or the political 

prisoner; he interacts with different kinds of responses such as feedback from his friend Paige or 

the subtle feedback from the prisoners, or he articulates his own feedback such as with Tiffany; 

and anticipating these audiences and receiving feedback had an impact on his writing such as 

adjusting his answers to the reporter or rethinking his textual approach in his letters with the 

political prisoner.  

Each of the discussions above provides some unique considerations when writing for 

everyday writing assessments. For instance, the role of representation is of utmost importance for 

Billy. In each of the examples alluded to above, he was oriented toward how he, himself, or his 

social activist community will be read, received, and represented—whether in public forums like 

news media or in private correspondences. It may be because of his preoccupation with 

representation that he is also frequently very conscious of how his writing will be reused, 

redistributed, framed, and accordingly interpreted by others. As such, he writes deliberately to 

ensure that he’s representing himself and his organization in a way that can align with his values 

and beliefs; but to do so, he must understand the kinds of audiences he will encounter, the values 

and expectations of those audiences, and the potential outcomes that his writing will produce For 

instance, in his response to the video created by Tiffany, Billy was the immediate audience that 

interprets the video to offer feedback, but his feedback was grounded in his understanding about 

how this text will circulate and whether it accurately represents the rally and the organizations 

involved. Billy was very deliberate in how he articulates his feedback, using platforms that align 

with his goals for providing feedback and that are shared through a channel of communication 

common to his interactions with Tiffany. In this case, Billy’s feedback was meant to impact how 

Tiffany produces the video itself, preparing it for publication on YouTube. Similarly, responding 

to the reporter’s questions, Billy was confronted with the multiple audiences that would read and 

interpret his writing: the reporter he’s writing to, the editor of the newspaper, the public audience 

of the newspaper, and also Paige whom he solicited feedback from. Each of these audiences 

reflects different sets of values—some of those values he shares (e.g. Paige) while others he is 

actively working to understand and combat (e.g., the reporter’s narrative). Given his concerns 

about representation, he was attempting to include those audience values as a means of 

producing his writing that can lead to an accurate representation.  
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 Billy also appeared to construct the expectations and values of potential audiences by 

drawing upon his genre and intertextual knowledge. For instance, with his interaction with the 

reporter, he was not receiving direct feedback from this specific reporter on his writing; rather, 

he had to conceive of the expectations and goals of the reporter through similar interactions he’s 

had with news media in the past—and he is also guided by feedback from a friend with a 

journalism background who is politically aligned with him. In other words, he invokes his genre 

knowledge by recognizing a set of repeating rhetorical situations (interacting with news media) 

and drew upon his knowledge of those previous interactions to inform his current writing task. In 

addition, Billy exchanges letters with a political prisoner who became the source of interpretation 

for Billy’s writing. In this case, Billy interpreted a letter he received from the political prisoner as 

representing feedback, yet the feedback was not quite clearly articulated as feedback. Rather, 

Billy, drawing upon and comparing the wider body of writing he’s had with this person in the 

past, was able to extrapolate the feedback and thus revised his textual interactions with the 

political prisoner in the future (i.e. expressing gratitude more intentionally).  

Overall, Billy appeared to anticipate the feedback to, interpretation on, and judgment on 

his writing based on his prior experiences and knowledge. It is these anticipated interpretations--

as a form of everyday writing assessment--that impact the drafting of his writing, whether a 

response to reporter questions, a letter to a political prisoner, or a shift in framing for a a video.  

Home Club32 

 The Home Club is a group that seeks to support women who are affiliated with the 

Liberation Corps (LC)33, a non-profit outreach organization as well as church. The LC is a global 

religious organization and each local chapter has a Home Club program; Tallahassee’s chapter 

likewise holds its own Home Club. According to the Tallahassee chapter’s website, the Home 

Club “encompass[es] various opportunities for all women to be valued, encouraged, equipped, 

and invited to catch the joy of Christian faith and fellowship. […] Our mission is to provide 

opportunity to win women for Christ and assist in their spiritual growth, nurturing an awareness 

of the needs of the family, the community, the nation, and the world” (n.p.). Certainly through 

the mission statement and website description, the central focus appears to be on spiritual 

                                                
32	  “Home Club” is used in place of the actual name of the group.   
33	  “Liberation Corps,” or LC, will be used in place of the name of the actual non-profit, religious 
organization and church.	  	  
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fellowship, grounded in Christian beliefs. While that focus was present during each of my 

observations, the group meeting seemed to be more of a social space where the women shared 

and swapped stories about family, the workweek, and their life histories; in addition, 

occasionally, topics of politics and the news came up. Autumn, a member of the Home Club who 

is also employee of the LC, described the group as meeting the needs of whoever participates, “I 

think the overall ministry of it is to meet the needs of the women, whatever those may be. On 

some nights you would be surprised. It can be more of an emotional release, depending on what 

program you’re doing.”  

 The Home Club is structured into weekly, hour-long meetings held on Wednesdays at 

6pm and is facilitated by Erica who, along with her husband, works as a worship leader for the 

Tallahassee chapter. The weekly meetings are further organized into 3 to 4 month seasons. 

During the first meeting of every season, the members who will be attending that season will 

choose two meetings that they will lead themselves. Each of the meetings that they choose to 

lead should focus on one of four program themes: worship, fellowship, education, or service. The 

meeting leader then facilitates some kind of craft, game, discussion, or activity that connects to 

one of those themes. I observed four meetings with the Home Club—August 30, September 20, 

September 27, and October 434—and each meeting involved the creation of some sort of craft: a 

decorative mug, painted “stainglass” door hangers, a soap dispenser, and an pet/infant washing 

apron. The connection between craft and theme was not always necessarily clear (e.g., Granny, a 

member of the Home Club, had forgotten what theme she was supposed to do, but found 

instructions for a soap dispenser that would be an interesting craft).  

 During the season I observed, there were six women who participated in the weekly 

meetings: (a) Erica, (b) Autumn who also works at the LC’s nonprofit wing; (c) Belinda who 

works in the LC thrift store; (d) Cynthia, retired; (e) Sharon, a bail bondsman; and (f) Granny, 

retired. Each of these women is also a member of the Church, attending services on Sundays in 

the LC. The nature of the meetings—participatory, craft-making workshops with the same group 

of women at each meeting—posed a challenge to me as a researcher. Unlike with my 

observations of The Vine where there the level of participation is low (i.e., contribute to 

discussions) so I could more easily create some distance as an observer, my presence in the 

women’s group called for more participation since there were crafts involved and the number of 
                                                
34	  The time gaps between observations were due to Hurricane Irma.   
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women was small. I opted to participate in the creation of crafts in addition to observing their 

activity; taking the role of participant-observer functioned to build trust between the women and 

myself, especially important given that I am a man outside of this particular religious affiliation 

who is observing a group exclusively for women affiliated with the LC. Participating with the 

activities may also afford some level of comfort where my presence in the room was not so much 

to intently observe their behaviors, but a mix of sharing an experience with them as well as 

observing. In addition, prior to the meetings, the women would share a meal, prepared by a 

volunteer, with children in the LC’s after-school program. These dinners are scheduled to begin 

at 5:30pm and the Home Club begins at 6pm; however, in each day of my observations, the 

dinners would begin at around 6pm. Erica and the women invited me to eat with them, and for 

each date of observation, I shared a meal with them and the afterschool children.  

 The Tallahassee Chapter’s LC includes three central branches: the Church, the thrift 

store, and the non-profit organization. Within the last few years, the Tallahassee Chapter built a 

structure to house all three branches into a single location. This new structure is where the Home 

Club meetings took place. During my observations, the two key locations were the dining room 

and the meeting room. The dining room is a large space with an adjacent industrial kitchen. This 

would be where the women and afterschool children would first meet each Wednesday to have 

dinner. The dining room included large circular tables throughout the room and typically had 

crates of food in bulk lining the walls (e.g. bottled water, crackers). Once the meal was finished, 

Erica would walk the women down the hallway to a meeting room. The meeting room, where the 

women’s group held each meeting, had two long tables pushed together at the center surrounded 

by chairs for each member. The room was only large enough to fit these tables and chairs. Lining 

the walls were shelves with crafting materials: colored pencils, crayons, glue guns, pipe cleaners, 

a white board, poster board, etc.   

Autumn  

 In this third case study, I report on Autumn who is a intentional, pragmatic writer in her 

professional life, but as a result, seeks to minimize her everyday writing. However, despite 

seeking ways to minimize her everyday writing, she also adheres to her family’s expectations to 

maintain a presence online.  
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Background Information and Writing Values 

 Autumn, 50 year-old white woman, is employed as the social services coordinator for the 

LC, having recently transitioned from her position as community relations coordinator for 

several years. Her current position has her coordinate community events through the LC; for 

instance, during the time of our interviews, she was preparing for the Angel Tree program where 

children and seniors in need are given gifts anonymously donated for Christmas. Aside from 

these responsibilities, she also is an active member of the church itself and has taken a leadership 

role within the Home Club, acting as the secretary. She is originally from Atlanta, Georgia, 

where much of her family still remains. As Autumn commented, “I’m from a huge family… 

They’re all over in Atlanta, every place you can imagine. There are about 500 of us now.” Her 

father, a wildlife biologist, moved to South George prior to her attending Florida State University 

where she has stayed ever since.  

 She became involved with the LC, first, as a volunteer for the Angel Tree program eight 

or nine years prior to this research study. She was also invited for church services, which she 

attended, and then became part of the community due to its family- and youth-oriented programs. 

“They had youth programs for my girls and all that kind of stuff, so we stayed for a while.” 

Being an active member in the church, she was asked if she’d be interested in working in the 

office; “Oddly, I agreed, and I came in, and I’ve been working here ever since.”  

 Her involvement with the Home Club also happened organically. She is a woman of the 

church and was attending prior to being employed by the LC. She now serves the Home Club in 

a leadership capacity in addition to her job, though she also noted that her preference is not to be 

in a position of leadership with this group, “I always prefer not to have a leadership role. I 

always end up with a leadership role, but I'm one that would prefer, I need more non-leadership 

stuff in my life. I need things I can just show up for and just be. That's a need that I have.” 

Although Erica is the central facilitator of the meetings, Autumn also works to ensure that the 

women’s needs are met, particularly socially,  

Because I know that there are a couple of people there that it is really important 

for, and I guess to encourage those couple of people. I'm the kind of people that 

I've always had like pet projects, if you will. That's a stupid name, but there are a 

couple of people always around you that need more. They're not getting 

something met in their life, and for whatever reason that might be. I tend to 
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gravitate towards those people. Those will be people that I concentrate on. There 

are a couple of people in Home Club that have that. I enjoy it, but I kind of also 

see it kind of as a ministry, a personal ministry.  

Autumn takes the development of community as both a responsibility of her leadership role (both 

within the Home Club and as an employee of the LC) as well as a “personal ministry.” As she 

explained to me, she makes it a point to be able to get to know each of the women who attend the 

group and form a connection. For some women who she may not know well, she makes an 

additional effort, “A couple of them I'm not absolutely sure of all their core values yet. I haven't 

known them that long, or they're harder for me to connect with, and I have to really make an 

effort to, and I am with a couple.” Specifically, she explained how she tries to make a connection 

with some of the women in the Home Club,  

Making sure that I speak to them every time I see them. Try to say something 

encouraging, try to kind of go out of my way and need a little extra mile to check, 

"How was your day?" Even when I don't really want to know, making sure that I 

do that to try to develop that relationship.  

Certainly, Autumn values the development of community among the group; however, such 

development of community, particularly among the women’s group, occurs primarily face-to-

face, whether during the meetings themselves or during church services on Sunday.  

In her professional life, Autumn writes across multiple genres and media and is very 

intentional about how to craft her writing for these multiple forums and audiences. In more 

public forums, like press releases, she designs her writing based on the forum and the audience 

she hopes to reach: “It depends on who your audience is, who you're writing to. If I'm writing a 

press release I have to write it so that I know whether it's going to be on the radio, it's going to be 

in the newspaper, how it's going to be seen, what I'm asking for out of the community, whether 

it's informational, or whether it's a request.” Aside from these professional contexts, she also 

produces writing in response to individuals, whether on social media or e-mail, who write with a 

comment, complaint, or question. In these individual messages, Autumn finds its about “building 

relationships” with the other person, “It's about making the person feel important, one-on-one 

writing, I guess you could say, regardless of what they're writing in for, or whether they want to 

help you, or whether they want things from you, is making them feel like you've really paid 

attention to what they wrote. Rather than just a very standard quick response, is to take a little 
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extra time.” Autumn’s approach in these individual messages aligns well with her personal 

ministry with the women’s group—taking the time to acknowledge the individual, meet their 

needs, and get to know them. Such individual attention, for Autumn, seems part of a wider goal 

of building relationships.  

Although Autumn has a rich, complex approach to writing in her professional life, this 

has resulted in her seeking to minimize the amount of everyday writing she does in her social 

life. However, because she is displaced from her family in Atlanta, she often maintains some 

presence online through writing because such presence is expected of her. In the next section, I 

unpack her interaction with everyday writing, attending to how she manages other’s 

expectations.  

Family, Avoidance, and Adhering to Expectations 

Much of Autumn's literate activity remains in her professional work—she deliberately 

chooses not to engage too much in everyday writing such as personal correspondences on social 

media since part of her job responsibilities includes social media coordination, “I'm responsible 

for all of our social media. I'm a website administrator. I do all the Facebook, I do all that, so, 

therefore, once I get home I want no part of any of that. I don't use social media personally very 

much just because I get burnt out on it, which is another reason I don't want to go home and sit 

and text and post to Facebook.” However, because she is displaced from much of her family in 

Atlanta, she finds that she needs to have some involvement with social media in order to remain 

in touch. “I do it [social media] because it's expected, but I don't do a whole lot of it. My 

Facebook has nothing on it, just very basic things.” Rather, her daughter ensures that Autumn 

remains in contact with her family—she made Autumn a Facebook account that the daughter 

maintains. According to Autumn, her daughter “tells me everything that’s going on anyway.”  

In addition to Autumn’s need to balance professional and personal writing, she also, to 

some degree, saw Facebook as a way to maintain distance from her family and control the degree 

to which she remains in contact. For Autumn, her family can be overwhelming; “that’s another 

reason I kind of live down here because I kind of need that space because my family is very 

overwhelming. They work together, shop together, talk ten times a day. It’s kind of ridiculous. I 

don’t need that much.” Her use of Facebook—or lack of use—then affords her the ability to 

maintain this distance and personal space from her family in the same kind of way that literal 

distance can. Autumn often discusses distance between family both as a physical distance and as 
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a textual distance she can maintain in the amount of contact she maintains with them. As 

Autumn explained, “I keep my distance [from my family], and I’m far enough away to where I 

have the excuse of ‘I can’t come to every single function because I live in another state,’ but I 

can make the major ones and have the contact I want.” Emphasizing more of this textual 

distance, Autumn emphasized that her daughters are really her “conduit” when it comes to 

family contact: “I keep track of everybody through my daughters, mainly. I don’t reach out to a 

whole lot of them. There’s always a family function to go to if I choose to.”  

Autumn made clear that she prefers to build relationships face-to-face such as attending 

family reunions in Atlanta. Part of that preference is because of her professional work life. But 

while she prefers the face-to-face interactions in her personal relationships, she understands that 

there are textual expectations in maintaining relationships from a distance. In other words, face-

to-face does not appear enough to maintain personal relationships—it’s important to note that 

although Autumn clearly seeks to maintain distance, she also, at the same time, values her family 

relationships which motivates her to keep a presence online to adhere to their expectations. For 

instance, Autumn does prefers not to text on her phone, much like how she thinks about 

Facebook,: “I like for a phone to be a phone, but I think a lot of that is because I write so much in 

my job, that once I get home the last thing I want to do is write.” However, although she has this 

personal preference, she has to temper that with expectations and preferences of others, 

specifically her daughters: “I have teenagers, so all they want to do is text because they don’t 

understand that a phone is a phone to talk on. I kind of do it out of necessity more than anything 

else.” Two of her teenage daughters, in particular, are going to school in Atlanta, and Autumn 

must balance her preferences for communication with her daughter’s needs: “I have to text her. I 

would rather just her pick up the phone and just call me, and let’s just talk for 30 minutes rather 

than texting for an hour.”  

Even beyond family, Autumn maintains a group of friends that she meets up with 

regularly: “I have a couple [of friends] that I go out with fairly regularly just for dinner and those 

types of things.” Again, much like her family, these friends also like to maintain both a face-to-

face relationship as well as textual one:  

I have probably about four [friends] that text me regularly or call me every single 

night, and that's just the way that are. I have to just take it, because I can't put 

them off for too long. Sometimes on the weekends I'll text for a while, but I really 
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don't do it for very long because it's too much trouble to me. I'd rather go out and 

see people face-to-face. If you want to around and say, "Let's go to a movie," or, 

"Let's go to dinner," or, "Let's do that," I'm much more willing to do that than I 

am to sit there and talk to you about what's going on at your office in text because 

it takes forever, in my opinion. 

Across these three instances—between her extended family, her daughters, and her friends—

Autumn has a common approach. She clearly has particular preferences for communication: 

face-to-face over mediated communication and phone conversation over text messaging or 

Facebooking. However, in each of the relationships she discussed, she understands that each of 

these groups have different expectations for maintaining and sustaining these relationships, often 

at odds or different from her own values for relationships. As seen with her friend group, 

Autumn noted that “I can’t put them off for too long” which is similar to her family where, if she 

doesn’t post regularly on Facebook, “they’ll call you if they don’t hear from you.”  

 Autumn’s adherence to the expectations of her family and friend groups gestures towards 

a kind of assessment activity where Autumn understands that her textual presence—or lack 

thereof—is interpreted by others who then respond to her lack of presence through various forms 

of contact, e.g., her family checking in with a phone call. Although Autumn would prefer 

particular means of building these relationships (face-to-face or phone) with others, she is 

constantly navigating the expectations established by her friends and family groups, adjusting 

her writing presence to satisfy the needs of their relationships.  

Negative Feedback 

 Autumn also drew particular attention to the negative kinds of comments she would 

receive when writing for the LC’s social media accounts, and how she responds to negativity or 

critical feedback. However, she also connected the negative and critical feedback she receives in 

her professional life with certain kinds of negativity she deals with in her everyday writing. She 

drew upon her experience working in community and public relations in her job to inform how 

she interacts with potentially hurtful, critical, and/or negative comments in her everyday writing.  

In her professional life, she commented that responding to negative feedback is the most 

difficult part of her job,  

The one thing that I have a hard time answering is negative feedback. For 

instance, I'm also responsible for our Google business account. It pops up for me 
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every time somebody rates us in Google. Sometimes clients will have ugly things 

to say, or things that I don't agree with.  

Although she located such negative feedback in her professional writing, I asked further if she 

receives similar kinds of responses in her everyday writing and how she responds back to that 

kind of negativity. She noted that she does interact with negative comments, primarily from her 

mother: “My mother is one of the worst. She's just one of those people that she's going to send 

you something really quick, and then she's going to end with something, how do I put it? 

Negative, and that you can always read negative.” As Autumn further reflected, she does take the 

negative comments, both in her professional and personal life, personally: “I shouldn't, but I do.” 

Autumn continued to explain that it’s often the case that she considers not responding at all or 

considers completely disrupting the negativity, itself. As she noted, “I’m a behaviorist. I believe 

in not reinforcing bad behaviors.” In discussing how she responds to negativity in her everyday 

literate activity, she drew a connection to how she deals with negative comments in her 

professional life:  

The same thing whether it’s conflict resolution face-to-face with clients, whether 

its ugly emails, whether its ugly texts, I purposefully either wait a while before I 

respond, don’t respond in the way that they want. I'm not going to feed things that 

are negative because I believe if somebody writes, and they're being ugly and 

demanding, let's say, I'm not going to give them what they want because then I'm 

just reinforcing that bad behavior. I either give them something the opposite, or 

not give them anything at all. 

When dealing with negative comments from others, Autumn sought to disrupt the expectations 

of the conversation. As she puts it, she doesn’t seek to feed into or reinforce the tone of the 

conversation; rather, she seeks to rebuild the conversation in a different tone. Although the kind 

of “feedback” that Autumn is receiving in these instances is focused more on the LC and its 

programs rather than on personal interactions with her mother, it appeared that Autumn— 

regardless of what the feedback is being directed toward—is oriented also to the tone of the 

feedback and how the tone is constructing the relationships between Autumn and the writer. 

Autumn, then, takes agency in her ability to try to reframe the conversation and its tone in her 

response.  
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Implications for Everyday Writing Assessment 

 Autumn’s everyday writing activity, especially her social media presence, is guided a 

great deal by the relationships she hopes to maintain from others and the expectations of those in 

her family and friend groups have for maintaining those relationships. Although Autumn prefers 

relationships that are driven by face-to-face interactions (and concedes to some phone 

conversations), her family and friends have established a set of expectations for a textual 

relationship that Autumn feels obligated to adhere to. In some cases, Autumn mentioned that she 

can't avoid adhering to their expectations for textual relationships and will receive check-ins 

from her family, for instance, if she does not maintain a presence online—or, in Autumn’s case, 

her daughters don’t maintain her presence online. This kind of textual exchange with her friends 

and family over social media and texting functions as something of an everyday writing 

assessment: (a) Autumn recognized that her friends and family groups have expectations for 

maintaining a textual presence online and that her textual presence (or lack thereof) will be 

interpreted by those groups; (b) she receives responses from others if she does not maintain a 

textual presence online; and (c) these responses from friends and family impact how she 

performs a textual presence, one that she would likely rather not given that she writes for her job 

during the day and wishes to take a break from screens and writing in her off-time. It appeared, 

then, that everyday writing assessments function in the mundane maintenance of family and 

friends, and more, Autumn enacts a kind of performance for these everyday writing assessments 

to ensure that these relationship are maintained.  

 I’ve also discussed how Autumn interacts with negative or critical feedback from others, 

both in her professional life and her everyday, personal writing. For Autumn, regardless of what 

the feedback is being directed toward, she drew particular attention to the tone of the feedback, 

especially if it is negative. In these instances, Autumn deliberately seeks to exercise some degree 

of agency by disrupting the manner in which the discussion is happening or decides not to 

respond at all. In other words, rather than a hostile conversation, she seeks a conversation with a 

different tone, one she feels more comfortable with.  

Granny 

 The final case study reported in this chapter is Granny. I focus on her richly social, 

multilayered Facebook use. For Granny, much of her day-to-day social life is centered on her 

Facebook activity where she keeps in contact with friends and family dispersed across the 
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country. Central for Granny is building relationships on Facebook, and she often sought 

feedback from others in the new communities she’s building—both online and in person—to 

better understand how she’s situated in these new relationships and experiences.  

Background Information and Writing Values 

Granny, a 70-year-old white woman originally from Michigan, came to live in 

Monticello, Florida to retire, having worked for many years in customer service and sales 

positions throughout her life. Describing herself in our interviews, she claimed, “I'm an ugly, fat 

old woman, who can be mean, tries really hard not to be rude, I'm growing all the time. I love my 

grandchildren, I'm passionate about family. I take the job of being the matriarch of the family 

very seriously. I'm not a dummy by any means, I feel that one of the perks of getting old is 

sharing my wisdom.” As she described, Granny is very oriented towards her family. She lives 

with her adult daughter, three of her daughter’s six children, and her husband, Patrick who has 

dementia. She tied her family life directly to her involvement with the LC and the Home Club. 

Involving her family, specifically, her grandchildren, became the central motivation behind 

joining the LC five years ago. Granny was introduced to the LC by Autumn, who had worked 

with Granny at a convenience store before getting a position with the LC. According to Granny, 

“she started telling me I needed to come and bring my two oldest grandchildren because the LC 

is so child-oriented.” Granny eventually did bring her grandchildren for services, and she noted 

that when they arrived, she reflected to herself “Well I know this will be, based on what Autumn 

told me, I know this will be really good for the kids.”  

 Though involving her grandchildren was the initial motivation behind joining the LC, she 

also credits her community and the relationships she’s developed as very personally important in 

continuing.  

My children over the years have put me through Hell, and they had pulled my 

heart out several times, cut it up, stomped it, put it back in, and I didn't think I had 

a heart anymore. But as I came here, and was greeted with such love and 

optimism and non-judgmental friendliness, I began to realize that I still did have a 

heart, but it was frozen. And then I started to feel it melt around the people here. 

That was all because I could trust them. And then gradually it just started melting, 

and it's still in the melting process, but it's okay. 
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Granny certainly is oriented towards her family, yet her family relationships have not always 

been easy. Her involvement with the LC has often been a source of support for her in terms of 

her family. For instance, she recalled earlier in the year, during services, she asked the 

congregation for prayers and support as she sought to bring many of her family back into the 

fold. Many of her family members, including her son, haven’t been in contact for a number of 

years; however, she believes the support she received from the church community inspired her to 

send communications to a few estranged family members.  

 Her involvement with the Home Club, specifically, happened relatively organically: “just 

being a woman in the church, then it’s a natural thing.” But she also saw the benefit of attending 

the meetings because they happen at the same time as the afterschool program for her grandkids. 

She can participate in the Home Club while her grandkids are in the afterschool program. As she 

commented, “I come back [to the Home Club] basically because there’s music and arts for the 

girls; otherwise, I probably wouldn’t use the gas. But I’m trying to get these girls involved in a 

lot of social activities. You know, a lot of social type, positive activities around positive people. 

It keeps them out of trouble.” Much as Granny has described earlier, she takes a matriarchal, 

leadership role in her family, seeking to get them involved in positive social activities. But she 

also appreciates the social components of the Home Club herself, and not just with the women 

from the Tallahassee Chapter. For instance, she mentioned that one of the perks of being part of 

the Home Club is a state-wide gathering every year:   

Every chapter has a woman’s ministry, and we have certain things that we do. It 

started out, once a year we go—there’s a women’s ministry weekend in Orlando 

in a five-star hotel, where about seven or eight hundred Christian women from all 

over the state of Florida meet and raise the roof.  

However, in our interviews, she does not maintain much contact with the women in the ministry 

beyond meeting every Wednesday. Although she mentioned Erica and Belinda as being the 

closest relationships she has locally, she also mentioned they don’t quite stay in contact beyond 

the Home Club and attending services. “I don’t have a social life with them. I don’t have a social 

life with anybody. I mean, because if I’m not home, if I'm not doing school work35, and I'm not 

                                                
35	  Granny is currently enrolled in online classes which she saw as an opportunity to keep her 
mind active; “I'm using my brain every day, you know? 'Cause I was bored, I really was bored. I 
was sitting there eating and watching TV. And the more you sit there, the more your back hurts, 
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doing anything with the girls, then most of the time, or with the other grandchildren, then I really 

need to spend time with Patrick.” Because of these family commitments, taking care of both her 

grandchildren as well as her husband with dementia, it’s challenging to sustain friendships. In 

this way, she places a great deal of importance on the social relationships she’s developed and 

sustained on social media, namely Facebook. On Facebook, she’s able to curate these 

relationships with her Facebook network and connect to them in her own time:   

I'd love to be able to go next door every other day and have coffee with the 

neighbor. I'd love to be able to get in my car and go to so-and-so's on a regular 

basis and spend time, but I can't because I'm either going to school, or I'm 

responsible for these grandchildren, or I'm responsible for my husband, or maybe 

I get made to do something around the house. I have to cook. Then there's my 

daughter. 

Granny is very much oriented to developing social community, whether that is through her 

family network or through social ties in the church. However, given her commitments to her 

family, Facebooking with friends becomes a key site to create social bonds, as is explored in the 

next section   

Granny and Facebook: Building Relationships through Encouragement 

As mentioned earlier, Facebook appears to be a central means through which Granny 

connects with others. It affords her the ability to maintain friendships while being dedicated to 

her family. During our interviews, Granny reflected upon her Facebook activity repeatedly, 

noting the kinds of responses she values, the manner in which she responds to others, and the 

ways she situates these ideas within particular interactions she’s had on Facebook. Granny’s 

attention to response on Facebook can operate within the schema of everyday writing 

assessment, laid out earlier: (a) she conceives of how others may be interpreting her writing and 

reflects upon how she interprets others’ responses; (b) she constructs a sense of what others 

                                                                                                                                                       
and you know, just ... it's a vicious circle. So I decided to go to school.” At the time of our 
interviews she was enrolled in her seventh course, set to graduate from an online program from 
Middle Florida College (actual college name changed here) the following year in October. 
Granny often alluded to her schoolwork during interviews, drawing particular attention to the 
discussion threads. Granny placed a lot of value in whether her peers and teacher responded to 
her posts, which of course aligns with her Facebook activity: she values these spaces as social 
exchanges, where those within a network can share a bond and build relationships. 
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value based on how they articulate their responses (whether a public comment, a “like,” or 

private message on Facebook Messenger); and (c) these interactions can have an impact on her 

use of Facebook, leading to changes in her everyday writing through Facebook.  

Facebook provides a mechanism for her to reconnect with people in Michigan such as her 

sister and people with whom she went to high school. She noted that she has one good friend 

from Michigan she interacts with often and fifteen to twenty others from her graduating class in 

Michigan whom she interacts with occasionally. As Granny remarked, her Facebook community 

is a significant one, “This is my social life.” Put otherwise, she values these relationships she’s 

built on Facebook, even if they are people she hasn’t seen in decades:  

I have developed some friendships on Facebook that I'm serious about. I may not 

ever see these people. I may not ever meet some of them. I have several that I 

went to school with. You figure all these people are 70 years old. […] I haven't 

seen them in 50 years. 52, as a matter of fact now, but it doesn't matter. Every 

once in while I'll get my yearbook out and I'll look at the picture they put up. 

Granny can build meaningful relationships with others who are at a great distance regardless of 

whether she has a chance to see them.36 But she’s also mentioned new friendships she’s working 

towards on Facebook with people more local to Florida. For instance, she has one burgeoning 

friendship with someone that she refers to as the “out-law” (a play on “in-law” since this friend 

is a relative who is the grandmother to Granny’s grandsons by a recent re-marriage of Granny’s 

daughter: “Her son is engaged to the mother of my grandsons, but they're not his children.”). As 

she puts it, “It's taken a while, but I think the two of us could be friends.” For this particular 

friend, Granny talks about the kind of work that she’s put into developing this friendship over 

time. For instance, her friend posted a photograph on Facebook of a mural she had painted in her 

home. Granny felt compelled to respond to the post with encouraging feedback; her response 

“was to uplift her because I wasn't lying. I'm not going to lie to anybody. I might not respond at 

all, or I might say, ‘Oh, nice.’ You can't hear my voice anyway, but you're not going to get a 
                                                
36	  In fact, at one point, Granny mentioned that there was going to be a 50-year high school 
reunion in Michigan. Part of her wanted to attend to reconnect with those she’s being interacting 
with on Facebook, but opted not to go in order to take care of her husband and because the 
reunion was on a boat. As she puts it, “what if I want to go home? I want to leave. I can't get off 
the boat. What if I'm not having a good time? And I'm getting here, and I'm going, ‘I can't get off 
the boat.’” 
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really great response if it's ugly, you know?” Although she felt compelled to respond because the 

mural was particularly beautiful, she also saw this kind of communication prompting a response 

and thus functioning as a means of developing an eventual friendship, closer bond, with this 

person. It appears, then, that Granny sees response and feedback, particularly positive and 

encouraging feedback, as a way to build closer friendships with someone. In fact, Granny 

specifically identifies herself as an encourager: “[What] I discovered about myself since coming 

[to the LC] is that God gives everybody a particular talent, and mine happens to be an 

encourager. And I really am, the more I think about it, I really am. And so I do that kind of 

work.”  

It is also important to reiterate that, for Granny, these relationships do not often move 

beyond Facebook—by design. This allows her the ability to curate and control aspects of the 

friendships; for example, she does not include images of herself in your profile, controlling the 

degree to which she represents herself to her friends. But given her family commitments, she’s 

able to access and maintain these friendships at dedicated times. For instance, she explained that 

her nightly routine involves going on Facebook: she’ll arrive home around 8:00pm, and while 

Patrick, her husband, lounges on the reclining chair in the bedroom, she’ll lay on the bed, “And 

so in-between, he feels like I'm with him, I feel like I'm with him, but that's when I'll get on 

Facebook and play a few games, check out my news feeds.”  

 The presence she maintains online allows her to also be physically present with her 

husband. However, her presence online is something that she’s had to work on. As she recalled, 

“When I first started Facebook, I didn’t say a word.” Asked to explain why,  

I am more of a shy person than I appear to be. I can cover it really good now, but 

when you put words out there, you can't take them back. You have to have some 

self-assuredness before you ever open your mouth, which is why I think a lot of 

people like the “like” button because they don't have to say nothing. 

Facebook’s “like” button allowed her a way to maintain presence in a way that’s still meaningful 

without too much commitment: “the ‘likes,’ yeah. I can see sometimes I started liking more 

because I think, ‘I don't really have a response to this, but I want you to know that I read it.’” 

Overtime, as she explained, “I just got more comfortable with it”—not just more comfortable 

with the interface, but comfortable with those in her network: “I think knowing some of the 

people. Not knowing, knowing them. [but] knowing them.” In addition, as explored in the next 
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section, I begin to illustrate the process of getting to “know” her social network on Facebook 

often involves feedback. Feedback, itself, is something that Granny says she values because 

without it, “you don’t know where you stand.” Facebook, certainly, is a site to build meaningful, 

textual relationships, but such relationship-building, likewise, necessitates textual work; namely, 

she offers encouraging feedback and response to others. Such textual work, overtime, allowed 

her to build some meaningful relationships and allowed to be more comfortable in the space, 

itself.  

Feedback as a Resource 

 In the previous discussion, Granny recognized the value of offering encouraging 

feedback to others as a means of building relationships, but she also values feedback she might 

receive from others. Her desire for feedback stems from putting herself into new and unfamiliar 

territory, whether that is in the church of which she’s been part of for five years or Facebook 

which is a relatively new platform for her.  

I sometimes am wading out into places I've never been before. It would be nice to 

have some feedback to say, "You're a little old lady, you ought to shut up." Or, 

"Wow, we really needed to hear that," or something in-between. Now, I will say, 

on occasion if you have, and you've done something like, "Wow, we really 

needed to hear that," you will hear something, you know?  

Granny, in other words, sees feedback from others as a way to benchmark new experiences, and 

in a way, to ascertain how she’s positioned in new friendships and social communities. These 

concerns are particularly apparent in one Facebook interaction she had with her niece about her 

niece’s sexuality and religious affiliation. She explained,  

I had an argument with a niece of mine who's decided not only is she gay, but 

she's an atheist. And wanted to have this discussion about God, and so the good 

old Lord was prodding me to get into all this on Facebook, just on straight 

Facebook. 

The conversation was public on Facebook—not, for instance, in a private Facebook Message 

conversation—so that people in both of their social networks could see the exchange between her 

and her niece. In fact, the public-ness of the conversation become a reason for Granny to stop the 

conversation: “But in the end, I finally had to say, ‘You know, we really need to stop this, 

because all we're doing now is entertaining our friends.’” 
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In having this exchange with her niece, Granny was aware that there are others who may 

be paying attention. However, when I asked whether she tailored or adjusted the way she was 

interacting with her niece given the audience that Granny perceived, she said she didn’t; rather, 

“I was just zeroed in on what she was saying; that was what was important.” However, in later 

reflection during in the interview, it did seem like feedback—or the lack of it—had some impact 

on how Granny thought about how well she performed in this argument with her niece. For 

instance, she mentioned that, aside from her former worship leader messaging her about the 

argument, “I never got one, not even a like, not a nothing. Everybody backed off.37 But I know 

they had to have read it, you know?”  Although Granny initially said that she did not receive 

feedback about this Facebook interaction with her niece, later she reported that her former 

worship leader had messaged her privately about it: “Archibald had been following it, and came 

right in to me with a ‘Good job’ and I was going ‘Phew, I'm so tired!’ Talk about brainwork, you 

know? Trying to make sure that you said the right thing. It's so important to say the right thing 

when you talk about God.”  

  Such feedback from her former worship leader seems valuable, especially given that she 

finds discussing religion on Facebook a challenge. She noted that many of her friends from 

Michigan may not necessarily share in her beliefs, so she strikes a balance between being faithful 

to her religion while also maintaining friendships with others.  

I'm real picky about how I might ... I don't have any problem praying for 

somebody, or saying I'm going to pray, or it's more those kinds of declarations 

which are just part of me. Like, I might say, "I had the greatest conversation with 

one of God's amazing graces tonight." You know? And as time goes on, I'm more 

comfortable being more open about my faith. But I don't proselytize.  

As we’ve seen earlier, Granny’s presence online seems to hinge on how comfortable she is in the 

space itself. Although she does not explicitly connect developing this comfort and her desire for 

feedback, they do appear to run parallel for her. On one end, she builds a more active presence as 

she becomes more comfortable in the space by getting to know her social network. In another, 

she saw the value of receiving feedback from others about her performance, e.g., how well she is 

                                                
37	  Her description of everyone backing off implies that others were engaged previously and 
eventually stopped responding; however, during the interview, her explanation implied that no 
one was interacting with her responses at all during this exchange with her niece.   
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representing God, for instance. It appears that feedback from others can help contribute to her 

comfort in the space, showing her how people are reacting to her and thus defining the kind of 

presence she wishes to have online. This kind of feedback fits within our understanding of 

everyday writing assessment: the feedback is an articulation of a judgment or interpretation of 

others based on a set of value, and such feedback impacts Granny’s presence online. Moreover, 

this kind of everyday writing assessment contributes to her role as a writer because she’s better 

able to understand and anticipate how to navigate writing situations, such as the kind she 

described with her niece.  

Furthermore, Granny expresses her frustration with the lack of feedback she receives 

from her church community at the LC. During this particular exchange with her niece, she said 

no one from the LC community had made comments to her about it, either on Facebook or in 

person. In fact, she wished she would get more feedback or support from other members of her 

church community after instances like these. She explained,  

That's the one thing I have against this church, is that you don't get any feedback. 

[…]You do something. Say I decide in the middle of a church service that I've got 

something I want to say. But I feel like I ought to say it, you know? And so I say 

it, and I might rattle on a little bit, and then when it's all done, I'm thinking, "I 

wonder if I should have done that," or "I wonder how it was taken." I never hear a 

thing. I never hear a "Good job," or I never hear a, "I wish you hadn't done all 

that."  

The example she provided is not rooted in writing; however, her desire for feedback in the 

church setting can indicate the value she has for feedback in other contexts such as Facebook. As 

she continued to reflect, such feedback is helpful to understand how she is situated in this 

community: “you don't know where you stand[...]Because I mean, they're not going to lie to me, 

I don't think. So, but I would just as soon hear, ‘How was that?’”  

 Granny appeared, then, to understand feedback from others operating in two senses. First, 

this feedback allowed her to put into perspective her sense of the quality of her conversation. For 

instance, as she mentioned, feedback can help her understand whether she is speaking about God 

and her faith in a way that upholds the church’s values. Second, such feedback allowed her to 

situate herself within a community—the Facebook community or the church community. Such 

feedback can allow her to better understand “where she stands.”  
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Assessment and Sustaining Relationships 

 The previous discussions of Granny allow us to understand the value that Granny places 

on receiving feedback from others. Granny also provides feedback to others, in one case when 

she felt compelled to offer critical feedback to a friend over Facebook, rather than encouraging 

feedback. The friend, someone with whom she graduated in Michigan and reconnected recently 

on Facebook, is a supporter of Donald Trump and often makes posts on his Facebook timeline 

about Trump. Granny, on the other hand, is not a supporter of Trump, and after seeing his posts, 

felt as though she needed to respond about the tone he was using. She posted her message 

publicly as a comment on his page. She describe the interaction as a gentle nudge,  

we graduated together, and just a gentle nudge that it wasn't even so much what 

he was talking about, it was how he was saying it.  […] He was everything in 

caps, and so, you know, so that's shouting, and it was all about hating Obama, 

hating this, hating that. And then, you'd see a post down here that was a religious 

post that he put out, and "God loves everybody." Well I mean that just, finally that 

tore it, and I had to say, "Wait a minute. You're being a hypocrite. You can't say 

this as a hater and then this. You can't do that. Quit shouting! Tone it down!" 

Despite Granny not supporting Trump, the content of her feedback focused on the tone and on 

the juxtaposition between his tone and his discussion of religion. This approach was deliberate in 

order to produce some kind of change or action. She reflected,  

Yeah, he did [respond to me]. He cut it out, and he said, "Well, I just, I tend to get 

really emotional about this." "Well then maybe you'd better quit doing it, 'cause 

you're going to have a heart attack." And rather than just say, to say to him, "This 

is damn annoying, because I am not for Trump, so you're a Republican and you're 

stupid, and I'm a Democrat and I'm smart," I wasn't saying that. It was like, 

"You're just not being very nice," you know?  

In this particular case, Granny prioritizes her relationship with this friend over a disagreement 

over politics. In this way, her feedback, while seeking to elicit some kind of change in his 

writing, is also focused on maintaining some kind of a connection with this person.  

 In fact, Granny makes a point to say that, despite the fact she is opposed to Trump and his 

policies, she does not intend to end relationships with Trump supporters on Facebook. During 

our interviews, she remarked that she’s aware that some of her friends on Facebook are Trump 
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supporters and that there are some Trump supporters within the Home Club; however, “well, I’m 

not going to cut them off because they are [supporters of Trump][…] There is a difference in 

some people when they are, but that wouldn't be a good enough reason. I might not respond to 

them, but I didn't go down my list and say, ‘You're gone. You're gone.’” During the interview, I 

commented that some Facebook users have edited their friends lists on Facebook to weed out 

Trump supporters. Granny responded,  

Nah, no. It's politics, and yeah it's wild, and yeah it's crazy, and yeah it's really 

infiltrating our lives, but it is just politics. Same as religion. Oh no, you're not a 

Catholic, or you're not a Christian, or you're a ... Just no. Not unless you make a 

big deal out of it, or you cut me out. I'm not going to cut you out. Go ahead. You 

don't want me on there, fine. 

She adds that it’s very rare that she would engage someone about religion or politics, but to this 

particular individual she opted to say something. As she mentioned, part of the reason for this is 

that her faith is particularly important to her and so the juxtaposition she noticed between his 

expression of faith and angry political tone invited some kind of reaction from her. However, she 

maintains that her approach, while pointed and with the goal of eliciting a change in his 

behavior, is also oriented to her relationship with this person. Even more, given her sense of 

various users in her social network that may be audience to her public comments on Facebook 

(as noted in the previous scene), she may also be seeking to maintain relationships with those 

who read her posts, seeking not to alienate other friends in her network who may be reading.  

Implications for Everyday Writing Assessment  

 In discussing Granny’s interaction with everyday writing assessment, I drew attention 

instances primarily located in her Facebook activity. Facebook, for Granny, appears to function 

as a site of everyday writing assessment: (a) she conceives of Facebook as a site of 

relationships—whether church community, former classmates from Michigan, or others 

connected through family ties—and is often aware of how those groups are reading and 

interpreting her online presence; (b) she sees response or feedback as a key component to 

understand how well she’s performing in these spaces, such as whether she is discussing her faith 

and religion in a way that aligns with the church community’s values; and (c) she sought out 

such feedback since it will impact the kind of writing she will do in the Facebook space.  
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The key implication from the instances above is how she values feedback, whether 

receiving it from others or offering it to others. We see that she relies on feedback from others to 

understand how she is performing, especially for moments when she is taking a risk. Such 

feedback appears to function to help her understand her own writing better and how well she is 

representing certain ideas; it can also serve as a way to demonstrate she has a connection to 

others such as with the church community. In so doing, it can also indicate what others in these 

communities value which can, in turn, help her to build more lasting and meaningful bonds 

within those social circles. Indeed, building and maintaining relationships was also apparent 

throughout each of these discussions, whether she was seeking to build closer bonds with 

someone as an encourager or offering pointed feedback to someone for his support of Trump. In 

the latter example, for instance, her feedback was meant to elicit some kind of change from her 

friend, regarding his tone used on Facebook, but she also adjusted her feedback—focusing on 

tone—in order to maintain a relationship with this person beyond this conversation. To 

summarize, Granny envisions feedback functioning in multiple ways: as a means to build closer 

relationships, to elicit a change in someone, to better understand the quality of her own writing, 

and to understand her position within different communities she’s functioning within.  

Reading Across the Case Studies 

 Reading across the case studies, identifying patterns and overlaps in how each respondent 

employs everyday writing assessment as part of everyday writing, we can observe the kinds of 

knowledge about writing assessment that can be gained from observing everyday writing 

practices. This section articulates two key concepts that emerge from these case studies that seem 

of central importance in everyday writing assessment. First, I note that ways that components of 

assessment are intimately woven into the ongoing process of building relationships between a 

writer and those they are addressing. Second, I address how writers conceive of an assessing 

audience; specially, of how writers engage in constructing audience expectations, benchmarks 

for success, and feedback from the writing they receive. In other words, expectations, 

benchmarks, and feedback are not always clearly defined in everyday writing contexts—these 

writers often discussed constructing and invoking such assessment components.   
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Writing Assessment’s Impact in Building Relationships  

 The most frequent concept that seemed to emerge across each of the case studies is the 

participants’ understanding of how their everyday writing functioned within relationships. 

Respondents, especially when navigating new or emerging relationships, actively engaged with 

assessment to help facilitate the building of these relationships. For these writers, writing 

assessment often functioned as a means to learn codes of conduct and expectations about 

relationships through ongoing feedback loops among those they were interacting with. Put 

another way, aligning with the third component of the three-part definition of everyday writing 

assessment, each of these writers were attentive to the impact that the interpretation and response 

to their writing from others had on building relationships.  

 In particular, the respondents often referred to navigating unfamiliar or altogether new 

audiences to build these relationships, often taking into account how they design their writing to 

build sustainable relationships for future purpose. Billy, for instance, was engaged in building a 

relationship with the political prisoner through letter-writing; however, he observed a critical 

moment in one letter exchange that had an impact on how he interacts with this person. I ascribe 

this particular moment as an instance of everyday writing assessment because Billy had the 

impression that he was given feedback, albeit subtle and ambiguous feedback, that 

communicated to Billy a shift his interlocutor wished to see in their relationship. Because of the 

subtlety and ambiguity of this feedback, Billy had to draw upon his prior interactions with this 

political prisoner to understand that he was receiving feedback, what the content of the feedback 

was communicating, and how to change his writing to build closer, meaningful bonds.  

Granny, in the interactions she had on Facebook, saw feedback as an invaluable source to 

understand her position within her community or new relationship and to develop new 

relationships. For instance, she used positive feedback as a means of building relationships, 

referring to herself as “an encourager” and using her responses on Facebook as a means to build 

stronger social ties on the social networking site. As noted earlier, Granny spoke of one 

exchange she had with an acquaintance (the “out-law”) over Facebook when Granny replied to 

the post saying she thought her friend’s mural looked beautiful. For Granny, these kinds of 

exchanges may lead to a closer bond of friendship—as she noted, “It’s taken a while, but I think 

the two of us could be friends.” In addition, Granny, herself, alluded to the value she sees of 

feedback to better understand how she is situated in relationships and in communities such as in 
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the LC. Thus, the value of feedback for social relationships ties with her own use of encouraging, 

positive feedback as a tool to build closer ties with others. 

Even in Granny’s interaction with the pro-Trump friend on Facebook, she actively sought 

to maintain an amicable and civil relationship despite offering critical feedback to this person’s 

Facebook activity. As mentioned earlier, Granny is staunchly opposed to Trump and his political 

polices; however, also noted that others who may agree and support Trump and express so on 

Facebook would not be cut out of her feed. She values such relationships on Facebook, 

regardless of political affiliation. However, with this particular friend, she felt compelled to 

respond, yet focused on the style and tone of his comments rather than him as a person, i.e., 

“you’re a Republican and you’re stupid, and I’m a democrat and I’m smart.” Rather, she drew 

attention to an area of commonality among their relationship, strong Christian beliefs, and used it 

as a point of departure to offer feedback and response.  

 In Autumn’s everyday writing activity, she—much like Granny and Billy—adheres to the 

expectations of others in order to maintain and sustain relationships, particularly over Facebook. 

Where Granny seems to enjoy interacting with her Facebook friends over digital media and in 

many cases can only interact with them textually, Autumn saw the textual relationship as a 

necessity to maintain connections and bonds with her friends and family. For Autumn, adhering 

to the expectations of her friend and family networks functions much more like a performance: 

she feels compelled to enact a presence online despite her preference for face-to-face 

interactions. However, while Autumn makes concessions to perform a textual relationship in 

spite of her preferences in order to maintain important relationships, she takes more of an 

agentive role when dealing with negative comments. When dealing with negative comments 

from others (whether in connection to the LC or with her mother), Autumn has sought to respond 

in ways that disrupt their expectations. In a way, her response to negative comment actively 

sought to define the relationship between herself and the interlocutor: “I'm not going to feed 

things that are negative because I believe if somebody writes, and they're being ugly and 

demanding, let's say, I'm not going to give them what they want because then I'm just reinforcing 

that bad behavior. I either give them something the opposite, or not give them anything at all.” In 

a way, Autumn, herself, through the way she writes, is seeking to define the ground on which 

they will discuss complaints through the tone of her response.  
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Likewise, Ham drew upon and designs assessment practices within The Vine that align 

with its community-based mission and goals to build lines of collaboration and input from 

volunteers. The assessment practices—involving the discussion of event proposals during 

meetings and adhering to the mission statement—function to define the relationship between the 

community itself. For instance, Ham emphasized that event proposals be taken up during 

meetings in order to seek the input of all the members in attendance rather than Ham, herself, or 

other key volunteers making unilateral decisions. Furthermore, the mission statement, although 

articulated in a key document, is meant to operate as a guide in order to account for the 

“revolving community” where community membership may change month to month with new 

members who may bring different goals and values. The mission statement, while seeking to 

define foundational ideas of The Vine that can work across multiple iterations of membership, is 

always being negotiated by its members during face-to-face meetings.  

Reading across these case studies, it appears possible that in building relationships with 

others via textual interactions, these writers are engaged in conceiving writing assessment and 

how this assessment activity has an impact on building closer bonds with others: by what means 

do we communicate our satisfaction? How do we invite changes in those interactions? What do 

we value in this relationship? In this community? Such questions appear to operate tacitly for 

these respondents (Billy or the political prisoner, for instance, certainly did not ask such 

questions explicitly).  

Constructing Audience, Benchmarks, and Expectations 

Finally, a key component in each of these case studies is that these writers actively 

envisioned or drew upon benchmarks to understand how well they were accomplishing some 

writing task. In this instances, a benchmark is often some tangible or ideal point of reference that 

operates as some kind of a goal—and in the case of not meeting the benchmark, see the gap in 

achievement as a reason to adjust behavior. Such benchmarks emerge from conceiving of 

audience and their expectations for a writing task. As explored in Chapter 2, writing assessments 

in everyday writing must be conceived or constructed by the author by culling together cues 

from prior writing experiences and knowledge; specifically for everyday writing assessment, it 

appears that writers generate benchmarks—or seek to understand the benchmarks—for their 

writing based on how they conceive of audience.  
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Granny seems to best exemplify this concept, through her desire for feedback within both 

Facebook and her church community. For her, favorable responses are good indicators about the 

quality of her posts on Facebook: she often mentioned that receiving a comment back on 

Facebook or a back-and-forth conversation helps her see friendships building. In the scene 

alluded to above where Granny and her niece engage in a religious discussion on Facebook, it’s 

the encouraging remarks from her former worship leader that indicated to her that what she was 

writing was of use; however, the lack of response from her LC church community disoriented 

her. As alluded to earlier, especially when she’s venturing into new and different kinds of 

experiences, she’d prefer feedback, "’You're a little old lady, you ought to shut up.’ Or, ’Wow, 

we really needed to hear that,’ or something in-between. […] There's too many [experiences] 

where it's gray, I don't know. ‘How did I do?’" It’s interesting to compare her reaction in this 

case to the kinds of benchmarking and feedback she receives in an online writing class in which 

she was enrolled at the time of our interviews. She discusses typical benchmarks in this school 

context: receiving good grades on discussion board posts was an indicator that she was doing 

something right. She also saw the teacher’s and her peer’s favorable responses as an encouraging 

sign. In these school contexts, she’s able to see clear benchmarks for success—whether they 

were grades or peer/teacher engagement. However, in the everyday context, Granny is often 

seeking to better understand what those benchmarks are, especially given that she’s engaging 

new and different kinds of writing activity where she doesn’t have many prior writing 

experiences to benchmark success.  

Granny’s process of seeking and constructing benchmarks for her writing is similar to 

Billy’s experiences constructing actionable feedback from his interactions with the political 

prisoner. As mentioned earlier, when Billy discusses the letter in our interview, he acknowledges 

that the political prisoner’s note may have been an attempt to communicate feedback to Billy, but 

it was ambiguous and subtle enough that Billy wasn’t sure. In other words, much like Granny, 

Billy had to construct the feedback: what is it that is being communicated? What should I change 

given his feedback? Billy’s process of understanding the letter as feedback was very 

intertexual—that is, he engaged in a process of contextualizing the letter by comparison to his 

previous correspondences with the political prisoner as well as to his memory of the letters that 

Billy had sent to him. Both Granny and Billy demonstrate how to benchmark the quality of their 
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writing; especially in a everyday writing context, such benchmarks are not clearly defined, 

operate tacitly, and are extrapolated from subtle cues.  

In each of these cases, the participants acknowledge, in some way, their prior experiences 

in similar situations as a way to benchmark progress or success. Granny is an avid Facebook user 

who often refers to different interactions with people on the site to situate what’s success or just 

feels right. Billy has had several experiences with organizing rallies and how they are often 

framed in newspapers. He mentioned seeing how other rallies have been framed in newspaper 

articles as seeing what’s been helpful and not.  

In the following chapter, I report on how the discussion in this chapter responds to the 

research questions of this dissertation. I also outline the limitations of this research and directions 

for future research.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS 

 The goal of this dissertation has been to explore the way writing assessment activity 

manifests within everyday writing, a category of writing wherein writers write for their own 

purposes, under their won volition. Such an inquiry can provide an alternate approach to 

theorizing writing assessment and interrogate its beliefs and principles that inform its practices. 

Research into the processes and impact of writing assessment has been primarily developed by 

observing dominant scenes of writing focused largely on writing located in or designed and 

administered by various educational institutions (e.g., College Board, classroom grades, state 

testing). Turning attention to a concept of everyday writing assessment—the interpretation and 

judgment of written texts that lead to decisions, actions, or changes in everyday writing—this 

dissertation sought to broaden knowledge about how writing assessment is a social action that 

can shape, define, and permit kinds of writing, processes, and identities in our society. I 

organized this research study around three core research questions:  

1. Does writing assessment emerge as a literate practice in everyday writing 

activity, and if so, how? What are its distinctive qualities? 

2. How do writers position themselves within everyday writing assessment—that 

is, how do writers understand how their everyday writing will be assessed, 

judged, or evaluated?  

3. And, likewise, how do writers act in response to such conceived writing 

assessment? 

To address these three research questions, I implemented a qualitative empirical research study 

that was design to inquire into four individuals’ interaction with everyday writing assessment 

activity. The participants were each from one of two local communications of practice: The 

Vine, a community outreach organization; and the Home Club, a religious women’s group 

through the Liberation Corps (LC).38 In the following chapter, I offer, first, a set of conclusions 

that address the research questions, organized around a set of key claims. Second, I outline how 

these conclusions have implications for further study in the field of writing assessment. Finally, I 

                                                
38	  The names of the organizations were changed from the actual names for this dissertation.  
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outline the limitations of the study, particularly the limitations inherent to the methods of the 

study.  

Conclusions: Answering the Questions 

In response to the first research question, this dissertation had to establish that writing 

assessment activity did, indeed, manifest in everyday writing contexts. As outlined in Chapter 1, 

I offer a three-point definition of writing assessment that is sufficiently pliable to account for 

writing assessment within multiple contexts, including those that may be located in everyday 

writing contexts. The three components of writing assessment include (a) the judgment or 

interpretation of writing based on a set of values; (b) an articulation of that judgment in some 

form of response; and (c) the impact of that articulation that may lead to decisions, actions, and 

changes in writing activity. Such a definition can apply to some common writing assessment 

contexts in educational contexts, for example, teachers’ response and grade for student projects 

or a writing program’s assessment of teacher practices. However, this definition was used as a 

guide to point to assessment activity in the everyday writing activity. Chapter two surveyed 

existing research in everyday writing that appeared to described assessment activity, as aligned 

with this dissertation’s definition of writing assessment. Although I observe how existing 

research is helpful to guide how writers interact with assessment activity in their everyday 

writing, none of the research surveyed in chapter two offered an empirical study into everyday 

writing assessment and its distinctive qualities. Chapter three, then, offered this dissertation’s 

research design to study writers’ interaction with everyday writing assessment. Specifically, I 

employed case study methods that inquired into how four writers interacted with everyday 

writing assessment.  

Thus, in chapter four, based on the empirical inquiry, I was able to establish that writing 

assessment activity did manifest in everyday writing contexts, and likewise such everyday 

writing assessment demonstrates its own distinct features:  

(a) Composing in everyday contexts includes everyday writing assessment as an ongoing 

process of negotiating values between and among interlocutors.  

(b) Everyday writing assessment necessitates that writers construct the scope and body of 

the assessment activities, including constructing benchmarks of quality and 

expectations of audience based on intertextual traces.  
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 Each of these distinct qualities appears particularly salient in the kinds of assessment 

activity that emerged from the study. Towards the first feature of everyday writing assessment, 

the respondents often reported assessment activity where they would receive or offer feedback 

on an ongoing basis. In many cases, such writing assessment was reported in terms of a 

particular instance—a moment of assessment such as Granny’s exchange with her niece and 

subsequent feedback from her former worship leader. However, the writers discussed these 

smaller, specific instances of everyday writing assessment as part of a larger tapestry of 

interactions—a feedback loop—where the respondent and their community are continually 

negotiating their common values and expectations for writing activity. The relationship between 

everyday writing assessment and the facilitation and construction of community was discussed in 

chapter two, and it appears that the empirical research conducted in this dissertation underscores 

existing research. In particular, the everyday writing assessment outlined in the previous chapter 

seems aligned with John Swales’ concept of discourse communities, specifically such assessment 

activity can be a way to describe a kind of participatory mechanism for discourse communities 

that can be a means of providing feedback among the community (Swales 26). For instance, 

Ham’s emphasis on vetting event proposals as a community is certainly a means of assessing the 

value of particular proposals, but it also functions as a way for the community to better 

understand their own values, beyond the articulated mission statement. In other words, the 

assessment practice for vetting proposals is part of a long-term, ongoing process for the 

community to negotiate values.  

Similarly, with Granny, her interaction with her niece was one moment in a larger goal of 

Granny’s developing her place within the church community through the LC. Granny understood 

that her interaction with her niece on Facebook was likely being read by her own social network, 

some of whom included people from the LC church. She expressed her own disappointment that 

she didn’t hear much feedback about her performance other than her former worship leader, 

Archibald, who sent her a private message of support on Facebook Messenger. For Granny, it 

was not only that she wanted to see whether she spoke about Christian values accurately in this 

instance, she also acknowledged feedback on this instance—and others—would help her 

understand her place within the church community (to which she admits she is still new). In this 

way, Granny’s matriculation into this new church community seems to describe the construction 

of a social imaginary, as described by Charles’ Taylor; namely, per Taylor, the construction of a 
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social imaginary refers to “the ways in which [people] imagine their social existence, how they 

fit together with others, how things go on between them and their fellows, the expectations 

which are normally met, and the deeper normative notions and imagines which underlie 

expectations” (106). Certainly, Granny is likewise seeking to understand, or imagine, how she is 

positioned within this new church community and the expectations of this new community 

through her writing. In each of these cases, Ham and Granny discuss particular instances of 

assessment or feedback—whether seeking input on event proposals or seeking feedback on an 

interaction of Facebook—but also acknowledge how these specific moments are part of an 

ongoing process of negotiating values and expectations of the communities within which they 

are participating. Put another way, it appears that everyday writing assessment is integral to how 

these writers understood and conceived of their groups, whether as a discourse community or as 

a social imaginary.  

 Toward the second feature, writers had to actively conceive of and construct the 

structures of an assessment, particularly the benchmarks of quality as well as the values and 

expectations of their audience or community. Billy, for example, in exchanging letters to a 

political prisoner, believed he received subtle and ambiguous feedback from the political 

prisoner about their textual relationship. The ambiguity of such feedback—and Billy’s 

uncertainty about whether he did receive feedback—necessitated his figuring out the 

values/expectations being expressed and the writing behaviors he would need to adjust in the 

future. Billy, in this instance, takes an approach aligned with intertextual tracing, a concept 

articulated by James Porter in “Intertextuality and the Discourse Community.” For Porter, 

intertextuality refers to the relationship among texts, that all texts refer to and enact preceding 

texts. Billy explicitly considers the letter he received from the political prisoner and compares it 

against the previous letters he’s received from him. Such a process also suggest Billy drawing 

upon intertextuality as a means of discerning the values of this relationship, aligning with the 

kind of audience analysis reflected in Porter’s concept. The intertextuality of discourse 

communities can focus attention on a set of questions including “what are the conventional 

presuppositions of this community? In what forums do they assemble? What are the 

methodological assumptions? What is considered ‘evidence,’ ‘valid argument,’ and ‘proof’?” 
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(43).39 Certainly, Billy does not describe as sophisticated a stance toward his intertextual tracing, 

yet tracing intertextually appears a point of reference to understand the form and nature of 

assessment activity in everyday writing contexts.  

 The qualities articulated above can likewise respond to the second research question of 

this dissertation. Namely, the focus of the second research question is on writer’s understanding 

of their position within a writing assessment and of how others will assess their writing. The 

three-part schema for the conceptualized audience—to conceive, perceive, and construct 

audience—as outlined in chapter two provides a framework to address this question for everyday 

writing assessment. As I describe in chapter two, the conceptualization of audiences refers to (a) 

how writers conceive of audience—as formed in the mind; (b) how writers perceive of 

audience—as interpreted through features of a context or environment; and (c) how writers 

construct audience—as through the composing of text. In the review of literature, I noted that 

audience is a useful concept for tracing assessment since audience can function as both an 

evaluative force in that readers make judgments about a writing performance and a motivational 

force in that the perceived, potential evaluation and response can influence how the writer 

invents and delivers their writing. These dual functions of audience were certainly apparent in 

the case studies discussed in the previous chapter.  

As noted above, Granny is actively anticipating and imagining her church community 

who may be reading her interaction with her niece on Facebook. In one sense, Granny is 

conceiving of the readers who may interact with and read her writing, seeing these readers as an 

evaluative force that would interpret and judge the quality of her writing performance. While she 

certainly conceived of a reading audience in her writing, she was limited in how she perceived 

such audience’s expectations. As she notes, she often does not receive textual cues—via 

feedback—to help her perceive or read the benchmarks or expectations of this community. 

Despite the lack of textual cues to help her situate the expectations of the online church 

community, she is actively constructing audience in her interactions with her niece. Clearly, her 

addressed audience, per Ede and Lunsford, is her niece, but in our interviews, Granny observed 

that she also invoked multiple audiences in this interaction with her niece—whether it were her 

                                                
39	  Although Porter refers to the intertextuality as a function of “community,” the relationship 
between Billy and the political prisoner describes a pair of people and the intertextuality between 
them.  
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niece’s friends, Granny’s own social network, and, in particular, her church community. 

Invoking a wider range of audience constructs the kinds of audiences she hopes to reach in her 

writing. For Granny, and has been noted with others, much of conceiving, perceiving, and 

constructing components of assessment is intertextual, drawing upon writers’ knowledge and 

experience in preceding literate activity as a means of situating everyday writing assessment 

including conceiving of the values or expectations of a group of people, perceiving textual 

features to discern those values, and constructing or invoking that audience through their writing.   

Like Granny, Billy also actively seeks to conceive, perceive, and construct an evaluative 

audience, but is motivated to do so for different reasons: namely, in order to anticipate and 

imagine future consequences of representation. Billy’s concern for how his community or he, 

himself, may be read and represented in future contexts motivates him to conceive his evaluative 

audience, such as the news reporter or a wider reading public, as a point of reference to 

understand how that audience will take up and interpret his writing. To do so, his approach is 

intertextual, drawing upon his previous knowledge of news media genres, his and his friends’ 

previous interactions with news media, and from his friend Paige who is likewise familiar with 

these genres. He draws upon this intertextuality to better perceive the current situation and how 

others will either take up his writing (such as the reporter) or read and interpret his writing (such 

as the newspaper’s reading public). Billy also is deliberate in how he delivers his message, 

ensuring that when he sends his textual response to the reporters’ questions that it is easily read 

and accessible. Namely, he opted to send his writing via e-mail rather than over Facebook 

Messenger, despite the Billy’s and the reporter’s prior interactions happening on Facebook 

Messenger. In this way, Billy is consciously constructing the means through which his reader, 

the news reporter, will interact with his writing.  

In a similar way, Autumn takes an active role in constructing the ground through which 

she interacts with others who offer feedback. Namely, Autumn—in her response to negative or 

critical feedback online—actively sought to disrupt and (re)construct the context of assessment 

activity as well as her relationship to those who may try to initiate a negative, combative 

conversation. Autumn actively and intentionally meets hostile or negative feedback with non-

negativity to reframe the context, tone, and nature of the conversation. Where Billy conceived of 

the potential of assessment and sought to adjust writing to account for future consequences, 
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Autumn actively reconstructs the context of assessment by defining how their interaction and 

feedback will be received and responded to. 

Given the instances of assessment from Granny, Billy, and Autumn, the framework of 

audience—and specifically the conceive-perceive-construct schema—is helpful in articulating 

the ways these writers employ audience to frame rhetorical situations and engage in writing 

assessment as they engage in them. These instances also demonstrate that these writers’ 

conceptualization of the evaluative audience motivates how (and whether) these writers compose 

and deliver their writing.  

 Toward the third research question, conceiving of these assessment activities—actual or 

potential—in everyday writing has prompted writers to adjust, change, or adapt their writing to 

account for conceived assessment activities. Common across each of the case studies was a 

notion of performance, moving beyond simply adjusting their writing for different audiences. 

Rather, performance implies gearing a writer’s presentation or persona through writing for the 

purpose of accomplishing a task or to avoid fallout. Such a claim likewise reflects the research 

outlined in chapter two that describes writing assessment as a social action that can impact how 

writers enact their social realities, including how they enact their identities. For instance, Autumn 

makes explicit that the minimum everyday writing she does online is to meet the expectations of 

her family and friend networks and not because she particularly values the kind of writing she 

does to maintain distant relationships. She is adamant that the writing she does for her job—often 

involving working with multiple audiences and to oversee the LC’s social media accounts—

affects her willingness to write in her personal life. Rather, she performs an online presence for 

her family and friend networks online—her presence online, in fact, is a collaborative 

performance in that her daughters are the ones who keep her online presence active. In this sense, 

Autumn adheres to the expectations of her friends and family to have a presence online by 

performing this presence despite not valuing textual communication as much as her preference 

for the face-to-face. Autumn’s adherence to this assessment activity in her everyday life, then, 

aligns with how writing researchers have described writing assessment for educational contexts. 

For instance, in Autumn’s case, her adherence to the expectations of her friend and family 

networks, in order to avoid maintain those relationships, requires that she maintain a textual 

online presence that she may not have developed or maintained otherwise. Although certainly the 

stakes in this everyday context are lower than in an educational assessment context, such 
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adherence to expectations has an impact on Autumn’s performance both of her textual identity 

and of her social reality.  

Moreover, the findings of the previous chapter also describe instances where writers 

enact a degree of agency in how they navigate these assessment contexts. For instance, Autumn 

describes re-drawing and disrupting interactions with others who may be seeking to hold a 

negative or hostile conversation. In this way, Autumn describes exercising some degree of 

agency in defining the ground through which she interacts with others. In addition, part of the 

writers’ ability to perform across multiple contexts is the ability to identify the different 

performances afforded by different media, platforms, and technologies. Put otherwise, the 

respondents’ writing processes involve making decisions about the delivery of their writing to 

avoid or target potential evaluation from particular audiences. Billy, for example, reflected upon 

moving between Facebook Messenger and e-mail to communicate with the reporter since he 

wanted to ensure that his written responses to his questions were read more carefully with “a 

bigger field of text on the screen” than what Facebook Messenger could provide.  

Brian Huot has claimed that “in literate activity, assessment is everywhere” (62), and 

certainly, given the findings of this research project, that literate activity includes everyday 

writing. Such a claim gestures toward the intermingling of the act of writing and the means 

through which we assess such writing. Until now, the relationship between writing and 

assessment has only been explored in educational sites: the classroom, the writing program, the 

university. This research has demonstrated that the constitutive relationship between writing and 

assessment is integral to other kinds of writing—most notably, in everyday writing. The findings 

thus offer research implications that can form the basis for future research endeavors. The next 

section begins to articulate some of those areas.  

Implications for Future Research 

 In chapter one, I identified the exigence of this study as a dearth of research on the 

pervasive assessment activity occurring in everyday writing contexts; thus, drawing attention to 

assessment practices in everyday writing can help scholars articulate a fuller conception of 

writing assessment and the integral role it plays in writing. In this chapter, I’ve thus far 

articulated some of the conclusions that emerge from observing everyday writing assessment 

activity. The question remains about how this inquiry can lead to other avenues of research and 



142 

how it can inform scholarship in writing assessment, particularly regarding how we approach 

writing assessment in educational contexts.  

 The first implication involves the application that everyday writing assessment may have 

on a new terminology for writing assessment. Patricia Lynne’s work on developing a different 

terminology for writing assessment guided by composition theory was influential in the approach 

for this dissertation. She argues that writing assessment’s reliance on terms such as validity and 

reliability, which are widely used in educational measurement research, carry objectivist and 

positivist baggage that is incompatible with composition theories attention to context. Her 

advocacy to begin with writing theory to understand writing assessment—as opposed to 

educational measurement theory—was an approach shared by this dissertation. Specifically, I 

considered what we could learn about writing assessment by attending to everyday writing. 

However, my approach is unlike Lynne’s in two ways: first, I provide an empirical, qualitative 

inquiry into everyday writing assessment, drawing conclusions from inductive analysis; second, I 

have not sought to use the findings and conclusions of this dissertation to assert a new 

terminology for writing assessment. Toward this latter consideration, the findings of this research 

suggest that there are areas of inquiry about writing assessment that are distinct for everyday 

writing assessment, among them: writers conceive, perceive and construct writing assessment 

through their intertextual knowledge; writers rely on writing assessment to understand and build 

bonds with others; and writers move between media to avoid or target assessment. Accordingly, 

further research may explore whether these new considerations from everyday writing may 

prompt a renewed look at the terminology organizing writing assessment theory. For Lynne, 

such a research endeavor may lead to new terms for writing assessment. Others, however, like 

Cindy Moore or Brian Huot, may consider how the observations of new practices of writing 

assessment can contribute to composition researchers’ ongoing work in adapting familiar terms 

such as validity and reliability.  

 Specifically, this research may have implications for our understanding of validity, the 

concept that directs attention to whether an assessment’s purpose and goals are aligned with how 

it is carried out. Researchers in Composition—taking a cue from educational measurement (e.g., 

Messick)—have begun to embrace a unified concept of validity for writing assessment. 

Specifically in composition, a unified concept of validity brings together questions of the test’s 

theoretical soundness including the degree to which an assessment conforms with writing theory, 
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whether the content being measured is aligned with and supports the decisions being made, and 

whether the assessment has an impact or consequence in the teaching and learning of writing 

(see: O’Neill, Moore, Huot; Yancey and Murphy). Validity has not been taken up in this 

dissertation, and considerations of validity did not emerge inductively from the data; however, 

some of the findings of the dissertation appear relevant to how we consider the validity of 

assessments, particularly in considerations of the social impact of writing assessments. Sandra 

Murphy and Kathleen Blake Yancey, in surveying research on validity, have noted documenting  

the social consequences of a writing assessment—whether potential or actual—“should be 

undertaken in any effort to determine the validity of an assessment” (449). This dissertation has 

indicated that one social consequence of writing assessment is the impact of such integral 

assessment on developing social bonds with others.  

This research may also have implications for the increasing application of community-

based, collaborative assessments in education settings (e.g. Broad, Inoue, Kelly-Riley). It is clear 

from the data that writing assessments are integral to the facilitation of social groups. Ham, for 

instance, developed an assessment protocol meant to reflect the collaborative nature of The Vine 

community: she enacted a protocol where facilitators propose a new event through a event 

proposal agreement that is then taken up in meetings to discuss its approval. The nature of this 

assessment protocol is highly collaborative, seeking input from the community rather than 

through unilateral decisions by its key volunteers. Observing these kinds of community spaces 

such as The Vine and the protocols developed by key volunteers like Ham may be a rich area of 

research to situate the communal assessment practice enacted in writing programs and 

classrooms. For instance, certainly for The Vine, the development of community, itself, was a 

pivotal component of the mission of the group—in fact, much of the organizational structure is 

guided by this goal of creating a collaborative social space. Further research may be able to draw 

parallels between community-based assessment practices from those articulated by Bob Broad 

and the practices employed by the community organizers. Such research can explore how values 

about writing and the community are articulated, upheld, and instantiated in the exchange of 

writing within these non-academic communities. Along these lines, this study may also have 

implications for research on community literacy and working with community literacy spaces, 

much like the scholarship championed by Linda Flower and Ellen Cushman. In other words, 

while certainly writing assessment researchers can learn from the assessment practices employed 
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by community organizers, future research may also explore how to take our knowledge of 

community-based writing assessments and bring that knowledge to community literacy spaces.  

Limitations  

  This section offers limitations of this study, pointing particularly to the limitations 

inherent to the recruited participants and the kinds of writing the participants discussed, 

including a lack of attention to multimodal compositions.   

The recruitment of participants focused on communities that were local to Tallahassee, 

met regularly, and used writing, in some form, to facilitate their meeting or community 

generally. Both The Vine’s organizing body and the Home Club fit these criteria. However, 

because both of these meetings met face-to-face, their use of writing—while often complex and 

elucidating—was limited. For instance, in either community, their central focus was not writing, 

per se, but writing was used to facilitate a different goal of the meeting, e.g. The Vine used 

written proposals to discuss and accept events in the space. The Home Club, in particular, did not 

draw upon writing in their actual meetings. Rather, the focus Granny and Autumn’s everyday 

writing was as individuals, navigating other communities not limited to the Home Club. A 

direction of future study may attend to digitally mediated communities where relationships are 

built exclusively through textual circulation. In chapter one, I alluded to Henry Jenkins’ work 

with fan fiction writers who shared their writing through affinity spaces. Attention to these 

affinity spaces and the writing circulated within it and among the members may provide further 

insights into everyday writing assessment.  

In addition, the participants recruited for this study, although providing diversity in age-

range and political ideology, was limited in other demographic markers. Although I did not 

specifically seek a set of participants that ranged in diversity, the set of participants recruited for 

the dissertation are all white, and no participant was younger than 32. It may be the case that 

people of color, particularly women of color, may have a different experience with everyday 

writing and the assessment activities that are part of such writing, especially in digital spaces as 

has been explored by those like Lisa Nakamura.40 Moreover, in writing assessment scholarship, 

the work of researchers like Asaou Inoue and Mya Poe has begun to consider the relationship 

                                                
40	  Although the question of gender was briefly discussed by Granny and Ham during data 
collection, such discussions were not in relation to their everyday writing and thus was not 
reported in chapter four.  	  
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between race and racial formations and writing assessments. Given the participants, I was not 

able to account for or articulate the role of race in everyday writing assessment.  

In addition, this research is also limited by the kinds of writing that the participants 

discussed during data collection. Namely, a lot of writing the writers described in their time-use 

diary and brought with them for the document-based interviews would not fall into the category 

of everyday writing, as outlined in chapter one. In chapter one, I define everyday writing as the 

ubiquitous, mundane writing that writers produce for their own purposes, under their own 

volition. Everyday writing is tied to mediating life, to engaging in social communities and to 

personal communications (Barton and Hamilton). However, participants like Ham, Autumn, and 

Granny each alluded to writing activities that are attached more to professional or scholastic 

purposes. For instance, Autumn’s attention primarily focused on the public, professional writing 

she completes for her job at the LC. During the text-based interviews, she brought in a press 

release, a grant proposal for the LC, and an e-mail exchange with the LC’s headquarters. 

Likewise, Ham alluded to an e-mail exchange between herself and her new supervisor 

concerning her work schedule. And Granny’s three texts for the text-based interviews were each 

a different discussion board post for her online class. Although such correspondences and the 

respondent’s discussion of them were revealing in terms of writing assessment practices in 

scholastic and professional contexts, such writing did not fall under the purview of this research. 

As outlined in chapter three, I intended the first meeting with the participants to both discuss the 

process of data collection—particularly the time-use diary—and to define the kind of writing that 

was under focus for this research. However, based on the writers’ attention to professional and 

academic writing during data collection, I could have emphasized more the scope of writing 

being studied for this project.  

Finally, the kinds of everyday writing attended to in this study primarily focused on 

verbal communication. Although the methods of data collection asked participants to reflect 

upon the interfaces, media, and platforms of their writing (in the time-use diary and document-

based interviews), I did not specifically inquire into multimodal compositions beyond the verbal; 

rather, during my initial meeting with each participant to go over the time-use diary (see chapter 

three), I defined writing capaciously to include potential multimodal composition. However, 

none of the participants drew attention to writing beyond the verbal. Billy provides an instance of 

his response to a multimodal composition, i.e. Tiffany’s video; however, Billy’s discussion of 
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this text focused almost exclusively on the verbal components of this instance: his writing of 

verbal feedback to Tiffany via document on a word processor and his attention to the verbal 

captions of the video rather than the arrangement of images. In addition, the Home Club often 

produced a craft for each of their meetings including a dish soap dispenser and an apron; 

although such crafts involve various materials, they were not considered examples of writing for 

this dissertation. Moreover, while some of the participants often reflected upon the material 

aspects of their writing, they did not attend to the visual, multimodal components of their writing 

or composing. Such attention to multimodal, everyday writing assessment may be taken up in 

future research.  

Given these limitations, this dissertation’s insights into assessment activity in everyday 

writing contexts are partial. Future research may seek to account for the limitations of this study 

and expand from this study’s conclusions. For instance, as mentioned, writing assessment 

activity appears implicated in how interlocutors build social bonds; however, future research 

may inquire further into a different set of communities to expand upon or complicate the findings 

of this research. For instance, future research may inquire into digitally mediated communities, 

as mentioned above; communities of practice whose focus is primarily on writing activity such 

as fan fiction communities or on multimodal composition such as scrapbook communities; or 

communities whose membership is primarily people of color; or beyond the everyday context, 

communities of the workplace or professional context. Such research may flesh out the 

connection I’ve observed in this research between assessment activity and building relationships 

with others.  

In addition, this research has observed how writers, in everyday contexts, conceive and 

construct the expectations of their writing, the benchmarks of their success, and even the form 

and content of feedback itself from others. However, future research may seek to observe 

whether and how this process sustains in multimodal composing in everyday contexts. And 

more, future research may more clearly demonstrate whether such a process is occurring in 

classrooms with student-writers. In other words, are student writers constructing expectations, 

benchmarks, and feedback in a similar or different way than the everyday writing context? In 

sum, research from this dissertation offers contributions in how we understand writing 

assessment—as implicated in building relationships and as a constructive process as it sets the 



147 

stage for inquiring into how the phenomenon of everyday writing assessment may more 

generally inform writers in other social and textual contexts.  
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APPENDIX A 
 

CONSENT FORM 
 

FSU Behavioral Consent Form 
Everyday Writing Assessment: An Alternative Approach to Theorizing Writing Assessment 
 
You are invited to take part in a research study project that seeks to explore the ways writing assessment 
and response operates within everyday literate activity. I am approaching you today because of your 
interest in meeting with others in a group setting to discuss a craft or practice. Joe Cirio, PhD Candidate 
in English—Rhetoric and Composition at Florida State University, is conducting this study. 
 
Background Information: 
 
The ultimate goal of this project is to provide an alternative approach to theorizing writing assessment. 
Research into the processes and impact of writing assessment has been primarily developed by observing 
dominant scenes of writing, namely of the writing that occurs for the purposes of various educational 
institutions (e.g. classroom grading, state testing, SATs). This project seeks to offer a fuller theory of 
writing assessment by observing how assessment manifests in the everyday writing of a community of 
writers. Everyday writing is a category of writing where writers write for their own purposes, under their 
own volition to organize or document life, to coordinate plans, to create or sustain communities.  
 
Procedures: 
 
There are two kinds of participation available for this research project. First, I am seeking your consent to 
observe your regular meetings between [these dates]. Your consent will allow me to attend and record, 
through observation notes, your interactions with others and with your craft during the meetings.  
 
I am also seeking participants who will be part of a case study that looks more closely at your individual 
everyday writing practices. Participants will be compensated for their time. If you agree and are selected 
to take part in the case study research, you will be asked to complete the following tasks:  
 

• Meet	  with	  the	  primary	  investigator:	  once	  you	  consent	  to	  participate	  in	  this	  project,	  you	  will	  find	  
a	  time	  to	  meet	  with	  the	  primary	  investigator	  to	  review	  your	  role	  in	  the	  data	  collection.	  The	  
meeting	  will	  outline	  how	  to	  log	  your	  writing	  in	  a	  Time-‐Use	  Diary	  (explained	  below).	  	  

• Complete a Time-Use Diary: For a 5-day period (which will include at least one weekend day), 
you will be asked to keep a diary of your writing activity by responding to a diary entry prompt 
that will be sent to you at fixed intervals throughout the day: 9am, 12pm, 3pm, 6pm, and 9pm. 
The final prompt of the day, at 9pm, will be a longer entry where you will both log in your 
writing activity and review/reflect on your entries throughout the day. During our first meeting, 
you will choose to either record your entries digitally by email or through a print notebook. Either 
way, a text message will be sent to your mobile device at each interval to prompt you to write an 
entry (either email or in a notebook). This will be explained further in our initial meeting 

• Take part in follow-up interviews: after the completion of the time-use diary, you will be 
interviewed twice by the primary investigator about your responses. Each interview will take no 
more than an hour and will be scheduled at your convenience. You will have your time-use 
diaries available to you during each interview. For one of the interviews, you will be asked to 
bring three written texts with you to the interview. These additional texts should be items that (a) 
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you mentioned during the time-use diary, (b) you feel shows us something about how literacy is 
part of your daily life, and (c) you feel offers more context to your diary responses. 

• Review interview transcripts: At the completion of data collection, the primary investigator will 
send you the transcripts of our interviews for you to review and make revisions as you see 
appropriate.  

 
Risks and benefits of being in the Study: 
 
There are no risks involved in this study. However, a benefit of participating in this project is that you 
will have a fuller understanding of how writing, literacy, and assessment are part of your day-to-day life.  
 
Compensation: 
 
Research subjects who are selected for the case study research will be asked to self-report their writing 
activity on a time-use diary over a 5-day period. To compensate you for your time, you will provided $10 
gift cards for each day you complete a full set of diary entries for the day (5 entries per day). The 
completion of all 5 dairy entries in a given day will be considered a fully completed set of dairy entries. 
During our preliminary meeting, you will be given a choice of the following retailers to receive gift cards: 
Starbucks, FSU Bookstore, Target, Publix, and Amazon. You will receive one gift card at the end of the 
completion of the 5-day diary with the total amount of their daily participation (up to $50). 
 
Confidentiality: 
 
The records of this study will be kept private and confidential to the extent permitted by law.  In any sort 
of report we might publish, we will not include any information that will make it possible to identify a 
subject. In our first interview, you will be given the opportunity to choose a pseudonym to be used in 
place of your name during the reporting of this research. Research records will be stored securely and 
only researchers will have access to the records. Tape recordings will only be accessed by the primary 
investigator, and they will be erased upon completion of this study. 
 
Voluntary Nature of the Study: 
 
Participation in this study is voluntary. If you decide to participate, you are free to not answer any 
question or withdraw at any time. 
 
Contacts and Questions: 
 
The researcher conducting this study is *** (primary investigator). For any questions that this consent 
form does not answer, you are encouraged to contact the primary investigator at *** (call/text) or ***. 
The supervising advisor is *** who may be reached at ***, *** or ***. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone other than 
the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact Florida State University’s Institutional Review Board at 
2010 Levy Street, Research Building B, Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL  32306-2742, or 850-644-8633, or by 
email at humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu. 
 
You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 
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Statement of Consent: 
 
I have read the above information. I have asked questions and have received answers. I consent to 
participate in the following (select one of the options below): 
 
____ I consent to being observed during meetings; however, I would NOT like to be considered for case 
study research. 
 
____ I consent to being observed during meetings, and I consent to participate in the case study research, 
if selected.  
 
____ I do NOT consent to being observed during meetings and will NOT participate in case study 
research. 
 
 
 
_____________________________________________  ___________________________ 
Signature                                              Date 
 
 
_____________________________________________ 
Print Name 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
Email 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
mobile phone/preferred phone 
 
Text? (circle one):   Yes  No 
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APPENDIX B 
 

IRB APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX C 
 

SAMPLE FIELDNOTE JOTTINGS 
 

Observation Notes for Tuesday, August 22, 2017 
The Vine 
 
General notes:  
 
The Vine is a structure split into two areas: the front room, closest to the street and the back 
room which functions as a workspace, storage.  
 
The front room has four sections: when you first enter there is a little reception table with some 
reading material related to The Vine and other topics. There is a main area with the world’s 
largest doodle. Working clockwise, we have the round table where the meetings are held. 
Usually a white pencil holder, some water. And finally, back near the front door, there is a sitting 
area with a library.  
 
The room is balmy—no air conditioning, but there are some fans, located at different points in 
the room 
 
~~~~~ 
 
Ham: this might be a very very short meeting 
 
Billy: If they don’t have a proposal in hand, [hand wave] that’s it.  
 
Ham: talking to herself and maybe Billy: Pippa has her stuff, [Ronnie] has something. Sealy has 
her singing lessons.  
 
Pippa and Carl: trying to lift a clothing rack into the second room.  
 
Ham: Talking about the FB page: if you have a FB event, can you make it repeat. Can the host of 
the event do that or should the admin of The Vine be able to do this?  
 
Carl: Late night listening group—people who work at the willbury and maybe at the café can sit 
and relax. I don’t want to call it a Socialist group. But I want a space for people to come and 
relax of their work. From 10-3am. Just a thought. Obviously we’ll have to vet it—see if it’d be 
appropriate.  
 
I’d like to have my picture taken with you, Pippa. I don’t have any pictures of me on my FB and 
I don’t want people to think I’m gay. Not that I have anything against gay people but I want  
 
Ham: google calendar should be up to date. All those events coming up…we have a lot of stuff 
on there. Really exciting. Does anyone—there’s no proposals. […]  
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APPENDIX D 
 

 SAMPLE THICK DESCRIPTION FIELDNOTES 
 
The meeting was held at a round table in the front room. As Ham and Billy take their seats to 
start the meeting, Carl and Pippa are attempting to move a metal clothing rack in the open space 
in the front room to the back room, where other miscellaneous equipment is stored. Carl is a tall 
white male in his mid-40’s, wearing jeans and a dark t-shirt. Sealy, a young black women in her 
mid-twenties, is getting the room set up for a meditation group she’ll be holding in the space 
later in the week. As they are moving the rack into the second room, Ham notes that they will 
likely have a short meeting since no one is proposing any new meetings. She counts off, 
somewhat to herself as well as to Billy, the events occurring this week: Pippa has her meditation 
meeting, [Ronnie] has another music-related event, and Sealy will have singing lessons. Billy 
notes that it’s not likely anyone will pop into the meeting today with a new event proposal 
because he hasn’t heard from anyone. If a new person does show up, “If they don’t have a 
proposal in hand, [gestures hands in swiping motion] that’s it!” In other words, if someone 
wishes to have an event in the space, they’ll need to have filled out the event proposal form.  
 Ham, thinking about these new events this week, asks Billy if there’s a way to make 
recurring or duplicate event pages on Facebook. He’s not sure. Ham asks me if I was aware of 
whether there was a way to make event pages within a group page (like The Vine’s group page) 
recur every week, such as what will happen for Sealy lessons or Sasha’s meeting. Ham also asks 
if hosts of the events will be able to change this setting (e.g. Sealy and Pippa) or only 
administrators of the group page who include herself, Billy, and George. I’m not sure either—
I’ve never done it before. At this point, Carl and Pippa come back into the room and sit at the 
round table. As they sit down, Billy pulls out a white legal pad to jot down notes/minutes for the 
meeting.  
 Carl starts a conversation about a kind of event that he might like to see happen at The 
Plant, what he refers to as a “Late Night Listening Group.” He proposes that this event will let 
people who work at the Willbury, the bar next door, or All Saints Café, Café on the same block, 
can sit together and relax after their shifts are done. It’d be a space to talk about issues of labor 
and community. He doesn’t want to refer to it as a “Socialist” group, but that seems to be the 
kind of event he had in mind, given that he mentioned it. He was thinking The Plant would open 
their doors for this kind of event at 10pm-3am certain nights and have free coffee or water. He 
notes, finally, that it was just a thought he was brainstorming and that it’d have to properly 
vetted, “see if it’d be appropriate” for the space and it’s mission.  
 At this point Carl, seated next to Pippa, says he’d like to have his picture taken with 
Sasha because he doesn’t have any pictures of himself with other women on Facebook, and 
doesn’t want people to get the impression that he’s gay. He looks at me and says, “not that I have 
anything against gay people.” Billy jokingly slams his hands on the table in an exaggerated way 
and says “I don’t have a problem gay people!” Carl laughs, and alludes that he wants to keep his 
ex on her toes.  
 Ham re-orients the meeting to the upcoming events. She says she’s really excited to those 
events and, as a point of business, asks if anyone has any new proposals, but then, knowing 
everyone in the meeting, says “Yeah, there’s no proposals.” Carl interjects with a proposal to 
have “something generated, to be posted on the wall” gesturing to the front[…]  
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APPENDIX E 
 

 INTERVIEW SCRIPT 1 
 

Interview	  One:	  Script	  	  

	  

The	  following	  questions	  are	  open	  ended	  so	  feel	  free	  to	  respond	  openly	  and	  honestly.	  These	  questions	  

are	  meant	  to	  give	  you	  an	  opportunity	  to	  offer	  context	  to	  your	  diary	  and	  to	  reflect	  upon	  your	  

experiences.	  At	  a	  latter	  date	  after	  the	  interview,	  I	  will	  send	  you	  a	  transcript	  of	  what	  we	  talked	  about	  

today	  for	  you	  to	  review	  and	  make	  edits	  or	  revisions	  in	  your	  responses.	  	  

	  

This	  interview	  should	  not	  go	  longer	  than	  one	  hour.	  The	  questions	  divide	  into	  four	  main	  sets.	  The	  first	  will	  

be	  focused	  on	  gathering	  some	  background	  information	  about	  you,	  the	  second	  focuses	  on	  your	  writing	  

process	  generally,	  the	  third	  focuses	  on	  the	  kind	  of	  feedback	  you	  might	  have	  received	  from	  others,	  and	  

the	  fourth	  set	  focuses	  on	  your	  relationships	  with	  the	  people	  who	  you	  write	  to	  or	  with.	  	  

	  

Background:	  Beginning	  with	  your	  background,	  I’d	  like	  to	  give	  you	  an	  opportunity	  to	  provide	  a	  brief	  

biographical	  sketch	  about	  yourself	  including	  your	  personal	  background.	  	  

	  

1. Starting	  with	  the	  basics,	  what’s	  your	  name?	  Age?	  Occupation?	  Where	  are	  you	  from?	  	  
2. Could	  you	  describe	  yourself	  generally?	  In	  terms	  of	  both	  physical	  appearance	  and	  personality?	  	  
3. How	  did	  you	  get	  involved	  with	  the	  [organization]?	  

	  

Process:	  Now,	  I’d	  like	  to	  briefly	  discuss	  your	  writing	  processes	  generally.	  	  

4. Could	  you	  walk	  me	  through	  the	  typical	  process	  involved	  in	  composing	  a	  text?	  Feel	  free	  to	  point	  
to	  one	  or	  two	  texts	  that	  you	  mention	  in	  your	  diary	  entries.	  

5. What	  kinds	  of	  factors	  or	  materials	  go	  into	  writing	  a	  text?	  What	  kinds	  of	  resources,	  materials,	  
advice,	  etc.	  do	  you	  draw	  upon	  or	  keep	  in	  mind	  when	  you	  are	  writing	  something?	  	  

	  

Response:	  These	  next	  questions	  will	  ask	  about	  the	  kinds	  of	  feedback	  you	  receive	  from	  others	  and	  what	  

you	  do	  with	  that	  feedback.	  	  

6. Do	  you	  feel	  as	  though	  comments	  from	  others	  have	  influenced	  what	  you	  write?	  If	  so,	  how?	  	  
7. Have	  the	  comments	  from	  others	  influenced	  how	  you	  control	  how	  your	  writing	  is	  delivered?	  	  
8. Have	  comments	  from	  others	  influenced	  whether	  to	  write	  something	  at	  all?	  For	  instance,	  have	  

comments	  from	  others	  made	  you	  second-‐guess	  writing	  something?	  Or	  maybe	  prompted	  you	  to	  
write	  when	  otherwise	  you	  wouldn’t	  have?	  	  	  	  	  
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9. What	  kind	  of	  comments	  do	  you	  feel	  have	  the	  most	  impact?	  In	  other	  words,	  what	  factors	  
contribute	  to	  a	  comment	  having	  a	  bigger	  impact	  on	  your	  writing?	  Why	  do	  you	  think	  that?	  	  

10. Can	  you	  speak	  to	  an	  instance	  when	  someone	  gave	  you	  advice	  on	  how	  to	  write	  something	  and	  it	  
stuck	  with	  you?	  Maybe	  even	  something	  you’ve	  carried	  with	  you	  in	  multiple	  projects?	  	  

	  

Community:	  This	  last	  set	  of	  questions	  will	  focus	  more	  on	  your	  social	  circles	  and	  how	  they	  play	  a	  role	  in	  

your	  writing.	  	  

11. Who	  are	  the	  typical	  people	  in	  your	  life	  who	  you	  regularly	  interact	  with	  day-‐to-‐day?	  
12. How	  do	  you	  typically	  interact	  with	  them?	  Whether	  in	  person,	  over	  social	  media,	  text	  messaging,	  

etc.?	  	  
13. Are	  these	  people	  all	  part	  of	  the	  same	  community	  or	  do	  you	  find	  that	  you	  are	  interacting	  with	  

people	  of	  different	  communities?	  If	  they	  are	  of	  different	  communities,	  what	  are	  those	  
communities?	  How	  would	  you	  categorize	  those	  communities?	  	  

14. For	  the	  next	  couple	  questions,	  I’d	  like	  you	  to	  focus	  your	  attention	  on	  one	  of	  the	  communities	  
you’ve	  listed.	  Can	  you	  tell	  me	  the	  people	  who	  you’d	  include	  as	  part	  of	  this	  community?	  	  

15. Are	  there	  routine	  communications	  between	  those	  groups?	  If	  so,	  what	  are	  they?	  	  
16. Do	  the	  people	  in	  that	  community	  share	  particular	  values?	  What	  are	  they?	  	  
17. Do	  you	  interact	  with	  that	  community	  in	  a	  way	  that	  is	  different	  than	  the	  way	  you	  interact	  with	  

members	  of	  another	  community?	  If	  so,	  how?	  	  	  
	  

Concluding	  

18. Is	  there	  anything	  else	  that	  you	  wish	  to	  bring	  up	  now	  that	  you	  find	  important	  to	  discuss?	  	  
19. [Schedule	  next	  interview]	  
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APPENDIX F 
 

INTERVIEW SCRIPT 2 
 

Interview	  Two:	  Script	  
	  
Thank	  you	  again	  for	  joining	  me	  to	  discuss	  your	  writing.	  This	  will	  be	  our	  final	  interview	  and	  
should	  not	  take	  longer	  than	  an	  hour,	  like	  our	  last	  interview.	  Today	  we	  will	  discuss	  three	  texts	  
that	  you	  brought	  with	  you	  for	  today’s	  interview.	  We	  will	  discuss	  each	  of	  them	  individually,	  and	  I	  
have	  a	  set	  of	  questions	  to	  help	  us	  think	  through	  how	  you	  wrote	  those	  texts.	  Like	  our	  first	  
interview,	  the	  questions	  are	  open-‐ended	  so	  feel	  free	  to	  respond	  openly	  and	  honestly.	  	  
	  
In	  the	  next	  few	  weeks,	  I’ll	  send	  you	  a	  transcript	  of	  what	  you	  talked	  about	  today—as	  well	  as	  our	  
first	  interview—for	  you	  to	  review	  and	  make	  edits	  or	  revisions	  to	  your	  responses,	  as	  you	  see	  
appropriate.	  At	  the	  end	  of	  the	  interview,	  I’d	  like	  to	  collect	  your	  texts	  so	  I	  can	  scan	  them	  
digitally.	  They’ll	  be	  returned	  to	  you	  at	  our	  final	  meeting.	  	  
	  
Choose	  one	  of	  your	  texts	  that	  you’d	  like	  to	  discuss…	  
	  

1. Can	  you	  take	  a	  moment	  to	  describe	  the	  text	  you’ve	  brought	  in	  today?	  What	  is	  it?	  And	  
what	  are	  its	  key	  features,	  attributes,	  or	  characteristics?	  	  

2. Why	  did	  you	  bring	  it	  in	  today?	  	  
3. What	  is	  the	  text’s	  intended	  purpose?	  What	  do	  you	  think	  it	  does	  or	  communicates?	  	  
4. What	  materials	  did	  you	  use	  to	  make	  this	  text?	  	  Why?	  If	  digital,	  where	  is	  this	  text	  

housed?	  What	  social	  media	  or	  digital	  platform	  are	  you	  using?	  Why?	  	  
5. Who	  is	  involved	  in	  the	  creation	  of	  this	  text?	  Who	  did	  you	  want	  to	  see	  this	  text,	  if	  

anyone?	  Who	  are	  you	  communicating	  with?	  Who	  actually	  encountered	  the	  text?	  	  
6. If	  digital,	  why	  did	  you	  choose	  to	  write	  on	  this	  particular	  platform	  for	  the	  purpose	  you’ve	  

described?	  	  
7. What	  choices	  did	  you	  make	  about	  the	  text	  to	  control	  who	  was	  able	  to	  see	  it?	  	  	  
8. What	  kind	  of	  prior	  experience	  informed	  how	  you	  created	  this	  text?	  For	  instance,	  

consider	  your	  prior	  experiences	  with	  this	  particular	  genre,	  or	  with	  this	  particular	  person,	  
or	  maybe	  some	  other	  situations	  or	  factors	  that	  informed	  your	  thinking.	  	  	  	  

9. Have	  you	  written	  other	  texts	  that	  are	  similar	  to	  this	  one?	  If	  so,	  how	  have	  these	  previous	  
texts	  informed	  how	  you	  wrote	  this	  one?	  	  

10. If	  digital,	  can	  you	  describe	  the	  kinds	  of	  communication	  you	  typically	  do	  on	  this	  social	  
media/digital	  platform?	  How	  is	  this	  similar/dissimilar	  to	  what	  you	  typically	  do?	  
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