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Executive Su?mary
. ‘.3 -

A

This study developed a descriptive mndel nf writing

instruetion in grades three through six which accounts for
~ both the‘characteristics and tgb variptdons of " this in- R
structional process.. Grounded in the situations. that
define writing instructionf this model was derived by |
nathraiistic observation in eight classrooms in Rhode Island
throughont one school 'year. Fifteen observers, insluding
eight teachers, progressively coded the observed.data

and tested the coding system for its validity and reliability.
The-report of this study also describes the institutidnal
content'within which the instruetion occurred.

Since this stud& was intendedlto map ‘a territory for
future research, we conducted various. correlation studies,
using the profiles of the‘&nstructional model the analytic

'assessment of the students' writing, the teachers'- plans as
represented in their daily logs, & set of characterlstics of
the student populatlon, and the students' comments about
writing. We also analyzed the writing assxgnments to wh1ch

\\students responded. Correlation stud1es of these various -

data yielded findings wh1ch 1nd1cated d1rect10ns for future
,research. The research tasks would be directed towdtd |
refining the components‘of_a planning'system.to support the:

b
classroom teacher. All of these tasks could be performed

. #» by teachers, adm1n1strators, and research speclallsts :
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. , o o
working in, collalwration.

L

The more,prgmihent features of this descrfptive:study N
are hriefly cited in. five sectfons of this summary. They
inclqge(l) the'retionale of the study,(é) its research
des1gn,(3) the environmental constralnts on wr1t1ng 1nstruc-
tion in th1s settlng,(4) the constants and varlables of the-
instructional model deﬁlved_by the researgh teqp,(S)_a
classification of othet finéings and some indication of new

research tasks that might be relevant to these findings.
Rationale : E

In order to achieve”the\gprppse of this exploratory

study, the ;esearch'team engaged in tol{aborative, natﬁralistic
' observation. -The 1ack of any-historical research base
" addressed to wr1t1ng instruction necess1tated this dec1s1on.
In the absence of any su¢h base, the ;eneratlon of hypotheses
Eto be tested later would hadve been of questlonable value. .
‘ Sgch’hypotheses-requlre'closu;es which might have caused us
to reject Qalueble data prematurely. We begahh therefpre;
with no hypotheses to prove oratq.dispro&e. Instead:kwef
addressed three leading!question i\ What is writing
- instruction in the elementary schooly? What forces directly
influence: this writing instructibn? And'how can-'collaborative *
.research be used to define effective writing instruction?

As these questions indicate,- we wanted to test a mode

B of inquiry as}&ell as the information /that™it might)yield. )
,-u%h With no hypotheses and no reason to treﬁt teachers as
N . [3 . ..I.

- , : . L M \\

| S
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subjects,-we were able to create a resegg;h~design that

ensured each team member an equal and significant role in

-. Q

gathering~and intgrpreting data. By engaging quP other

N
A

as peers, we could all gain access to, information previous- n\
- T . Lt T /
. . - ' ' *
ly unavailable to.any of us.

Research Design : ' P
'The team consisted of eight teachers representing
. grades three through six and also acting és“nonrparticigant

.t - i )
observers in one another's classrooms; five other non-
) .
- L . .
- s participant Qbserﬂfrs, who were teachers or researchers

. B . - ‘
o - or, in some cases, both; the principal investlsstor; a

~ . C : L .
! '//Ednsultant from thaVRﬁode Island Department of Education,

. . - '
. o ; ~ .
a project cod¥dinator; and four research assistants

rs

‘ * designated to special asks. Our primary task was to test .
a sét of procedures by which teachers, geSéarchers, and

administrators céuld precisely desql[be'and classify the
: =

cbmponeﬁts of writing inst;ucfion. We intended to derive

s a model that would be conceptuéllf\fimple-and'valid, that
_ s )

s

would also accommodate inter-rater réliability and.yield

4 o :

data from which guidelines for future researc% might.be
inferred. .- o : ' ’ 4T S

The observers' classroom notes constituted our o

; . : : - : AN

primary source of data, which was augmented by information

N\ derived from b{-weekly conference®. Together, the'primary

» A

" data in the observers' records and the derivative data in

.

: _ N <
v : . the minutes of these comferences comprised an observation

corpus which was our major source of information. In order N
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' . ~ A .
to audit the information corpus and to provide opportunities
for comparison, we gathered information from vargous other .

~

) . ~
ight. S

sources which fall unevenly into four categories. |
The most extensive .category pertains to»the,Z

teachers on the team. In additioh to being the source of

the primary, observed informatlon,.they were also the L/n

:source_of derived information by reason of their commentary

on every aspect of what we observed in their classrooms.
v
The varlous kinds of data that they provided were highly

[ 4 n
.

N

ev1dent~throughout our stuay, and to categorize thbm is

tantamount to wr1t1ng thlS report. Essentially, the teachers
y-

ﬁ%6v1ded data as observers and pbserved, as respondents to

. questionnaires, as authors of writing'assignmehts, and as

didrists of their own teaching.
A second category of informatioh pertains to the

institutional context within which these eight teachers worked.

.The sourcgs of‘data subsumed 1nto this category were the

legﬁslatlve and administrative rqcords WhICh inform téaching

procedures, as.wéll as the ;nstructlonal mater}als whlch the.
teachers %sed. The other twoucetegories of data pertainedtto-
the students and to tﬁeir writing. Informdtion from.these \

sources supplies’ the categor1ca1 bases for most of our

correlation studies involving the observation corpus.
> « . .
v

En@ironmental Cohstraints , )

!
H

- A8 we began to assemble informqkion durirg the year, we
;Ealized that the contextual constraints of an institutional

nature were formidable and far more limitihg than the teachers

)

iV' 8 .

] - . 7 .
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A first perceived them to be. Each of these.teachers~taught
in a deterministic environment. Factors external to their
. .
{\ classrooms determined virtually every aspect pf the time
' ; . and spgce with#ﬂ which. they worked Mandates from Earious

levels in the administrative hierarchy, disbursemeét of

‘bn | runds,,the,placement and grouping of students, and
. ' o institntionaiired tests and textbook materials‘all circum~
scribed a concept of'writing\for teachers to address'
- without specifying the means of‘addressing*it. In such an

envirOnment a teacher's goals and intentions characteristi-
cally represent an attempt to accommodate these external n
forges in one way or anothert to take useful advantage of
‘them wherever possible or otherwise‘to minimize their effects.
?H On the other hand, the tonstraints presumably associated.«dth
the student populatiOns never materialized stathtically.'
More important, the teachers on the team ‘never did regard
the characteristics of students as 1imiting to Writing

"
- instruction. -

The Instructional Model \ : .

Although the limits of our data base preclnde a .
generalized\answer to the'question--”What is writing instrhc-
tion?"--our study describes a meahs of providing such an .
answer. From a'iimited setting we derived a model of writing.
instruction that is’stable enough to be tested by more
to. ' writing instruction in many other settings. Writing.

'instruction is' bewilderingly complex, and this model addresses.

3
LIRS
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that complexity; it is comprised of a set of constants and
‘ ' a set*of variables that accommodate an estimable range of
behavior. Developed throughout ten observation cYcles in
one school year, the model is based on the description of |
160 classes of writing insthgtion,in eight clessrooms,
as recorded by thirteen‘qb&erders. o
- ‘through a procedure of'progressive coding, the ooserveis
described kinds of instructional behavior, adjusted ‘the
descriptions to‘fit-this behavior, then tested them ageinst
mone observed behaviors. By this'procedure we sIowrw ‘
evolved suocessive"versions of a model of writing instruc-
' tion. Each version, tested éy more observed behavior,
-. became the basis’ fon'théYnext; each generation of Codes
N . delineated the inst;uotional process‘more~precisely;
This progressive coding continued until thevobservod
| components of writing instruction were stable enough
to sustain reliable observation. -
« Through this process we observed the basic unit:of‘
V?\ w:iting instruction'inithese classes to oe the:writing.

‘

lesson. The writing task sets the boundaries of a writing
"

'f' lesson, but i§ of liﬁtle use in describing the lesson.
lesgon

- Rather, according to our observational data, a writing

4

is delineated by activities in which teacher and students

engage. Each lesson'conSists of some subset of nine
Tactivities. Specifically, it'is a given sequence of

activities, which may‘incIﬁde some repeated activities.

These nine activities are (1) presenting (information),
~ , R o P X
{ vi




v s . . .
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. (2)'giving instructions,(a) orienting,(4)- ' ng, ‘
\ © (5)'writing, (6) rewriting,(?) sharing writing,(e) evaluating,
and (9) editing. ‘ . : ~
d ~ JThese activities are the constants of.this descriptive
model. In any giveé lesson, however, each activity is
modified by thréeukinds of variables: its duration, its order
in a sequence of the other activities, and those qual ‘
characteristics which deterqgne its precise nature. Even
if two lessons were comprised of the same activities
extending over the same span of time (a.phenomenon which we
‘never observed)ﬁ they. would still be'distinguishable by any
' : .

one of these/variables.

’ The complexity delineated'by this profile's activities

%;andom,,its ordering

43

I and characteristics is systematic, not

h=y

- principal'is that writing instruction is recursive; i.e.,:

F

‘séecified'activities recurtin different circumstances until a
given condition is met. The teacher makes decisions throughout
a lesson, but there is :more to this recurrence than merely
) repqtition. Decision'makingnrecurs indefinitely until.a
. specified conditionfis met; the instructional process is
Irecursive; like a structured loop'in a computer program.
Such recursion results from a continuous interaction
between teacher and student. There is a‘compellrng
T . o ireason for writing instruction to be characterized
. by such a high level of interaction between;stddent5n~
and teacher. "The instructional effoigfis'recurSive-
hecause the;process of \writing is regur - The teacher's
decisiong about how and vhen to .interaét are necessarily

. Vii ‘ " ) 4

o / ,A ) .11 N ) “’l:
e . 1 e




'suggests a simple line of reagonind? ﬂoaels

‘these 1mp11cat10ns, along with gom® “§n3r

£

responsive to this process, whjich h§b§aﬂ9 £ be at a dif

ferent stage of occurrence fo each pt ay . ) )
) g N Qkude,;- any given time.

o o ’ : cr05§\. Gurr . «
Aftér testing this podel e loyy . wa
gy 4 TR ifj
conc;uded that-writing instrucg¢iof \& 514“ flcﬁétly diffeant

: : : : 81 is
from 1nstruqt10n in other Subject Qnd el Q°nc1uSion

effective

teaching in other subjects are not ib&r pfiQte for writing

instruction; any systemﬁﬁic impf°vw“&§' it1ng instrub-

v ' , . tovs g
“tion must evolve from the cont?x \,iti antrUCtlon

: > o bas
the design(for such improvemen¢ SP “lQ pe’ AN on what
teachersractually do and framed §‘§ﬂ§ o Noy they perceive

what they do. .

Toward the Design cf'EffectiYS;Writ\n ;ngtruetion

e final guestlon that we quego n Collaborative

, . £4VQ ng §
research be used to deS}gn.effeG Nfiti nsttuctiqp?—-

. . N " 3 " ; pe de .
implies that. effectiveness" cgn Viiidly sined: that the

design task is feasibié,‘and that GQl{apofatva regearch has
a rdle in the achievement of this CQQK : indlngs conflrﬁ
' hag our study
has generated, in a context of fegai% tl“at les ahead
 Effective writing instrucyjion Qin obe Qtlgnally
defined in terﬁ; of the\teachex's ge Ny 10ﬂ aklhg process

the class based on a 308 ney
in the c room, based o tac \ #9% 7 Y gacilitate

. . ' :
. - - : fe
gnyvglven student's comp031ng.’ Ef Q\i ; WT lting lnstruetiOn

is the”teacher's consisteht ineeratly th
- er is Nge 3“n wi the students at

11 points of , yiel pal .
a points of response so as to ¥ A\ oﬂti ) QQthme at each

point; the outcome q}fl be somefaﬁpe\t of the sxuqenﬁ's

» i

A ; ’ N

12 | vijii
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-learning behav1or. This, tact1c 1 urgency, however, cannot

\

‘.
o be cons1stently accommodate:fiﬁh t 1s, the te&dhlng process
. L will probably not be effectlve»-merely by the teacH%r

working intu{tx&ely. Some comprehenslve support syst hi‘
e

rneeded to furn1sh reference pos1tlons to gu1de the teach

rap1d changes frtm one point to another- as long as those

changes are ad hoc 1n-nature,.the effectlvenbss.of the.

2

| te ch1ng w11l remaln 1n doubt

o ' The model of wrltlng 1nstructlon derived from this "b

A study may be a useful guide to the desigg of'such a support‘4

Con system, but it .is not def1n1t1ve., It ca and should,

-

o~ :
sustaln further test1ng, in part1cular, each of the nine:
' act1v1t1es could bear scrut1ny by further progress1ve

R I codlng. With. further observations in a d1fferent sett1
- / N
IS a team of teachers and researchers m1ght determ1ne the
. . 4

' ratlonale of each act1v1ty~(1ts purpose and functlon), its
desired outcome, and ways of measuring that outcome.
T The patterns that we der1Ved from the error analysis’

v, of studentﬁﬁfose also‘1nd1cate some dlrectlons for research,‘

> -

One element in the design of effect1ve wrrtlng instruction
T is afscope and s%guence for long-range plann1ng.( We

analyzed the wr1t1ng outcome of the students in this study

fbr patterns that might perta1n to th1s element. And we

. had in mind a series of leading questlons. Does writing '

!

instruction need to be a continuum of repeated reviews for

each student? What are the'growth factors that might
oo ‘ ' g . *‘
< ' ix 5 ( - *

13
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determine or modify a curriculum? When is the writer ready.
. : ) . _

tE to learn to- use new constraints? Which ones can the students

4

be.expebted to master, and at what stage? Which ones will
require reviewing in, the long-range -scheme? . e
The variance among‘patterns is rich with possibildties

for researchers interested in developing a scope and sequence
. L \
based on writing constf&ints, but it also makes the analytic

assessment of wr1t1ng vulnerable to m1s1nterpretat10ns with
#

-serlous consequences. One such m1s1nterpretatﬂqn would be'\o

view errors consistently in a ‘negative way. Mlght not such .
‘ v 4

errofsﬂindicate that the student is attempting a new structure,

1

one which has yet to be learned? Another. such misinterpreta-

tion would be the summative evaluation of a teacher based on

-

.. errors in the students' written texts. ‘As tempting as it

might be, such a judgment would be simplisticf it would

imply that error frequency in a group of texts is a precise = -
N . . 2 .- ol
/measure of instructional quality, - which, our study indicates,

it 1s not. \ . S v o

: : »
. Part..of this study consisted~of an analysis of the\~

»
Bwrltlng tasks assigned by the teache]p throufhout- the year.
The teachers sepa:ately asslgned these tasks ac00rd1ng to

their own 1nstruct10nallgoa1s and schedules. Th1s 1nfofm51

W ‘set of assi ts consisted largely of vr ter-orlented tasks
N [} g N .

. , N
iqirrégeaithree ahd four and more reader-oriented and text-

oriented tasks in grades five’and six. As a function of these .

modes,;}he assignments made %nc{easingl;\ﬁifficultIboneeptuaf
P 4~ ) / .

- s ]
. Lo ) 4

19 s
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NS ' demands -on the writers as grade levels .increased. . o

A;differentﬂset of tasks entailed'ourbidentifying_
. o . . ‘\._. . -
several kinds of studeng'characteristic% andvjuﬁiaposfng ‘
. L _ e
them with the writing outcome. We identified five

/

is procedure: _a student's grade, -

s A : [

‘characteristics for j
| A | .
: level, socioeconomi status, gender, scores‘rn readinqeand

%

Jxxgmthematics,‘and also writing at homg., ‘This séction of

our findings reports the correspondences that we discovered.

v
oy

/

Significantly/ the derived data support the teadﬂers'
insights about the efforts of these various characteristics
on writing ability. As they inSisted, grade level is either

&
unrelated to writing outcome or related so. imprecisely that

A ;it appears to be of little use in developing a scope and
sequence for progreSSive control over the oonstraints on
the writing process. -
: Socioeconomic statusfand gender‘aiso appear to have-
little effect.on‘students"abilities. ‘The three other -
characteristics, however, wergp significantiy.reiated to
changes in the'error pgttérns of the writing outcome.- One
/ : characteristic is ability in reading, another is ability
/v . in mathematics, and the third is writiLg at home.k But these"
correspdhdences are‘qualified. The first two.correspondences,
between Qriting outcome'and reading,or math ability, as the
N teachers also insisted, need not'be a fixed determinant,
since these abilities are subject to modification. Aﬂhe

B

third correspondence, between writing outcome and writing

at home,:reveals a relationship but no clea;,direction'of

causality. Which one influenceS'thebother? ,
x1

o - . ) : : 15
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Finally, our f1ndings indicate the fea51b111ty of .

basing 1nstructlonal plans on students as individuals

’;%ather than on g:pups of students. And the profiles

-

derived from the instructional model indicate that the

teacher's tactical planning-?typiéally based on the needs

.\..

-of 1nd1v1dual students--often preempts prior plans. 'ff'

any prlor plannlng is to engender effectlve 1nstruct10n,
“therefore, it would appear that such planning must
1 ) o _
s accommodate the teacher's tactical situation--and not .

" the other way around. S

d
~
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o - - Chapter One

¥

. . ~ N b .
¥ ' .
i .

, . The Need for a Comman Language:

- _ .Ai ' * .9ome Indicative Questions” ~ =, '
%;} L , ' ‘ Ty o s ' @
.'d : . . ) SR _ ' .
\f‘ Received opinion in the education'cdmmunity holds that most :%;
children learn hoW'to wrgte in schbel. and that their 1earn1ng .‘QF“O;
7 ' ‘ '

depends primarily on the effectiveness of*the instruction they

‘- e \,

receive. But effective writing 1nstruction is an ideal, some
_presumable quality of writing 1nstruct1on, and it will remain /
merely that until writing instruction itself can be defined.

. . 5 ). Cms : 5\ . e N T
This report. addresses the necessary fifst task ofsdefinition: N &
, Lo

a description df what constitutes writing 1nstruction in_a given

setting aa obserVed over an extended period of time. -In a prac-;

tical sense the elementary ‘grades make an apptopriate setting for

this first. task. Focusing on the early grades makes.especially_
- J a

Hi good sense in’ view Of Donald Graves 8 findings for the Ford
fE Foundation. Graves (1978) observes, "Of all the\school years,
"K-12, the most writing was c0nducted in the primary yearg*/énd

;proportionately ‘declined with each successive grade level"
LS P

(p. 38) . We addressed this task in this setting, ‘therefore,

", o
= . B N

_hoping that whatever we might find would make some early and

substantial contrabution to the present ‘state o8 the art of

writing’ insgxuction. S . A ‘:; L tf .

" | We began our'search for a definition with the premise :
that attempts°;o asses:‘writing instruction.have_not‘yet.bgen v‘

’ successfuI; Richard,Larsoni(i979)fhas confirmed this pointiin' )
S —_— N e

Q L SRR . Sf . .
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a working paper for the Conference on Gollege Composltlon and

/ {
Commﬁnlcatlon from 1ts commlttee on teacher evaluatlon.

L rson . '

"generally evaluated: (1) observatlon of classes, (2) ins eptlon

of students' gomments, (3) inspection of a teacher's~assignm ts,

(4) self-evaluatlon by the teacher, and (5) examlnatlon of the

A v,

£ writlng outcome; and he expla1ns how each of these procedures is .

currently defect1ve or 1nadequate. Moreover, llttle .progress .
has been made 1n developlng the knowledge necessary to 1mplement-
such evaluatlon. Accord1ng to Larson, “Epere 1s not ewen a body

- of research literature looklng to. the development of such ,
'knowledge"'(p. 4). ) Jﬂ'l‘ ' .'v.'-l= . ( Q_ ;‘l=_,;
'g' . ,IBoth scholars and teachers are llkely resources in_ the quest |
l © for-a means of evaluating wr1t1ng 1nstructlon, but not through “;0 W
thelr separate effortsj‘_;e m1ght assume, for example, that '
. f,” .scholars would contrlbute a valld, preclse, and comprehenslve
': - udeflnltlon of wrltlng, s0 that teachers mlght at least know the :“'\)
domain of the subJect _ But the f1nd1ngs of current research 1n ST
"com%9s1tlon theory make such an assumptlon questlonable, notwﬁth-
-stand1ng the 1ntens1ve effort that scholars have" commltted\to the‘yff
'components of such a def1n1tlon.. Aware of the wr1t1ng cr1s1s" -\
long before 1t became newsworthy in the early 1970's, composltlon

;n in the

theorlsts have produced confound1ng hypotheses, une
aggregate, their hypotheses 1n¢rease rather thaﬁ‘t 8
‘between theory . and pract1ce. Some years before the apphf;ﬂ

™ of Newsweek's. cover . story, "Why Johnny Can't Wr1te" (Sh1els,5i
1975), several scholars, 1nclud1ng Parke (1961), Braddock et ad

- - (1963), and Meckel (1963), had already proposed the need for

. K “ 4._ . ) {8 | ;:‘ . ' .. ,: "_ .. ._..'
' N ’ RN .o : :
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; to .a bas1c parad1

- . {, - ' ?
extenslve study of wr1t1ng behav1or. Rev1ew1ng research in
wr1t1ng and wr1t1ng 1nstruct10n, Braddock cited: five methodolo-
" gical stud1es ylth "intrinsic merits and 1nterest‘f (p. 56), 1

which could serve as p01nts of -departure fo# contlnulng research.

. The current state.of the art can be assessed in regpect to that

- survey of scholarship,\eégeoially‘to its confident tdywe. The

editors affirmed_the feasibility of designing.relatéd research
projects, and they'confidently.expected that'such research would
signifdcantly affect writing inStrdction and writing achievement. .
' But.now, seventeen yearsllater, after intensive.pergénal
and institutional effort and despite prodigious publication,

the scholarshlp about wr1t1ng and writing instructlon is frag-

.

mehted contradlctéry, paroch1a1 often arbltrary, and generally

alien to’ th#\teac ers whose task it is to teach writing. 1In

their anthology of researcﬁhin composition,ﬁdooper and Odell (1978)

' dall attention_to their own radically different assessment of

4 !

the situztion} The studies included in their volume promise
no COnt ojlinguknowledge of Writing as either a produot or a
process, and the editors compound one's reservatlons abou?} :
the state of the art, .offering merely the posslblllty of 1nd;

lng ways "to 11ft ourselves out of our own ignorance” * (p. xlfg)

Cooper and Odell convey an acute sense of unf1n1shed bus1ness

Scholafs in composltlon theory are try1ng to explain.

~

phenomena that are not usually measurable, so they must neces-

..sarily generate h potheses. To help descr1be the}expanslve

and.centrlfugal nature of their efforts, it is useful ‘to refer

for build%ng theories by stages: (1) qlassify

-~

29
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information; (2) derive hypotheses pertinent to the categories;

(3) test these hypotheses against new information and (4) revise-
%
)
and‘refine them; f1nally (5). relate the hypotheses to each other
within -superordinate categories. These five stages of 1nforma-
_ 2 iy :

[

The res rch efforts in compositioh theory are generally limited

to the first two stages: classif 1ng 1nformat10n and deriving ’i

-

_hypotheses. In general,‘no clear¥relat10nsh1p has bein esta-‘f
S ’.. v, _Q
| -_,' ’ I dgMies and m,ulti s !
Fo o«

S : ' }' &~f],sé§@& state of the art of

.-// 4

every NCTE perlodlcal attest tﬂ th1s. The exchange of 1nfor-'

,matlon among scholars aﬁé teachers suggests the logic of the
N " ot i /
™~ clas31f1ed seatlon of a newspaper, where help wanted and

et.' ~serv1ces offered rare;yulntersect. Occasional blbliographies
o andvvarious(ftfcrts at taxonomy have been immensely helpful

| 'ﬁuring the pastgfive ¥ears, but they tend to be momentary -
_&Mh " stays against cdnfusicn -

For- the classroom teacher the 1ncoherence of th1s scholar-

v »

;.' sh1p l;es partlcularly in the?flrst stage ‘of the researchn
paraclgm,-the categorlzing qf information: spec1f1cally,\&n
the abundant revisionhof extant classifications and the

>

o abrupt appearance of new ones. Schdlars record and describe -
S . « 2 :

information about :-the Writing;process-in dozens of porous

_ categories. The most frequent groupings of information in
o . Qn -
. ‘ o .o

\)4 i S /
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\ current

age are probably "invention," "stages of writing,"
. ’ s :
. "audience," "modes of discourse," and "evaluation."

ive dynamism of . the scholarship in gengeral can be

-

\ i

‘e1Vﬁp of- pre-wrltlng, wr1t1ng, and rewriting. Rohman s stages,

f

owever, cannét be equated w1th those that Britton (1975) called
a'%
preparatlon," "1ncubat10n," and."artlculatlon," whith he later

.
wn

changed to 'COnception,' "1ncubatlon," and "productiod' (1978) ;

-

nor.are they s1m11ar to those which Murray (1978) refers to as

"prevision," "vision," and \ﬁfv1s&on.. Some ear11er.c1ass1fica-

r-.l

. tions 1mp11ed that s ages of writing are d1screte, but this pre?

ﬁ’ mise .has been challe‘ ed by Peter Elbow (1973) who proposed that
. the wr1ter 1nvents aE\Well as rev1ses in cyc11ca1 patter s
. : v

throughouq'Fhe wrltlng\process, and by Murray~(1978),

and Sommers (1978;;who old that revision dccurs within‘each of’

Rohman%s’categories. The entire concept of discrete stages of

a process has been totally mod1f1ed tdrough success1v% qua11f1- o

cations wh redefine is proCess as being recurs1ve,' How

i

xshoﬁid thegizgcher addre?s this d11emn? of conflicting hypotheses?

' Another_famlllar c egory- £ 1nformation about writing is

.-modes of discourse," and thel dls’o?an‘tﬂ ciassificati‘ons of this

concept offer another example of hypotheses.that are continualiy

being amended and qualif}ed. Common%y/designated.as narrationti

description, exposition,.and 1ogica1°argumentation, these modes -
SR . | : . . ' ( ‘,;‘“

| A ,.»:',i.- | L
Q ‘ ‘ - 21a - ‘ ‘ °.'_
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focused on wrltlmg as a product. Then came substant1al changes.

Moffett (1968) defined them in terms of degrees of abstractness
e
as well as measures of d1stance between writer and audience.
. N
.Kinneavy (1971) refined their rhetorical value to accommodate

s

e - the varlouswpurposes &f dlscourse. Both Emig (l97l) and Britton
(1975) reformulated these modes to accommodate an emphasis on

_’wrltlng a rprocess, but their reformulatlons differ from each
: “

>y . other. Faced with these uneven, d1sparate views, how should

P :'3 the teacher expla1n the modes of d1scourse?
The domain of composltlon theory has been 1ncreaE1ng, and
the' manifold hypotheses about ill-defined. categor1es of

informatipn have been der1ved from ﬁany disclpllnes1-inc1ud1ng

»

~ ‘;f log1c, general linguistics, psychollngu;stlcs, soclollngulstlcs,

cogn1t1ve-deVelopmental psychology, 1nformatlon«theory, art1-.

\

,f1c1al 1ntelllgence,'and semlotlcs. Researchers tend to cele-

-

brage this dynamlsm + As Barritt and Kroll observe (1978) in:

‘,thelr comments on cognltlve-developmental psychology, "at

preSent, the best course for research in- compos1ng is probably 7

/ /eclectlc- choosing from a diversity of methods and comb1n1ng

varlous research parad1gms" (p 57)"

RS

The clas‘room teacher may readily sympathlze with K1ng s
-\

plea (1978) ‘for a theory to descr1be the state of the art or

agree with de Beaugrande s observatron (1978) that "a discipline

A ' )
B wh1ch ‘refuses to focus upon the totality of language use is

g

unllkefy to contr1bute directly to the development of‘a program
for teaching‘people-to use language better " (p. 135). 1Indeed,

the development of sudh a program seems improbable. Composition'

\ %
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tﬁeorists take it for’granfed that théy'musﬁ build neW'cate;

* gories in oraer‘to prgssnt their inﬁérp;gtat}ons of"coﬁ%osing
(Britton, 1975). More to the point, they even invite other
scholars to build new'category'systems (Emig, 1978). This'.
prolifer;tipn of categofieé is a useful heuristic for tﬁéorists,

b bﬁt"how does it affect writing instructors?

th% Mellqn'(l977) sternly answers this question# "We
havé novtheorfes of peaching:‘ Huﬁches aﬁazﬁypotheses ére not
éhgérigs: Last semester's ;ﬁﬁéeésful-lesson plans'afé not -
theorses. Observations 6f externalized behaviors of persons

//////engaged in composing are-not theories. Statistical tabula-

’ . tiéns of syntactic strﬁctures‘aré not theo}iés. ﬁfhe classrodm'.

f,pracpice éf,prpfessigndl hritefs:turned-teaChers is not a

theory. ' Even the most ingenious schemes for categorizing the

spectrum 6f discourse... . are not‘instructional theofie
(?;‘25. Reviewing the instrucﬁional materials thgt have re-
sulted jrom'cémpqsitioﬁ research, Mellon is pessimistic.
They reveal the "influence of féddishness, nearsi edness,
.vulherqbility to the hard educational sell coupled with a
naive belief in sfmple solutions,uand often é;tenden to
qjq(BP*~3-4).

< post with unseemly haste to commercial publication”

<

E 7 .

What is the relationéhi%between researchers and teachers

. . o
of writing? Researchers

are awarexthét cufrenﬁwgcholarship

has nof fi;tered into classroom practice. . Aftempting to explaiﬁ'

Why‘this is so, however, they generally 40 not mention the

myriad hxpotheses-and the confusion offuneven s;&tements about
s . ;

C ’ | A
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nstead trying to account for the gap between research and

' practice, they typieally focus on the teacher, emphasizing
. ~

what is wrong-headed about current practice. Girou¥ (1978)

summarizes what he perceives¢to be generalized attitudes; he

. - \ .
describes three kinds of: conventional aésumptions that teachers

' make, which are variously at odds with contemporary scholarship

‘and which - hamper writlng lnstructlon. He calls them technocratlc,

i -

~mimetic, and romantlc,’and he observes that they all riurture

mrsgﬁided‘notions of writing. The technocratic assumption leads

M . : : [

to,strict emphasis on“rules'and exhortations. The ‘mimetic . .-

o
assumptlon leads to a mode of lnstructlon 1n which students read

L}

models of good writing #nd then supposedly im1tate these models.

‘The romantic assumptio?’accomodates a need to make the student

ng, engenderlng an affectlve response to

\

writing at the expense of understandlng its essentially c0gn1tive

"‘eel good" about writ

nature. | B '),,_;/ dd . V

" The technocratic emphagis that Glghux refers to reflects a
wﬂble system of instruction which Young (1978) calls the "current
traditional paradlgm," and which he-characterlzes in this manner:
"ehe emphasis on the composed product rather'than the composing~£

.

process; the%analysis of discourse into words, sentences, and o
. , , , _
paragraphs; the-classification gf‘diacourse into description,
narration; exposition, ahd argument} the’ strong concern with
usage (syhtax, epelling, punctuation) and withistyle (economy,

clarity, emphasis); the preoccupation with 'the informal essay



1

o

and tHe research paper; and(éo on" (p. 31);“Despite the
insistence of contemporary theorists that these assumptlons
;}e simply not- founded on what wé now know about letlng,
Young implies, the paradigm nevertheless prevails. . _

Like Young, most scholars who address th1s subject askume
that a problem exlsts, but they 1dent1fy the problem d1fferently.
Accordr:g_to Stewart (1978), teachers employ outdated theories

because "composition research and teaching have not been con= -

sidered intellectually respectable... " {(p. l75), According

to Brown (1975), teachers are caught up in the1r own academic v

systems and, therefore, encourage their students to write .

."safe,“ boring essays. According to Graves (1975), teachers

present writing as a form of punishment rather than as an
active, expression of ideas and feelings. According to Emlg
‘(1927),the teaching of writing in elementaiy and secondary
‘'schools negativily affects the students' attitudes“towardf
writing. The authors of these articles characteristicallf .
assume that teachers must change what they are doing if writing
lnstruction is to improve. . 'ﬁ o

The need for change is defensible. Proposing*any given
¢hange may~-or may not be sound,_but,in any cése, unless there

-

/ ; .
is clear indication of how to manage such change, the proposal
is ‘useless. &nd if jan explanation represents some hypothesis

. ; )
of the“observer} it is likely to sound patronizing: teachers

should encourage students to write th1ngé that are enjoyable to

read (Brown, 1975), teachers should teach writing as an interdisci-

T

plinary endeavor (Fox, 1976); teachers should help the Students{

. 25/ o
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. - establlsh'a‘hlgh'degree of comfort W15h et ¢flthg task N
. (Hlpple, 1975),‘and so on. ’ . W N (

Va ]
l N i ‘ i

Some ‘projects inv 1v1n tea rs rica : I
P OJ nvolving CheTrs "} % AL fegearch on' .

writing instruction have been frulbfdl' gtnéfg have not. In

any case documentln “an opinjon’ out’ jting ‘
Y r : g P Ja ab \)}l w¥ 9 - lrlstruc.tion

is 1nadequate, espec1ally 1f such doq \h tjon lndetB teach

ers, is not 11ke1 to enga rs éxc
' ii o eng ge teaehe. i\ o9€ er. hing with

‘researchers. : L7

N .
‘The inadequacy of teache ay?
¢ inadequacy of teach r Pre? \Q mxnbnly cited

among descrlptlons of present writing \Qt uc? i°

' Poging the |
question. of what to. do about it.. pastey p75) MOt eg chat \ ’
teachers in‘general have not been train\q_f Write that secon- q
dary school teachers of English hyye b \h gined 1iferat o ilfii

> : ur ’ d
. ta ol A
rather than writing, and tha* elqmeh v gcba tgacherS'fre— a

. 4 :
quently do not even have the backggdu kh wle 9 of literatuyre. .

" ' whlch might enable them to responq t Fh& wf worqv (p. 597L«J:

tlonal measures to redress this sj aat‘Q ormy )
t n py f N training

"In a random survey of 3% univer igies’, \v fou ng that .69

(p. 638)

Walmsley (1980) opts or shorlng R

each ’
¢ Sx training

1nst1tut10ns 19 thls respect. Baggd o §“ tion ires addressed

to one group of elemenfary teachers who §§ ldipated in worksh
\ n Workshops

. up e
on wr1t1ng 1nstruct1 and another gro Qnroil‘d

4y a graduate

course on elementar reading--eigh 4'&” grs
. gTelghey e 5o i au--Walmsley

BN

{
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observes that even such interested teachers as these "have

) “;very limited training experiences, and appear to know rather

- littledeout!writing,authorities,and about where to find good’

L

‘articles'on writing research or curriculum." (p. 734)
But Walmsley 8 proposition that pre-serv1ce training
- —~-Be oyerhauled however fruitfuL seems not to address two separ-

y. ate but self-evident obstacles. f&e concerns formal instruction,
which in view of the Shiftlng hypotheses that comprise composi- ’ﬁ
tion. theory, would be continuously subject to revision. TH"
other obstacle concerns® the placement of teachers. Most teachers
who will be_Working during the next seven or eight years are
-alréady in place; their situation calis for continuous reinforce—
ment in precisely what they are‘teaching whi#e they are teaching
it. : ' » , : _ .

e One durable prospect for learning on the job was suggested

early twenty years ago in NCTE's report;nThe National Interest

and.ehe Teaching,of English (1961). One of five suggestions

- for focusing study on various subjects, 1nclud1ng comp051tion,
was this: "Encouraging teams of college scholars to work with
“teachers in local schools" (p. 4). More recent commentary helps
tg out this suggestion into: perspective. -"Teachersﬁrightfully

. seek out ideas which have direct application.to their classroom
teaching," Lucking (1978)‘%§serves, "and the truly good teachers
probably'W1sh to understand thoroughly the reasons for- selecting
one teaching approach over another" (p. 578). He suggests_that

‘all training closely’goordinate both language theory and teaching
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of
methodology with the classroom teaching itself Chew and s
Schlaw1n (l978) offer a prudent caution about the ways of
integrating these disparate bodies of knowledge. "Too often

/‘9'
inservice programs patronize teachers instead of capitaliZLng

\ on the expertise they have developed in the classroom" (p. 602).
7 Given all theseiconsiderations,dhoﬁ might researchers
‘collaborateawith teachers to generate a precise description of P
vwriting instruction? Doubtful of tMe research .mode that pre7//
sents tgachers as subjects with. little or no understanding of
the researcher s a priori hypotheses, we decidedeR’engage in
a collaborative study which by its nature, would preclude such
.hypotheses. We had no hypotheses to prove or to disprove. We
therefore could not--and would not--1ntérfere with the process
© 0 of discovering whatever'we might find As teachers and research-
ers interacting, we planned to describe and then to analyze
what we-described, so- that subsequent studies ﬁight refine and
develop our findings. The testing of hypotheses, thereby, was
at least two steps beyond our study. A //,

Even so this project would present Other;problems in re-
search procedures, and some of them would/be'unique. Most
‘studies, even those which Medley (l977f\carefully sel ts on'the
basis of empirically obtained relationships, do not appear to be
generalizable to the observation of writing.instruction.i More-
over,-evenvcurrent hypotheses about teaching would require modi-

fications. Berliner's notion (1978) of'”academic learning time" and

%if effect on student achievement was seductive, but since writing

) .. ’ '.
28 . :
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in the elementary schools is o‘te ﬁerged with other language-
4

arts (reading, speaking, and llSt ning), an observer would find

1t difficult 4o separate the“ 3 block assigned to ¥riting.

It became evident, therefore, that a whole newaramework
had to be designed for observ1ng writlng instruction. Griffin
(1977) hae eﬁpressed such a need. _Significantly, she notes
that such an‘observation should be natural, rather than experi-

mental, focu;;d on the act or process rather than onethe
result or‘product, and-addressed di‘ectly to behayior rather
than to coded reports abont,behavio . |

Dunkin and'Biddle's notion (1974) of the importarice of
observi?? the process of -teaching appeared to be applicable.
So did'Berliner}s description of,teaching-functions: academic
monitoring, diagnosis, prescription, and providing feedback.
But since virtually nothing is known*apout writing instruction
as a proce§§?or about the functions that writing teachers engage
‘ 'in, we decided that_our'observation of elementary teachérs

shonld be naturalistic, rather than experimental. Sucniobser-
vation would accommodate the lack of any hypotheses about
writing instruction and allow us to derive categories which
would eventually describe sudh instruction. ]

Although the hypothesqf of Berliner and Griffin are use-
ful,_like,most hypotheses about how to observe teaching they
do not consider the teacher as an active participant in such
3Pserg§tion. Two studies, however, do postqlate that partici-

’ pants should play a.major‘role in observation. As(earlyias

1967>fG1aser and Strauss formulated a procedure for conducting
’ _ *

0f - | 29
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. qualitative :esearch, which entaihﬁpthree successive operations: «
(a) categories.of information are defined by informants in
.the settiﬁg; (b) the categories are tested and refined by the
résearghers; and (c) ‘the cétegdries are used to describe the
behaVidr‘of’peO§1e in the settingﬁ 2
| ‘This.procedure offered us a point of departure, alth?ugh
significantly it involves participaﬁzs that are informers, but

not collaborators. More recently, Mergendoller, Ward and \

Tikunoff (1979)-have formulated and applied collaborative

%ﬁy strategiés suitable for a naturalistic setting. They -stress

the idea, shared by soci¢10gists and psychologists, that

.,"feality is understood through the individual and‘sdcial'con—

struction;of expianato:y categories! (p. 1l). Sﬂéh'categdries,
they indicate; should résultlfroﬁ col;aboration among members

of a team "working with parity" éhd "assuming equal responsibi-
lity“ (p. 10). Most impdrtantly, they ihdicate that:#hé problem
which the team chooses to'focus on should not be predetermined
by the ;ééearcher; rather, it "should emerge from the mutual
concerns and inquiries of tge team, and above all, should

attend to the teacher's problems" (pp. 14-15).

With such a goalvin @ind, we raised some inéicaéive.ques-
tions, and we.embarked on collaborative_research for the
answers. These.threé questions informed our task.

1. What is Writing instruction ‘in the elementary schools? -
* This question breeds a c;uéter>of others, adaressing
epistemoloéy and 10gis£icslin.no parﬁiculaf order. How

do teachers perceive-writing? What do they pr0pose to

30 -
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teach, apd how do' they. go about the task? Where’a oes

wrielng f1t into the curr1cuium? What is the doma1n of

P \
)

writinq 1n$truct10n? And what does that instruction’
consrst of? These questlons have obvious contextual
implicatlpns which suggesb the next leading question.

: 1 4

What forces}directly 1nf1pence wrlting instruction in

ﬂ elementaryﬁighools? ‘. o e

Thls,gﬁ stion suggests a determinism at work. What

~ are the constraints in the'teaching‘andbeearning environ-
ment? Whatﬁé!e the enabling factors? .Given all of thefelé—
ments of a teaching conteXt, what are the teacher's assump-
tions about'Writing‘and writing instruction? How do these
elements.combine in defining or delimiting a teiche !

. goals and intentions? -

3.  How can collaboratlve research be used teo design effective

o

writing 1nstructlon?

Unraveling this question raises three more questions be-
yond the f1rst (What is writing 1nstruct10n?) ; These three
questlons raise new issues: What is effectlve wr1t1ng
instrhction? How mlght it be designed? And wh:t is the
role of collaborative research in the des1gn task? The
first issue, ahout effectiveness, implies that the com-
ponents of writing instruction, once identified, can be
anaiyzed well enough to make them assessable. The second
1ssue, about the design task, implies that these compo-

.nents can be mod1f1ed and manipulated to achieve some

desired outcome. The third issue, about the role of




.16 j - ) | -
collaborative research, coﬁce;ns fhe-effiéacy_of.ihterff
1 : agtion émong.tegchers and researchers in éddréésihg‘éil
of thése issues. . | : o -
%ﬁé'first test of’iis eéficac& was at hand as we began ) co
this study. Not knowing the answers to these indicative'ques-
" tions, despite the myriaé,,disjunctive statements that might
bé answérs'ifiwe could Eelate'them; we proposeé to eg;age thg"
teachers as peers and colleagueQ in our search: We reasoned
that if anyone could»find a way to describe whét teaéherq do, ' \\
ﬁhey could. And defining ; common lqnguage of writing inétruc- .
tion.might help usf@o assimilate many things,that are now |

-

known but not yet linked>togéﬁﬁ:;3
The collaborative mode wouid“hecessqrily limit our search
in certain ways and enable it in othefs. If the teachers.and
researchers were to peers, then the téachers.could—not be
subjects. We could not address ﬁhe effects of théir»ﬁeachigg.
nor the evaluation of-tﬁeir effotts. -Mofeéver, we would need
teachers representing different frames of reference insofar
as that hight be possible. For these reaéons, theéefore( we
- | could not géneralize our. data beydnd pfecise,-definable ﬂimitskv 3
These capabilities and thesg limitations.are addres;eé”iA, '
Chapter Two of this report, cdncerning our resea;ch design.
We then turnftb the leaéing'questions that we have jgst'
’.raised, addressing‘fifét,bin Chapéer Three, the Benée of a
.context within whicﬁ writing instruction occurs. -Chapter Four,
the lgngest part of thi; report, éonfronts_the main questidn:. p

_ *
What is writing instruction in the elementary schools? And

3

3z
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A '
éhapter Five discusses the possibilities of collaborative
réSearpg in the task of designing effective w;itihg instruc-
| tion;‘Ehat final chaptérw%s'based on our inferences about the
way*-if.x wich we as a tea}ﬁ;‘éddresseé tthe‘main question and
abou£ tgé'sign;ficance of thé kind of information we disgovered
Ehéreby.l By adaféssing the indicativeé questions together, we
prdposed=;o‘s;ate éﬁswerS'";of else.better guestions--in
. e % . : :
the teaclgrs” wofas. We proposed to deriye a meaningful_l
. deécrip ion of writing instruction as a basis for ;hose'studies
of effectiveness that might later be undertaken. '

The ﬁe#ningful'description, in fagt,'turned out to be more
than a vocabulary. It is a set of related coﬂétrhqps that.
reveals a context of constraints, assumptions, intghtions, and

. _ -
various kzgds of tactical decisiong by which teachers delineate
writing instruction.’ It érovide:é:\bémmon.way of talking about

A
this complex- activity.

A~
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- we intended our proéedures: to be repl

. of: the ERIC index of journals in edu

.which guidelines for future research Sight be inferred. Andax xoy

.Chapter Two - o : »

| Research Design: The Progressive Coding of

) , ,‘Naturalisticiobservation 7 (k('"J 3&

.
A}

The reseagch design described?here was intended to define
and test a set of procedures bx\which teachers and researchers

together could precisely describe and classify the components 3

of writing instruction. We inteénded these procedures to remain “&-
R

v

conceptually simple, to yield acceptable reliability in ‘the

coding; and.to enable the observers to learn their tasks byf
LI : “
performing them. The procedures had to accommodate both types

s

"‘.t

-
A

of data analysis which Glaset" ajnd Strauss (1976) describe, ;‘Z L\
namely, hypothesis testing and theory generation,,for possible

oy ey _""

use at a later time. Accordingly, this study was'designed tq

X,
1 ’r
. -

%

yield a model of writing instruction that would be capable of

>
o

desélibing the instructional proces‘yand of yielding data from - .'g

.’

!

cable by other teams in {‘L§
4 .
other settings. C _ o . ' AL' . .

We began this study with no data base for reference,ssince
almost no research has seriously addressed methods and pracé¥&§ ’é

4

dures of writing instruction in elemgn ry schools. (a search

-

ion reveals thag only
twenty-nine articles written between 1968 and mid-1980 have ~
focused on this subject, they are annotated in Appendix G.
Few of these articles concern theory, and some are;merely
autobiographical.) The paucity of substantial research,
therefore, indicated a need to avoid assumptions and to base.

our research design on naturalistic observation.

. P 34
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Naturalistic Observation /

r : ' .
TN

In accordance with protocols established for naturalis;ic
observati;;, summarized by Mergendoller, Ward and Tikunoff (1979),
we accomodated three aspects of "the classroom environment:
natural behavior, natural setting, and natural treatment. s

v . Drawing from Tunnel's work (1977), Mergendoller et al.. describe
natuﬁal behavior as behavior that "is part of the person's
"existing response repertoire,"\natural setting as one in which
"people regularly find themselves," .and natural treatmeéent as
treatmeﬁfﬂthat "the subject would have~e#perienced'. . . with -

' or without‘the presence of researchers; (p. 20) . ~ Accdrdingly,
as.much as possible, obgervation did not*modify the classroom
activities. } . '

“We used a large,.mixed.group of‘observers. The rationale
for this decision is reasonabiy evident. 1In the beginning of
the project, all observers were expected to recorxrd different

'!gi events or the same events differé%tly. The large size of th

% ’ group and the extended range ‘of perspectives were both deéif//le,

fﬁs’we wanted to create a useful abrasion among thé team members

ii and to avoid achieving premature closure.in defining concepts

by which to describe.writing instruction. Greene (1977) has ‘8
pointed out that teachers have different epistemologies; even

"homogeneous—groups of teachers represent different ways of
describing the samefevents, and she_has/proposed that these -
differences be used to focus energies.

We enriched oxt deliberations mith these natural differ-

ences qy associating the elementary schoolﬁtgachers with /
L L o & : T
ERIC Qaadh
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E glassroom observers whose frames of reference reflected

writing instruction at other grade levels. These other
classraom observers were four writing instructors and an
educational psychologist; their aggregate experience in writing
instruction ranged from grade three through thirteen. The
different perspectives were intended to enable team members

to make inferences together, but these ‘diffetences would be *
advantageous only if al1 team“members had egual status in the
PrOJECt- Such equity was, in fact, the case; the eight class-
room teachers and the other observers were all full collab-
orators in developing the model of writing instruction de-
scribed in Chapter Four.

‘We designed a team to.consist of eight teachers repre-
sénting grades three through six and also acting as nonpar-
ticipant observers (T-ﬁp).in one another's classrooms, five
nonpanticipant observers (NP), the principal investigator,

a consultant from the Rhode Island Department’ of Education,

a project coordinator, and four researchers delegated to special
tasks. The NP- observers and the researchers were drazj)ﬁrom
!he membership of the Center for Research in Writing and its
staff of research contractors. The principal investigator
participated‘in all of the designated tasks in order to gain

a close knowledge of them. These activities were instrumental
to the P.I.'s primary responsibilities, which included coor-
dination of- tasks and schedules, liaison with the Department

of Education and school district personnel, and the reporting

of the study.
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Selection of‘Teachers and Classrooms -

Our criteria for selecting teachers Were related to the
tasks they would perform. Obviously, the teachers would be
crucial to the outccme of this ‘study. We reasoned that they Y
could not cnly provide original infcrmation but algo assess ‘the
authenticity of whatever we might discover:

We had eight criteria for qelecting teachers to the teajf,
the first two. of which concerned -the diversity of our sources
of information, namely, the teachers themselves and .the classes
they taught. (1) We sought teachers who would represent dif-
ferent degrees of experience, dffgerent attitudes, and different
teaching styles. (2) We sought whatever ranges we could find
among the student populations with respect to their socioceconomic

stiitus and also to the type of instruction tfey might be likely °

x4

° to receive. The next four of our criteria related directly to

the tasks themselves. Each teacher had to agree to (3) observe
other 4e@achers, (4) be observed By other teachers, (5) share

with one's teammatee all of the information that these obserya-
tions might yield, and (6) engage in rigorous'analysis of this
information. . (7) We sought teachers who Qould_be,sufficiently
self-confident to engaée the scholars as ’ell as other teachers‘ ,
on the team. (8) We'wanted teachers who wculd be available to

i h
meet a demanding.schedule of conferences and meetings throughout

the school year. o .

To assess the availability of persons who might meet fges‘

criteria, we hadr;;ied the R.I. Department of Educati n to

identify teachers in any of the 38 elementary school districts

37
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in the State. With the help of superintendents and school
prineipals, the Department identified sixty-one teachers who .
had been recommended by et least one school administrator. . In
the aggregate, they had taught from four to twenty;five years
at grnde levels from three to fourteefi. enty of the nominees
volunteered to attend and nineteen o:ﬁt;eszolunteeredito parti-

cipate in this, descriptive study.

¢

These teachers also completed a questionnaire which asked
them in.several different ways to 'note some of their own
teaching patterns and also to indicate what they consideéred to
be effective writing instruction. Their‘answers to.the questions .
revealed a set of conventional,‘;ubigc attitudes about writing,
a wide range of practices in the teaching of writing, and some -
indication that these co?ventionaiv;ttitndes and the actual ‘
practice might #@ at odds. Given the procedure‘by'which they
hnd been nominated and their own willingness to participate in

research, these teachers clearly represented a responsible com-

-munity of 6pinion about writing instruction in the elementary

schools, so their ansters to the questions thereby presented us

with an early sense of the context of this study.

There was a remarkable range in the time these teachers

allotted to writing instruction.. They were asked the n r of
arfiiix

days each week during which'they taught writing; their rs

- ranged from one to five. “They'were asked what percéntage of

the ianguage arte curriculdn they‘devoted to writing instruction;
their answers ranged from iO% to 70%l They were asked what
percentage of inetruetiqp.in other eubject areas they devoted
N o
- ; Ebgﬁ
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to writing ;nstruction; their answers ranged from 0% to 70%.

Theqe vastly different emphases on writing instruction could

be a.function of many unknown variables, one of which might [
be their different bercept;ons of what constitutes writing

instruction.

Their conventional attitudes were engendered by convention-

al éuestions. When asked, "What is effective writing?", they

* _ .
‘answered with remarkable similarity, confirming what Young (1978)

defines as the "contemporary traditional paradigm" (c}tgd in
Chapter One). Heie is a synthetic responhe constructed from
seven different answers: ”Abgve af;, effective writing is
communication. This communication has thé characteristics of
being clear, concise, logical, and grammatical." And here is a
response constructed from four other answers: "Writing is the'
clear, concise, lqgicalf and gfammatical expression of thought
and ideas.™ All answers equated writing with communication, and
Ewo of them implied critéria fof"effeétive spdech ("Good writian/
communicates as effectively as speech."). In {sum, they not only
perceived writihg as a product,. but as ? produc exclusiveiy in
the tranéactional mode, focused on ;he reader with intent to

R .
persuade. Their answers ‘aid not acknowledge that writing itself
~. . .

might be a learning mode or even that writing is a process in

any sense, ~

But when the teachers were asked to cbde information about
classroom intg;gg&ign that might be relevant to writing instruc-
tion, many of their answers showed an awareness of writing

instruction as a process, and a sensitivity to formative
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evalua?ion. The questionnaire presented them with different
aspecté of classroom interaction, based on the cl%faification.
sttﬁms of both Bellack (196?) and Flanders (1970), and asked
them to degcribe what might be effettive writing instraction as
categorizaa by_Ebese'activities. -Fourteen 6f the teachers, for
example, felt that go&l setting should be structured to students'
needs and“should be geared to step-by-step progression. As for o~
presenting information, seven ég—the teachers-felt that stuéents
should be allowed to respond and to make suggebtipns as part of
the'preqent;tion, and two of them stated éhat the teachers
should present information inductively and allow for discovery.
Somer of their observations about évaluatibn were sophisti-
cated in addition to showing good practi;e; Evaluation, for
example, should begin with the assignment, which should be
« categorically clear about the,task; The wqitteh work should be
evaluated in ;erms of t@e goals that'the-feachg: and the students
" had discussed. Two teachers felt that ayaluation should entail
at, least twd drafté of writing, with thevteacher responding io
the #irst draft and then allowing the student to rewrite. Two
other teachers perceived that-evaluation should not merely be
'addressed to the content of a paper bthrather to the way in
which it presented ideas. ?
The responses of the teachers to thié.guestionnaire helpgd
us to formulate some of thg guiding quest;ons that Becker (1958)
suggests be used to design‘a naturalistic study. In particular,

these teachers had indic&ted.that when they regarded writing

instruction in a situational sense, they did indeed have codes

o - , ) 4() ' ’ -
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beyond the contempoﬁary traditional paradlgm Discovering

‘those codes and the way they cluster was the purpose of our
descr1pt1ve research. |
These nineteen teachers later partlclpated in a dis~-

i 3
tussion of their answers with the f1ve1researchers appolnted

e,

"to the team and two members of the researchhand-evaluation'
staff of the Department of Educatlon. In addition to the
'f”\ _ -composltlon of their classes, the1r__nswers to the questlon-

E; j na1re and their dlscussion of these answers determaned the -
membership of the team. We selected seveﬂ‘women and one man,
,representing two classrooms at’ each ofvfour radellevels. _ -@

three through six. Our cholces were fortunate. All'eigﬁt-

teachers met the personal cr1ter1a forajglectlon.ﬂ,Slnce.the'
. .

ction was

: 8 TR

n degree of trust and cooperatlon . ~
k! ) . @ 7

“'amoni'all ‘team members, this we acﬁr ved.~ All were veteran

) . : .research team was unu::zlly large, in

‘and we needed an unco

o

teachers with seven or more years ‘of

eméhtarx ;qhool teachlng 31

experlence. Even more to the polnt ill £ tﬁéﬁ.shared an
a&){,:\“_ EEN
interest in wr1t1ng 1nstruct on suff1c1ently strong”to mot1— P

¢ ‘ N Q-P,;.

' - vate them to devote much of their free time to thr@ project

' v
»

KW
for twelve months.” All were t ach1ng wrltlng lessons in the1r

IS

classes (while many other teachers in the same}schools &ere not)

-

These teachers also fulfrlled the cr1ter1a necessary for Lo

J

‘the selectlon of the1r classrooms. Accordlhgly, thesé class-
. rooms represent a considerable range in student populatlons and
instructional modes. Table l dlsplays thls d1ver£{tyaaccoif_;p
ding to the spec1f1c codes’ we assigned each team member in .

preparation for later.reductlon of data. The eight teachers

; | e c
g a1




were de\ignatSH by their classroom numbers: #31 and #32
forvthe ﬁyo~third grades, #41 and #42 for the two fourth
grades,'ahd so on; the fivefnonparticipant observers were
designated‘as NP #1, NP #2, and so on. Our»findings in
various parts of this report are displayed in terms of these’
deslgnators. Whenever appropriate, however, we cite the
teachers&anonymously,w1th arb1trary_deslgnators: Teacher A, % ,
?eacher B, and so on. . < | ' |

The teacher deSignatorsqare used in Table 1 to display
the more prominent features of thg eight classes in onr_study;
these:classes'differed markedly. €Three schools were located
in the inner citf, three were s&burban, and ‘two were in'small
towns. And the aggregate enrollment representgg a broad range-

(
of famllyiincomes. The Rhode Island Department ‘of Education

‘ranks the g’beral sociceconomic status of school populations

: heterogeneous asslgnments{ Wour of the classes were self-

\

Ji
‘

’:/were distinctive in other ways as well: .one was limited to

‘speaking (LES) populatlon.

'#anght'the same group of stydents). Three of the classes(

in the state on a one to nine schle; these eight schools
covered the entire range from one to nine. Two of the schools)
assigned students to classes by ab111ty lével; six used
contained (the same teache tgpght all subjects except art

nd music); four had spegialized instruction (several teachers

- ) - \ N
giftedibtudents, one\was in a magnet school that presented

1nnovat1ve programs, and one had a large 11m1ted-English-

v

- LA
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r~ ' _ - Table 1--Context of Classrooms :
rGom #31 #32 1 fs1 - |#52 61 #62
| Grade Levels R~4 R~4 5 - g6 _ |[&s rz-s k-6 5-6
r Experience (years) |9 7 9 10 - 1 |17 171
r In-Service Writing [none -  [nene none e‘pqurég none mone - |none one course
) . B . - .
. District Population (156,000 {17,000 120,000 51,000 156,000 25,000 72,000 16,000
f Neighborhood urban urban rural jsuburban |urban rural suburban ' |suburban
ity (percentage)  |50% Cau- [50% Cau- |99% Cau- 9% Cau- |66% Cau-  [100% Cau- [100% Chu- [100X Cau-
' casian caslan casian | casian casian caslan casian casian
. o 402 Black|25% His- 342 Black o S ~ _
X 102 Other|panic? ‘
b 25% Other|
conbmic Statusd 1-2 1-2 -3 -3 1-90%/4-10% |3 3 34
~ '-;:: g ) ‘- o . 7
:-Inv&;vepent active inactive factive ctive_ very actilve |active active very active
£ Insé;uction special- |special- |special- jself- self- self- self- ‘spécial—
; ized | 1zed . | 1zed contained) contained | contained| contained | 1zed
Groupi&g - /| hetero- |hetero~ |homo- hetérOe | hetero- -  |hetero- hetero- homo=
- ''geneous | geneous | geneous | geneous. | geneous ‘geneous | geneous | geneous -
1 (gifted) - . ' . -
pal's Years at School|3 6 e s s 12 5 12
Iment 125 3 29 32 25 BEY 2 s
Selected From 21, 23 28 28 24 133 29 27

17’ygars administration

3

) 2Latino-and'Portugese 3KEY: 5-upper class 3-piddle - l-poverty
‘ 4 "4-uppe: middle 2-working |

level

8¢
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Progressive Coding - *

A Y

We had two goals for the observation of writing in-
struction in these eight classrooms. FOne, as we mentloned
_earlier, was to evolve a modol of writing 1nstruct10n, a
system of codes to describe the ingtructional process. (By".'ﬁ\
"code" we mean a category of information within a syste? of_
categories.) We wanted to design a valid system, based on
the terminology‘of the teachers. Our other goal was.to'ase
and test a set of procedures-for evolving such aqsystem of
codes. Actually, we regarded the procedure for evolvxng a
valid and reliable system of codes as more lmportant than'

-

the system itselﬁ, 'since any system we mlght des1gn could be

refined or amended asqapproprlate by other reseancf:ﬁs us1ng
‘the same procedure in other settlngs.._ : - E‘n ' ’.w»lgsﬁdh.f;
We concur with Griffin (1977) that not enough is known

)
about writing instruction to begin observation with an

.;’.: o

a priori code. As indicateéd in tie preliminary questionnaire
just cited, the teachers were already.teachipg writing .S
-according to some partial codes without'hecessarily knowing ,
how, ér even whether.these codes might be mutually related.

.In two ways th1s fact 1ndicated to us the importance of
collaborative research. We wanted whatever codes we might

evolve to reflect the terminology of the teachers. But

we wanted more than merely a familiar vocabulary- we wanted

the codes to convey a sense of the goals or 1ntentlons im observed
behavior. The answers to the preliminary qyestionnaire :2%-
firmed that soﬁe goals or intentions were implied in the

i

teaching behavior that the teachers considered to be eéﬁgctive.

L 7

45
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Teschers' goals‘or intentions, we ipasoned, would be crucial
.to our analysis of'whatevér‘classroom activity we might
.observe, since they would ingluence the decisions that
teachers ‘make during the instructiongl process.

We‘wanted to be able to infer intentions fromfbehavior,

} ‘hd the possibility of doing so would be'greatly'affected by the
dynamics of the observational team. Accordingly,. this study
could proceed‘only with the full collaboration of the teachers,
and it would depend largely on their inferences about whatever: |

5\\\\ we might observe together. The teachers, therefore, could not

| be subjects as teachers might be in a research study committed
to testing hypotheses. Only if they were full members of the
research team could we gain some knowledge of how the.teacheqfa
%eggeive what they de, a'subject thst none of us knew'very

h.msch about. o»

Accordingly, the research design.wouldbhave to ensure each
-team member 's having -an equal and'significant role in the

. . - »> .
gathering and interpreting of‘datpa, and we would minim;ze as far

as possible the undtie inflten of any finiversity bias. The
teschers would censtitute the majority of the tesh, snd our
decisions. would be made by cohsensus. At our first pienary
meeting (P, 9/8/79) we agreed that no team member would be s
evaluated and that the only object of evaluation would be\our
own work-in-progress. We renewed this pledge to ourselves
frequently thereafter.

As the instrument of oﬁr collaborative research we

chose the'proéedure of progressive coding. In the broadest

46
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\ " ’
'rcsense, progressive coding consists of Juxtaposing 3 des-
y o s
. cription of behavior with actual behavior through succes- (//
" “sive observations and then modifying the description to

make it conform to the actual‘behavior. The procedure is a

ﬂsimple algorithm of steps that are repeated, like a loop in
a computer program, until a definition is precise enough to -
. . be used reliably.

HaVing no code to begin wit? we used narratives to

4

record our first observations. We wrote stringh[of inde-

'pendent_clauses in the present tense, which eac observer
. B E) ST A .

".was frée to abbreviate or not.

‘e

Teacher‘tells'students about paragraphs (t, ss, para).

-

Student 'asks about complex sentences;(&} ?2t, sent).

: We'recorded these'early observations on split-sheet pages.
;Eacﬁ observer recorded the narrative of what occurred on the
;.left Slde of a page and used the right side for impressions

oxr Speculations if time permitted From these narratives,

{

Ceat

we compiled a gross list of words or phrases denoting what
. had occurred in the classroom. Thisvlist was actually a set
*of primitive codes that we continued to test by successive
- observations in all of the classrooms. ° Chapter Four describes .
the evolution of those codes into constructs, that is, into
- precise definitions of observed behavior supported by examples.
Tojanticipate that discussion we describe here the

'proCedureaby which these constructs evolved. In the observation

..process both-  the T-NPsxand the NPs functioned in exactly the -

A
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same'way. Each observation‘visit wae recordeo‘on pages of
NCR paper, enabling the observer (either a T-NP or an .NP)
to retain one copy, to leave another copy with the classroom
teacher, and to give a third copy to another.team member
(either an NP or a T-NP) who had not obserued tgis class
session. These three team members then met to analyze the
observation :Lcord and make aporopriate inferences. By
arrangement the participants of the trindry meetings were
always two T-NPs and one NP, who kept the minutes of the
meeting.

| The.trinary meetings ‘were both the means and the record
of our progressive coding; they were crucial to the outcome
of our study. Neither teacher nor observer had an
unbiased or fully informed view of the observed ieaéon;
and the team member who hao not observed the class had only -
the recotdwtoggo by. Together they analyzed and combined
their pe;ceotiohs of ;:the lesson, clarifying their various
interpretations, and sometimes disagreements. Each‘
meeting lasted an hour or so.

The minutes of these proceedings typically emphasize

unfinished business. The power of progressive coding, in
fact, depei%s on unfinished business. The procedure
requires both an awarehess of the current inadequacies

of the coding systém and a willingness to retain some of

these inadequacies in the system until they can be resolved,

\ ’ -
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//- .O. ) / - s
| z/During the academic year we held forty trinary .
meetings, repeatlng every permutatlon of team members
three or four times. The mihutes of these meetings were
cr&culated to all team members every‘two weeks: in all,
a/record of some 40,000 words. We will cite theee minutes o
wherever approprlate throughout thls report, u51ng a 51mp1e

;reference for the purpose; if we cite trinary meetlng #27,

for example, we will refer to "(T27)." The date of that

meeting.end the designators ofnthe three participants can ' )
be found’ in Appendix A which,ideﬁtifies‘al} of\the formal
meetings'of the team.rhrogghout this study. Thése include
plenary-meetings (cited as "P" and £hé date) and also NP
meetings, whose functiqn.it was to set.the agenda for the
plenary meetings.

Each type of meeting served'a different function in
facilitating the flow of_informatipn rhroughout the team.
As already indicated, the trinery meetings were- the
primary means of prEEEESsive coding. At the ;lenary meetiﬁgs

we confirmed decisions about poligies and procedures,

often using subgroups to help forgulate our discussions.

The NP meetings served to link the two. Given the large .

number of team members and the consequent‘need to resolve
difficulties as soon as possible, the structural meeting.

schedule was necessary. Surprisingly, we even found it

comforting to add more meetings to our original schedule;
we had anticipated five pIéEZ}y meetings, and we actually

held eleven, most of them at the suggestion of the teachers.

Na
(Yo
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" And after the SCheo year we conveped five more times to
review the data we"‘hada geno‘ratefi.é_gis network of
meetings ensured each team member of becoming' a full
- participant, with an opportunity to make a significant.
.contribution to the results of the study. All of us .
recognized that each member's contribution-was in fact -
‘both real/and'nqusoary; ' ®
In tactical terms, this communication netWork'enabled
" us, to move tLrough successive stages of defining, testing, =«
and refining categories of information. At the.outset we
had in mind three sets-of tasks: first, to identify codes
of behavior; then, to define a valid set of codes; finally,
to achieve acceptible reaigpility in using categoxies of
codes, that is a coding system, to describe writing i"yfﬂ
instruction. To Sustmyé these sgcce331ve stages of |
progressive coding, we scheduledﬁten obeefvation cycles
of two weeks each throughout the school year, with a
review period after evefy two cyeles. Trinafy meetings
occurred during the obsefvation cycles,land plenary
meetings occurred during the review periods. An

approximate schedule linked the ten observation cycles

to the rough stages of progiegsive’jfding._




Observation Tasks
Cycles- :
Preliminary Workshop: observing

videotyped classes.

.
?
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Objectives

Clarify dbserverfs.role.

l &2 Describe instruction. Develop tentative code
- clusters to describe com-
ponents of instruction.
2 S T
3 & 4 Test tentative cluster Prepare first draft of
of codes. Do the codes categories of codes;
apply across grade. determine unit of analysis.
levels? Modify codes?. S E !
Add new codes? *‘—\\\
586 4[Use first draft of Define and refine categorles
. coding system to ob- to improve validity of codes.
- serve activities. ‘ :
3 . | ‘ o ‘
7 & 8 Continue to use coding Define and refine codes g
4 system and begin re- improve reliability of @
liability procedur .servers (as well as validl¥®
: ’ ~of codes).
B ] - ' . LY
9 & 10 - Continue with codi Define and refine codes for :
system and also re ia--'acceptagle reliability.
bility procedure. ) :
- %
Unit of Analysis .

Each classr?om was observed twice in each, observation

cfcle,'twengy times during the year. All of the &Ez:::ation
: visits to all classes during the ten cycles totaled .

One prima;y constraint detgrmined the logistics of observa-

tion and, in fact, -the number of NPs that we needed. Since

the teachers did not wish to leave their own clésées more

. than twice a month, we limited each T-NP's schedule to one

¥

- o 51 - .




Y

observation visit in every cycle. Accordingly, to achieve

36 .

A
w

« ’Tﬂ;adequate coverage and also continuity of experience, each of
A - './

fourlNPs observed twice as often, that 1s, twice in every

':’.’_&’ v,
SR
h l‘""‘
S

gtituted as needed.)_

cxcle._ (The team 8 fifth R

To familiarize ours  with the context within which
-lv writing is taught, we i ;tially observed periods of writing -

i _ ‘ instruction and periods of instruction in other subjects. ~
During the first two cycles, the duration of each observation
visit was a half-day.b Thereafter, observers stayed only
for the periods of writing instruction, which were generally

ﬂgixty to ninety minutes long. In tH& last two observation

' cyEles,,however,‘ve resumed observation of instruction in .
other subﬁects, in addition to onr regular observation
schedulé, in order td testrtﬁé“uniqueness of writing
instruction. .

) Within each period of writing instruction we define a unit
of analysis.so as to make it acdessible to a naive observer.
Initially, we defined a unit as any episode in which}the
speaker, theytgpic, and the listener remain unchanged. Thus,

; _.7% new unit would begin with any change in speaker: topic,
%ﬁ%3 a or listener. At the end of Cycle‘#G this definition was
,&é " simplified for better reliability in observing, as.described
- in Chapter Foﬁr.‘ Using afcommon analogy from drama we called '
4% this unit a-"subscene," assuming that theé observed period was

a "scene." .

/ | 52 | /h
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Summary of Data Sources

PIRS

The observers' classroom - notes constituted our primary
source of data, which was augmented by 1nformation derived
from the tr;nary minutes;//;requent comparisons of separate
minutes yielded new information that was not necessarily in
any one of them; this information helped us to formulate our
ongoing ‘agenda, which the plenary minutes periodically
codified. Together, the_primary data in the observers'

¢ o
records and the derivative data in the minutes of these

meeting: comprised an obsegvation corpus which was our
major source of information. Chapter Four describes the

development of this corpus as well'as the outcome &®hat it
documents.

In order to audit the observation corpus and to provide
opportunities for comparison,'we gathered information from
various other sources which fall unevenly into four cate-

gories. The most extensive category pertains to the eight

teachers on the team. In addition to being the source of the

vprimary, observed information, they‘were also the source of -

derived information by reason of their commentary on every
aspect of vhathve observed in their-classroOms. The various
kinds of data that they provided were highly evident through-
out our study, and to categorize them is tantamount .to )
writing Chapter Four of this reperte Essentially, the
teachers provided data»as observers and observed, as res-

pondenty to questionnaires, as authors of writing assign-

ments, and as diarists'of‘their own teaching.

)
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A second category of informa%ion pertains to the

institutional context within which these eight teachers

| worked. The sources of data subsumed into this‘category

~ were thq legislative and administrative records whichiinform

teaching procedures, as well as the Jdnstructional materials

‘which the teachers used. Chapter Three describes the

significance of the+information that these sources yield.
The other two'categories of data pertained to the students
and to their writing. Informatien from these sources comprises.

a. large portion of the final chapter of this report, which

coneerns the possibilities of further research. ‘hecause they

supply the Categorical bases for most - .of our correlation

studies involving the observation corpus, however, they merit

some prior descripéion at this point.

The Writing.- Sample

Student writing was assigned differently by each teacher
throughout’the school year. No attempts were made to regular-
ize assignments, so the written texts addressed a wide range
of subjects in different modes of discourse, and they were
collected at different times;.lFrom all of these written'

, -

texts we selected an extensive sample for analytic assess-

ment. Although the assessment procedure was concurrent with

the progressive coding of our classroom observations; we

agreed to review the assessment scores only after the school
year was over in order to keep the progressive coding
unencumbered. Arter the last observation cycle hadﬁbeeh
combleted, however, the teachers received profiles of the

writing of their~indiyidual classrooms and also patterns of

o4
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088 grades. And they participated in an extended

A

scores a
workshop pn the_analftic assessment of writing, presented

rofiles

{ by the r searchers who had prepared the writ
of yﬁe/students. | _ |
The total writing sample sel

" description consijted of 2'78

- words. These texXts were written by the 213 students~f

for ana ic

s, totaling 305,154

- in the eight classrooms who attended regularly'durlng the
course of the year. In apgroxlmate;y equal numbers_the
texts in the sample wére written in esch'of three time spans:
September through November, December#througH“February, and .
March through May. These texts Qere‘responses to 137
o asslgnments for lmpromptu writing in class., The number of
. as51gnments per classroom ranged from flfteen to twenty—one,
the mean was seventeen. Texts were sclected from a larger
‘set reoresenting 170 assignments; the texts respondihg'fo
thirtyfthree assignments were omitted because the sets were
- incomplgte, reffectiog'absences from school, or becau%e
ccrtaip assignments precluded consistent coding. ' |

Writing Assignments

All assignments of writing tasks were categorized post

5 ) ) T R 9

facto according to one of fduriempha -H wrlter-orlented (W),

subject-oriented (s}, reader-orlen R), or text-orlented

(T) . They are listed 'in Appendlx B. ?in~ reasing order,
the assighments called for}subjecf-oriented or writer?%riente&
prose (about attitudes or feelings), reader-oriented prose,

A . o .-
' ) .A. g2
. ., .
- coe - Yo
f .

(o]
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and finally, text-oriented prose. These assignments differ
with grade levels, as shown in- Chapter Five.

Assessment of the Writyng Sample:

~ Most of the twenty teachérs who had answered our pre-_"
.liminary questionnaire indicated‘that they sought to reduce
errors in writing. Some‘%ystem.of notation that scoredw
jb _ errors was therefore appropriate. Because it aécommodates
the concept\of’error-reduction, whi  these teachers had
‘said they emphasized in theirinstrjgtion, error,analysis was
used to measure the writing outcome. The ygefulness of s:th
analysis has been noted by both Shaughnessy (1977) and Kr 1
and Schafer (1978), who st ess the importance of formative
P evaluation, that is, of some system of notation tA!k specffi-‘f
cally directs the writer ﬂo rewriting.Q
But the. system could not obtrude on the naturalistic mode _
of the project. Primary trait scoring (described by Lloyd-
Jones in Cooper and Odell 1977) and White's system of scoring,
N _ discussed in Shaughnessy (1978) were not available options for
'.thj_ reason. Since each system’ requires careful preparation of
designated assignments by teachers, the use of either system «
would have trespassed on naturalistic observation.
The coding system used to analyze the ;riting samples was
in place atgthe beginning of the project. Compatible’ with the
Kroll and Sohafer!concept of error analysis and designed and
developed by the Center for Research in Writing, this system
counts proportionate'errors in twentyfone categories;f Already
well-tested; this system had been usedito an?Jyze the writing

of students ~from grades three to sixteen and also of

Q . | S . 56
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skilled adult (published) writers. = -~ *
]
These 2,787 texts were described in terms of this

system of anglysis which addressed twenty linguistic and

rhetorical constraints in sentences and sehtence strings;
the analysis also included spelling. Each of these con-
straints has been defined as a construct and then assigned
a coded label. Each of these codes designates a given
lingdistic'or rhetorical constrain % Each code 1s discrete

L]
from the, K others, and together th represent the universe of

constraints that characterize ‘the writing of students in 7/ a}'

~ grade levels th : hrough sikxteen and also of skil ult

N\

(published) writers.’ The coding of any text consists of

hese constraints oq the absence

noting the miéuse of an

of a.cqhitra}at—from’a context that calls for 1t§ presence.
. . . : - . .

-

Table Z;ddentifies these codes. ]
- This particular sygtem of error analysis was used becai
it is both accurate and valid. It was derived from a grosé
list of 140 conventional constraints, as labeled in handbooks
" and rhetcric manuals; each term had been progressiyvely tested,
,defined, and redefined.through the analysis of some\l.2 million

BN

in 2,100 texts during three years prior to the

start\ of . thig/ project. The testing was conducted by a team of
some twe Y teachers and researchers who represented teaching
experience in the.elementary, middle, secondary, and post=-
secondary grades. This‘system of analytichdescription was
developed by prcogressive coding, that is, by precisely the
Qay in which the observers in this project developed‘the

codes for the activities that comprise writing instruction.

=
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| Twenty=-one Constraia}s (and théir absence or misuse)

Used in CRW

Profiles of Writing

&

Name

42
». ‘.:(\’-
Structural
Unit - Code
Paragraph i
2
' 0
ragraph < 3
Sequence
4
5
6
Sentence F
sv
v
ct
C
W
. b
J
A
PC
"R
&
T
Q
Word

Sp

,456} organizing Ydea
evidence ‘(missing)-

ong=sentence paragfaph (undeveloped)
o ¢ ,

9 3

!

(no) forecast

~ (lack of)’sequence between two paragraphs

.

(no) conclusion - ; '
) i
reader (not addressed)

- '
(fragment of) complete sentence

subject-verb (dis)agreement o

verb form or tense (misﬁsed) |

complemént (inexact)-rf‘\

(faulty) comzunding i
ice.

wrong word c

diction (causing syntactic fracture)

"joining 1ndepe dent clauses

(unconventipnally)

(inaccurate) pundtuation demarcating
phrases and clause
€

phrases and clauseb (misused)
referent (not.clear)
(inaccurate) terminal Qg:etuation

(inaccurate),K use of quotation marks,
around quoted discourse

bev,,

(mis) spelling

(2
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To ensure rater reliability, the readers.conducted
periodic reliability workshops)to discuss problems of coding.

4

In addition, one third of all papers were read by a second

9

reader, and discrepancies in coding were discussed SX the two
readers. These procedures were time-consuming, but they
resulted in a rater reliébility in the various categories 4—’5?
ranging from .95 to .99. | |

Bécauée writing outcome. has been cbnvenﬁional;y regarded
as a primary measure of effective Qiiting instruction,lwe
soﬁght to‘test'this assumption’' 3s thoroughly as possible. .Td
audit the error analysis of the total wriﬁing sample, we
conducted fﬁrthe; textual analyéis Bsz subsét 6f°356 texts.,
Representing twelvé per Aent of the total sample, this.subset-
‘was selecté@ from the writing samples collected during the
fall and spring in éach class and was analyzed in terms of
fo -‘other syntactic and rhetorical measures. We described
tﬁese texts in terms of the cohesive factors degined By
Halliday and Hasan (1976), by T-unit'couhting?;; gpecified Y
b§ Hunt (1965), and by the measures of groﬁgﬁ in writing ; ‘

described by 0Odell (1977). We also ana}&ied the usage of

P . n'l

nouns, si%ple modifiers, and verbs. o . . R
. - " * v - Qg e
Interviews with Students ' ' ’ R
ry ¥ ! . - i . . '
‘Students' responses to writing in its various aspects R

were recorded and analyzed by means of two sets of interviews, '

one in September and the other in May. Each interview lasted

. k/\ . .?~ L
_ o . R R
about ten minutes, during which the interviewer transcribed: T A
each student's answers to thirty-one coded questions. In
U_-f)‘;.‘ . : ) ) ' .‘-\ .
09_‘/ '
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September, one third of. the students in each classroom were
interviewed; in May, every student in each class was inter- .
viewed and asked to respond to .the same thirty-'on'e questions .

In addition, five other questions that pertained to demo- %
I ' graphic information were asked of the students 1n May. The . .
students interviewed on both occasions we.re ‘thoge whose ‘

written texts we assessed throughout the year.
From the set of thirty-one questions addre ed to writing,
three subsets were used to form three descriptive sqales of

measurement that applied /to *e,pch student. one 3, self—concept

as a writer, one ¥ attitude toward writing, and one’s concept
s SRR

q.f wrating. The fange of these three scales ,varies according

AT

Bl

* tO: the nu)nber oé questions 1n the subset o@mprising each
e . :
,\._} . : scale,&’the more guestions "~ the greater the range.,

~

TN X B
- /_ The scale labeIed "Self-—Concept as a Writ'er" ranges from
;, \ ) r“'.)1 s o :

’ '*"‘""zero to four, wherein",..«the high score denotes-h p081tLVe

e
bf one's own ﬁit;ng ahilitié 'i‘he scale labeled "Atti

L. LA <%,
5 tow -'d Writing" ran eJ fro one to ten, wherein!‘ the h1gh score
., / g In ",

\fi' ‘ 5‘ .
Nﬁr}tmg" méasures on awareness of the-' comple:hty of ‘writing.

g7

b" S r It&ranges fron‘p 2ero to thirty—tw‘q, with- the hlghér scores de-
- ‘ notiﬁg'g‘reater.qawareness of th:fqomplex1ties 1nherent 1n writing.
5 , ‘The complete questionn'ﬁi;'e appears& in Aopendix C, wherean
-zt:he thirty—cme questioﬁns about wri?:xng are ass;gned code numbers
3 Ag\ from #l]: ,s;:(“l‘j 'l‘he scale Jlabeled 'S f Concept" is comgrised
o o.ﬁ t‘woﬁgues ons (#30. “‘a"n'd #34) The p Je labeled "Attitude

"}toward Writing" »is comprised of five E;ues’tions (#14, #22, #30,

X" R #040. and 4&41) . And the scale labeléd "'Concept. of ertlngu is
4 S . N ‘,5"/‘; : N . {.r,:' N L s e e
\.l/\ e } e ‘).f . v e ’ goﬁc\ 'v.'“‘ by | i B

EN’C:Q * K ' .'; . . S 0 . . . "'5»'\"‘\" N k.q
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I , - : . .
comprised of eight questions (#21, ¥31, #32, #33, #35, #36,

#38, and #39).

D)

Research Design in Retrospect

At the outsget of our study we had no clear notion of how

the data from thesevsources would fit together. We would,
of course, be gathering information from widely separated
sources at different t%meé throughout the study, but, more
. delibergtely, we decided tﬁ‘reep the writing outcome and
population characteristics sepatate and apart, not to be
addressed until after the obsérvatidn phase of the study.
The effect of this decision Qas to kéep us from making
premature closure;, to remove from our reach the means of
preempging our gathéring and processing of information.
This decisign was.compatible with the three majoi

elements of our research design: .aturalistic observation

- for the gathering of data from the classrooms, progressive

I3

| coding for the pre:ifsing‘ofrthose‘data; and a structured
network of meetings to enable the progressive COdiﬁg to
occur. And there were tactical reasons for reéisting
closure: the need to respect naturalistic,inquify, once
we had chosen that mode, and the need to maintain parity
ampné team members, to keep thé information floWing from
‘ the teachers' who were the soﬁrée of it. <
But at the outset we did not ieaiize how fortunate
this caution woul&9prove to be. We already knew that
writing instruction is complex, but we ﬁadﬂno‘idéa how

- complex--how many factors shape it or the ways in which

o _ o 61, : »
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they shape it--until we began to piece the clues
together during the observation phase of our study
and to analyze wﬁat‘we had assembléd. Only in
retfospect do we perceive héw the context of writiﬁg
instruction affects the kind of intgractioh that we
observed. This instructional COqtht is the'sﬁbject
\:k Chapter Three,'which explains how what was
happeninglin the classroom was depermined by what was

v
happening without.




\"
Chapter Three

Constraints on Writing Instruction

in These Elementary Schools

Each of these eight teachers taught in & deterministic
environment. Factors external to their classrooms determined
virtually every aspect or the time and space within which
they worked. Mandates from various levels in the)adminis-
trative hierarchy, disbursement of funds, the placement and
grouping of - students, and institutionalized tests and text-
book materiéls all circumscribed a concept of writing for
teachers to address,.witheut specifying'the means of addressing
it. In such an environment a teacher's goals and intentions o

—

characteristically represent an attempt to accommodate these
: , L 4

external forces in one way or another: to take useful ad-
vantage or them wherever possible or otherwise to mininize
their effects. ' | ~\\"

Some of the consequences of these constraining forgei

became evident in the answers to the questionnaire preliminary

' 'to this study, provided by twenty elementary school teachers ‘ﬁf

in thirteen Rhode Island school districts. As these teachers
saw it, their role was to cope. They were aware of the

constraints imposed upon them, and they were explicit about

_the effects of such strictures on writing. The tone of thig

response was typjcal: "the administration doesn't value writing,”

the curriculum doesn't emphasize'it, and the standardized

47

< . ~

63



¥
materials supplied to teachers don't call for it" (P, 5/24/79).
These twenty teachers identified three principal obstacles
to writing instruction. One was the dack of sufficient time:
for instruction, due to the low priority of writing in the* |
curriculum. Another was the measurement of writing by merely
ohjective tests, which thereby din:nished it; they cited
familiar tests and commercial ditto sheets "which require
"’ the placing of an 'X' in thelappropriate box." The third
obstacle that they identified, the lack of consensus about
writing instruction, was evident by the variety in their des-
ignations: ‘"lack of agreement among_teachers as to what
is 'acceptable writing' or about what is 'effective writing'"
(both concepts were cited), th; "lack of understanding of
how writing is effectively taught," and a ll'lack of articu-
- lation in the instructional orocess (e.g:, paragraph beforel‘
sentences thoroughly mastered) ." |
‘Thesg twenty teachers were réacting to the consequences
' of institutional constraints: to the procedures and policies
of federal, state, and local governments, a <%d also to the
‘publication of instructional materials and standardized tests.
' Surprisinély their sense of obstg%les did not include reference
to the populations that they_werp teaching. But since the
nature of the'student population might be assumed to affect
_writing instruction, the researchers on the team reasoned

that we should investigate what these teachers had omitted .

in the way of obstacles as well as what they cited.

» -
o | | €4
ERIC SN
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e
ith these clues the team,mcjﬁers began to compile a

description of constra”nts on writing instruction. As we
assembled_mor.,and more information during the year, we .
preceived that the early caucus of teachers had aecurately.
identified what they had to cope with. The cdntextual con- o, .
straints of an institutionai nature were forﬁidable and far
more limiting than the teachers first perceived them to be.

On the other hand, the constraints presumably associated with

the student populations never materialized statistically.
More important, the_teachers on the team never did regard

the characteristics of students as limiting to writing instruc-
tion. fBotﬁ of these realizations--about institutional constraints
and. éopulation constraints--comprise the subject of this chapter.
The institutional constraints are the most’immediate;

they,include ‘the legislative and administrative guidelines

in the state and also the prodgéts and services of the_commer-'
_cial education establishment. The General Laws Of Rhode

Island, as the‘iaws in many other states, require‘that the
publie schools present a set of special interest subjects;

™ - in Rhode Island these include physiology and hygiene, health

and physical education, fire preYentio , narcotics, consumer

education, aphd the history add'gover ent of Rhode Island.

But/there is |no mention in the Ge ral Laws of writing or.

writing instyuction, and, sp ci ically, the state legislature
" has given no statutory suppo

- / /

in the elementary?schools.:
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In its legislative posture with respect to writing, Rhode

Island is similar to states with such differing4populationé
and economic environments as Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Florida,
Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Nebgaska,
Nevada, Ne& Hampshire, North Carolina, Oregon, South Dakota,
Tennessee, and Utah. These states are located in eight“of
tﬁe‘ten federal judiciary circu}ts, and the judicigkl record
_pertinent to the legislative policy in Rhode Island is also
similar to the record in these seventeen other sta;es; in none
of them has any litigation occurred over a writing fequirement
in the schools. | &
The st;te departinents of eddcation épecify objectives
for writing instruction in four of these states; in thirteen

of them they do not, and Rhode Iai-ngis among this majority.

The separafe school districts in R -;"I%%and aré empowered
to define;writing instruction. District superintendents

in Rhode Island normally issue guidelines to teachers to ‘ -

41
3

clarify }nstructional priorities. Procedures for developing.
thesé‘guidelines are approximately the same in the seven

districts involved”in th§ study. The superintendent appoints

a group of teachers to a.committee, in this case a languagp

arts committe¢e, which séecifies curricular guidelines. ‘ .
Submitted as recommendations to the assistant superintendent,
mahager of iﬁstructional‘services, or 6thef appropriate

reviewer, these guidelines are authorized by the superin-

tendent or, in two cases, by the school board and then

€6
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distributed to all teachers.

This final authorization of the guidelines in all subject
areas charalteristically reflects federal funding. Five of

the eight principals whose schools were part of this study
-

~affirmed that federally-financed programs have a significant

impact on what is taught in their schools. Notably, prior

to 1978, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act excluded
writing as one of the baﬁ{c skills. Not until 1980 did schools

begin to receive federal funds for programs in writing instruc-

b
tion.

The guidelines for language arts in the seven districts
wefe prepared at various times during the past ten years,
but they look much alike. Suggestions for time allotted
to language-arts instruction range from ten to twelve hours
a week. The guidelines all specify behavioral-objectives
and prescribe proportionate instructional time for reading,
spelling, and communication skills,‘including speaking,
listeningr‘and writing. Likeithese other subjgcts, writing

is defined in terms of instructional prio:ities. During an

early plenary meeting (P, 10/13/79) the eight teachers dis-

cussed the local interpretationb bf/shesé guidelines. Teacher C,
for example, is told exactly‘hoﬁ mucﬁ time to allot to phy-
sical education, mathematics, and reading, but thefe are no
instructions about how much time to allot to writi;g. Teacher F
obserﬁst'thaé nobody monitors the guidelines for teachig

writing én School F because they are so vague; teachers may

€7
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decide for tn;mselves what skills to teach.‘

Given such vacuous guidelines, other adﬂlnistrative pro-
cedures have oblique effects on writing instruction, although
they vary from ona classroom to another. Some of the teachers

- may participate in the selection of their students; othera
may not."Teacher B must use the instructional materials.
selected by a’' curriculum specialist. Teacher E's principal’
wants a quiét building, thereby limiting students'studying
in groups. Teacher H must isolate in the classroom any students
who present discipline problems.' Teacher A;:ﬁéﬁever, enjoys
a more flexible administrative environment and is subject to
none of these constraints. | |

Although a teacher's autohomy in the classroom is partly
a function of the administrative style.in the‘individual school,
all teachers necessarily respond to a leveling kind of accdunt—'
ability. This leveling is caused by the systematic testing
of students, the norm referencing of scores, and the publication
of results. Test scores are monitored at all adminigtrative
levels. The most recent state-wide assessment by the Rhode

Islangd:’ Department of Education, Basic Skills Achievement- A

Four Year Assessment (1979), indicates that Rhode Island

students have performed at about the national norm during the
past four years, somewhat higher in the fourth grade and some-
what lower in the eighth.” But more to the point, these scores
are newsworthy.’ : . A , L
| | | o =
The teachers feel they aqp placed in a competitive sitha-» »

Ed

tion over which they have,no control. " Published annually in'?he

o .(LS “ o ... » , . f




Providence Johrnal, or The Evenlng,Bulletln, the test scores

fprovide a'temptatron to compare 'school d1str1ots.' "Naturally
we teach to the\tests;".Teacher B explains} "our superlntendent‘
,is happy to pnblish those scores that show we are above the
..state norm.“ Teacher E has a more eompetitive situation; the
school principal distrdbutes to the teachers the test scores
from ali the eleﬁentary schools in the dist:ict (P, 9/6/80).
| These scores are the results of the standardized tesss
of language skills which are'processed annualf;. Each of the
~seven districts in th1s stﬁdy uses one of four tests".iowa
Test of Basic Skll;s, Cal;fornla,Achlevement Test, Comprehenﬁ'
sive Test of Basic,Skil}s,-or the Stanford-AchieVement;Test.
With minor variations, all fonr include a language scale which
consists of spelliné, mechanics, and‘usage subscaies.v'?he
_spelling test'generally entai;s recogtiizing and/or choosiné
a correction for misspelled words, and the_test on'mechanics
deals similarlj.bith cagit_lization and pﬁnctuation errors.

s

The usage test involves reécbgnizing and/or choosing a correc-

tion for sentence fragments and errorsiln verbs, pronouns,

s

\ ~~.equate‘olanguage with-grammar and spelllng, and none of them

\ f'measures anything remotely similar to composing. /

The pressure produce high test scores was one of the
3\ constra1nts that the”teachers addressed at the1r first oppor-

- tunlty. The m1nutes-of.tr1nary meetlng‘#4.(T4) accurately
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reporting "X" month's gain to the community on nationaﬁly

,thls observation--and more.‘ Issued between 1966 and 1980

state their,consensus_that the pressure‘to'produce high

scores is detrimental to writing.' In this cohviction they 8
were u;;.alone. Referring to -  his report to the Ford
Foundation, Graues (1978) cites a typical response

to this reinforcement of ‘a diminished view of writing. "One

l;.

sixth grade téeacher said, 'I'll tell you why writing isn't

taught anymore. It can't be tested. We are so hung up on

¥

i

normed tests that we ignore those areas where it can't be
. . g - T

dOne...' (po 637)‘ ’
Textbook editors and authors are, of course, profoundly

aware of these tests. Reinforcing the assumptlon that grammar

is writing, commerc1al teaching materialg reveal this aware-
g g

ness and readlly provide the means of teachlng to the. tests.

Graves (1977) summarizes the typlcal reductlveness of the\

textbooks through the1r v1rtua1 elimination of the fact that’

‘writing is a process.” "The entire process area is left un-

touched by these texts. Neither prewrit%ng, composing, or

~r

Apoetcomposing activities are_suggested with strength or sub-

stance in e1ther teacher or“studggt texts.' (p. 823) The_ : .

-

omission is scarcely an oversight. Commentlng on the text-

book trade, Stewart (1978) has polnted out that’frocess- - ’

orlented 1nstructlonal mater1a1 does not appea‘

w. T ; .
marketlnn:that publlshed formulas whlch focus p 'Writing»\ o T my
as a product continue. to sell well. _“‘ f-fi i 11) A )

The textbooks available to these elght teﬁchers document f;f'




- by ten different publishers, these textbooks present some
4,500 pages of rules, explanations, and exercises thatlare)
predominantly addressed to skills in grammar and mechanics.
Their remarkable sameness is evident in two respects. The
same  predominant emphasis occurs across all four grade levels{
‘it élso‘characterizes the textbooks irrespective of their
puBlication‘detes over a span of fifteen years.

Even more remarkable is the circularity which these books
-present., There is no p7rticular order amon; the intetior
chapters, but there is a distinct pattern in the way they
beginiand end. . At all four grede levels they characteristically
begin mith an "intfbduction to language,h and'they terminate'

with some form of "introduction to writing." This final s n
variously describes some of the modes of discourse and offers
model paragraphs for reading.: The cumulative sequence presents
-a virtual repetition to the student whe starts one &gade-lecelz
text with an introduction‘to language, continues that text up
to the point of writing, and begins the next grade-levelitext
with an introduction to language. |

Presumably, such circularity wduld:occur if each gradef
level teacher completed the assigned texts. Because they pre- R

‘ferred to design their own instructional materials,.however,

- none of these eight teachers completed the textboohs assigned

to them. Observations during the last three cycles. of this

study indicate that teachers used" commercial matlerials for *

writing instruction only 7% of the tiﬂg (see Table 8 in Chapter
2 .
: s
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Four); and, in fact, two of the teacheﬁg pondered the usefu14 -

ness of these commercial materials éaﬁiy in the study.. In
trinary meeting #5 (T5) they quescéened the cohnectiOn hetween
the concepts they were trying to teach and the commercial
materials that w re avallable to them. They wonderea which of
these ma er1a w re the most appropfiate and whethesigé’not
they ul p attention to them. r' o

From the beginning the teachers”’perceived that the curri-
culaf guidelines were relatively useless, that stendardized
tests were outright constralnts, andé?hat textbooks were not
particularly relevant to what they were/tegghlng. And they
soop,dlscovered a lirge consequence of these limitations in
the aggregate: in the way thége constraints confgunded goal-
setting and obscured planning. .The.discovery occurred when '
the teachers compiled a syntheticvcorricu}hm in order to
furnish some context for what they were beg;nning to see in

the eight classrooms. In a plengf;,méeting at the end of-
>

- cycle #4 (P, 12/1/79), the teachers caucused by grade-levels

to answer two queﬁtions: "What writing skills do I expect my
students to demohstrete in september?" end "What writing skil}s
do I expect them to achieve by June?" Laid end to end their
answershforﬁ a continhum of repLated eiements with no consistent
progression from one grade' level to another."(This document
appears in_Appendix E ).
In the preparation of this synthetic curriculum the

teachers diq_not consult with team . members in other grades.

The level of abstraction of the goal statements is %pecific
¢’ i
= _ #

g : 72
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to theseparate classrooms, ang—lt might be assumed that a
given goal statementfcm-grade slx was understood to be less
global than a s1m11ar statement for grade three, ven though
it mlght not appear so. However, the 31gn1f1cance of this

)

synthetic curricul that eight teachers in seven d1str1cts
T

»
ncould arrive in an.

r's time at a schema so remarkably
similar to the. language of the .urricular guidelines and the
, circularity of the,;extbooks. ' he teachers saw nothing re?
markable about this abstracted~c3htinuum.h In fact, they were
surprnised that the other team membefs should think it odd.
"This is the way we cope," Teacher F explained, "I try to
take each child where I f1nd him and move him along as far as
I can." But what about those behavioral objectives? "Oh,
tgosg,“~Teacher B added, "They're for the lesSOnpians in the
pri&Cipal's office." ° g

[“ ‘1@he teacher's sense of continuum helped us to perceive

the spbtler determlnants of wr1t1ng instruction, although

mor plenary dlSCuBBlOnS had to occur before it became

~c1ea “I#] the early plenary ﬂbetlngs the teachers were ex-
pli t}about the demands on their time: .paper work, red tape,
Yo : repg}t deadllnes, and the like, leaving them little time to
teach jwriting. Surprisingly,'they later perceived that a |
major constraint on/time is the language arts block itself, a ~

unit of time w/thln wh1ch the teachers are supposed to addreSS ~

all of the subjects spec1f1ed 1n that cuﬂrlculgr guldellne.

From the beginning we had been puzzled by the answers to the 2

L]




1n Qhapter Two, about,the time

- . - .
A C “al tet‘f to .w'friting instruction.
1»:,'. - Nh r
§§§th writfng daily, others -

\
! I

’;‘%\,i ,hag sajd»once*a §§ The.groportxbnateﬁtume';hey had all
f:ti.;hf“estimated for. writ g insﬁnhction ufthin ‘the language arts
;block had ranged fron 10% to;70% And now these widely |
,lvarying*estimates bega&até make sense, the actual time allotted
to writing might well have varied extens1vely, depending on
the time remaining after the other language-arts subjects had
been addressed. &
But an even more interesting set of clues began to emerge
- from our trinary meetings, indicating that the teachers tended
to fuse instruction in writing with instructiﬁh in the other |
language arts. 1In the first set of trinary meetings, uhen
they were discussing what they observed in the classrooms, they
evidently viewed language arts a block (T1). They discussed‘
"listening skills!" (T4), and "joining oral and written exercises"
(T6) ; “readfng“ was'mentioned a half dozen times during the
first ten trinary meetings. "Listening" and three modgs‘df’
"reading" comprised four of the thirty= :one kinds of acffv1t1es
ch they assoc1ated with writing instruction during the first-'
two cycles of observation.
This designation of “activ1ties" anticipates a more exact
2 .-- 'description of the components of writing instruction in‘the
'\N]next chapter, but it documents here our point about language

~arts as an undifferentiated time block. Until the end of the

sixth cycle, more than half-way through the observation period,

"‘}4 ) .‘
¢ B C ’ I
.
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"reading" was assumed to be an activity of writing instruc-
tion; only then did the team members perceive that reading is
merely one way of carrying out several activities of writing
instruction. - o |
Since our purpose was to describe writing\instruction as

~istinct from other sdbjepts in the language arts block, we
did not pursue the interaotive nature ofvinstruction in these
subjectd. Such a study would he technically feasible, begin-
ning with the description of writing instruction that we de-
rived (see Chapter Four),"should it serve some rationale beyond
our stated purpose here. But that rationale should be based

on at least this; uchiinformation: that writing instruction

in thisﬁsetting/ﬁZs'an unstated but generally low priority,

in the curricular guidelines for language arts, that-some '/'5
' teachers interweave writing instruotion;-as‘well as Qriting;~ |
with their other language arts subjects.- Such further study |

should also be informed by the consensus: among the teachers on’

this tﬂam that writing instruction ‘takes far more time to

prepare anh >~implement than the curricular guidelines indicate,.

that such significant and necessary"oommitment to writing-

instruction is not clearly ‘understood by those who authorize
the guidelines, and that writing instruction is therefore not
assigned an appropriate priority for teaching time. fZ sum,
the teachers: perceive the absence of realistic specification

to be a major constraint on writing instruction.

The limiting factor most evident to all of the team
1]

Ci
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.members, as soon as - we began our 6bservation schedule, w5§
#lassroom space, both the size ang the shape of it. Unlike®
the unsettling_cgnstggint of a language-arts block that ob-
'scures writing4instrué;ion, the mattFr of spétial limits
pfomised immediate possibilities for observation. Records
' of the first class visits contained sketches of thé classroom,
> and all eight trinary meetings in the first observation c'ycle. - '
addressgd“some aségct_of the teaching space and its cohsequences.
We discﬁsgedlthe large, functional layout in two of the class-
room§~(T?)€&and the straighﬁ Fo&s of chairs in two others ,
(T4;§);ﬂ We discussed the effects of teaching space on indiv-
’v idualizedlihstruction and group activitiesﬁ(TByS,jf; we consid-
ered the various.conseQuences~of tpe teachers'%?gcation in
the room (T4), and we pondered the relationship“éf classrooms
interruptions to the normal noise level of any room (T4).
Then we abruptly abandoned the whole subject.
The noteworthy fact of this episode iﬁ(observing was its
sudden terminatiqn. Percéiving thét classfoom space was more
af a constant than a variable, we started to look at what “was
happeniné within the space, and we began to see.writing ingtruc- [
tion for the firzt time. Much‘later in the observation phase
of the study, thé'team retﬁrned té the subject of’classroom
interruptions, decided.that they had no significantﬁgffect .
~on instruction, but agreed on a procedure fbr coding;tﬂ.h
when they did occur. Aside from this later transaction, however

classroom space was no longer a factor in our observations.

For the teachers thenselves, the turning pointrwas significant.

76




'Spatial constraiﬁts became less intereéting; they were simply
to be coped with. And the complexities of the instructional
process became far more engrossing. |
"The institutional context of these eight‘classrooms is
essentally a set of limiting conditions which caused a dis-
sonance in varying degrees among teachers. Each of them

could perceive the ways in which their institutional efforts

s . a

were not being supported--in some respects even subverted--

yet none of them had the means of even analyzing these 11m§¥- . .
ing factors, let alone of cau91ng any 1nst;tut£onal change.

But the teachers felt no such dissonance when they considered
their sfudent‘popﬁlations. Throughout our discoursé the

teachers conveyed their confidence in dealing with this imme=
diate aspect of their environment. .Although they affirmed

that student characte;iséicl are potential determinants of the

teaching process, 'thegy did not believe that these character-

necessarily affect gtudent learning.

lack of enriChment in th¢ home environment (T7), class size

with respect to the studekt-teacher ratio (T4,5), and the
‘effects of a heterogeneous or homogeneous student population
(T3,6,8¥. But they viewed these characteristics as given '
values that  -they could accommodate in their teaching; they
did not view them as fixed determinants. In the final ple-

nary meeting (P, 10/4/80), the teachers again discussed
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popu;ation characteristics and their effecté on writing
instruction. They confirmed their earlier sense of the
importance of reading ability, attention‘span, and interest
in writing. But without exception they insisted that gen- .
der, socioeconomic. status, and ethnicity affected only some
possible choices of writing assignments and the wayS'in
which teachers might.pres;nt these assignmenté. Otherwise,
the teachers felt that theée variagies had little.ﬁr no ef-
fect on writing instruction. Our later correlation stuQi?s
(repof@%d in Chapter Five) confirmed their instincts.

The réason why the teachers éiscountéd studeht charac- -
teristics became obvious through classroom observation; - they
perceived their students not as parts og a population but as
‘individuals. This narrow concentration on a succession of '
individual students is a function of writing instruction, a
conéept which the next two chapters of this report wfﬁl ad-
dress. Even so, the teachers' sense of consonande in this
regafd points up even more their dissonance about the in-
structional sfstem. And from all of this contextual infor-
matién a profile of the teachers begins to emerge. .

They were all feeling alone, coping in their own dif-
ferent ways with what they could not control. For this reason
primarily\they joinea this collaborative study. "This pgoject
has given us back our pride," one teache; remarked in a news-

paper interView'about this project. Here were university

‘scholars wanting to join forces, "coming to a group of

pf: B
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classroom teachers and saying, ' you have some knowledge that
we need.' 1It's kind of nice for a change." This'statement
¢ surely confirms the comments by Chew and Schlawin (1978) about
-the fruitful possibilities of recognizing the expertise of
teachers. But, more to the point, 1n their normal circumstances
these teachers were worklng without the shared knowledge of
this team.

For acquiring sugch~knowledge they have not had much help
from the State's educational institutions’ or from their own
school districts. There has been scant opportunlty for special~-
ized éraining, In this respect. the report by Graves (1978),

. already mentioned, speaks aecurately to the stituation in
Rhode Island. Graves cites a search in thirty-six universities
that yielded a list of 169 graduate courses ava11able to -teach-
ers, of which only two were in writing instruction. The only
extended in-service tra;hing in writiRg instruction in Rhode
Island 4 rikg the past seven years was Rffered .by the Center
for Research in Writing in 1977 and subsidized by the ghode
Island Department of Education.

’These teacherd have all taught extensively; as Table 1

in Chapter Two indrtates) their experience in elassroom in-

structiqn.ranges from seven years to seventeen vears. Yet

only th of them have had any in-service training in writing

instruction. Of the six others, three have participated in

\
training programs in other subjects, such as creative drama,

rd

language experlence, reading, and language arts in general,

. and one has participated in a photography and writing project

¥
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-~ &commercially sponsored. They have taken advantage of what fe& '
opportunities they have had. Just how few, in s%me.pasés, is
acknowledged in the newspaper story of the teachers on our
team, and it dgscribes the kind @f support that one of them
had expedted but never received. "None of the professors . . .

.1 taught her pow to teach writing. None of the adﬁinistrators
she has worked for in the last eight years told her, either."

And it continues with the way in which she prepared herself.

'She developed her own'methqu‘for teaching writing *
by reading books and érticles, listening to other
teachers and'just plain experimenting. - Her tech-*
niques work for her and hér students, she says.

Other teachers have to find out what works for them.

Some are successful. Some are not.

®
s

Two of her colleagues echoed her opinion during a trinary
‘méeting, qonciudiné that "Teachers.seem to rely greatly on their
intuition in teaching writing" (T16). Like these colleagues,

i | sﬁe had done what she had to and coped as well as she could,

LN

but by and large these teachérs cope alone. - \ /

80
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Chapter Four

A Model for Analysis of Writing Instruction

The global question that we posed earlier -- What is
writing instruction in'thelelementary schools? -- is pi#ofal
] - . . ’
in the series of leading. questions that define this study.

Although the limits of our data ‘ie preclude a generalized

viding such an

answer, this chapter describes a means of
-answer. From a limited setting we derived a glodel for the .
analysis o; writing instruction thét is stable gﬁough‘}o:be
tegt d by more writing instruction in many other séttings..~~l
Any model is useful in proportion to its predictive .

quagity, its capacity to describe whatever may happen. In

this case, a model's usefulness depends on its capacity to
describe A predictable range of instructional béhavior; i£
must be able to describe differences'with feference to some
norm and to‘méasure,those differeﬁces precisely. Frdm an&
- data base a model should be able to engénder separate pro; *
files. If it can do all this simply, sé‘much the better.
. To the extent that a model can provide such mé_asureﬁénﬁi
given any gecals, itgcan be used to describe different in-
structional behavior, that is, ‘to yield diffefent prof}lés.
Beyond t?is.‘in the éesign of more gffective writince ’p-
struction, if cah be msed to test tﬁé gdals* emselves --
or the assumed goals. /7h »;

.y

“Writing instfuction is bewilderingly complex. ‘This

6 : .
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model addresses Eha% complexity; it is comprised of

‘a set of constants (the nine activities) and a set of
’ - . . ~ t

variables (the ways the activities are ugzd) that accommodate an

'eétimabie r;ngé'of behavior. The.qonstahté are activities
in which the teachég}and the students engage. The vaii-
ables include the time span of each activity as well as its
characteristic qualities or properties. And.the egtimablé |
- range of behavior is deffﬁed b§ sets qf aqtivities of:d;f-.
féflng duratién, pé}formed in various modes and in dfffér-
ent combinations._ The permutatioAs of thése componeﬁts
are all measuraﬁ?%; so that changes can be noted. The be- .
wildering compléxity of writing instruction lies in the rapid
changes that occur from one permutation to anotﬁer-—
Developed throughout ten observation cyciés in one
school year, the model is based on the descriptiomyof 160
classes of writing instruction in eight classrooms, as re-
#  corded by thirte;n obse?vers. Through a procedure of pro-
gressive coding, the observers described kinds of instruc-
tional behavior, adjusted the descriptions to fit this be-
havior, then tested them aga;nst hére obsefve% 2ehav;or. , g

By this procedure we'slowly evolved successive~vefsiqnsAof a model C

for describihg writing instruction. Each version, testéd'by more

+

"

"observed behavior, became. the basis for the next; each gen-
eratién of codeg delineated the $nstructional process more

precisely. This progressive coding continued until the ob-
served components of writing instruééion were stable enough

. to sustain reliable observation. The seventh generation of

RN ‘ ' .




our model achieved tiis stability, and‘we.correlated its

descriptionS”oﬁ teaching behaviqr with data from other

-

Lot
- sources. i

. o’ ) v,

This chapter descrlbes the components of the developed

-

model and also the patterns of teachlng behavxor that we

o derived by usxng 1t, to this extent we repoqt results. But
’ . 3
there—is more to report than these results. The descrfp-

ng stage of pho- .

¢ -~

L » tlon of 1nstructlonal gehaVLOr derlved a

ﬁ? ﬁv gresslve coding is ‘relatively useful --Ji

ut only relatively.

o

Srnce each successlve profile descrlbed 1nstructlonal be- |

»

IRA ‘

a ‘;" havier: more preclsely than 1ts predecessor, the hlstory ‘of -
-each. profile was generatlve, 1t appears, thereforé, that .-’u ﬁrx

progresslve coding can be used in des1gn1ng mcre efféctlve

\; ~

'wrltlng 1nstructlon, ‘a prospect whlch we address ln.the l' 4
'5; N flnal cﬁapter. Meanwhlle,_thls chapter addresses the h;s- 153 fi ;ﬂt
T ‘tory of our developed mbdel as well' as the results _that we r f‘%j{ﬁg
% derlved thh it. In fact, by counterpOLntlng the prqflle “'?_'x;;?@
ka ,yielded by the del w1th the procedures that engendered M,;“ﬁ“%,i

it, we canprec:ley demonstrate the rlchness of the. strugqle; ;7,;t

* ‘(‘ - o

in Whlch the wr1t1ng teacher dally engages.

Components of Wr1t1ng Instructlon.. . : e ST e
A ’) .y . N - » e . ) ’ .‘ -
The basic unlt ‘of wr1t1ng ;nstructlon in the classes: A

'J ) o T
< . s @Q Me

we cbserved was the writing lesson. Contrary to some common

3 assumptiohiﬂ the lesson is not a unlt of tlme, it 1$°not a V_a
- . . . ﬁ\:v ,';L' N

domaln of lnformatlon,’above all,‘1t is, not a plan.

Lo L T e gTe s e
-~ e ke =, o
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\\ ‘t
unpqufct\nya

By a cluster of activities: directed toward

%

a wr1t1ng task.
/

nner

We defzne "task" in the dellberately pa simonious ma

suggested by Bossert (1979)-
f' &}r\ .
chlldren are expected to perfo

! .f,

énterprlse ofi. a classroom" (p. lOl nOtsz)

wa

%ﬁitlng f::f;.

kr oom tasks are projects
'art of the 1nstruct10nal

Accordingly, a’

@,a progect that requlres writlng. Lessons whlch

‘.

»-ﬂogprd the same wr1t1ng task. Lessons often extend over more
)
bhanbone day, and a new lesson be

w
,3{' '

€

g1ns only when a new-wrltlng

uThe writlng task sets the boufidaries of a-wrlting lesson,

,/@kt is of 1little use in describing the lesson.. Rather, accor-

ing to our observatlonal data, . a writlng lesson is dellneated "

R f
:?by act1v1t1es in whlch teacher and students engage. Each

L}!s;son consists of some subset of nine act1v1t1esf Spec1f1cally,
:it is a given sequence of act1v1t1es, whlch may include some _
drepeated act1V1t1es. Follow1ng is a llst of these nine act1v1-‘
. ties brlefly defined. The nlmberlng Qrder is arbltrary, it has

no bearlng on the wr1t1ng 1nstruct10n that we observed

€

‘

o
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The Activities - /g‘ ' - |
l.iP senting: . S :ﬂ' ‘
| describing, illustrat’ing and expla‘ing a skill or concept |
' related to writing, as if most students were not familiar
with that concept'. :/: | , . : ’
2. Giving Ins\tructiéns.! N !
. d stating épecific directions about how a task is to be\ -,;»* o
z u performed. = N y I
A g v ;
3. Orienting _ A . ﬁ.
acquainting students Qd.th infoﬁ\tion ab t a, t’ogic
 before studen€s wr?te about. that topic: /— .'?
4. Reviewing . - T o *
reminding students of some skill or concept about writing
.f,l '_#' that has been pieviously presented I M ' "“
5. WL ting. ‘ ‘ . .
& N L 2 .y , . i
scribing two or more sequential s eh&_e‘ﬁ‘ on paper.
,w{;r other med:n.um) q L . »
6.4 AP * .
“ : ' £
. scribing a later draft of something already written.
. 7. Sharing_ Writing. . I ).
showing or reading o~ s own written texs to other stude _“',
‘8. Evaluating: » . B 3
g judgipg a. 'written text, usyally to ex;courageb writer . o . v
to improve it. l Ry , '
9. Editing: Q. | {Q* ' e , e :
changing a written text. " an extensiqx of .L'_the activity * .
) of writing e, 3 _‘ - P ' _
\ ., q 85 ) o , S . S (2_
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* (
\All of these act?ugttles are teachg:-directed Teachers

play a dominant role in (1) presentlngI (2) giving instructlons,

(4) reviewing, and (8) evaluating. They normally play a w

supportive role in (5) writ ng, (6) rewrlting and (9) editing“.‘,.’ | N
R _
Students and teachers together partlclpate about equally in_,

- ‘J‘. *'W'
(3) orientin and (7) sharlng writing. * + s L
= ( N
\'} Each act1v1ty is- def1ned as a construct. Appendix-’P
/ ‘
1ists a detailed operatlonal definition of each £ne, wi

é*amp(es of what 1t is and what 'ttu.s not. In’ ad% t‘ on, s:mce -_L K

wrltlng is the bas1s of the!-st uction thatm;e are descrih* w*—/\
we include its full definitdon here. This. defn&(p”l. ». :,:-' : '
served our observatlons but also determlned ﬁ . g L,

) student~ texts for analys1s. Examples ‘,‘of wr;.t_. j

this deflnltlon in the appendlx.

For purposes of observ tion wa

i. - B
performed by a student or students. :

\

or in verse. | ‘ . |
| Sq;ne students may not wrlte complete\as\l% es. ,'d

ac., 5»‘

[ 4

ﬁseqnence of sentences. L et :i-_ .

v -

y . =
& 9

" This- definitlon of wrztlng%‘.airly repres'é'!ts the degree 56

detail in the other activigy comstructs. Separa _

: . /o : .
* - : - S
. ) . S
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tdgethex all nine of these constructé.%ave passed three separate
: v .

@ists of" validity.‘ N
i. .

o . , _ ' o . r’ .
‘<: » ) . » A{’ ., ) . * . ‘ v~
h ,! . .

S
vior over. o
» : o
an extended period of time, in- eight different classrooms.

Juxtaposiyions of definition with. actual’beh

In all, sixteen team members, with a variety~of perspectives

on education, participated in the generation of these - 7
- o .
LY constructs. & .

.. - ’ *

2. They alsc have construct validity, as represented

4

i . " . . ..
- by the published articles on methods and procedures of

teaching writing in the elementary schools cited earlier

in. this report (and annotated ia\?pendix G) All twenty-

nine articles can be claSSified according to these nine
(e

activities.. The twenty-nine arti ‘comprist th entire

Py

v e

ol body of .published literature on m i_ s Of teaching writing -

~in the elementary schools from the ERIC data base. Tﬁeﬁ
§{'l are written by Peopléﬁ;; a variety of school settings, ?zéﬁé SR

s yet all use concepts which are equivalent to these nine ' -"’«4‘
o . . ) , ‘ " - : . *l
‘s w‘“ constructs. ' e , . .
: T . S

»f= 7"‘ _._ The constructs also have face valiiéty. WitHout -
;V‘

,.'\,.

administrators
' ‘.
)18 were able to code
4 v

a v1deotaped third grade writing lessoninterms of these

#rior study a group of fifteen scho,

nine;tctiVities. Presented wfth a brief description

o . of eaqg activity, all fﬁ?teen observers rcorded the ST
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lesson without substituting “oF | adding any other activities.

.D‘u R

Coding the Components of tﬂg Profiled

_ These activity constructs tppear\to be valid descriptions;
.;///”they.are the constants of the profile of writing instruction.
From the perspective of this profile we can deScribe the com-
fplexity‘of the'*nstructionai process, the'range of teaching
: behavior, the qualitie‘ that are unique tozwriting instruction,'
.and the featuMs that distiaguish one writing lesson from
another. These aspects of the instructional pr%cess are all
functions of the variables of the model and of the ways |
rg'vhich sets of characteristics modify the nine basic activities.
ff7 These various considerations comprise the bulk of this chapter,

ke

and we will address them after a brief description of the

[

. pProcedure by which we generated the components of the model.

Some prior sense of the way we used progressive coding

shd‘!ﬁ make it easier to’ assess our interpretation of whattifﬁ;r”"ﬁﬁ;

& -

4 we discovered. Progfbssive coding is generative, it proceéy;_jfﬂt;t
by trial(énd error, and the det urs it engenders en route a,}‘ggiﬁjgir
bre. T2 iy :‘.’:‘-‘

;
W

‘ functional to prec1se deﬁinrtioqiﬁtln our case, thele detours
o ‘ .

' helped us topd%termine the territory that we were ‘mapping
~ﬁ “A gm g ' A
as well %&s the "‘reference points within 1t’ Since we arrived‘ %‘ﬁ

»

) J ‘ at definkpions of all th tiv1t1es and their characteristics _ ; :

by the samg’arocedure we can 111ustrate the nature of the N

L journey by describing a~fewﬁbf thé more critical dptdbrs.

fact,

We began, with a detourﬁ Dui;ng the first ’

s

two observation cycles f_e minutes of the ‘trinary meetiﬁgsv

"i

Q . ¥ .o r: 2 ".. . | . ey
ERIC - e M e &
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'fooused on-the constraints'that_limit and hamper:writing‘:' -
lnstruction (see Chapter Three), as if to clear away the debris
before we could address our task. The detour was helpful;
we becgne a community.* Then Q%e focus of. the m%nutes changed
abruptly as we began to ponder the nature of writing instruction. .
‘r ’ From the first eight trinary minutes we drafted a list of all
the terms that denoted the injtructional process. There were .
thﬁrtyeone of them, most of which‘were high-level abstractions;
. many'of them oVerlapped.. We then edited the listy separating
activities fron ; aracteristics of activities and also addinc |
a few new terms which.thiS“editing procednre had brought'

to mind. The minutes of an'early plenary meeting ‘record o

YT th1s pro#pect: "We are beginnlng to see that these activities

% ’ . 9

represent certain klnds-of dec1slons that teach‘fs make ‘in 4
given classroom s1tuatlons" (P,~10/27/79).-~And th1s realization

‘~ikﬁqcused our task thereafter- the‘more precisely we could code - %'
[ : C e

éheée ﬂbt1v1t1es, the more accurately w%«could describe the _ “
;tzachers .strategles and decislons. s _
During the third observatlon cycle we dgpigned a gr1d :
1& " or matrix, whlch displayed activities (in the left-hqu vertical
column) and characterlstics of'act1v1t1es (horlzontally across
~ - the top). The most developed form of the matr1x presented the

2.
v descriptfon of an. act1v1ty, its code number, and ‘the clock

tlme of»lts Q§g§nn1ng and endlng. The grid also presented - Q%{f'
serles of columns across the page ﬂﬂerein the observer could

plac\e ¢heck marks for th' approprlate characteristics of any.

N = i . N T
e g . . G,
. N . -l > B .
. , . . . . B . : .
N B i3
A .
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given;activity.. The final matrix was the tenth version of

the original split-sheet nagrative, each version having

.grown out of the imperfectfons of its predecessor. Table 3

(p.

[}

84),'shows this final grid

Appendix H contains all ten

versions of the observation formg§ with a summary of the L

major thanges “in each successive:

vation record be? How much information did we want? How

EE
¢

. Several detours marked our progress toward the firstﬂ

ersion.

3

primitive grid. How lgng and how detailed should an obser-:
v » )

[N

)
could we code "motivation" (and what was it, anyway)?

"\ o I'd

Should an observation redord -reveal the affective quality

™

% :
~of a wfitmpg lesson? ™ What were we really looking for? & -

N

_With theﬁhelp of these nagging, uSefﬁd‘Euestions (19, 13

and P,
' Y

"—3

1,

-1,
)
o

11/17 and 12/15/80) we arrived atdfour dec1sions that

"*Qetermlned our course’ the;eafter. ?
. 3 .

-dk- . . . .
The codlng system should be accesslible’ to unsoﬂ- L

t1cated observers, ‘guch. as’ weiwere at the tﬁﬁe.

P R

Identlf&lng the ches, ther ore, should not depend

'on the obserﬁfrs subjectivg 1mpressgpns. As far as

A b
v
v‘

. 3. " il

5 vations. (ThlS»Cle

;'We would rgtarn the narraéive form to he1$>us 1nterpret~ £

possible they shbuLd de end.on low~in£,fencg obser-
Voelped our reﬁﬁabil;t}‘ln the

tudy g ' o .

R

I@ter stages of the

R

&

,,v

the codes.ﬂ, | '_'gﬁancy later helped us to

-
. ",;,vr"

5 »
cod.F 1tems dh the oﬁﬁﬂtﬂf%;on grld should be
:.&\a‘“ ﬁ.- '
EREE R | :
a o Q | v _
.' e .'e'.‘i-;-:ﬁfm';-‘; e . oL . 2

P
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» . discrete and mutually exclusive.
4. .To warrant this discrete quality" we wou}A;puild
.- constructs of each activity and each characteristic
:" on the grid.- (This arduous task was not completed -
o until.the;seyenth observation cycle; as referenced

— earlier, Appendix F-contains these coristructs. )

Yy Once we had designated the probable categories of the
grid, we began defining the‘activ1t1es and their character-

1stics and then delineating their boundaries. Details made
: 4 i .

a difference pn how accu;ately'we cdould observe. Basei on -—

the frequency with which observers checked the various

»
items, we combined some and separated others°‘FWe merged

"vocabulary" and "figures of speech" into "word usaye‘ﬁand
&

defined the cdnstrugt acéordiﬂ&?b e q’bsumed "penmanship"

B oAl [ I ;-

inté a category called "format“; geﬁchanged "verse fonmJ"

-t . .
enabling the observer t..designate wagtever rhetorical form o

-

the teacher might address. And we wrestled with-more ab- '

stract concepts. The interaction teacher and _student ' 1

- was seen as 1mportant (T5), ﬁput hdw gould we designate its
occurrenqes without endless repetition? The answer lay in
the Juxtaposition of an act1v1ty with Qny set of character-

istics. And what about "questioning (le)? Is it aﬁ‘

activity or a mode'of conduct&ng an activity? D.hits func-

Tia

tﬁons distinguish lt as being one or the other (T17)?

Throughout obseryation cycles #4, #§§ and #6 we encountered
. ]'

another detouf the tripary meeting minutes record fruitless

91




7

' make us aware of two signi

_which indicaty

«

!

6

searches for patterns of sequence among the activities.

The model was working better than we kngﬁb yielding highly °
individualized profiles, as we later realized '(T28). But
our premature searches for did at least

Ohe was that ' ,

certain activities tended to dlqster, but not- consistently;

evaluating and editing were notable in this regard. The other
occurrence was the frequent repetition of activities within

4 . .
‘a lesson, some more than others. Revgewing for example, 4

o

§a teacher 8 sense of the need for systematic

reinforcement; occurred often; as one*ﬁeachex-put it,. "wrrting

instructors spend considerable time reetatdng the obv%.us" (T18)".
Our‘most extended detour concerned writing skills, coT
'spec1f1cally, our rgpeatedmattempts to code tﬁfm accurately .
.as part of the instructlonal proeeSS. In'thls context, we - o
defined a skill g% ‘an acceptable degree ‘of control that a' T
student exercises over an operatlon or set of operatlonsa- '  ' *

We agreed with the common assumption that wrltlng skillb are
db & . e -
assoc1ated with the intended .outcome of ertlng instrhqsi e

4 ,->'

and we tr:Led to del:Lneate prec:Lsely botg‘ the presence and’
the nature of skllls ln the lnstructional précess. But ‘we _ 'Wﬁ;
diScovered that we<could not dellneate‘them. ‘'This detour
engaged’?s throughout the entire observatieniperiod'of.tnis

study; on-the six grids that we evolved during’the last e

six observation peflods, the configuration of "skills"

» . . . . R

changed five *timés. B
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»

M
C~——
- The crux of ourvproblem lay in the elusive neture
of "skills." We could observe a teacBer's references to
skills, which bere characteristically related to the written
“product, but we could not observe the skills themselves.
Activities or operations in the instructional process are
observable. But,control is a relative term, and the.obser-
vation of it calls for a high degree’of inference. Conee-
quently, observing the degree of contrel that a person exer-
cises over his or her performance of an operation ienprob;em-

-

atic. In any caee, the varying degrees of control that
" B T £

these students exercised over the operations involved in wri-
- ting were not observable; the high inference neé!ed fogisuch

“observaﬂfbn was more than even ourvh{stematic scrutiny

-

‘QéQﬁIGJACCOmmodate with accuracy.

we;did not resolve this pa;egox until the end of the §§,3,~

final observatidh cyele. Che minutes of one of the last
trinary meetings, which "‘was devoted to a flnal rev1ew of
our observational model, Jyleld this reﬁlutlon.u "Although

we accepted skills' categories, we've never been satisfied

4

w1th our attempts te&£1a531fy them,...Now we percelve that
the skz‘.s theﬁ%giveg’are not observable; they are merely

a

, ;he focus of the activities that we 've identified" (T38) .

All along we' had ®een observing foci and’ calling them skllls,

' so we made ‘the approprlate substltutlon ow the f;Lal grld

(see. Table 3). " Lo ' ) ‘ -

Y




'”tategory appeared to be g.'less." (TlO). fhe miﬁ!!es continue,

'composlng." In trylng to observe skills we were 1ndeed dedling 'Q&f

78 .

Even had we been able to observe skills as such, however,'
&
we?uld not have used them as the basis for our observational

system. Even the teachers' references to skills, which we could

[

t

. 4 . L -
observe, were sowetlmes problematic. For example, our observa-

'vtlon recoxdh 1ndicate,that during the activity of giving .

et

”‘1nstrﬁctfons the ﬁeachers typlcally referred to several skills

v

:at a time; in a cautionary way tnfy would qulckly inventory all ‘
the constraints. that they wanted the students to heed, that is, %)
the skills that the students were to practice in the writing o
task, as if all these skills were a single configuration -- a
gestalt. This habit of referring to skills as a collective

entity shoﬁed up often in t e minutes of our early trinary

meetings: "Skills are a ne'essary bacﬁground for writing" (T4),
forfegamp;e, or "Concern with mastery of basic skills was neted"
(Té;,v We gradually,realired tnat such jargon was really ob-

scuri;?g the genuine confusion. inherent in what TeacherIalled
"the web of skills," and the teachersgthemselves confr‘ d this

confusion;’"We fou that we were trying repeatedly to force

subjects, such as spelllng and punctuatlon, into places where .
e .

they d1dn t qulte fit" (Tll), and "The act1v1ties of teaching

and rexnforq;ng ba81c writing Sillls were: &« ‘asive,that the ;-h

T

RN

"Even more troubling was aur awareness that the term '‘basic
&

skllls applied to readlng, ed&tlng, and s€ndy1ng as well aﬂ’@ TR

e A .:n* o ,7.'5

kS

with a”ﬁolklore.. On the one hand, the collectlve nature qﬁﬁ

"skillé" in general preventsvone from. talking precisely about




»

] ‘ 79
. "

3

the subjebt. On the other5hand, a common habit of reference 1nu vﬁ“*ﬁf,
- iﬁ\'

the schools limits the domain of ertlﬁa skllls to rules about
punctuation, capitalization, and other aspects of usage referred
to as "mechanics." Given the institutional procedures which
guide'teachers and the instructional materiél available to them
(see‘Cha%ter anee), there was much precedence, unfortunately,
for .equating the " echanics" E language usage with weiting.

But preci‘ence notwithstanding, a subset of skills cannot equal

the whole. MoreovEr, "skills" as a whole do not equal writing;
although mamy skills pertéin tq'the writing process, they are
N : .

not components of it.

n . N N F3 .

In trying to observe every reference to skills, let| alone
the skills themselves, we were working within a context of {

widespread misunderstanding.ﬁN‘Iz_attempt;lto deal with this

folklore, however, did achieve some clarifying regults. By
4 , . '

Hforcing ﬁs'to define our teims, ptogressive'cdaing enabled us

3

to see beyond the conventional constraints oﬁ sentence writing.

The teachers spoke of the "need to teach cnil,.’%:té think,
] ) - ‘ . I ) uu“h -
probe, and analyze"; children "should be encouragegi’to get gy
i . 5 . [ 9

their thoughts down on paper first, without having to‘worfy

about spelllng and punctuation at .the same time" (T4) : o
_Moreover, the teachers were well aware 6? links between -

thinking and writing. In addltlon to a category of "mechanical

skills;"'tﬂe observation for cyele #4 included skills that per-

tain to the extended organizing of information, which we called

. . . . . o . : - 5%,
"categerizing," "selecting," and "putting in series." These ;‘:
) ¢ Y R

references tb basic &gpiti-ve operations were removed from %ﬁe"' ,
. S/ . b F] [

.

e n
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We w111 address ghls matter in more detail later in thlS

] AN

80 | L *

next grid because our observations could not readily'diseriminate

among them -- "these high level skills are hard to code" (T19) «~--

)-yet even their presence on the grid is a sign of our.gollectivde

attempt to modify and extend the common concept of skills. We
did perceive that teachers -in the dpper.grades'were indeed

referring'to skills beyond the @entence level, specifically .

related to the rhetorlcal concepts of "purpose" and "audlence."
, P

" We 1nc1ude§ these two concepts in our grid durlng the final

b

,observat g ‘cycle, and we found that indeed these skills were

[N

our observatlon system. References to skills cou;d °

- A_"{“

ineate the writing lesson; there_was no.necessary'&orres-
pondence between a teacher's references andfwhat-actually
occurred. Simply-declaring an emphasis on a skill or set of
skills- dld not warrant that a lesson would follow that emphasls. _
chapter, when we discuss the characterlstlcs of the activities

of writing fnstruction., Meanwhile, weJnote briefly here that

-~ “ ]
framing this model of 'writing ifhstruction in terms of activities

rather than skllls, although it contradicted our early assump-
e

‘..\;_

“tlons, is nevertheless corisistent w1th recent,;tudies of teacher’

: AN
plannlng. N

The tradltlonal model of lesson plannlng places obJectives
(stated as skills) in the‘qentgal'posltlon.\ Teachers are sup-

posed to tﬁ;nk first of the dbjec;ives for the lesson and then
= L. ..m o . C . A . ‘ . . . .
- . . ' 9‘ . . 1:. . . ,‘ ¢
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plan activities accordingly (see Tyler, 1950t~Popham and Baker;

1970) . But recent studies of planning reveal that the content~

and the act1v1t1es of the lesson are what teachers first th1nk

—

about when they plan lessons. ObJectlves, or skllq..b
1nfrequently considered when plannlng lessons, and then only
after the content and the activities have been set;(see Yiﬁger}
1980} Peterson et al., 19783:Zahorik, 1975) . Y

In light of this research on teacherﬁélanning, it may seem

reasonable to -assume that a writing lessdn can be defined in
. - H \ .
L4

terms of the content of that lesson. In a writeng lesson,

. b

however, "content" has a different meaning from what it has in

most lessons. The "content" .of a writing assignment pertains to

T

the subJect or the top1c of that assignment, and to the extent

that a subject or topic of an- ass1gnment is descrlbed or discussed .-
-
in class, "content" can be observed_and recorded But the sub-

ject or topic of a writing ass1gnment 1s ?~1y one aspect of the.

act1v1ty of orienting in which the teacher engages. -In the‘

) . )
larger sense, the "content" of the whole wr1t1ng lesson could

be described as the writing process, that is, the sequence of |
mental and motor activities in which the writer engages. But )
"content" in th1s sense requlres a d1fferent focus for observa-

tion, a focus on the student rather than on the teacher. At any. .

rate, the minutes of the trinary meetings report only scant

-
discussion of this concept‘ o .
& N
Although we qulckly d1scarded .the notlon of content, one
other assumptlon was harder to d1scard This is the assumptlon'

St

that writing lessons can be divided into:three stages{i pre-(

O ‘ o “ .o A - “" 97} ‘I."
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writing, writing, and post-writing.- During the first three

observatidn - cycles, the actiVities on the grid were organized

‘into these three superordinate categories._ But these categories

e BN

~ posited a static arrangement of activities which the obserVa-
~tibns contradicted Activities which seemed’ logically to belong

-to pre-writing, “for instance, were seen to occur while the

students were already writing and even’ after they ‘had completed

. a drpft and,were editing it. There was no definite point in

the lesson at whichxpréQQEiting actiVities stopped and writing
- .. . ’ ) . ‘ »‘ l - 1B
or post-writing activities began. : BN ‘

N

Although the aTJiVltleS of’ “wr?ting“ and.’ editing“9were

all idcorporated ‘into the grid by the end of the fourth obser-

vation cycle, the static category of “pre-writing;“'signifi-

cantly, was never compatible w1th the observéd seq&ence of (/6\
act1V1tleS;. Attempting to-delineate this aPparentacontinuum,'
we nade:a distinction and then tested‘it: Weidistigsuished '
between activities which occurred-“inside the writing process
and outside (befbre or after) the writing process.- AlthOugh
the third and. fourth versioh of -the grid specified “in-process“

v . PR . .

and “out-process,“ no-bbserver could specify such a distinction,.

. S0 we omitted it from the grid. IEn a final attempt to discern .

P «

the nature of this concept, we inserted in the ninth-version of -
the observation grid an activity called “pre-writing,“ but

during . the tenth cycle no-.one observed such an- actiVity in any

-class. The teacher's. orienting could be observed before the

students wrote, but’ the student's mental actiVities dur1ng that -

. -

interval could not be Qbserved ;Whether or pot pre-writing is

' "x‘i? T * s

L - 0 . . - !
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an aspect or a‘stage of the writing process is another matter,
what we concluded) in any case‘ was that prelhrltlng was: not a

" l“
component of thése teachers' dlrectlons of wr1t1ng 1nstructlon.

v ' N

Progress1ve cod1ng conflrmed our re11ance on actfblirgs in
our descr1ption of wr1t1ng 1nstructlon, it also ach1eved

_ ntent
validity for the nine activities constructs. As mentloned'
earlier, moreover,‘these constructs passed two other tests of
ualidity:' construct va11d1ty, as represented in the 11terature

of wr1t1ng 1nstructlon in the elementary schools, "and face

va11d1ty, as tested by a control group of schogﬂ admlnlstrators

and teachers in various grade levels. Accordlngly, these

act1v1t1es are the constants g% th1s descriptive model.J In any
Sy .

glven esson, however, each act1v1ty 1s modified by three k1ndS'

1

of varlables. its duratlon,_lts order in a sequence of the
w other act1v1t1es, and -those mo;al characterlstlcs wh1ch deter-
m1ne its precise nature. Even if two lessons were comprised of

Q

the same act1v1t1es extend1ng over the same span of time (a

. phenomenon wh1ch _we never observed), they would still be dis-

0‘

tinguishable by any one of these varlables. Actually there are
sets of var1ables concern1ng the duratlon, Sequence, and modal
character1st1cs of act1v1t1es, and we w111 address them 1n turn.’
All of these variables are coded in the flnal observatlon«form,

v 8. ~
shown in Table 3. | ‘n S

&
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' The Duratlon of Act1V1t1es

‘The duratlon of - each act1v1ty in a lesso determlnes%
several time variables in wr1t1ng 1nstructlonh

'
of the lesson; another is the teacher S characte'1st1c way of

One is the\pace

generat1ng emphas;;\ In order to measure this du atlon we used
' the construct of a subscene, wh1ch is essent1aL anaeplsode
with two components: an activ1ty and a set of partuc1pant54
when either component changes, a new‘subscene.begins. Tn sixty

’

L\ lessons during the last four dbservation cycles, 957Qactivities
occurred. In the aggregate the median'length of each subscene
was three minutes. Nearly half of them lasted one or two

>

minutes, and about a quarter of them lasted five minutes or
longer. Writing 1nstructlon proceeds at a rapld pace.

The d1fferences in the uratlon of’ subscenes help'to
d1st1ngu1sh one lesson from another; tHeY also help to charac-_
terize a- teacher s strategy within that lesson and also across

\:\;m}ny-lessons. The'medlan length of subscenes“for each teacher °
ranged from two minutes to almost five minutes. But\even the
teacher ‘with the longest median subscene length engaged'&n a

number of act1v1t1es that lasted from one to two m1nutes.:

‘-~ Table 4 lists the med1an subscene lengths for each teacher.

'l'

-
8o
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e _TABLE' 4 |
Q ..
Act_ivit;y; durations, by teacher’ ' N | \
‘ - . - . . . ‘ ' ’ ) ! . . “
“ N o to. . . | .
_ Median duration. . -  Percent of all activities
Teacher , of activity ’ over 5 minutes long
31 " 3.0 minutes ' 20%
. B ' E )
32 ‘ . 4.8 minutes - ) 37%
41" | 2.5 minutes’ . 20%
42> ¢ . "3;1,ﬁiinutes ‘ 32%
' N - « . ) - l a | . . . R - ,
51 3.8 minutes . . 23%
’ 0‘1.‘5‘ ) £ ' ’
' 52 ' 2.2 minutes . ) . ‘//20% \
\_ 61 B 2.9 minu,t'e\ -7 218
. ’ . ‘ L ‘ : /f{_
62 ™ 3.3 minutes : ' . 208
R o e \ oy ™ .- )
- ) . » . : v Do "
Combined , 3.1 minutes - ' . 23%
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The relative time spent in each activity throughout a
' B . {
lesson indicates the way the teacher uses the activit¥es to :

-achieve certain emphasges. Bast on sixty observatigng.in-the

" last four observation cycles, Table 5 shows the propo tionate
‘4

time spent on each activity. Accordingly, writing and evalu%- .

! ° SN ~

" tin ng together constitute 348 of the writing lesson. All five

activities pertaining to written texts (wri;;ng, rewriting,\

sharing writing, evaluating, and editing) constitute 50% of

the writing lesson. C ‘ o, , e

.- \

I S ; - Table 5

Mean Proportion of Time Spent on Each Activity .
i .

/
“

Activity . ~ Proportionate Time.
1. Presenting 6%
2. .Giving Instructions =~ ' - 14% .
; . L ' .
3. Orienting . . 16% .
N X ' )
! 4. -~ 15’%
) . ;
B <. S | o
5. 17% - ) . \
T~ ’ i .
6. . 3% - §
. 7. Sharing Writing ’ 68 o
g, Evaluating | F 178
9. Editing - . 6% .7
£ ] { ' AN
- : ) 100%
] . N
3
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'{’ * with reference to these aggregate figures, several dif- "’

ferencesjindicate,diverse teaching strategies. One is an

emphasis on'the writing process; the'other is an emphasis on

» the written product. Both are defined by the relative amount

o of time devoted to each of the ctivites. Appendix I shows
a the proportionate amount of time each teacher spent on each s
activity, compared to the mean ;or all eight teachers. Accord- ‘
'ingly,»one third-grade teacher, two fourth-grade teachers and
o a fifth-grade teacher spent a large proportion of time in the -
. 'act1v1ties of orienting and writing, thereby indica;ing emphasis
on process. - Ohe’ third-grade teacher, one fifth-grade teacher
Y°ténd two sixth-grade teachers spent a large proportion\of time:.

—in the activities of presenting, reviewing, and/or evaluating,
L] \.

thereby indicating an emphasis on product.

I The/e\two activity clusters. are typical rather than spe-
cific. —Emphasizing either process or product, the“-have been -
recognizqé by teachers for many. years. We refer to them as
"strategies" rather than "styles" because it was often evident

“in the narrative part or our obseryation record that

cluster reflected a teacher's cqnscious decision_to respond in -
a certaih way to a given situation. Moreover, since these
clusters varied with every teacher from one lesson to another,

; they do not appear to be a function of any teacher?s personality. i\

- Discussing various strategies and their emphases (P, 10/4/80),

. the teachers suggested these factors as influencing their deci-/;;;//f

A

- .
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| language  ability of their students, the particular mode.or
forg of writing on which they were concentrating, and the

available teaching materials. heélasked if the socioeconomic
.

status or ethnic bacw§roundhéf thei? students might effect<
these types of decisions, they wefe sﬁrprised and they
res; 'nded by speculating about’ personalltles, although they

| were rtferring to the sense of a group personality. But the
teachers did not even relate to the notion that SES indicators

or eth‘;c backqround might affect their decisions about strategies

\ The Sequence of Activities ’Y C .

'~

¢

’ In addition to the duration of each activity, the sequence
N -
“~ . .
of activities is a distinguishing feature of any given writing.

lesson. Table 61ndicates the sequencing of 957 act1v1t1es

P

observed in Cycles #7 through #10 The table showp how many
times each activity Jas preceded by and followed by every
other acﬁivitf The following patterns help to define the

-y

whole wr1t1ng lesson and ‘also the functlon and meaning of

each activity in 1t.v\ﬁ y
| Y cr Y .
1. Lessons generally began with giving instructions (31%),

orienting (28%) o¥ reviewing (30%).
2. .Writing was generally preceded by either givingﬁjhgtruc-

A tions (49%) or reviewing (228) .,
‘ 3. ertlng was~d1rectly followed by a number of different
aqt1v1t1es. Evaluatlng was the most common (27%), but

every activity except rewritin immediately followed

Q e £ . -198
¢ | I SIS
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writing. Thig is th the fiFst ind{E;ZI:;i;n our
. | data of the interactive na£ure of these;;ctivities.
Other indications will be discussed. |
~ 7 '

4. There 45 no general linear sequence. Any one

activity can be followed by nearly any other :

. ' / | ‘ .
. ‘ ‘ /-//

5. Observed periods ended with giving instructions

activity.

(23%), eQaluating (26%),'br writing (15%). ' The :

4

particular actiVity'which ended an observed period
often indicated the sequénéing.of the wriiing lesson

over different days. Observed periods that ended -
/ .

with writing or giving instructiqgg tended to be

¢

continued another day. .Observed.ﬁ'riodsvthat ended

-

*O0 continue another

‘with evaluaFing were less“likely:
day. The ending oé @he writing lesson itself was
o problematic. 4Apprbximateiy half of the obserdbd
periods répﬁesenged complete lessons, although'even
in these caées it was not uncommon for some students
not to 'finishitheir writing and, hence, to finish
ﬁhe writing 1lesson, on another day. Thus, no single
</ activity typically marked the end Ef the 1§ssQnJ
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Activity-Pair Matrix For All Classrooms Combined o C
L \\\ 7 sgcowp Kermviry : c e
Ry . | Civin \ ’w Sharing of END OF
ITY - f‘_k’resentin lnstmcéons Orienting [Reviewing Writing Rewriting| Writing |Evaluating |Editin PERIOD
/ o .," ) . ‘ .'. i 4 B . ? , . .
R I 9, | 17 | 1u. N 0 4, 1 2
ructions - 8 28 41 .18 -38 4 1 10 17 v | 7 14 -
RS T I R S TR 6 | o G| s 1 3
C L S IV T ~ ' B . I
AU J I P I S N o L1 | ?3; | 3
£ a2 |3 B3 |53 e |7 a9 | e,
¥ s v ) N . e . . . . . L
' 0 - 6 1 0 [0 | 2 o "o - 4 0 5
weaflog | 2 | 8 | 6 o 1 ol 3 |10 | w7 2 4
R R T I A ) 5 ] <8 11 . 28 il | 16
‘1 ...'.. 7 ) 3 k'. 7.' ‘ . 3 . '2‘ . '4 t . 8“. b9, 6
F PERIOD. s 1 Y 'u | w1 1 {0 f o 0 1. 0
. . . D ' - ‘ : v '
(Figures Tepresent actual occurrences of each activity pafr. Total number of pairs was 958,
» 1in 60 lessons.) ' : '
/ . .
I
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S [Each number valde displayed in Table 6 is the number of
occurrences’ of each act1v1ty palr. The ma%rlx of these{occur.
rences sho&s the complexuky of the wrltlnb lesson. Any activity .
can be’ followed by any7pther act1v1ty. Accordlngly,'at the ‘

'

conclusion of each a :

'v1ty in: the ‘lelsson, the teacher rs
faced w1th a var1et,/of cholceS/for maklng tdg next move, The
concluslon~of every activity becomeshfor the'teacher’a po1nt of
';esponsei-_ht.that point.the_teacher.must-optufor'one'of many
poss1b111t1es. | | | _ ) | )
%——) St .This tacé&lal s1tuatlon contradlcted our assumptlon that
1n1t1at1ng’bf an: act1v1ty was characterlstlcally cons1stent
w1th a teacher s planned 1nstru§tion. These planned 1ntentlons
were often modlfled and sometimes even abandoned as the lesson
proceeded. The teachers decisions to revise the lesson_were
characterlstically responses to the pace and direction of thei
péeviousvactivity,as well asfto their perceptions of student
uresponses. | i |
Thé number and extent of these responslve decisions to
change a lesson plan confused. observers dur1ng the -first obser-
/ ‘vation period while we were still trying to identlfi actijltiesf
/ :But as we stabilized the constructs of these activities, we
perceiued:that adAhoc.revision of a writing lesson was”common-
plaCe; By the end of the sixth observation cycle, observers
took for grantéd the dozens of tactical changes which a teacher
characteristically makes during a writing lesson. It became

evidept that a teacher's lesson plan is not a reliable forecast

of wgat actually happens in the lesson.

Q o | 113
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Characteristics of Activities o ‘ .

N s Seven df the nine activities-(all exeept writing and re- /

writing) can occur in different'ways, deﬁending‘on four variables.

. These variable sets are ‘(1) the PARTICIPANTS involved® ij
\actxylty, (2) the MODE of presentatlon, (3) the MATERIALS used
in the presentatlon, and (4) the FOCUS .of the 3ct1v1ty.

o

Deflnitlons of these‘charath;istics apgear in Appendix F.

who engage im any activity. On%z'qne occurs at an

. e 1. Teacher with whole class'.‘ o . e 2
"\ 2f\ Teacher with. group of students ‘ Y
. E ¢eacher w1th s;ngle student L.
4. Teacher with student (serlal), 1 e., one student
) at a time in af; ies of students" N i

5. Group of studen, -,fthout teachet’
6. Studentshworking singly
Any of four.égssibiiities.characterize the MODE of presen-

tation. . One or more may be used in an individual activity.
1. .Telling (by teacher or student)‘ -
2. escﬂer‘questions; student(s)‘respond{sf ; SR
o 3. Te cher'quegtionsi no.pne responds
4. Student(s) duestien(s); teacher responds
The MATERIALS of aﬂpresentation in writing instruction

escribed in any?of six ways. More than one may be used

dio-visual

'

irective (commercial)




" 3.7 pir ;tiGe (teacher-made)

4 Common experience of students o
Y 5. Reading material ' L
5. Student(l) ' writing e ~ .

The observers confirmed eleven FOCI of act1V1t1eS.‘ More

an,one at a time may bb present.' These ‘foci were grouped in

wo sets: those’generall% pertaining to a s1ngle sentence and Jfé?%?
those pertaining to senthce strings. o e
1. spelling . ' " ' . V’
. 2. capitalization _ . A i
3. P'unctu'ation ‘.) | | ) T ”
) 4. Word'usage" .vv ' - /\ o | -
' s, Format/penmanshiohg. ; , S . . ';:?$&§
" 6. Sentence syntax h I . . h
7. outlining = - | : . ’
" ~--=- . " .' -
‘87<5Paragraph.
9.< Paregraph sequence.
‘10. LPurpose/audience | ' - . .'. e
11. Form: (sbecific genre noted byhobserver) ' v
The first three sets of characteristics stabiiized.bg the |
*end of the fifth observation cycle, but the fourth set, the FOCI
of activities, remained unstable. - Although each FOCUS was ob- v 4 ;

served, and althoungthe aggrﬁgate of FOCI could accomodate ab
observations, the set as a whole -- as a.concept -- remained
problematic. Observers continued toadeliberate over what’
constitutes anocus, especially when a teecher mentioned tKree
or four of these items together. . | C

112
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aqm§ d&splay the characterls-

o " |
Tables 7, 8 and 9, as wel

tics associated w1th each act'v1ty.  These tables are derlved ,\\.

eé(

Table 7, concernlng PART CIBANTS,'lndlcates that the
teacher characterlstlcally a resses the whole classlln the .

Y first four actz.v:Lt:Les:‘ Eres nting, gv:.ng Jmstructlons, .

orienting and rev1ew1ng T e Eeacher characterlstlcally

#9: evaluatlng and ed1t1ng.‘

N

Table 8, concernlng ‘MO E, 1nd1cates t?ét the teachr engages-

-in more monologue 1n‘presen lng, g1v1ng lnstructlons, and e al- ’

'uatlng more dlalogue in orientlng, rev1ew1ng and edltlng and
verylllttle lnteractlon~du ng wrltlng‘and rewrltlng |
Table 8 also indicate that-MATERIALS of someJklnd were

-

used. in 59% of the wrltlng.lessons._'The.most common instruc4

'tlonal materlal was the sﬁ dents' own wrltlng, useduprlmarlly
&« - & - 3

in the act1v1t1es of sharing wrltlng, evaluatlng, and: rewrltlng

MATERIALS other than the students' own wrltlng were used

most,frequently in E;esentlng (64% of presentlng act1v1t1es ®
used at 1east one klgd of materlal other than the students'

writing) and in or1ent1ng (53% of orlentlng acth1tues used at
13' y \
least one materlal other than the students' wrltlng) ‘

L

- . k5]



96
. - Table 7
Relationships Between Activities and Participants »
PARTICIPANTS
° . " ’ "
ps
o ) w w . "3 §
° 7 e = '7':
- " s 3 E K
o o 9. s
-l =] (] (/2]
- o] ] ~ v ao
[ R0 A A R I
hef -E b E g’ 3 B2
.3 . B ' : 4 (7] =]
. B=t = - = 3] (4] (7] =i
| ACTIVITY ,
1. PRESENTING. 75,7z | 8.62| -0.0% j.47| 1.4%| 0.0%7| 1292
> ‘ (' " . ' " -. -
2. GIVING. 51.9 29.5 ] 1.9 3.3 | 0.5 | 0.9 [13.1
- INSTUCTIONS I . E
3. ORIENTING 64.7 | 22.4°| 0.6 [ 0.6 | 0.0- | 2.6 | 9.0
. ) . 5 t '
. 4. .REVIEWING 53.7 |"2:¢s | 8.0 [,3.2 | 0.5 |.1.1 | 8,0
l s - . .l . . "
5. WRITING 5.1 6.4 | 5.1 | 3.8 | 6.4 |56.4 |16.7
6' ‘REWRITING ' 0-0 .. 6-7 \_0.0 OoGI 7b.0 ) 53-3 '40-9
. & . , . ) Nt ) - . ot
7. SHARING OF 14.5 | 46.8 | 3.2 |.8.1° |13 [v1.6 [14.5 -
_ WRITING | : . 1T N
8. EVALUATING 9.7 16.9.] 17.7 ] 331 | 1.6 [ 1.6 1956,
9. EDITING, - 12.0 | 22.0 | 26.0 |10.0 [.6.0 | 8.0 -] 16.0
¢ : | | ' . ) | - . | ¢ ' .‘
TOTAL . 41.5%2 | 22.7%7] 6.4% 7.2%2 | 2.0% | 7.0%{13.2%

Aly

.
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' ' ; Table 8- o - '

c Relationships Between Activities and Modes and Materials

] A} ¢ . . 4
‘ ’ [ . . L . /‘
MODE ~ MATERIALS
&g‘. 4 | . 1 . .
: e ’ = " o0
' o e
I R o
: ) ] 8 | = | R
-~ . .
J . 3,’ 0 , g ? . 5 e 3' t"t
. . el = by o] : vl,» o) E
= o - (=] (&) () . ] o
- Q. ~ o -1 ~ ~ : &
[- ] [-% ] . -
[} (1] 1] = [ ] [ ] j g - *
1} | ¥ [T} ] > > [} ]
-] 2] - o~{ L) L) . o0 3
o o > & o | 5
S SIS (S e 2 8] % g g
e o o o g N N ]
o . o ol ol o
. [ - Bl v | <. a A Z
__ACTIvVITY - T S | N ;
- 1. PRESENTING [s0,0¢| 37.1%" 0,04 io/#/%s %14 11.42-1154- \ 15.&:, 5.7% 300%
. s ‘ R 3 .' _,." 4 . N . ) LI
F . : . k1 7 N L oo Nt
. 2% GIVING ' [75.2 | 16.4 10.3°H12.6] 10.3| 7.0 .6.5] 3.7]15.0/.49.1
- INSTUGTIONS|. . | e IR I | -
3. ORIENTING [55.6 |s8.3 17.3| 8.3| 5.1]19.2] s.0| 8.3]38.5
4. REVIEWING [31.9° |62.2 | 1 14.9|'5.3| 5.3 8.5| 3.7]21.8[45.7
. 5.. WRITING 6.6.| 9.0 0.0f 6.4 79.5|] s.1] 7.7| 3.8l 11.5| 3.8/ 21.8 51.3
.5 . . . 5 . . fl : )
e .L B ?f : . . ‘. . i . . . " - i ’
6. REWRITING, lgz 0.0{ o0.0f 0.0]93.3|| 6.7{ 0.0] 0.0 0.0 o.0] 40.0\ 60.0"
. . . , ',-: : ‘ : ‘} L. ) - . . v : \ . . . N v
g’ © . SHARING OFr 124.2 [-30.6) 0.0| 6.5[45.2]1 16.1] 0,9 0.0| 3.2| 0.0]69.4]27.4
Sy WRITING .~ [. |& _ gy ol 1 2
8.7 EVALUATING [i1.1 [.34.7] 1.6} 9.7] 33.1|| 4.8] s.1{ 3.2| 4.8] 4.8]53.2] 28:2.
& N i } . . . ) "’.‘,"' v
i S T N N S | L R ‘:‘“5;5
9. EDITING'  [24.0 |34.0] 2.0| 0.0]|.48.0f| 4.0| 0.0] 10.0| 4.0] 0.0 40.0] 46.0
T " 1 - @ j ) -
TOTAL °  [39.7%| 37.14 1.1 5.23 ’26.94 13.33. 7.23 s5.54 %.21 5.1 25‘.3#41,4:
{ J 2 o, : . ..

. < N v . . . . . . R

(Figures represent the percentage of occurrences of each activity which used each

- mode and material. - Percentage may not sum to 100Z for each activity 9ecauae somé
activities used.ggre than one ‘mode or material.) : '
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concept £ skllls. 'During all ten observation cycles, in fact,
identified as skllls, whlle the observatlon team

cont1n ed to rearrange them in dlfferent categorles." ) 77

(-

ressed in each activity. This taBle documents the primary
'importance'of punctuation. Of all possible FOCI, punctuation

ranked flrst in~five of the n1ne.act1vit1es, and second in two

others. Overall, lé6% of'all activities dealt with punctuation.

Table 9 also shows that a majority of activities (51%) dealt

~ o -
Y . : N w . E 2%
: R PR N
. . - "'. 4 ;, $ ’ \\.. N
2B .
. . 1
’ ~ # Py
o~ 1“ '
- W ) ‘ s
R -4 ’
. v - 5
P . /)
’ \
. “ ¥ \ . >
Y Pl . .
X -\
- ‘
€ ' I 1%\
I o,
‘

- 4
° .

3

exp11c1t1y w1th(no FOCUS. e N - g

Thes



99

-
~ Table 9°
Relationships Bﬁtween Activities and Foci of Activities
r
* FOCI - )
AN Y : N
L 4 | N N
‘ 'n.,, [}
N i? ® % 9
; '8 g 3 & & .
v g g s e @ b
g5 elelz]d
9:0 3 o 0 & o e ] o (]
b < S A 1 & g 80 &0 3
‘ . :l‘ :‘ 3 o E [y - o < - =Y E E
a g g ) 0 & 5 3. % 5 o | &
h_ACTIVITY*‘ wv o A = b 7] g e -4 Y o =
1. PRESENTING | 5 74 5'7}5 14,34 12.99 10:09 2.9% 0.0 8. o.c’zﬁ 2.9 gd,a 1;2.91&
_ y ) .
2. GIVING 8.9\ 6.1] 7.0] 7.9 14.0] 6.5 2.3] 3.7 8.9] 7.5| 7.9] s9.3
- INSTUCTI?NS ~ : o
. ~ . . .
3. orientING | 13| 0. 1.9f 7.1 2.6/1.9 | 1.9| 3.8] 3.8/ 1.9] 5.1/ 76.9
4. REVIEWING '11.,7 14.4) 22,9 11.2{16.0(12.2 3.2 11.7]. 8.5{ 7.4| 9.6] 41.5]
" * . : - X ’ - R i ) -

_ 3. WRMRING 19.2) 15.4| 17,9 12.87 12.8]17.9 | 2.6 20.5 9.0 9.0] 5.1 50.0
6. REWRITING ° 13.3/ 13.3] 20.0 6.7] 20;0(20.0 [ o0.0{ 13.3] 13.3 13.3| 6.7] 66.7
7. SHARING OF 25.8+»24.2 25.8] 12.9] 27.4(22.6 | 0.0 14.5) 22.6| 22.6( 8.1] 46.8

WRITING - ~
8. EVALUATING | 29.0| 20.2| 27.4) 26.6{ 15.3)16.9 | 3.2[ 11.3] 12.1] 11.3]" s5.6] 34.7
- ‘ » \}';,:,f . . I;‘? R | ‘ , L3
_ 9 EDITING 24.0] 20.0{ 28.0) 18.0] 8.0{32.0. | 2.0f 12.0{ 12.0] 14.0] 6.0/ 26.0
= N 1 S | 2
TOTAL 13.4%4 11.44 15.9% 12.@%- 13.0411.5 % 2.2 9.3 ‘8.9 8.37 8.09 51.1%

(Figures represent the percenta
Percentages may not sum to 100% for e

focus.

had more than one focus.)

1__
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ge’éf occurrences of each activity which addressed each
ach activity because activities often
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We mentioned earlier, in our description of progressive

. coding, that references to skills could not accurately delineate

a writing lesson. The observational data on skills gives

-

additional support to our decision early in the project.to

describe writing instruction primarily in terms of activities'

rather than the‘objectives or skills addressed in each lesson.

M

These data, shown in Tables 10 and 11, are clear evidence that
there was no-COrreepondenge-between skills and lessons. Table 10
shows the number of skills (FOCI) addressed in each lesson. The
number ranges from zero tzﬁten. Two-thirds of the iessons dealt
witl® six er more skill categories. ' o

In few gases was it possible to say that this wae a lesson

on capitalization‘(or paragraph.sequence or punctuation, or any

other assumed skill) .\ Even when setting out to teach a spec1f1c

set of skills (punctuatlon, for example), the teacher
necessary to deal w1th a number of other skills during
course of the lesson. The sk’ills thathrtaln to iting are
1nter3elated to such an extent that it was not posgible to

teach one skill 1n isolation. This fusion of F was true not

" only of lessomS but also of single activities, as shown in

Only one quarter of all the observed activities dealt

with a single Skill~category. Half the activities dealt with

AL

no skills; another quarter of the activ;tles dealt with a number

of skills at once. : o ) i .

»



E 101

A , | Table 10
Vo : Number of Foci Addressed in Each Lesson -
B - - ‘ |
Number of Foci Percent of Lessons (n = 60)
. 3 0 | 2%
“ . ' 1 R 5 ' )
. \ ' ] , S
. K :\ . 2\ 7
. ’ 3" 7 5
| o 4* 7
o 5 | 14
: / | 6 12
(S ' 7 R 17 |
| N : . |
/ : ¢ 8 . 22
| : \9 7 ;
!
10 3 ,
101%
M ]
-
1 \ . \‘
¥




102 ' AR
Table 11
U Number of Foci Addressed, by Activity I - ¢
‘ NUMBER OF FOCI
ACTIVITY 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7. 8 9 10
o T : 1 . —
1. Presenting - |a 432 102 -1z 1z ox oz 1z ox o0x. oz
2. Giving Instructions| 59. 25 8 1 2 1. 1 3. 0 0., 0
3." Orienting R I 7 A T R 1 o o0 0 1 o o 0
4. Reviewing 42 34 10 & 4 1 1 3 1 0 - 1
5. Writing : ‘50 20 12 5 1 4 0 . 4 3,1 0
- . ' . " ’ : - . .
6. Rewriting 67 . 13 0 0 o 7 0 13 0 o o
7. Sharigg of Weiting | 47 = 23 3. 02 3 2 0 16 5 o o0
3. Evaluating 5 23 17 6 6 6 2 6 0 0 0
). Editing 26 3% 10 18 0 0 4 6 -0 0 0
£} : . ‘ .
TOTAL 51 27 .9 4 2 2 1 4 1 o o0

L)

(Figures represent the percentage of occurrences of each activity which addressed '
“ a specific number of foci.)

Iy
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& ‘ . Table 11 displays the number of FQCI addressed in the/ S

. . Y
[ . N
.

957 activities that occurred during the last,four observation

b

: cycles. We should call attention to an apparent discrepancy

with reference to the activ1ties of presenting and rev1ewing L

Apparently these activities addreqsed no skill a high percentage‘
,of tiRe time, qgtually they focused on a‘'skill or set of skills.’
The continuation of each act}Vity, however, often engendered
changes in=subscenes. A teacher would describe a concept

and then cite models of it, and different MODES of modeling
would often cause new PARTICIPANQ groupings to change the
subscene. These changes caused no problem,to the observer'

when the activity entailed extended models, such as paragraphs,

examples of sequencing, or rhetorical modes. But the modeling
T~ of punctuation, which occurred often, caused rapid changes in . T,
the subscenes. In these frequent cases the narrative'part ;;
- of the observation record confirms what was happening.
The observer would cope with these rapid changes by noting
only once the skill being ®ddressed by, this activity, not .
'marking 1t -again throughout the modeling phase of the activity.
This apparent discrepancy in Table 11 offers yet another
comment on the elusiveness of skills in the observation process.
The four kinds of categories that modify the activities
of ahwriting lesson can accommodate a massive number of
variables, far nore than we have observed. But even. our

limited observations document differences among teaching

strategies, and they deserve-further exploration with new

\

. (" ® N
. \
Q ' ‘ \.‘ 181 '
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" used the students' writing .as instructional material.

.'similarity is qualifiedﬁby'diversity: six teachers spent

data. Appendix J contains tables corresponding to-Tables

7, 8, and 9 for each teacher, i.e., the characteristics

¢

associated with each activity 12.each teacher's class-
room. As these tables indicate, most 1nferab1eE;atterns
also reflect diversity. |

Ih‘the:use of teachinq MATERIALS, for exémple, there
is an apéarenf pattern: ohé teachef used directive

materials eftensively; five of the eight teachers used no

audiovisuals . directive, or reading materials in conducting

most of the activities; two of the teachers primarily “.

The fact that most of these teachers make little use of

‘dlrective materials is consxstent w1th their reservatlons,

already cited, about what is commercially available.

Also, in the teachers' use of participant groupings,

most of their time with the whole class; the two other
teacher’s, who spent most of their time with groups, made
extensive use of these groups to teach reading as well as

writing. Again, diverging emphases also marked the MODE

. : . Y .
of activities: five of the teachers spent most of the time

4 ¢

d ' ’ * .
" in.a ”telling" mode, three in a "teacher question" mode.

3

Comparlson of activities with observable characteristics

)

alsq yields diversity, notably in the conduct of evaluating,

1

which with writing, comprised a third of the observed instruc-

tional time. Evaluating was conducted p:imar?lf)in a "telling"
.;‘ \‘v ‘ . . ~

122. - )
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4y
mode by. ‘three teachers, in a "teacher questions" mode by two
teachers and in a "student questions“ mode by two others. |

One teacher used a variety of modes. Five teachers conducted

evaluating in a "teacher with student (serial)" roupin ’
g g

that is, roaming among students and spending a minute or
8o with ‘each;- one teacher conducted this activity primarily

with small groups of students; two otfers used a variety

of groupipgs. i |

_ The FOCI of activ1t1es, represented as skills, show yet.

a different kind of divergence. Although the teachers'
.-emphases on skills differed slight}y during the year, these
'differences were not helpful in defining theIWay a teacher
works. Moreover, the particular skills emphasized.by each
teacher were not related.to any other'differences in the
classes. In sum, there was no relationship between the par- '
ticular skiils empha31zed by any teacher and the teacher's
grade level type of student population, or teaching strategy
(process or product). This lack of relationship recalls the
conceptual problems that skills pose/in the definition of

the writing lesson, which we will turn to later in this

chapter. , .

L4

Y.
The recursive nature of writing instruction

, This profile of writing instruction shows the kinds of
variables that distinguish,one writing lesson from another;
id..o doing it also illustrates’ the complexity of writing

instruction in terms of the numbers and kinds of rapid deci-
o I S | ‘ |

Q. ' - " N v ' 4 1(_)
, . R ~
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sions that teachers must make. here are countless options.

‘moment in the lesson, often
J .

) among simultaneous activities.‘ The rapid pace is evident

available to the teacher’at’ eve

- from Table 4 Which:displays median subscene length. The

possible options at each moment are manifeat in two ways:

the teacher may choose any'of‘the.nine activities at any

point in’thé.leeson, and each of the activities may be conducted
_in-a Vvariety of ways, as indicated by the subsets of charac-
\ teristics associated with the actiyities.
The'simultaneous occurrence‘of activities was common
in most of the leeaons that we observed; while a teacher
was evaluating ‘the work of one or more stddehtgi;ochr

students were writiﬁg, rewriting, sharing writing, or editing.z

. But for two reasons we: decided early in the project to track
the teacher rather than the students; an observer cannot
accurately track more than one target at any time, andraince
the activities are all teacher-directed, the teacher‘s'l;;
behavior is crueial to the quality of the lesson. | .

The complexity delineated by this profile's activities
and characteristics is systematic, not random; its ordering
principal is that writing'instruétion is recgrsive; The teacher
makes decisions throughout a lesson, but there is more to
this recurrence than mereiy repetition. Decision-making
recurs -indefinitely until a spec1fied condition is met;
’the srocess is recursive, like a structured loop in a computer

program. The terminatipn of a writing 1esson does not end

:19': R . ) &
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the loop; it ﬁerely interrupts the teacher's interaction
. with the students on behalf of some specified condition.
As_we will point out later, these teachers had strong notions
of uhat_those specified conditions should be.l
The premise for our collaborative mode of,researchyhad
been that if anyone could describe what teachers do, they M
could, and that premise turned out to be sound. The teachérsv
knew instinctively about the recursive quality of their task,
although it took us nearly a year: to articulate it. Starting
ﬂ“ﬁeliberately‘without a vocabulary, we intended to build
one.through observation, but again and again, as we all tried
- to pin down what was happening in the classroom, "to define

and delimit the components of the instructional process by

-~

discrete, precise.terms,'the teachersvresi ed closure in
. one respect. They sensed some elusive kind of continuity
"in this instructional task. Throughout the first fourv#
observation cycles, words like "reinforcing," "elicitinc,"'
 "checking," "assisting," and above all "monitoring“.kept»‘
appearing;in our trinary minutes. ﬁe-all agreed that the :
 teachers were right in their sense of the task, but even so
. we could never codify these words. Although they were
observable, these actiyities were virtually continuous and
beyond our capacity to record. "Monitoring" was the most
seductive, because it seemed to connote some sort of!\ontinuing
strategy, put no one construct was able to designate this

* recursiveness. Rather, the whole system of constants and

-
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of VariableS, activities i%,various durations ‘and with differing
characﬁer;Sticswwas necessary to define this recursiveness
1n writing Lnstructlon. j;i |
p? | Such indefatigable ;nteraction could conceivably be a
YJproperty of instruction ?n other subjects in the elementary
.schools,,@hthough we doubt that. For instance, Peterson and

Clark (l?fa& found that teachers were continually evaluating
‘7the\av ropriateness‘af the students' response to what they
were Z?aching in a social»studies "lesson. However, fewer
than one fifth of these evaluations resulted in the teacher
deciding to alter his or her teaching behavior. As we will
describe later, data fron>our own’study also_indicate that
instruction in other subjects is less responsive to student
behavior than is instruction in writing. . '

There is a bOmpelling reason for writing instruction
- to be characterized by a high level of interactlon between
students and teachers. The instructional effort is recursive
because the process of writing is recursive. The teacher's _
decisions about how and when tc interact are necessarily
respcnsive to this process,awhich happens to Pe at a different “
stage of occurrence for each student at any given time.
The teacher's intervention in a student's writing process

is'essentially responsive; it addresses some immediate need

of the writer»which the teacher perceives. This response
occurs most evidently in the cluster;cf activities'comprised

of writing, evaluating, editing, and it can ogcur during

126
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orienting. As Table 5 indicates, these activities compriséd

more than 50% of the observed instrhcpional time in these

-

classrooms. In discussing earlier the conclusions of each

'activity i a sequence, we spoke of "points of response"

that confrdnt a teacher during a writing lesson. Since so
many of these response points pertain to some aspect of the
writing process, the nature of this process -- and its demand.
on the tgacher -- had best be clarified. |

| Among composition tﬁeor;sts,‘the writing procesé is pre-
sumed to be recursive. Our earlier definition of recurs%on
ﬁill do here as well; it denotqifé' et of operations that
can recur indefihitely until a séecified condition is met.
Crowley (1977) rejected a linear model of composing and posited
a recursive one instead; Sﬁmmers (1978) ;efined the relationship
of both models. And Flower and Hayes,(1979) gescribed‘cate-
gories of activities, which they/called planniﬁg, translating,

and reviewing, that comprise this récursive process. More

" explicitly, .the recursion of composing appears to be a

reciprocal process that entails two-phasé cycles of appésing
information and deriving inferences about - it by making |
assqi§ions (Van Nostr?nd,.l978). chording to this infe:eﬁce
model of composing,. each phase engenders the.othef, just as
in walking the movement.of one leg fofward both enables

and necessitates a complementary moVem;nt of the other.

Given gnj set of information, every assertion which attempts

some closure is incomplete in a context of new ihformation,

s -
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which it has just caused to occur. This expanding process

generates unfinlshed business, as it were, which the writer

'continuvally attempts to resolve. The spec1fied conditlon

[y

toward which the writer works is some*sense of repose, of satis-
faction at having said wha¥ was intended\in the way it was
intended. ' | ‘

One cause of tension in the teacher;s deoisions about how
and when to 1ntervene in the writing process concerns th1s
spec1f1ed condltlon. It doubtless varies with every writer in
every situation, and most writers typically do not recognize it
until thej have arrived at it} In the case of beginning. wr1ters
this sense of dest1natlon may be easily preempted by some speci-'
fied cqndition-p;Lscribed by the teacher, a situatiOn that can
be illustrated by v1sua1121ng one subscene in the writing 1esspn.‘

Suppose that the students are wrltlng,and that the teacher is

evaluat1ng the texts by walking along a row of cha1rs and

addressing one student at a time. -The PARTICIPANTS are "teacher
with a student (serial) ." The teacher stops, glances at a text,

and asks the writer about an error on the»page.' How\many deci-
.4

'sions might the teacher have made in this one transaction, even =

before the student answers? 1In eva;uating a written text, a

teacher may have to reconcile the conflicting priorities of two’

~

conditions that we ‘just mentioned,-one being'the'writer's,sense.

of destination, as vyet unexpressed, and the other being the

teacher's or textbook's prescription that a skill or set

¢ -

of skills be demonstrated. If the text-ianrogress reveals

| 128 _,



thht the writer is not proceeding toward the*ﬁrescrihed

~condition, should the teacher\ihtervene? If so, with what
. ~ . .+ .

intept? 1If the intent is to support or enforce the specified .

«

condition, is that condition‘competible with what is'engagingiu

the t? If it is, how should the teacher respond? -
<J' 'If not, then how shouid the teecher respond? Here are five u&

decisions to be made about merely one transaction in theé' '?"

_evalu;ting process, and the student's response to the teaSher's-A?

fquestion\@ay cause yet more decieions to be madeqabout’hoW'
B

/
L >

/ to proceed with this transaction. If this student is one ;f \ o

K78

._V“.),

! say, twenty-five students who are all writing at the same time, .o
j the teacher's points of response will be manifold. ‘ ;&"&
[ The writing instruction in these eight classrooms repeatedyy e.-ﬁ
/ confirmed such respozsiveness to students; it was contingent upon v
/ what the students were doing, upon what they were laboring’ at ahd

/_ achieving--or failing to achIéve--at any given moment during th%JLsg
/ writing lesson. A teacher characteristically modified pians in‘f

[ order to speed up, slow down, or change directions, degénding on

Stestions

[ the current need of the students as demonstrated by their

or by their written texts. Dependent as it was on the recursive
. v - . o
AN

nature of writing, the instructional process in these classrooms :
is also necessarily recursive; \\
ﬁecause writing is recureive, méetery of any given
structural constreint is not a realistic poSsibility within
the sc¢ope of any one writing‘lesson. In the early part of
thevwriting lésson the teac&er characterietically assumes or

identifies some need in the majority of students. If reviewing,

| 12
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relevant to this need, does not generate a positive response

among the majority of the class members, for’ example, the

teacher may have to abandon the review and shift to presenting

information as if the students had nevex\ heard of it. Even
after this activity has emphasized a diven skillv that is,

the control of awgiven constraint, the assigned writing in

class may manifest other needs that the. teacher must tﬁen |
address. Having engaged in presenting or reviewrng constraint x&‘

the teacher must necessarily respond in evaluating, to usage

or misusage of constraints T, Q, R--and also possibly X.
‘The.rezponsive decisions which a teacher.makes during
writing lessons commonly modify, and apmetimes drastically *

'alter, the teacher's intentions regarding that lesson. Early
in our study it was evident that’ "formal lesson plans don't
communicate the planning process very well” (T l3). We

—*addressedwthis discrepancy at an early plenary meeting by
' formally noting the teachers"goals and expectations (P, 12/

) 15/79). The teachers caucused by grade level, and specified
the performance that they expected of'the\students in.September, -1
with respect to writing skills, and the goals that they set
.for their .students' performance by the following 3une. The
result was the synthetic curriculum (Appendix E) that we cited
in Chapter Three as demonstrating the circular tendencies
of long-range plans. "Global statements of goals,. we decideqd,
'are not sufficiently accurate to delineate instructional

activities (P, 1/9/80), so we designed some daily log sheets;

-l

(D)
-
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the teachers égreed to record after the fact what writing
instruction -- if any =-- 2:3’7ccurred each day in the cla;s—
room. a“':I‘hey would select the significant details of their
lessons; and their logs‘would provide ué all with a set of
records rather than testimonies of intention.

The teachers keptulogs th;oughout the last six observation
cycles, as described in Chapter Two. These records did indeed
reveal what the teachers had4d;hé about writing instruction,
but, with few exceptions, thg iogs‘revealed nothing at all
about how the teachers had gbne about their tasgks.

The following excerpts from the teachers' logs illus-
trate the emphasis on product evident in the‘logs.

1/22/80 "Structure o? a sentence - noun, verb, adj."

‘ -grade th;ee
3/5/80 _"Wrote adventure story using Snoopy as main
character." V ‘
-grade .four
2/14/80 "Write similes and metaphors."”
Y -grade five
5/5/80  "Wrote sentences using contractions."
-grade six | R

The log entries were typically product-oriented, with
virtually no mention of tﬁe process that the teaqhers had en-
gaged in, even though we were regularly observing process and

systematically discussing it. Some entries did address the

7
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teaching process; for example, this entry of a grade six

teacher:. '

2/6/80 "Pupils' -story books were read to first .
and second graders - my pupils then discussed
need for a perfect product and an awareness,
of audience."

Such entries, however, were in the minority. By and large,
these logs yielded records of teaching that were markedly
different from the observation records. But they shed no light
on process. Years of experience with the constraints on writing
instruction had evidently conditioned the teachers to think of
this enterprise inlterms of writingﬁoutcome;‘\In this sense,

these daily logs were remarkably similar to the global curriculum

that we had constructed. Both kinds of records were comprised

.%gfgoal-oriented statements, yet from neither set were we able

tc relate a planned occurrence to the actual occurrence.
Evidently too many decisions had intervened

In general, the discrepancy.between plans and behavior
appears to be a function of treining. Our teachers were used
to keeping records according to conventions that are now out-

dated. The conventional notions of planning were described

‘earlier in this chapter (pp. 80-81), but the subject of theae

logs invokes them again, especially thefi contradition by actual
teaching behavior. According to conventional notions, ‘teachers

are supposed to decide first about objectives, or skills, and

then plan activities accordingly; however, recent studiesr;
indicate that teachers think about content and activities

and then, if at all, consider objectives or skills. The

observed behavior of our teachers in the classroom corresponded
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more closely to thes® recent findings about the priority of
. actiiities than to the priority of objectives which theif logs
B ;4 reveal. Thgir,observeq pehavior, reflecting their perceﬁ-
tions of student needs, entailed changes in the pace and
direction of their in8%;,ctional activities. Such
, flexibility ‘in decisi°§ making hag been applguded by Clark

- and'Yingqu(lSBO)} wh@ ~jaim that "%esién is the principal
b mark of professional AQpjvity . . ,"'and that "teacher
planning might best P® ygpresenteg as an intuitive design
process" (p. 14).

This intuitive 55&195 pfocq's ent;ils"many decisions
between the lesson plan and thegend of the lesson. These
imtervening decisipﬁﬁ}Q:ékrouqﬂisliike those of a navigator
at sea. It is érudé%t\to héad for a given destination at a
planned coufse and speeq, put without an absolute fix on the
’ ship's position at all times: the ‘navigator necessarily'

proceeds by dead reckONy,g, Inevjitably, the dead reckoning

position is at oddS‘With ¢he 8hip'g actual positioh at any
‘given time. NavigatoTS .ommonly refer to this inevitable
dis;reﬁancy as "drift”: ig resultg“from a‘combindtion of
uncontroliable.ESrces Ang from a set of resgonsive décisions
intended to explbit oF tg counteract those forces in‘iving
-at the planned destinftidg. At gea it is necessary to change
.couise.and speed peri°§icallylt0 accommodate for drift.
Teachers' intentiohszbﬁtéré a2 writing lesson and their

decisions en route aré th1Y‘°haracterized by the navigator's

strategy. ' "II< S e
| y ‘ ;
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Some Implications of This Analytical Model

‘ This modelxtor analyzing writing instruction was teate@ in A
severai,ways. As aiscussed earlier, we certified the validity
of the activitieq congtructs. Also, using the whole model, we
assessed the reliability of our observations on two occasions,
and we observed lessons in subjects other than writing. Both
kinds of assessments bear implications foq;further research/>
The reliability of ‘the observers was tosted on two occa-
sions. The procedure in both sessions was the ;;me., A video-
taped writing class was shown to all thirteen.coders. Inter-
rater reliabilitf was established by comparing the codes of
indivi§ual observerslwith the "correct" codes, which were
established by consensus after the coding session. In the first
session, the inter-rater religbility was low =- only 65% of the
subscenes in the videotape were correctly identified by the
aggregate of the thirteen c&ders. The‘major problem was
detecting changes in subscenes. The .labeling of subscenes
(i.e., attaching an activity code:tb the subscene) was more
aécurate; labeling errors accounted for only one-third of the
total miscodeé.‘ After this reliability conference, the defini-
tion of a subscene was changed. A subsceneiwas now defined as
consisting .of an aé\ivity and a group of participants. ‘Thus, a
new subscene would begin only when the activity or the partici-
pants change. (Formerly, changes in topic or speaker also .
indicated changes in subscenes ) 'The.revised_definition was
more ‘accurately observable because it was closer to the teachers'

sense of what constitutes an activity. In the second reliability

124



Al

conference, using-the revised subscene definition, the
thirteen coders correctlytidentifiediebt of . the
subscenes. Again, failures to detect subscene qhinges were
responsible for two-thirds.of the miscodings,‘bgt there'were'
fewer such failures, resulting in the higher' reliability.

‘We achieved acceptable reliability primarily because of

' the constructs:; the definitions of the activities constructs
were stable and precise; each of the characteristics, as defined,
was self-evident, and the voc’Bulary of the grid reflected the
cay teachers talk about writing. Everyﬂitem on the grid was
observable, which was another factor in‘reliability; with edch
new version of the grid we rigorously omitted what we could not
see. A third factor was the redundancy.of the grid; the narrative
and the system of check marks aufitedeach other. "'All of these
factors of the model made low-in erence observation posSible,
and all were results of progressive coding.

Another way of assessing the model was to use it to observe
classes -- not ngcessarily lessons -- in subjects other than
’writing. During cycle #10, four NP observers visited eight
classes in five schools: three classes in mathematics, two in
art, and one each in reading, science, and social studies. With
minor changes of obviQus labels, Ehenmodel could distinguish-
between writing instruction and th%”instruction in these classes:

We noted the significant similarit& and differences between
these classes and the classes in writing that ve had observed
One obvious difference was the relatively short duration of these
classes as compared to the writing lessons; the other differences ‘

lay in the broportionate use of the nine activities._ Giving

'3 . 1 r)-
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‘instructions and reviewing were common to all eight classes,
, reviewang we _

presenting was_common to all but one, and evaluating, to five

of :he eight.- But five of the nine activities of writing instruc-

tion occurred either rarely or not at all in these classes,
an ‘those that did occur were often®of a different nature.
Table 12 displays the occurrence of thése activities in the

eight classes. -
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- . Table 12 |
| Activities in Eight Lessons in Subjects
- Other Than Writing
i .
1o |0 -
m | v -3 3 * .g
O -4 lao| In o
. o |o o |uw |- -
g | T e o |3 ]lo] @ o
s g o |a© gl g
K | M ol M L~ ol ® -
% o o | o Yl R (1)
V4 - § ﬁ ﬁ 'g : .8 4: y .2
) ACTIVITIE HRENERCREAL 5 a
1. Presenting x | x |x | x }x|x x|’
2. Instructions | x X |x [ x [x|x[x x
o 3. orfénting CHx) ((x) | x| x x
4. Reviewing x | x |x | x |x|x]|x X .
- ' - 5. Writing = - x |(x) (x) | (x)
L4 ) 3 )
6. Rewriting
: ¥
7. Sharing (x)
8. Evaluating x | x x| x "X
9. Editing o | x x I R

‘ 12
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Analyzing these differences in a plenary meeting (P,_§Z3l/80),
we‘summarized further evidence of.the uniqueness of writing
instruction. -
1. The outcome of the lesson is generated either chiefl& or
wholly by the students. They do hot.mefel?<supply information
in the blankAspaces of some context that already exists.
2. There are ho exclusively right answers in writing ss there

are in math, for example, and to some extent in readiné and .

in science. TME fact that there are many possible outcomes

of a writing assignment reqdifes that evaluating and editing
take longer. Also;‘the‘existence of right answers in many
subjectsoprecludes the use of sharing in ﬁost lessons in
those subjects. |

3.  There are few texts or other teaching aids for elementaryé
grade teachets that are specificslly designed for writing
instruction. The teacher must convey concepts through home-

made materlals or through the activities of presenting,

giving 1nstfuctlons, orienting, rev1ew1ng, shd evaluating.

;ﬁ particular, the teachef's activity of orienting is

tfpically more expansive in &titing instruction than in other:

subjects. While orienting does occur in other subjects, it
o seldom takes as much time or plays the same important role

as in writing instruction. |

The obvious conclusion of this assessment is that writing
instfuction is significantly d;fferent.from instruction in other

subjects in.- the elementary school curriculum, and this conclusion

suggests a simple line of reasoning: models of effective 'teaching
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;n othe; subjects are not appropriate for writing instruction;
ahy system&tic improvement in writing insﬁruction must evoive"
fréﬁ the gbntext of writing instruction;. the design for such
improVemeht should be based on what teachers actually do an?
framed in terms of how they perceive whét they do. And colla-
borativg research has the capacity tO// rive sﬁph informaﬁign;

. It
These are the assertions that we will address in Chapter Five

-

of this study.\\
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Chapter Five

Toward the Design .of Writing Instruction

The final question that we raised in Chapter One--How
can collaborative research be used to design effective writing .;
'instruction?--implies that "effectiveness" can be validly
defined, that the design task is. feasible, and that colla-
borative research has a role in the achievement of this
‘task. Our%findings, represented in Chapter Fonr"confirm

these implications. The present chapter frames those .

findings, along with some others that our study has genera-

'is far more complex tnanrlt is generally thought to be. The.
wideSpread misunderstanding.of writing as a procesB'was
addressed in Chapter Three, which points up a failure to

heed what the process really entails .for the writer. ~Unlike’
+other subjects in the curriculum, writing requires the students
to. generate substance and also to frame it--even more, to frame
it recurslvely while generating. And the complexity of the
instruction that is so misunderstood lies in the responsive

- nature of the»teacher's interaction wi€h the individual students
at their tasks. Writing instruction is a recursion, as

Chapter Four points out. Intervention in the recursive

writing process is contingent upon the aspect of that process

123
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° : which hdppens to engage the individual student at any given
" time. Slmultaneously many students are engaged by different
aspects of wr1t1ng, so the.teacher 's points of response
are manifold and often- unpredlctable.

Effective wr1t1ng instruction can be operatlonally
defined in terms of this tactical uréency in the classroom.
Effective writing instruction is the teacher S consistent
interaction with the studentsiat ail points of respense so
as to yield optimal outcome at each point; the outcone
will be some aspect of the student's learning behavior.

This tactical urgency, however, cannot he consistently
accommodated--that is, the teaching process will probably
not be effective--merely by the teacher workinq intuitively.
o3l ™% Some comprehensive support system is needed to furnish -
reference positions.to guide the teacher's rapid changes
fron one pcint to another; as Iong as those changes are
ad hoc' in nature , the effectiveness of the“teaching will
remaip in doubt.

Consistency of the appropriate response is the important
concebt here. Good'luck and intuition will always be crucial
to an optimal outccme.- But even the best of teachers can
run out of luck, and’lnturtlve hunches usually require
conflrmatlgn/g; sime gort before they can be carried very
far. The analogy Fhat we dgew earlier about the teacher

at sea, like the navigator changing course and speed to

compensate for drift, for the inevitable errors of dead
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. reckoning, suggests the nature of the support system that

“i8 needed. The navigator can normally count on compass,
‘w?charts; and tide tables . to help in planning the voyage and
in correcting the»ship's position ‘en route. These instru-
-hents are the means hy which the navigator plans. Used in
‘fconjunction they constitute a supportisystem; they provide
fa capac1ty for planning and also for changing plans con-

sistently.

N

" One maJor sign of effective writing instruction is the
" teacher's capac1ty to generate long-range plans that are

‘relevaﬁt to tactical changes in the classroom. This chapter

'

"addresses tactical decisions and long-range: plans, and it
:posits some possibilities of linking the tgo into some
‘kind of support system for the teacher. Since the teacher
is'engaged ih making rapid decisions at every point of
;response, a thorough knowledge of how these decisions

; affect”the teacher's basic activities would be desirable.

Bow Can those activ1ties be assessed? What is the optimal

4
2

outcome of each? Once these outcomes are discerned, the
limits and‘possibilities of each activity can be determined,
fthereby_furnishing the teacher with a set of constant references
- for the recursive movement from one point of response to
another. We will briefly consider an assessment process for
" the activities that we discovered in the model of writing
instruction described in Chapter Four.

Since the needs and abilities of the students determine

the teachers' tactical points of response, it seems reasonable

—~
Ka
o
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.thAt they also inform long-rande'plans for writing dinstruc-

tion. When these needs and abilities can be dqgined more

precisely than they now are, we can:expect the design of

a scope and sequence that will be more useful t@an the

present curricular guidelines. Some of the data that we
derived from'this study appear to be relevant to the
definition of students' needs and abilit%gg and therefore

to the design of a scope and sequence. These déﬁa perfain
to the writing outcome from this study. The studénts'

texts reveal ceftain patterns éf contrél and lack of control
over various constraints in the writing»process. These

patterns suggest the possibility of identifying growth factors

‘that might influence curricular design. We will describe

‘theseipatterns and their implications for scope and sequence.

Still other kinds of information about students will
be pertinent to long-range, curricular p1annin§»as well as
to the tactical classroom situation, and possibly to the

linking of the two. Some of the data derived from this

. study concern correspondences between patterns in the

writing outcome and other chéracteristiés of the student
popﬁlétion, including grade level, socioeconomic status,
gender, reading and math séoreé, and writing at home. The
students' concepts of writing and their attitudes about
themselves as writers were also‘derived‘from this study and
are also pertinent to instructional design. Negative

findings as well as patterns should be useful in this

respect, since they contradict some familiar assumptions

{

113 -

\/



/
/

) /

)
\y

) 127

abou students' needs and abilities: These various
characteristics and their corraspondences we will also
address. But first, in the local classroom situation,
there is more to be. considered ‘in the assessment of the

basic activities of the teacher.. , ‘ ““ ”)

hssessing the Activities of Writing Instruction

The model'of writing instruction derived from ‘this study

/ . : o .
is not definitive. It can, and should, sustain further

testing:‘in particular, each of the nine activities coulad

bear scrutiny by further progressive coding. With further

. ' f \.
observations in a different setting, a team of teachers and

. Tesearchers might determine'the rationale of each activity

" (its purposekand function), its desired outcome, and ways

of measuring that outcome.

The first concepts to be tested would probably be the
supposed purposes of an activity. If that activity were
orienting, for example, these might be some possible purposes:
"to help the students generate ideas"; "to make links or |

connections among pieces of information"; "to frame thesge

: v
-linked pieces of ‘information into successively larger cate~

gories of information." As they stand, such concepts are too

generalized to be precisely descriptive, but progressive

coding of observed behavior could delineate them. Another

. \ [}
——-activity, sharing writing, might serve these pu;posesz -"to

provide models which can guide students in creating their

texts" or "to reinforce a student's pleasure in self-

expression." (Students would probably not share mathematics
. ) o

A PR

&)
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exercises for this purpose, for example, since they w0u1d
' not have generated the math structures themselves.)
Again, these supposed purposes are too generalized as

they stand, but progressive coding of observed behavior

-~

could refine them.
Once.consensus is achieved about the purpose of an
activity, it.shouid be possible to design criteria for : )
judging the effective use of that activity. Such criteria |
might‘be derived fron guestions such as these: In
reviewing, for example, does the teacher furnish.a new
context for old information or define additional attributes?
Either outcome of reviewing wouid“presumably be desirable.

On the other hand, does the teacher blur informatiop or

-cause an information overload? In eualuating;‘doesfghe'iaii
teacher allow or encourasé questions to occur? Whicn does
the'teacher do, prescribe revision or encourage a student's
participation in that process? Similarly, in orienting,
which does the teacher tend to do: establish links among
tﬁe ideas generated by the student, or encourage the
students to establish such links?

Effective writing ingtruction as we have just defined | “éﬁ
it is a function of a teacher's responses to_differing needs o
of students at any given time; each interactiue episode
between teacher and student offers the teacner an opportunity
to respond to some need. While coding the purpose and the
optimal outcome of a given activity, therefore, an obserVa-

tion team might want to address these needs in different

ways with questions that focus on points of response. 1Is

- 115
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the teacher aware of some need in the individual student at
that point? 1Is the chosen activity appropriate to the
perceived need? Some activities are appropriate to. the
fulfillment of a specific need; others are not. A student

engaged in editing, for example, can normally be guided by

evaluating questions, and a student who has come to a halt
while writing, because he or-she is trying to;clarify ideas,
might need further orienting But this latter student”

would not profit from eValuating, which focuses on skills,

. rather than on generation of ideas.
Does the teacher change from one activity to anather
_‘to accommodate a given need? This question might also help

an observation team to test the activity constructs and - g

possibly make them mofe helpful to teachers. Since a

teacher! s'flexibility in this.regard‘would be desirable,

the definition of each activity‘most oe precise enough for

the teacher to perceive the nature{and'theﬂsicnificance of

= the change from one to another. For example, while reviewing
a concept a teacher might realize that tne students are not

" at all familiar with it and therefore decide to stop reviewing

and ‘start presenting the subject as if it were new information.

What is the optimal outcome in such a case? When should the
teacher make the change? An experienced teacher might know;
but teachers in training might need a more stable reference

in the form of constructs for reviewing and presenting that

distinguish more elaborately between each other than ours yet

do.
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Tﬁese are the kinds of Questjons that could aﬁpear
%’?felv’fon the agenda of an observation team committed to testing and
!?‘ NJ‘ .,

. developing this model of Wrjting instruction. oOnce the

actgvity constructs have bg ned in a different setting,

some of the characterisﬁiﬁ'v‘ ’ld Propbably need to be repaired.

g ~ Had the school year been Q;éérl we would have continued to

S test'and‘repair some of thege constrycts. But naming a Eriori
emphases for progressivé Cgging Might be tdo limiting. simply
testing the model in a PeW getting would doubtless reveal those
aspects of it that need 'O . developed in order to yield a

stable set of references f{o, the teacher.
4

Writing Outcome

One element in the de&ign of effective writing instruction
is. a scope and sequence fOyr lond~range planning. We analyzed
the writing outcome of th® giydents in this study for patterns
that miéht pertain to fhis elemeént. and we had in”minq a
series of leading questiony jpoes Writing instruction need to
be a continuum of repeated reviews fer each student? What
are the growth factors that ight determine or modify a curricu-

- lum? Whenyis the writer rQady<t° leayn to use new constraints?
*&ﬂf. Which ones can the studentS . expected to master, and, at what
;33* etage?_ Which ones will ¥®Qujye Ieviewing in the long-range
scheme? The patterns that yg derived from the error '
' analysis indicate some dirthions for research We list
- patterns with a brief gloss about each

The results of our eXtepged analyses are not definitive;

they cannot be generalized hgcause of the relatively small
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A '
poéulations involved (some fifty students at each grade
level). vYyet the‘size of'the ;ample--some 305,000 words
in more than 2,700 texts--justifies scrutiny of the
patterng we discovered. 1In general, our findings indi-
cate that the interpretation'of writing outcomé is a
céhplex activity. Moreover, any attempté-to evaluate
teaching effectiveness based merély on writing outcome,
unless such attempts are subject to careful'interpreta-
tion, may wéll be misguided. But these.fipdings do provide
useful information to anyone wishing #o study writing
outcome as it relafes to the scope and sequence of writing
skills. |
Our research design entailed the analytic assessment
of texts written by students in each classroom throughouti
the yeaf and also an e;tended assessment of a subset of
those texts according to a va;iety of descriptors.
Chapter Two explains the system of codes that we used for
analyzing a text according to its use and misuse.of conven-
tional constraints. Developed by the Center for Research
in Writing, this descriptive system was already in place at
the beginningrof this study. Derivéd by progressive coding
through the efforts of teachers and researchers over a
four-year period, this coding system provides an error
analysis witﬂ reference fo conwedtionally_acceptable prose.
Profiles derived by this model yield patterns in the

writers' control of both_linguistic and rhetorical con-

.Straints. Table 2 of Chapﬁer Two-is prinfed he;e‘for

. _ '
reference to the codes defining these constraints, and

4 )
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Appendix Kﬁdisplays-the patterns. o ' (.

: Our extended assessment entailed a variety . of des- _
criptions, including Hunt 8 "T-units" (1965), a modificatiOn | .
of the chesive deVices outlined by Halliday and Hasan (1976),
the measurements of growth in writing suggested by Odell )
(1977), and a search for patterns in the use of nouns,
simple modifiers, and verbs. This multipfe assessment
was intended to audit the error analysis of these texts
and if possible, to provide other .ways of describing
patterns in writing. The results of‘these analyses

appear in Appendix K.

[
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Table -2 -, \ '

Twe\nty-one C%raints (and their absence or misuse) /
Used iff CRW's Profiles of Writing

3

>

Structural '
o/ gg;g Code Name
Paragr i (no) organizing idea
2. »evidence (missing) . . Q0 ’
0 }one—sentence paragraph (undeireloped) \%é |
,ggésg;:zh 3 "(no),;orecastv | ;?%
4 (lack of) sequence between two paragraphs
) 5 (no) conclusion
6 reader (not addressed)
‘ Sentence F -(fragment'of) complete usentence'
sV subject-verb (dis)agreement
V ' verb form or tense (misused)
‘Ct complement (inexact) ‘
‘ o l(faulty) compounding
. ' W wrong word choice )
‘ D diction (causing syntactic fracture)
J joining independent clauses
- . (unconventionally)
A (inaccurate) punctuation demarcating
phrases and clauses
PC phrases and&clauses (misused)
R referent (not cleak) .
T (inaccurate) terminal’bunctuation
Q (inaccurate) use of quotation marks
N .~ around quoted discourse
Word | Sp (mis) spelling




The patterné derived through error analysis indicate
that extensive research remains to be done befo;e'any
conclusive statement cansbe made about growth factofs in
the writing process. Of the twenty categories of
constraints on writing that we stuéied, the students
achieved increasing controY over only five; in the remﬁgﬁl

N . . . v
ing categories, progressive control was either uneven or

. nonexistent. These five constraints are the complete

sentence, terminal punctuation, spélling, word choice

(vocabulary) and diction (acoeptable transformations).
-

‘These patterns suggest that students are feady'to learn

Ay

thése cohstraints as soon as they begin writing and that
‘teabh;ng usefully reinforces such learning. Our teéepers
allotted extensive instructional time to the complete sen-
tence, terminal punctuation and spelllng,'they allotted a
moderate amount of time to word dholée and dlctlon.

Control over four other constralnts (verb form, joining
independent clauses, punctuation of phrases and clauses, and
comogunding), however, was unevenly achieved. In grado four
the error rate peaks, that is, students make more errors per
sentence with these constraints in grade four than they do in
any other'grade. However,.the profiles aléo~indicate that'
after the 1n1t1al high peak in errors, they achieve 1ncreasxng
control over ;hese constraints. This peak could indicate
that the students first encountered these constraints in

grade four and that learningat first entails a high error”

frequency. This inference is'supoortéd by the/?rror pattern
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for quotation marks, wherein the errors peak in grade five,

rather than in grd¥e four. Again, our teachers were emphasiz-

' ing this constraint in grade five.

In the profile of one constraint, the one-sentence

3

o paragraph, errors peak and fall twice. The constraint in

this case is ‘that a paragraph presents both an organizing

‘idea and supporting evidence, no matter how many sentences

it contains. The characteristic error in thevone-sentence

paragraph is its lack‘of'eVidence to support the assertion

that it makes; it might do as a sentence but not as a

paragraph. The error pattern in this case, wherein errors

twice peak and fall, suggests the achievement of control

over this cqnstraint in two different contexts or in two

: different modes of writing presented to the students at

different times. Students may learn to write paragraph ii

more than one. sentence when they are first learning to

paragr%phs, then they may lose some control in this category

when they first learn to write paragraph sequences.
| Control ouer four constraints (phrases and dependent

clauses, organizing idea of a paragraph, evidence, and

_sequence, that is, paragraphs that link) neither progresses

nor regresses during grades three to six. This pattern
.0

‘suggeststthat students need constiAnt monitoring in their use

. of ‘these ‘structures. It is possible, for example, that

students in these grades canr ontrol the constraints
applicable to paragraph cohergénce, that at this stage of
their development, each paragraph may present a unique

conceptual problem.
152
~~
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[

Y Control of two constraints (forecasting and concluding)
decreases as grade level increases. This pattern suggests.
that as the writing task becomes more complex, students

find it more difficult to summarize'Qﬁa; they have said.

As the chart in Appendix K (p. Al33) indica%es, students

* . in grade five appear tg_have mastered forecasting, bué"
errors rise again in gradefsik. This increase may indicate

-éhat exbressivé Qriting (assigned more often in the lower
grades) is easier to foré&ast than transaéﬁional writing
;ﬁd that as the task becomes more difficuit, stuéents do not
as readily achieve control over their forecasting. Conclusion
errors, on the other hand, increase steadily as grade level
inéreases, indicating that wfiting an acceptable conclueién
may be anﬂIhhefently'difficult task, regardless'of the mode
‘of discourse (see p. Al35). A '

| Many of the patterns evident in these profilés indicate that
errors heed;not be regarded as signs of lack of growth. This
possibility is‘particulgrly evideht in_the graph of.subaect-

" verb errprs.' In their efforts to achieve subject=-verb
agréement, thé students in this popﬁlation gained incréased
control Quring each summer and then lost control during
each school year. Thislerror pattern may’indicate that
within eachvschbdl_yéér_students do attempt to relate increa-
singlyAéomplex'subjects}and verbs but that they’fo@@pt

immediately achieve éont:ol.: In this case, as in:- all of the .

other patterns that reveal uneven gains in control, errors

133
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may well be growth indicators. This notion was the most
radical and engaging propodition that the eight teachers
entertained during our stuj . In a final questiohnaire,
when asked what aspect of the study should be distributed
td administrators and to cther teachers, they responde%,
unanimously with this concept of errors in the written
product as possible indicators of growth in the writing
process.

The variance among these patterns is rich with
possibilities, but it also makes the analytic assessment
of. writing vulnerable to .misinterpretation with serious
 consequences. One such misinterpﬁqﬁation woulg be the
summative evaluation of a teacher based on errors in the
students' written texts. As tempting as it might be, such
a judgment would be simplistic; it would imply that error
frequency in a'étoup of texts is a precise measure of o]
iﬁstructional quality, which it is not. The -analytic |
assessment of ﬁriting that we conduéted in'né way supports
the evaluation of teachers by the error;h}n students'
written texts.  There are -too many vari;gies between the "(;

LIRS

instructional input and the writing QUtcome to justify the

misguided assumptions that such a judgment woudd imply. ; Cf ‘

Ahy judgment of instruc?ional quality based on efrdr '_;L :A
frequencies in the writing of these particuiar students,' ;“'ffj'f? “
for example, would need to accb nt. for two apparently“";f' : :3:;$f;

contradicting patterns. Studenty in grade six made fewer

S et
: A
. Lo

o v .
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errors in sentence fragments, terminal punctuation, spelling;,;
word choice, and diction than did students.in-grade.three;
so far so good. But they made more errors.in concluding

than students did in the earlier grades. nWere the sixth-"

two

grade teachers effective or not? How can th

patterns be reconciled? Might some of thes' rqrsuhave‘

decreased naturally, no matter_how_well or poorly a teacher'
had intervened° Might other errors?have increased as the
assigned tasks became more complex?

Other patteins in error‘frequendy raise more unan-
swered questions; Wlth respect,to¢Some¥of the twenty
Ebnstraints in Fhis éssessment, for example,;students in

.Qwééme grades improved while students ‘in otﬁkr grades did
; ngi &ene might“assume that, based on this evidénce, some

g of/these eight teachers taught more effectiveiy than

. (T : o o
iag ';; <éthers; so‘fai: sgug;od. Bu: 1n the categor§ of;bub3ect-
?::;“r ,verbnagreement, as a%feady 1nd1cated, the students in ‘each
i?f ' “vde regressed ﬂuring the y%ar, aking* ore ;;rorswin May\
i {;gt', in Sept er. \ﬁyvthe Jame logic dne would have to
. W conclude that the wfiting instruct%pn in all eight gnades
: .i;J” was 1neffecti;e..g ';f gi' ) $i h—*,; R f ;;5
??H?i;;fl o Yet=such a conclusioh could’scarcely explain tyo of the
}J15??23°°then patterns acrossxgrade levels th&t wene Just mentioned
:é ; .. The erqprﬁgreqpenc1es peak at grade four with reference to
"fﬁﬁgv goininqﬁiﬂ{:pendent clauqes, punctu Eébg phrases and
" f ) dependent ci anses, and compounding, and errors in quotation
f.&; _ : matks simrlafly peak in grade five. How could the allegation
o o M el : N '~--;", L
FSRTRRRTIER v S "“1“?:-, S
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.
that teachers are ineffective at all grade levels square
with these patterns? Obviously some other explanation must
account for the;: Our likely explanation is that these
students were learning these structures for the first
time, or possibly, with the guidancé of their teachers,

.

trying new structures.

, Even more unknown variables intrude as soon as an .
error anal?sis of a'studenf's writing is compared to some
‘instructional goal, such as a teacher's stated intention,

.a record of instrqétional emphasis, or a segment of observed
behavior, all of which we compiled. Examples of such
unexplained discrepancies appear'in Appendix L, whicH
displays correspondeﬁces between (l)each teacher's

emphasis on each of seven skills, as reportéd in their

logs of writing instruction ahd (2)changes in the error
analysis pértinent to these same §kills. The comparison;
yield two kinds of correspondénée: direct and inverse.

The records of four clas.rooms_exemplify in the extreme
both types of correspondences that “oeturred in all of
the'elassrooms. In the case.of Teacher E and Teacher H, the
correspondences are direct. The histogram showing changes
.in control over each skill is virtually identical to the
histogram‘showing the teacher's emphasis; studen£s made-
fewer errors in the skills emphasiz;d by the teacher.

In the case of Teacher D and Teacher A, however, the

correspondence is“inverse. The histogram showi?g_;hanges

in control is almost the reverse of the histogram showing

Q . , ' 156
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the teacher's emphasis;istudents made more errors in the
L]

9}

skills emphasized by the teacher.
‘Can we conclude, therefore, that Teachers E and H

are effective teachers and that Teachers A and D are noi?

We think not, for three reasons. ‘ : .
1. Error analysis can describe conventionally
acceptable writing; it does not describe "effective
writing" or "writiné of high qualitya; no measurement
system yet devised does so. (Teachers A and D might
be challenging thé students to atiempt more sophisti-
cated structures.».Teacher D,>for instance, spent a
great deal of time gncouraging students to find more
accurate or sophisticated words,'the'skill in which
Teacher D's students showed the largest decrease in

control.)

2. When studenﬁ%}first learn a new concept or skill,
errors increase. (Therefore, the students of

Teachers A‘and D might bexhaking more errors because
they'are attémﬁ%ing to learn something new.) .

3. Teachers' stated intentions may well not account
for all the skills they address in the classroom. (For
example, a teacher mlgﬁt,record in a logbook the skill
ivﬁhasized during the activity of éresenting, but not
record other skills addressed during reviewing or
evaluating because there happened to be'so many of them.

- The teacher might, therefore, be teaching these skills

during activities other than Qresénting, In the case

Q ' . . 157
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Just mentioned, Teacher D actually did spend a great

deal of time evaluating writing with individual students.

. To extend the assessment of writing beyond error
f analysis, we sesrched for other measures of writing outcome.
As part of our research design, these other measures were
f descrlbed in Chapter Two. Our flndlngs may be useful to
. researchers in that they elther corroborate earlier findings
by others or suggest new means of assesslng writing:
1. The measures of T-units, derived from Hunt's
é ~ (1965) study, did indicate érowth‘across the four
grades, but no consistent pattern within grades.
(See Appendix K.) |
2. The four#cohesive factors, derived from the work
of Halliday and Hasan (1976), yielded mixed results.
Neither "ellipses" nor "substitutionﬂ(revealed any
patterns in yriting behavior within the four grades
levels. "Referents" indicated some variance in
progression threughout the grade levels. And
"conjunctions" yielded clear and consistent indica-
tions of improvement across grade levels. The .
findings for both "conjunctions" and "referents}
confirmed the findings for related indicators--codes
"J" and "R"--in the errer analysis. (See Appendix K.)
3. The usage of nouns, simple modifiers, and verbs
yielded'no patterns. WwWith reference to nouns, the

: 1§
texts were contamlnated by/éfechers' asslgnments that
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specified the use of.certain words. There were ne
! Yom

&gdicative patternslin the use of adjectives or adverbs.
And, although we pursued Loban's (1976) notion that the
use of specific verb forms might indicate growth, our
study of verbs yielded no pattern in either tehse or '
verb form. |

. None of the five indicators of growth in writing,
as defined by Odell: (1977), yielded patterns, but this
may be the result of the population studied here and

the particular‘assignments they addressed.

In sum, these otﬁér descriptora yielded not much new
information. -ﬁut they furnished a useful audit of the error
banalysis, insofar as their y{eld.wés compatibfé with the
patterns derived from this procedure. The patterns of change
that we observe thereby are clearly discernible, even though
they cannot bé geﬂéralized because of the relatively small
population involved and'thevrelativély brieflduration of
the assessment. We_ponciude, therefore, that error analysis
used in longitudinal rstudies would reveal g:owtﬂ.patterns

and make possible a scope and sequence based on the natural

devgl@pmﬁnt’of writing abilitidl.

A d

Writin§ Assignments

Since Qriting'égéignments are obviously a part of a
4teach9r's plans, they are relevant to the design of effectivé
writing instruction, and the study did develop some information
- about writing assignmenté. During the school year the eight

[}
teachers generated 170 writing tasks, and the xesponses to

159
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137 of those tasks became the texts that we analyzed. Although
our gathering of these assignye.’s was systematic, it was in no
way prescriptive. The teachers separately assigned the writing
tasks accori}ng to their own instructional goals and schedules,
as apprcpriate to our naturalistic mode of inquiry. Even. the
forms of the assignments varied accdrding to the teachers' »
notes accompanying the- texts that we gathered 'For the
pprpgse of reporting we normalized the syntax of these
assignments, which are contained in Appendix B. But this
" dpparent uniformity should not be misconstrued; these

' assignments do not represent any kiné of formal sample.

Even this informal set cf assignments, however, yields
patterns related to the modes of writing and to the different
conceptual demands inherent in these'modes. The mode that
&ames Britton defines as "expressive" entails a kind of |
language that reveals the writer's thoughts and feelings. 1
Britton's study of London schools (Britton et al., 1975), he
laments that this mode was not often assigned, since he
believes that expressive writing effectively engages unskilled
writers and mag prepare them tO'masggr more challenging modes:

transactional, a‘reader—oriented\mode, and poetic, a text-oriented
mode. Britton's rindings have been correborated by Whale and
Robinson (1978), in their étud? of writing in schools in
Saskatchewan, Canada. '

In contrast to the findings of these earlier stuﬁies, the
assignments in this study cﬁé&rly indicate that our teachers
both valued and. encouraged expressiye writing ' In their

first trinary meeting, both third-grade teachers affirmed

. len
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Table 13

Writing Assignments Coded in the Study

Expressive Transactional or Total
Teacher Writing Poetic Writing  Assignments
.
31 14 1l 15
32 16 ] : 2 18
41 6 11 17
42 ' 12 ‘ 3 15
51 , 8 7 . 15
A

52 8 g 10 ‘ 18

4 ) \
61 T 21

» i
62 : 9 . “ 18

Totals 80 57 137
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that "at the third grade level, expressive writing is to

be encouraged," (Tl). And both fourth grade teachers con-
curfed, stating that students "should begin with their own
experiences" (T8). Moreover, the modes of writing assigned
at each grade level document the value fhatvthese téachers
Placed on expressive writing. Their assignments are listed
by mode in Table 13. As this table indicafes, many of the
assignments at each'grade leveél are subject-oriented or
writer-oriented, modes yhich are expressive in that they
focus oh what a writer thinks or feels about a subject.

Table 13 also indicates that besides expressive

" writing, both transactional and poetic modes were assigned. -

The teachers apparently recogniieq that young child;en may
not be able to handle the constraints inherent in the '
transactional and poetic modes, whereas older students can.
In any case, thé assignments become more reader-oriented
or text-oriented as the grade levels progress. Altﬁough'
cléssrqom #41 appears to contradict the pattern described
Qere; the higﬁ proportion of transacti?nal-ér poetic
assignments in that class can be explaiﬁed by the fact
that~C1assroom 41 was composed of both advanced and gifted
students. ‘ -

" Related to the pattern of modes derived from thesé
assignments is the evidence of tasks which mq}e’increasingly
difficult’conceptual demands on the writer. Listed#here

in pairs for comparison, the assignments are numbered as
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they are in Appendix B: The_first two figures indicate

the grade level and classroom and the laht two idenﬁify

the assignment.

32-39
62-15

-

31-11

51-20

31-06

51-09

32-28

62-45

31-17

51-23

52-20

.Given an activity done in‘class (making a

Given a picture, describe it.

Given three pictures of your choice, in the .
Providence Journal, create a short story based .

A

. on them.

Given a movie on what kids want to be when they
grow up, write about what you want to be.

Given readings and movies about Paul Revere,
explain why Paul Revere made his ride.

Given the story, "The Sorcerer's Apprentice,"
write about it. ‘ .

Given a book of your choosing, write a book
report.

newspaper tree), describe the activity.
Given a process of your choice, describe
"how to."

Given the subject, kites, write a story imagin-
ing you are a kite. . _

.Given to imagine that you inhabit another planet,

describe yourself in terms of the influence of the
gravity and thehfempératu:e of the planet.
\

Given the imaginary situation of being a Christmas
present, write about what you would be and what

would happegﬁ :

—

Further studies might corroborate. the presumed value

of expressive writing; t&ﬁt is, they might determine

Yooy

. L , 3



might also usefully focus on the value of assignments'which Ai'
~'Place 1ncreas1ng cognitive demands on students. Since

wr1t1ng 1nvolves the mastery of many constraints from the

merely mechanical, such as punctuatlon, to the conceptual, ¢

such as readér_awarenQSs, studies focusing on,progressive‘“

: s _
control of constraints could provide useful knowledge for

teachers." R

Student CHaracteristics and Writing Ability

One set of tasks in this study enta11ed our 1dent1fy1ng

several k1nds of student character1st1c§ﬂgnd Juxtapos1ng them
with the wr;tlng outcome. We idéntified five characteristics
for this procédure: a student's7grade level _socioeconomic
status, gender, scores lnrreading and. in"’ mathematlcs, and
also- wr1t1ng aé.home. Th1s section of oé& findings. reports
the correspondences that we d1scovered. Significantly, the
derived'data support the teachers' inldghts _abo; tithe'effects

of these various character1stlcs odgwrltlng a£ H’

« - they insisted, grade level is elther unrelafed to wr1t1ng

outcome or related so imprecisely that it appears to be of
little use in”developing a scope and sequence for pro&ressive

control over the égistralnts on the wrltlng Brocess. v

ey

tSocioeconomic status and gender also appear to have little
\
effect on’ students' ab111t1es. The thiee other character1s-

t1cs, however, were s1gn1f1cantly related to changes in the
@’ : . A
o . . . | ) [ !ff -1{;
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o ~ error patteins of the writing outcohe.' One characteristic
is ability in reading, another is ability in mathematics,
and the third is'writing at home. But these eorrespondences
are qualified{_ The first two correspondences, between

writing outcome and reading or math ability, as the teachers

LS

dlso insisted, need not be a fixed determlnant, since
- these abilities are subject to modification. The th1rd
) : s
-correspondence, between writing outcome and wrltlnq at

home, reveals a relationship but no clear direction of, '

causality. Which one influences the other?
Although the grade ieveL_of students might appear to

’be'of major importance to writing instructioh, our data
indicate otherwise. (Means and standard deviations of the
error categories, hy grade, abpear iﬁiAppendix K.) These
data reveal that students progress.unevenly in their mastery
of spec1f1c constraints, so 1t 1s not poss1ble to decide at
what grade level a specific constralnt has,been mastered.
These same data also 1nd1cate that a high variance of per-
formance exists within each grade level. Because of th%?
high variance,‘teaehers cannot assume that students in a

certain grade can control certain-.constraints in writing

but not others. Longltudlnal stud1eSumay eVentually deter-

‘mine a scope and sequence approprlafe to th

by

e constralnts, but the range: of ab111ty in e

w1l% still requlre that teachers tallor 1nst;uct10n to the » ;wfﬁ?T
. T i . LT
: ; A
e ,

individual student. . e “ 5
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With reference to sobioeconomic status, our data f’ll_
to suppdrt another familiar assumption. They indicate that
SES has little effect on a student's writing performance.
gkén'thié variable was compared to writing outcome accor-
dingféo the twentylcodes in our efror anaiysis, nineteen
of the codes yielded no signifi@ant correlation. Oniy,ohé
of ;he codes, the organizing idea of a paragtraph, was signif4

ﬁ_icangly rélated‘td’SES. There was a negative cgrrelatign
(-.22, p< .00l1) between SES and organizing idea, indicating
that lower SES students'méde more‘errois in the organizatioﬁ
of paragraphs than did higher SéS students. However, this was
- the only. difference in errdf frequency between the two groups.

(All correlati®ns reported in this chapter‘are‘Pearson product-
. T

s

moment correlaﬁions.)
J.Comparisons between gender ahd kinds ofuerfor in writing
yielded similar, negativezconclusions. When gender was corréla-
» ted with the error analysis of the students' wr?ting, onlf one of
twenty codes correlated significantly with gender; girls made
_ fewer spelling errors than boys (6% error rate versus 8% error
rate, p4£ .05). Moreover, even this correlation might not hold
up; since we juxtaposed gender with- twenty separate codes, the
o significant difference in any one o%ﬂﬁhém might have been due to
chance. |
Three student characteristics, however, were signifi-
_Cantly related to error analysis., Two of these were reading‘

ability and mathematics ability, as'measured by standardized

tests. Standardized reading scores were available for
Pl
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students in seven of the eight classes%fhne of the fourth grade
classes did not take a standardized reading test). Analyses by
grade level indicate that significant correlations exist between
reading‘perCentile and as many as thirteen of the twenty-one
codes in the error analysis. In each case, the higher the
reading percentile, the fewer the errors in each category of
writing errors./ These correlations are shown in grbﬁe 14.
As the table indicates, moreover, the nu;SEr of significant
correlations increases as the ;rade level increases: ' two
correlations at grade three, eight correlations at grade four,
nine correlations at grade five; and thirteen correlations at
grade six.

Standardized test scores in'mathematics were available
for students in six of theAeiéht classes. (Neither fourth
grade class had taken a standardized mathematics test.)
The significant cbrrelatnmu;bet&een these scores and the
error analysis scores are shown in Table 15. fhe correla-
tions follow the same pattern as the correlations between
readingbscoreS'and writing errerst‘ The number of significant
correlations increases with increasing grade level. The fact
that these correlations are as high.a:‘the reading-score
correlations raises some interesting questions. Both sets of
correlations may be due.to the general "school-wiseness" of
some students, which is manifested in their writing as well as
in their standardized tests. Or it may be that the skills °

which are useful in mathematics are also useful in writing.

This second possibility should be pursued further.

1. :_; 7 %: &
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Significant CSExelations ﬁetween’Reading ercentile

Table 14

and Error Analysis Scores by Grade Lével

'

Error Category : 3 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6

# Organizing Idea

Evidence ’ 1-.37 -.35 -.59
One-Sentence Paragraph -.44

Forecast | . ' -.47
Sequence - . i -.38
Conclué&on - ' -.46
Fragment -

Subject-Verb -.35 -.40 -.39 - -.38
Verb {25 -us0 -:72 -.47
Complement

Compoun%ing : L ‘ . -.48 R

Word Choice d _ : -.54 54 |-.47
Diction - s -.48 -.56
Joining ‘ ' -.Sé -:58

Phrase and Clause Punctuation

Phrase and Clause

Referent N -.38 -.56
Terminal Punctuation - -.46 -.40
Quotation Marks ' | -.62
Spelling -.53 -.51 -.46 -.54

’ - - »
* p <.01 or less - » i;‘ K ﬁﬁg

_ | , 1-
, : , o
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v, Error Catjory . fade’ 3| '.) Grade 4% Grade 5 Grade 6
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'Organizing Idea g PRSI =65
. 5 R o . L s >
R L ('.%,; .'@\ 4
Evidence : s
'One-Sentence-Paraéraph ’
Forecast . -.62
Sequence -.42
Conclusion -.51
Fragment
% '
Subject-Verb N -.37
Verb -.40 -.52 -.41
Complement
Compounding -.39
Word Choice -.44 -.51
Diction -.35 .- =5l
i
Joining ~.42 ;;?-~.59
‘Phrase and Clause Punctuation _ ‘
Phrase and C;adse .
{
Terminal@?hnctuation -.33 . -.57
Quotation Marks -.59
Spelling | -.51 -.41 -.70

*p .01 or'less

je

grade class.

EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

129

v

**Standardized mathematics scores were not available for students in either fourth
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The third characteristic signifiqantlf related
to ihe error analysis was the sgudeﬁts‘ engagement in
specific types of writing at home. Student reports
about whether or not they wrote at home ana about

the types of writing they did at home yielded mixed
. ’ g ° -

-results. Whether or not they wrote at home was not

related to any of the tweﬁty'codes in the errd; . —
analysis. But, the’ forms of writingfpracticed at home
were related to some of these codes. Students who
reported writing poéms, letters, and diaries af home
‘made significantly fewer errors in organizing idea,
werb form, word choice, terminal punctuatian{ and also
sﬁelling. These.;géultsﬂare shown in Table 16. (The |
contrasts shown,ianable§ l6 and 17 were tested w%th
one-way glysis of Variance.) lHOwever, these cb;reé-
pondences do not specify causality. Whether writing at-

Omg results in fewer errors in these categories or

‘whe . success in writing at school motivates students

to write at home is, therefore, not clear.
L ¢ .

i
+*
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Table 16

Significant Contrgsts Between Error Analysis

and Type of Writfng at Home#

Error Rates

ST

o Do you write poems? | Do you write letters? | Do you write a diary!
Error Category Yes No Yes - No Yes No Unit
Organizing idea Jh 42 b 28 Errors per
| ' paragtaph
- Verb fom |- - 081 Q6 .10 Errors per
| f - sentence
Word choice “ W7 e eem m—— e Errors per
S sentence
Terminal;bungtﬁdfion “mm e 06 .13 Q509 Errors per
' sentence
pellog 0508 A B | Ercots. per
v - I o word
! A ,
4 »,'

* ALL contrasts are significant at p¢.01

yl’
\‘11 ‘

{

17,
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ﬁn analysis of our data also reveals no significant
relatiqysbip between the SES scales and Qriting at home.
And, wiﬁh only one -exception, no relationship exists
between SES and the forms of writing sfudents did at home.
As shown in Table 17, both high and low SES students
reported in equal proportion that they wrote stories,
poems, diaries, ahd other kinds of prose or poetry at home.
Only one form of wxiting--the letter--was related to -

ihh

socioeconomic status. High SES students wrote more
v

lettsﬁs at home than did low SES students.

' Although only‘a slight difference exists between gender

| and writing outcome, these data reveal that boys and girls®
did differ considerably in their indications of what they’ A
wrote at home; Table 17 shows that girls were more apt |
.'than boys to write anything ;t home and were also more apt
than boys to write poems, letters, and diaries at home.

These differences were fairly consistent across all grade
levels. '

Some of the teachers believed that girls are betten,g;,//’
writing about personal relatiénships, whereas boys are better
at w:éting about current evehts and impersonal ;opics. This
hypothesis was not tested in the project, but the differences
in home writing do indicate that girls practice personal

and autobiogfaphical writing more than boys do. Wwhether

this differen@e affects the quality of the writing on

different topics, however, remains to be examined.
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Table 17 -
 Students' Self-Report of Writing at Home
ITEM TOTAL HIGH LOW\\,rﬁA.LES FEMALES
SAMPLE SES _[SEsY
]
/ -
"I write' at home." 85% 88% (83% **78% 91%
"I write stories at home." 85% 38% |41% 33% 45%
"I write poems at home." » 32% 33% [32% **]15% 443
"I write letters at home." 73% *80% [66% **59% | 83%
"I write diaries at home." 20% © 21s (19% **58 | 31%
r.
"I write other things at home." 133 108 |16s 158 | 12%
1 | _

*contrast is significant at p ¢ .05

**contrast is significant at p < .0l
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Gl One other aspect of these correlation étudies remains
to be addressed. We noted earlier that the teaégefslhad
anticipated most of the relationships that the data .
revealed, and this fact is notewerthy. The literatuié‘on‘
expectation effetts.suggests that a teacher's reactions to
student characteristics may be as important or nearly as
important as the characteristics theﬁselves in affecting
instruction. (See, for example, Brophy and Good, 1974;
finn, 1972,) .The eight teachers in this study did not
expect that SES or gender or grade level were powerful
determinants of the students' ability to write. They did
expect that reading and math scores would correlate with

v “writing performance and they were interested at the outset

of our study 1n pOSSlble effects of the home environment.

These verx\exﬁ!ﬁtations may -have reduced the impact of
. X ' /

the characteristics we have noted.

o

Student Comments About Writing

ALne other way of measuring the changes that writing
instruction producés in students is to examine their state- .
ments about writing. Student comments, particularly attitudes,
have been used in many studies as a measure of teaching
effectiveness. The data from this study raise two sorts
of doubts about the usefulness of such measures. First,
there may not be any conmection between a student's attitudes
and that student's ability in writing; in this study, there

e

were no significant correlations between changes in the writing

A ]

h-,.,

._.d




158

profile scores (Fall. to Spring) and changes in either of

two affective scales: Self-Cohcept as a Writer and Attitude
Toward Writing (September to May). Students who made fewer
errors as the year progressed diad not feel better, nor ‘aid L/
students who made more errors feel worse about wr1t1ng or
about themselves as writers..

Moreover, student attltudei‘way reflect the wrong aspects
of writing. For example, the May scores for Self-Concept- as‘
a Writer were 514nificantly correlated with only one profile-
category: spelling (r = -.19, p<€ .005), which is not % )
function of composing. Thus, students who felt they Yere
good writers were in fact good spellers. No other aspect',-'
of the writing process.were correlated’to the students' cohe'
ception of themselves ‘as writers. !

These two interview scales; Self-Concept as'a Writer‘
and Attitude toward Wr1t1ng< as well as a th1rd,scale,c°ncept
o¥ Writing, were also compared with both gender and socio-
economic status of the students. There were no significant
correlations'between students' socioeconomic status on any of
the three scales; nor were there significant‘differences
between boys' scores and girls' scores on any:of the three
scales. , ‘

The third scale_derived from student comments (Concept
of Writing), however, did show some promise es a meaS‘ke of
teachlng effectlveneés, when the students' mments were
d1rectly examined. It 1sd§ measure ,0f a e51reble outdbme

of instruction, and it did detect significant upward changes

[ 4 o
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-
in seven of theleight classes during the year (mechanical
breakdown of a ﬁape recorder made unusable ‘the Septehber ~
interviews in the eighth class). Reséits of the Concept
scale are shown in Table 18. 'These results indicate that
the students in gach class developed a more.éomplex con;ept

of writing during the year. Concrete examples of these

changes are indicated by responses to one of the items on
L ]

tﬁe concept scale, "What is the hardest thlng about writing?"-

‘Here are the responses of five students, each answering iﬁ//

)

September and again in May.

F

"Not looklng at the letter chart when I'm wrlting
a word" (September)

"Capitals and periods" (May)
--grade three

. - x -
"When I make holes in the paper" (September)

"Thinking of the right word" (May)

--grade four

"Spelling some of the words" (Septembef)
"Putting ideas in the right order" (May) . .
, e .
© -=grade five
"Making the I's" (September)

"If I have an idea and don't know how to put it
down" (May)

v ‘ --gradé five

"Punctuation and spelling" (September)
"Getting more ideas after you get the first idea" (May

--grade six -

177

r\..
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Classroom
31
32
PR a
TR
W 51
& o R 52
'.éi
62

<3 -

v

Table 18

*

' Concept of Writing

3.0
6.6

»n

bt
[R
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s
.

LY
shof/? thé&hﬂfégres of student affect used in this - %i
] , \‘\: A 4

promise as: indicators of the

' ‘aid ngy showgw
»*x'}j . -effectiveness of.p”
o s

' measure of one's congept of writing; however, does geem '

fhg,instruction. The cognitive

w . .
BnpffePtiveness if it can be -

‘;ﬂi'eto be a useful measur
"v“s. By itself it is limited;

le questions do not give a teacher

A

w’nce about how to be effective, and,a'measure of

ive-ess should do more than®simply®evaluate.

The Dynamics of Design

“”;;i . A Pragmatic distinction is needed to put the various/ﬂxQ
R sections of this chapter in perspective. The distinction

'§ flies within the broad concept of "design" which can entail

“ AN

planning of different sorts._ The difference liws in the

o
d

scope and pace of the planning. One concept of design
o . entails planning in a more static sense. ‘the, invention“

e and forming of parts into a structure of some sort, such as

a support system for writing instruction. Inea more: limited
tactical sense, the planning inherent in the concept of - ,
" design becomes a series of separate decisions. In this S
sense the teacher‘Gesigns writing.instructionke;en while
conaucting it. The design consists of anticipating the..
_interaction that will ﬁéii@w what"is wowwhappening andy'“ . oA
choosing from an arrap.of optivns wh!['to dohnerta.thel- . ;
» planning in this ca.s.'e often ohs withi:n_ seconds... . , ., |

~ .

Al i-
. 2




J‘r*' planning was felt to be 1neffect%ze and therefore was . -
: 13 gt , . . .
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. . ) '-.\'.‘ga'\

.- The distinction between prio; planning and tactical
planning is important*;b bear in mind, given the model of
Efiting instruction thdﬁ“we described in Chapter Four.

As evident in that model's countless variable combinations
of ipstructional act vities and their characteristics,

the teacher's tactioalcplanning typically pregmpts prior
planning. A certain logic of design becomes evident
thereby, albeit pargdoxical. If any prior planning is to f}

. ‘;’\”’
' engender effective writing instruction, it wquld appear

-,

" that such plannfng must accomgodate the teacher' tactical.

¢

situation--and not the other waz,arou;d. This tion
L

radically contradicts the in;titutiopal planning for writing

instruction in the sétting that we observed (as described .

in Chapter Three), which presumably explains why such

o by g
disregarded by the teachers. &

Our Tindiggs are all compatible

1 gthe premise that

. H Vo R -
iigupport system, to be effective, /must be derived from

A ) , .
1atever it is supposed to yppport, which in this case is
B i . . .

&« -

theAteacher's tactical situation. In that situation the

AN

teacher s responsive aééisions are’ lar?ely continge_;/on the
present need of each ‘nd1v1dual student who is engaged i-m‘ffi e
some aspect of the writing task; gnd at any given time 7
those aspects of the task, and hence those individual needs;fré

x*

are different and various. Plans that focus on those

differing 1nd1v lual nee are likely to engender more
effective instruction th

any plans that disregard them. ' =
R : .

150 e

o

]
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« The needs and ab.ilities of studegts as individuals
n'ther than as students in groups would therefore appear /\
- to provide a useful gqcus for research in behalf of
planning. ‘Accordinqu, any research%hat addresses the

bagic instructional activities will presumably have the' ‘“i‘-‘f";iif_;

most immediate effect on writing instruction, especially ."‘

if it assesses the activities rather $han the teachers. Kl
Accordingly, any research in scope and sequence will
significantly help long-range planning, expecially if uj

addresses growth indicators in the 1ndiv1duaJ. Longit

-‘“'J 7 3N ‘ )
dinal studies using error analyses, of texts‘ seem l\lkely~ #;M\
to discover growth indica#s. Accordingly,rag(y:r -

c

MY ST "
’}g R
B N

SLtuation can help a teacher to formulate “tt‘«needs. Of -

that can link a scope and sequence to the tel‘a

individual students into clustors QfAEaggons & _.g_ro_upgs

LY

instructional u!nits. _
@ All of these tasks appear 'fo b‘e wi
collaborative regearch. sf-he segments of

sequence would have to @f;_tesf.e/din the cla!s‘&om. :

other two tasks-—-?e*ing act1v1t1¢s and d&\;eloping l

1: _on/ XN
clusters--could be accompl'hediy natura;i%%&ﬁygerva ‘:on:g _

and progressJ.ve coding. Natura stic observa{:.

catﬁgories Yof behavxor 'Vhlch progressive coding '%sf"émat

I

s

'defines. For example, lesson clusters

abilities pf ipdividual students could be d*e_rﬁled py

! - )‘.u'.)‘ : ,

observ,ing and : clarifyzng certain kinds of . repea‘i‘ed b_ '

-

in tﬁ apparent continuum.of writing in_sér\uction.' ‘Repegtﬂd-m SR )

)

S . - . T

v N A R
1

k) ST 1L Ty
ot \slbl R oo

‘v
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,&

-
written texts._ Then, the foc1 of these repetltlons cbuld " -

. 0 ".
- 'lead to lesson clusters that feature targéted teaching. : E
1,,.' ':gz-L' .' ‘.§ Ed - .
Slgnlficantly,all of these tasks. »

one ttme or another in the later plenay
research team and a -final questlonnalre which 'teachersv
answered revealed their awareness of the capabilltles of
collaboratlve research. . Teacher H was 1mp;essed with
"seeing these same things in my .own class oY someone

R

- else's," and Teacher E put‘lt somewhat dlfferently- "Many

:of the trulsms that we arr1ved at durlng plenary meet;ngs
conflrmed thlngs that I had always sensed to be true
about writing 1nstructlon. Before our study was concluded

: Teacher'A had already begun to g;eqare a handbook of

FIp )

writing instruc&;on with a group of teachers, admlnlstfators,

and parents. Teacher G was ant1c1p § a reference system

rage of wrlting ' ' T
'\‘)l' . . ‘ [} \‘ ’

oo .samples." Teacher B enrolled 1n(i\doctoral program to study ‘

_ 1nstructlon in® reading %and wr1t1ng. And Teacher «C was f“,g" o

based on "better record keeplng and.‘

““‘_ plannlng to rev1ew our study d}th the superintendent. wﬁ .o 'Za

.;:ﬁhl; ﬂ"HQPer11Y:' she sa1d, "I ﬁfn coxziéaswhlm that curriculum -, .

W

i ] .
e A cnénges are needed~" - o,
£ *

‘v
< > B
l F .- :
o ol 2T ﬂg oY ‘ .

“
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APPENDIX A

§Schedule‘o£"Mee;ihgq

and_Clagszroom Observations
4 L)

“a

k)

Al

v

The schedule of trinary meetings also reflects the

schedule of the observations. Before the trinary

meeting, the two teachers involved in each trinary

visited each others' classes, and the NP observer

Yoy

vigited both teachers' classes.
) _




» ‘ ' A3
, . SCHEDULE OF MEETINGS < ~ e
, mi g
: » ' Plenary NP Trinary Trinddyo" " "
Cycle Dates Meeting no. Ho‘iing no. Meeting no. Partieipants
Orientation 9/1-9/15 1,2 \ ‘
’ . 2 51,52,NP3
3 41,42,NP2
- o 4 61,62,NP4
2 10/1-10/27 ' 3.4*7 1 5 ~51,52,NP2
.- - g | 6 61,62,NP3
- 7 7 31,32,NP4
_ » ¢ ¥ 8 41,42, NP1
e 3 iy 10/29-11/9 9 32,42,NP3
T 10 31,41,NP2
. 11 51,61,NP4
_ ' . . 12 52,62,NP5
4 ®11/12-12/1% 5,6 4 2 13 32,41,NP3
SE 14 31,42,NP2
15 51,61,NP1
: ‘ ) 16 52,62 ,NP4 [
5 12/10-12/21 7 . 3 17 41,61,NP1
A S 18 42,62,NP2 .
S B . 19 31,51,Np3
- s : ' - 20 32,52,NP4
6 1/2-1/20 C 8L 4 21 31,52,NP3
\ o 22 41,61,NP1 -
' X | 42,62,NP2
/ _ ' .. ' . 24 32,51,NP4
7 . “1/28-2/17 9 5 25 61,62,NP3
SR : 26 41,42,NP4
27 . 31,32,NP1
e s : .28 51,52,NP2
8. 2/18-3/30" 10,11 6 o ,;‘23‘% 41,42,NP3 "\
, ' R [ sl 31,32,NP
A PHETIE Y
. o , 92 . 51,52,NP& .
9 4/1-5/4 12,13 7 33 32,62,NP2
_ : 34 31,61,NP4
S . : - . . ; 35‘ _5_‘ 41-,51 , 3
L | o 36 . .43,5208p1
10 5./5-6/5\\ 14 8- "7 .37 .- 41,52,NP3
' - : : . ) 38 _ 32,61,NP2
- 39 31,61,NP4
. ' 40 42,3T,NP5
Summér recess: profile training sessions | (
Report . .9/1-10/26 15,16 9 | Lo
, Period : : v , o PP e
'\ : -~ " . ,/ N : ’ : N:x."' :
’ o C ) - v ' %ﬂ. R
s . N
. : ) ‘
' “ R ; 190 !
T ‘f"'w ’




e ' APPENDIX B ) -

Writing Assignments in Eight Classroomu,

Grades Three through Six, during 1979/80

- -
e
. -
\
L] . ~ -

ﬁ‘\' .

///' Notes: l?, inch assignment is numbered by sequence ‘within

a classroom (#31- 05 designates the fifth assign-
»ment in Classroom 31)

-;~~1‘p. - '
Each assignment is coded according to-one of .

'four ;mphases: writeréoriented W), subject?.-'

oriented (s), reader-oriented (R)., or text-

oriented (T). e *

3. An asterisk (*)preoedipg. any code indicates
' . .Q_ ‘thag texts were selected from this set for

. further analytic description.
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Classroom 31

Phase I: 9/79 - 11/79

4

~

. 31-05
31-06

31-07

’

Given a’ movie about tigers, ) s
--write about it (s) . \ B

Given the story, "The Sorcerer's Apprentice,"
--write about it (*S) .

Given the story of Wicked Witch Willebrand and
picture of the witch.painted after hearing the story,

--write a story about the picture (S) .

12/79 -(;/80

' phase II:

. ==write about the story (s) .

Gizen an in-class ‘reading of "The Giving Tree" .
a discussion of giving and taking,

-=write what Christmas ~means to you (W) ',i .

Given a reading oﬁ,"How the Grinch Stole Christmas,

~

Given a movie on what kids. wa?t'to be when they
grow up, \
--write about what you want to be; ¥ (W) -

Given a play performed in class,

r“--write about it (s)

-Given a: discussion in which students pretended ,
they were lost mittens and @’ 1ist of four questions,
l) WwWhat are you? . - -
2) How did you get 1ost? -w/ ' “? Lo
3)- Who found you? ' '

'4) What did he/she do with you2 -

--write a story about being a mitten (W) .

3/80 - 5/80 <

Phase III: . .
31-15 Given the. subject, rain, Ce
--describe how it makes you feel or pretend you are *
,rain (W) ¢
. “ A 7
Given the . sub,ect, made-up animals,

31-16

-=-write a .story about them (S)

]

»

Lo2



° e : . :
. \ ‘. “no ' L. B~
. 9

-

A8 . 31-1Y Given the subJect, kites,
' K --write a story imagining you are a kite (WL .

31-18 Given an ordinary obJect of your choosing,,
--write a story in whioh it takes on magical prpperties\

(*) o,

BN 14

31-19 Given your favorite coler, \

--write'a story about why this color 1s 'your favorite
| (W) \A'"*, , s o
31-21 Given a subJect the big W1nd of the eighties, andl
four questions as an outline, .
--write-a story (s) o

31-22 Given the subject, your favorite person; . ~
--write a story\about your favorite person (S»'

[

“~

AN

Classroom 32

Phase I: " 9/79 - 11/79

32-02 Given part of a story, "Kerry s Catch,"
--imagine a) what Kerry will do
- . b) what the fizn will do (8) .

32-03 Gived the story, "Georg
. ' ==write several sentences about the book (S)
32-06 Given a poster showing a squirrel in a tree,
- --write a story (s) - R
32-07 Given a photograph of a. produce stand,.

--write a story (*s) ~ , _ .

il 32-09 Given a picture of a girl sick 1n bed w1th spots,

Ty on her face, .-

‘ -—X spond to the question, "If your class were
going to the circus today, how would you feel?"
(W) . g A

32-11 Given a picture,
--write-a stdry about it

: o .
. o : | 1{13 . - ‘ B el
\)‘ " ‘ . ‘ ’ \ - ' : ¢ <. , - ‘,. _ ‘ R




Phase II:* 12/79 = 2/80 ;_‘

VR v : '
. 32-14 - Given a picture of a bear in a cage, -
L ) ~ . ==write a stoﬁy about the- picture (S;p .

32-21 Given the topicwapending ten pennies, ’ )
--describe how you'd spend them (W) *
j 32-23 :Given a discussioh of Ground Hog Day, .
L --write a.story aﬁbut seeing your shadow (W)
o 32-28 Given an activity done in class (making a
: * - newspaper tree), - _
‘ --describe the activity (R) ‘ -

32;30 Given a story)and filmstrip,_shoWn in class,
' =-put yourself in ‘the person's place and write
.a story about how you'd react (W) .

< -

\?5\\ Phase III: 3/80 = 5/80-: \ "

N

'’ - ‘)32-34 Given a pot of tulips'brought into the room,
‘ ‘ . —-write a story about them (s) _

.o 32-37 Given,the idea imagine how it feels to live in
- a pickle- jar, -
--write a story (W)

135-39 :GIVQﬁ‘h picture, - ‘o ' . ' : _ N
_ --describe it. (S) . ’ ,

32-41 Given the making of waffles in class yesteggay,
--write an experience story (W) .

o 32-44 Givega general s Ject, fruit, ‘and using the
ot devide who, what, when, where,
“’ --write a imaginatiVe story (*T)
: 32-46 Given a coloring=-book picture, . - «
--write a story about it (s) A*’ '
32-50 Given an activity (or movement) "of your choosing,
\ --write .a story following that activity (s) - ‘
| ( ' | o Lo S .hi:j |
] Y . ' :
. - ’ T e
®
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Classroom 41
, .

¢ . S B v
Phase&:ﬂ 9l7Q - 11/79

PR

J ) 41-01 .Given a Mud Monster on the ﬂoose,
--write a story telling how you 11. find and
capture it (W)

» .

41-02 Given ‘the situation that you are on your way to
Ghostville or Monstertown,
~ --write a story relating your adventures (W)
.4
41-03 Given five spelling words,
~-write a paragraph incorporating those words (T)

41-04 Given an in-class review of the elements of the

} . mystery story, _ .
--write a mystery (T) o :

41-06 Given a subject of yagr choosing, -
.o --write a paragraph out it, incorporating descriptive

adjbctives (T) . . \

41-08! a) Given a headline which you have developed,
--write a story about what happened (*T)

or ,

b)Y Given something important that you have studied
or done recently,
=-write .a headline about your choice ‘and develop
" a news story about it (*T) , ,

[2
v

Phase II: -12-79 - 2/80 . T

_41-09'-Given the production of a Christmas play in class,
--write about this- experience (W) . _ .

41-10 ,Given group-discussions. of schools of the future,.._
’ --write about what a school of the future will

( be 'like (S) e

A . 41-12 Given discussion of Middle East- problems,.

--write about these problems and offer/suggestions
for their remediation (R) , K

x _ , .

"41-14 Given your knowledge of westward movement in- the

*U.S. -in the early 1800's, . .
--write a seven-day diary describing a trip west (T)

Y .
41-15 Given a topic of your choice, ~ Ly
--write on it (s). R I

,,:'_ ':,' 1:351. o
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All”

3/80 - 5/80

Phase III:

41-17.

[}

41-18

-Given the topic, "Vikinq Piglet," and "using tHe words
from a given crossword puzzle,
"--write a story (T)

-

Given a current problem of your choice and some

spelling words,

~-write an editorial on that problem 'in a’'single’
paragraph’ incorporating the - spelling words (*T)

Given discussion of topic sentences,
--write a single paragraph (T) ' v

Given the situation, Snoopy takes you on an adventure,
--write a story (S)

Given one of two subjects: .

1) How do you feel hanging in air? What do others- say? ' \

- How will you get down? ' -

or -

2) You have been elected U S. President Who will you
choose for V.P.? What laws will you pass? How will
.you deal with poverty, pollution and crime?

--expound on the chosen subject (T)

' Given a‘topic of your.choice,
--write a report on it (T)

}

) M
Classroom 42
, S N -
Phase I: 9/79.- 11/79 : . D -
[ ’ : ! . N
42-02 Given the story of ﬁrs. Frisby, ’
, “--summarize it (8) -
42-05 same as<above (S) e
42-06 Given the subject, Thanksgiving,
‘ ,=—write about how we celebrate it (s)
42-07 Given the subject, the first Thanksgiving,,

.r-write about similarities. and differences between
* then and now (*s) :

. 196



© A2

--write What;vgu'd do in that situation

Given the topic, if I were a Christmas'
-#write‘about'what happens to you (W)

--write a description of it (S)

)

Given a commercial ditto about computers,

.t. . ) » \ . ..‘-.
Phase II: 12/79 - 2[80
Y42-08
. . handout),
/ |
N 42-10 Given a subject,.
42-11
L\ - 42=-12

-Phage III:

Given a commercial ditto discussing moods that

people feel,

/
3/80 - 5/80

42-13

, L 42-14°

42«15

42=16

.- ‘ 42-17

42-18

Given oral ‘'work on instruction—giving,

3

/,n\

i

>

¢ -

‘--choose a mood and write about it (S)

--write instructions on how to do something (R)

.f--write about what you could do with a computer-.(S)

Given a discussion of the components of a tall tale

(and some examples),
”--write a tall tale (T) .

Givegta picture viewed in

f=WIr

" Given a discussion of the elements of a-
. (and the 5 W's method), _

/2lass,

" --—write a news story (*T)

e a paragraph describing it (85

nevs story

®

Given a discussion of feeli g right when everyone

thinks you wrong and a si

baseball game,

=-wr£te a story about that g

Given the situdtion that you ar
--write about it (W)

" 4

-
i

¢

.'.\J

o

¥

(s)

e a machine,
]

axion in a hypothetical
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- , £ -
Claséroom 51 o
. ) N ~
C . ~. .‘\l " o 8
Phase I: 9/79 - 11/79. - ) *
51-03 Given a book of your choosing}
--write a book report (T) . .
51-06 Given an imaginary or real incident of your choosing,
--write a news story about it (*T) o
R . - 14
51-07 Given the subject, earth irnrvaders,

--write a story (T) .
’ t
"Lr .
. Given a book of your choosing, '
--write a book report (T)

12/79 --2/80 .-
L e ) l s ) g re
Givep an in-class Hanukkah party (and :zg ensuings

latka making),

--write one paragraph about why Hanukk
~and another about latka making (S)/

Given the situation that you * the last Christmas
tree in the lot on Christmas .

14
--write .about how you'ad feel (W)

e
. I e
e

Given the subject, cat and moyse,
--write a story that sets:up

3

3/80 - 5/80

Given Your favorite object in schoo},
—-expl n your choice (W) .
Given td imagine that(you inhabit another plenet,
--descrike yourself in terms of the imfluence of the
@ravit and temperature of that planet (W) .

1.‘)‘2‘ | .‘ ‘:

is celetratedf

v

problem and solves it (S)



S | -

Al4 - .

51-27 Given your knowledge of ﬁhe Greek gods,
--write a myth using those gods (*T)

. 51-29 Givenrthe parents who agsisted on the class %rip,
Yo . - --write a thank-you note (T) = - /} ..
< N

Given the two class tgips taken ip May,,
--write about the trips (S).

\

Classroom 52 . S ‘ .
" . [ . <, N o - v

Phase I: 9/79 - 11/79 .
£ SN | -

r .52-01 Given the subject, the first day of séhool
: - —-report on it pretending you are a television (/

newscaster (W) 1

'52-02 Given the topic, a very unusual pet,
_‘---write ‘about an qnusual pet (S) .

. 52-04 Given a pressing national issue of your choosing,
‘ --imaging you are the. President and write a speech (*T)

. 52-06 Given an aginary place of your invention,
. --write about t your visit to that place (S)
52:07\ Given the gubject, hapnte buse, _ ’. o
. - * ), --write a i’tory (s) .. - -t
' ' 'Y - ‘a
52-11 ' Given a topic of your choice, y
--write a paragraph on it and include twelve spellind%
words ( _
52-12 Given the topic, ideas for new schools, .
¥ .

_1’ . =—=write abOyt-your idea (S)

. - ) . ‘
Phase II: 12/Y9 - 2/80

. |/ \
52-18 Given a b?ok you've read,
: --write a’book report answerjng three questions.
, 1) TelJ /about Qne character.
» 2) Teld what you liked best about the book.
- 3) Tedil what you liked least about the book. (T)

52-19 Given,yOur knowledge of . the Irani Crisis,
' -=wri ava letter to the hostages ?37\\\\

i 199 R
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Phase II}: 3/80 - 5/80 . ! ;

) —>
« : ' /
‘ 52-20 Gtven the imaginary situation of being a Christmas
L Y esent,
--write about what you would be and what would
. happen (W)

.52-21 Given the topic, lost spaceship, and a ditto on
_the topic,
--use your imagination and write a story (T)

- ‘\ . )
52f23 Given a book you've read :
f —--write a book report emphasizing summary (T)
. 52-25 Given problems and inventiqns, .
“» A --describe a problem and ar invention ‘for
' 'solving it (s)

3\
\

52128 Given the subject, bunnies,
: ~--write a bunny tale (T)

* . 52-29 Given the subject, an ant's point of view,\

- *  ==-describe it (S) . N -
4 } 52 30 . ¢Given the recently purchased classroom library
| ‘JA\;vwrite a letter thanking the PTA for purchasiné
T it (R) - \

\

52-32 Given an activity or event that might beimisunder-
stood by a Martian,
s-write a letter to a fellow Martian describing
~ the activity or event (R);
52-33 Given the Iranian’ situation, | ‘
+==express an opinion in a letter to the President

T | of the U.S. (*R) .
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Classroom 61 . . . . \\\

A

Phase I: 9/79 - 11/79

Given the subject, the vironment, T

6 1-02
--discuss how we can preBerve our environment (S)
6104 Given the subject, cultures, - |

--write an essay (T) J ' . .,

61-u5 Given the topic, an unusual day,
--write a story (T)

61-07 Given your choice of four tOpics~/ ' ' e
. 1) what makes me happy -
. \ 2) what makes me sad .
'3) what® makes me angry . “
4) my future plans, 4 -f

~-write about this top%c (W)

-

‘61-11 Given a d cussion of &he purposes of a book review,
~-write a ¥eview of a book’'of your choice (T)

61-13 Given our culture as a subject,
' " T~ =-convince someone that it is a civilized culture (*R) -

4 !
' \
A

Phase II: 12/79 - 2/80 - o S

~

61-22 Given an oid key,
v}\ --write. about it using descriptive words, sensory
words and metthors (T) _

61-33 Given a discussion of Westerns and of the elements of
plot, climag,. and ¢onclusion,
--write a Weéstern (3) :

AN

61-30 Given the format of a diary or journal, *

‘--write five ﬂays&qf imaginary entries (T)

61-34 Given a discussion;of selections from Rites of Passage,
--write a paragraph, real or imaginary, about learning
a lesson or growing up a little (s)

. 61-37 Given a lesson on the form of a business letter,
‘ _~-write to a company or organization requesting
. . information (T) \

" Phase III: 3/80 - 5/80

2.

61-38° Given three issues you feél. to be important,
- ' --write(a campaign speech pretending you are a candidate,{ﬁl

4




Classroom’ 62

Al7

Given discussion of characteriltics, examples, and
suggested topics of tall tales,
~-write a tall tale (T)

Given discussion of the elements of a fable,
--write a fable (T)

Given the subject, snowless winters,

--discuss problems caused and offer creative solutions (S)
Given the subject, common gadgets and appliances, .
--write about other needed inventions (s) 7

Given the subjeét,'scﬁool buses, - : ,
--explain your views on whether or not they should be
banned from cities (*R)

\ <

Given some sﬁggested topics,
~-persuade someone to do something- (R)

'
/

.~

.

Phase I: 9/79 - 11/79 g R . L o

- v T - ’-
'62-01 Given a photo’ of yan apple.with two bites missing, = =
‘ --write a story about the picture (S) .
62-12 Given the subject, atoms and molecules,
- ==describe their relationship (S)
62-15 Given three pictures of yéur choice in thegProvidence
‘ Journal, ' s o : : _ ‘
- —=—create a short story based on them (*T) .
, 62-18 Given the theme, the‘chemist is a detecﬁive,
" N \ --write a paragraph (W)
62-19 Given the topicy<lf I were the*ﬁ%‘éf of police,
--write a parag h ’
. N . -
62-23 Given a book of your chdice,

--write a book report



Al8 '
y . <

Phase II: 12/79 - 2/80

6222 Given class work on Geology, : '
--write a-few paragraphs telling how scientists identify

minerals (S) - \

« , A
///V 6 2-26 Given a lesson on Geologwy,

--write a few paragraphs on how rocks are formed (S)

6 2-27 Given a study of the format of a press release,
--write a press release about the cantata produced
in class (T)

62-28 Given class study of Frost's poem, "Stopping by wOods..
--write, in two'or three paragraphs, what you believe'

' < to.-be the poet's surface/symbolic meaning or write
\\ _one paragraph interpreting the poem as narrative (s)

6 237 Given/a book of your choice and the ‘format:

1) title, author, setting; 2) introduction of characters;
3) - 5) incidents; 6) author's style; 7) opinion,

--write a bodk report (T)

Phase III: 3/80 - 5/80

62-59 Given yourself and your classroom role,
--write a personal essay using metaphors to describe

- _ the above (T)

62-41 Given a lengthy class discussion of Rosie Ruiz (the

.Boston Marathon affair),
--give your personal reflections on the incident (S)

2-42 Givenﬁthe library as a subject,
--distuss why it is important in your life (W)

<))

Given/work on signal words in paragraph development
and the topic, Thursday morning at school,
--write aiparagraph (T)

<))
N
|
-3
w

. 62-44 Given a digcussion of paragraph unity and either of
. two topics, the last person on earth, or a frightening
ride, P
--write a paragraph ()

~~

62-45 'Given a process of your choice, _
--describe "how to" (*R) : — T

62-46 Given a list of adverbs and adjectives, , !
--write a paragraph using them to create an impression (T)
+ N v

'
%

-

v ‘21)3
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o ’ . T : N . A2l
.- CRW/NIE . c o - o0

- September Student Questionnaire o Student code no.
11. What is your favorite eubject? English=1l, Ma*h=2, Science=3, Art=4,

' ' Social Studies=5, No Answer=9

12. What is your least favorite subject? 1234 5 9 (code as"1)
13. Do you like to read? No=@) Yes=1 - Sort of=2" No answer=9 -
14, Do you liké to’write? No=@) Yes=1 Sort of=2  No answer=9
15. . How-often do .you write in school? Hardly ever (less than once a month)cl
v 1 per week=2 several per week-3 la day=4 several per day=5 no answer=9

z
+

WHAT KINDS OF THINGS DO YOU WRITE IN SCHOOL? o L o . . ‘
16. stbries? No=@ Yes=1 ° . - ¢
17. poems? No=f@ . Yes=1 ' '

18. 1letters?’ No=f Yes=1

_19. math, and other "non-writing"? No-ﬂ Yes=l .= ' ' .
. 20.. drawings? No=§ Yes=1 o . “\
» 21, 'other writing"? No=@ Yes=1 . : : e :

22. reports? No= Yes=1 _
23. aaaignme;ts, exercises (dittoea, spellingkteata, etc., not composed by student)?
No=f - Yes=1
24, Do you write at ho?e? No=f .Yes=l No answer=9 .
WHAT SORT OF THINGS DO YOU WRITE AT HOME’
25. stories? No=f Yes=l. . _ L.
26. poems? No=f Yes=1 S oy
27, ' letters? No=f) - Yes=1
28. math, and other "non-writing"? No=p Yes=l
- 29, drawinga’ No=@ Yes=1 ) o .
30. diary? No=f Yes=l" . ‘ ’ . '
31. "other writing"? No=@- Yeas%‘ ' : : : . - N
: . 4 A
. 32. Are you a good writer? No=p Yea-l Sort of=2 No answet-9 - e
33. Why do you think so? Teacher says so=l. Parent aays ao-2 I think 8o=3 Friends
e say ao-4 No answer=9
. *
-34. What is the hardest thing about writing? penmanship=1 word choice-Z spelling=3
o - . syntax/punctuation/capitalization=4’
thi g up idea=5 .putting ideas-into
' B ' wordd=6 other=7 no anawer-9
'35. What is the easiest thing about writing? (code as 34)
36. How do you know if, something you've written is well written or poorly written?
other people say so=1 teacher's grade=2 phyaical ‘appearance of paper=3

. . no mistakes (spelling, word choice, etc.)=4 can't tell=8 no answer=9 .-
37.: How do you know o writing is good or bad? interesting/I like it=1
~ no mistakes=2 other people say so=3 can't tell=8 no answer=9
38. What take do you make most often when you write? (code as 34)

~39. Woul u rather write or read? Write=l Read=2
.40. Would you ratBer write or-do math? Write=l Do math=2

\.

60(-61) IntervieELr code - v . .
(01=Pedro, 02=Amy, O3=Michele, 04=Bob '

-
t
Gt




: _— , ol $a23
\» - CRW=NIE STUDY OF WRITING INSTRUCTION
A . END-OF-YEAR STUDENT INTERVIEWS RO '
. col. ' . o ’j e \.', Ve
1-4 student code number ; ‘# Ty g : .
5 male (1) female (2) o =/ ‘  NA (,) N
1 favorite aubject' Eng (1), mﬂih (2), Sci (3). Art (4), Social Stud (5), other (6),
12 1east favorite subject‘ (l (2) (3). (4) (5) (6) (9 /}
13~ Do you like to read? no ). Yes (1), aort of (2), NA ("
;4 .~ Do you like to vrite? no (0). yes (1), sort of 2, NA 9) ; . -

15 How often do you write in school? hardly ever iI/;a ‘than once a week) . (1),
“. once a week (2),Asevera1 per week (3), once a day (4) ae"ral per day (5), NA (9

NDS OF THINGS DO YOU WRITE IN SCHOOL? (let student volunteer types)

f»l.lss stories ' y/ .o (0), yes (1) . , : - \
_;;LZ__ poems - /ﬁ no (0), yes (1) ; = ‘ '
i IB letters fﬁ - #é»(O);'}es w | - |
19 reports Ao no (0), yes (1) RN L
20 “bther "wrizing“ ~ no (0), yes (1): - e .

21 nonrurfiang" (math. drawving, apelling. etc ) no (0), yes (l)
/

22 Do youzever write things at home?

- WHAT KINDS OF THENGS DO YOU WRITE AT HOME? (iet student volunteer types, then ask each
type apecifically (except “non-writing"))

23 a;ories - nor(O) yes (1)
24 -.fpoems” o . no (0) yes (1) .
25 letters o no,(0) yes (1) )
26 diary “no (0) yes (1) |

;,27 othér "writing", no (0) yes (1): L B oy ! *

/'28 "noa-writing? ‘rio (0) yes (1) : o

S 29 DoAyour;parentshhelp,you‘whén you write at home? no (0), yes (1)

Ll

__:LQQ__ Are you a good writer? no (0), yes (1), sort of 2), NA 9 - B
___;i}__ Why do you think so?: o
(teacher says so (1), parents say so (2), frienda say so (3), 1 Just "think so (4).

good ideas - (5). mechanics ), appearance (7), NA (9)) :




G
-

. n24 ‘ L oo
33. ' What is the best thing you have written this year in school? s
3 ' ) B '
P ) Why is that the best? . : : .
34 Do you think you are a better writer now than you were a year ago?
, no (0), yes (l), sort of (2) NA (9) ; ‘
/ “35 - What kinds of things do you do better than you did at the begiﬂning of the year?
. NI ‘
. . R
- , N
36 What is the hardest thing abouyt writing?
- . "\ Py ) & _
' penmanship (1), .word choice (2), !pelling (3). syntax/punct /capitals (4). 1deas (5)
. ~ putting ideas into’ words 6), other (7) A , NA (9)
. 37 . E o e
, ‘ What ie the easiest thing about Vrittgg? ; e
| M @ @ @G ® W e ®» RN
_«-\38 How do ybu know 1if ‘something you have»written i;‘well-written or poorly written?
SO - ' People say 80 (1), teacher s grade (2), appearance 3
i no, mistakes (spelling, etc 0 (4). S . . can't tell (8), NA (9)
39 What kinds of mistakes do '%Lf L.e when yoquritef' L B ’

: (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (3) (9)
40 If you had a choice, would you rather do writing or reading? write (1) read (2) NA 9

41 Would you rather do writing or math? write (1), math (2) NA (9)

. 42 How many brothers and sisters do you have? —
53' How many \are older than you?

| 44 Who do you\live with: your mother. yoer father, or both?

M &F (1), Monly (2), F only (3), neither (4):

45-46 what kind of work does your father (or man of the house) do?:

47-48 What kind of work does your mother (or woman of the house) do?:

N

Interviewer code Pedro (1), Amy (2), Michele (gs._Dob 4),

Card number
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wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

10. Ex{d-of-year grades frOm previeua_» class.

8 Number of children in the atudent 8- family (including the atudent)

, Bi&h order of the student: =~ - & . .
9. Moat recent etandardized teat acores. Nam of test:

B

teacher . ~) ' ' /'f':
SIS T T
\ S
*1. Student ID code or _mes Cn o »
(2. Age: 3. SextM F . )
T4, Ethnicity/nationality. .
. Black B
_ ‘_Chineae ’ ' N C K o
. English ~ 2 X
__:-Fre_nch - __
__JIeteh :
— Italian . . v
____ Jewish - X - : ‘, ‘('.j.(._:

. ___ Portuguese Do IR P 7
Tt |
Other.- v i : . 3. L oo, e

"5: Prigary langua'ge spoken at home; -

6. boIthe ¢hild receive: , “, . . -

__ reduced-fee lunch . s R
- nv?ez lunch g . v -
reduced-—fee breakfaat . DR
no-fee breals,faat . Lo e T
. o oy '
7. Father 8 occupation. e S
Mother 8 occup;tion' - _ ) . e e W

Aé 7

(Report standard scores. (T-acores, Z-scored, stanine, SAT score) if available.

Otherwiae, report percentiles, grade equivalent, etc. )

&,

-

(
e

-

i3isd
.
L Ot

*
o

©11. Number of absences last year: _ L ZJJ :

rom t

.

*Nl_s. colxggtuge an "E ggsénge sure to' use the .‘eame. code 6‘n all writing aamplea» dz



ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

APPENDIX E | = .

e

5ynthe§ic Curriculum for Writing Instruction, -

.

Grades Three through Six

. .
.
. Ve
L 4
4
o ’
L s
L
[ i
£
-
.
-
'l
-
. ’

M [ ; -~ *

R O 21 -

O A
.
.o R
\
\

- f

A29



. . . ' | I: . ;" . . . | B 'c | ‘ :'.
HANDWRITING SFELLING o - - -
| \ Y ‘ / . ."« | b
- Grade 3 Grade b —Lrade S
\_entrance | 4 goal entrance | goal entrance | goal entrance
' I ' . . I ’ I
~ [printed rcursj,ve systen utilized |
letters’ ' |writing school distriet. I
' {
| ‘ | o ! |
lnitial |whole range beginning of curelve © |whole range |
capitalizey’ |of capitali~ |oursive writ-| ‘ of capitali= |
: )’ tion |Zation {ng; sentgacey expand zation |
| - |capitalization capitalize- |
| N | tin I
. | | :
B |
. ~ |some contrac-l- ragtions. a
Loty S 1/ (Y "
¥ ' |apoatrophe ﬁﬁ b \
| |hyphenated .af 2/ R .
. 'uords "l ‘ ’ |
/ » v .
o <
I c
I o
b - prometieriley | U
T | RN I
o | y E |
S 1 B
L LI |
o |
I { .
. 3 I | ' ' | \.,
, -"I I ,‘ .ﬂ I
. > I ‘.
| I ’
§ LI | i




ZE

[ i . ‘
ot : ‘?} , . o \
WORDS, ' {
) \:‘ )
P ) ‘
J/I Grade 3 " Grade 4 y Grade 5 ' Grade 6
' | ' goal entrance goal entrance B goal entrance | goal
o | I |
:synonyms, dictionaryI | expand | | |
' |antonyps skills I | |
A . S
| ? ' A | |
ﬁ : |1arger singular & L ‘ | | |
[ | . |‘vocaba¥ary‘ 8 plural E ! : | | :
R e . I |
' | compounds I i .
| o | ' i e
| T, | possessive | L
, . ' |
| < I
% \ | : : “ ,_.:quotat_ion quotation” IquotaI:ion |
. ; Lo ' |markaf . |narks,.dif-  marks, dif- |
/ . | , ferent . ferent |
’ . A : Gy : , speskers l-apeakera |
a - o o T .
| : LI PARTS OF SPEECH N |
|1.ab baalc noun, pro-, |p:epoa1tion‘, all parts of  parts of . \ o
| |Perty - |noun, verb, | conjunction, |speech intro~ speech BT
t | ‘adjective adjective, duced .- Ipoliahed |
v adverb, con- |
‘ I |I ' IjuncI::Ion : o T o
i \ ' , ' . -/" '

.l\ : - :'compariaons "i’ : | ‘ .
o [ : : | :pronoun | :’_ )
W | ' | I\ I‘ P Ireferanta |

1 : : | | :recognize | ¥ l‘ K

| | :  Sindles & - I"' ai

, -| | ' Imetaphars o o
213 : : :subjecr& | - : o

o | | Ipredicat:e 1} |
N - I C ’ I

I & | ol | O :
I | o I I




mi) entrance | goal entrance | goal
\ I

i [ W *
( ! ™ /
} l {, . . ' ‘ N ¢ I
smImices . | . ‘
‘ )Y
\ . o \'1__ I L & 0 :
) . / \II" ‘ . e . \— \ ' ¥
- Grade 3 . Gryde 4 - Grade 5 Grade 6
a ettrance | . goal entrance; |

| |understand  |recognize 7 complete

|

. 824 sen~' |recognize enﬁ of sene
' t [fun-on  tence

¥ .

compound” | end of sen

sentence tence ¢ - r g

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
8
I
|

I
| | recognize  |recognize and
\ basic sentence N sentence | fragment  |not write fraguent
| jand transe- )k | /. |
\ |fornation o | h L
! | ' ] Lo
: recognize: | | kinds of \, | . |varieties of irecognize  |recognize and
|telling & | | sentences | | |sentence  Jand weite & |write
. |asking I . N | 8tyles patterns | C
| » | | oy
down & verd | sRject § | |subject-verb |recognize Hlerecognizé § write
| . |-predlcate | ae |agreement . |to arrange, |arranging, ex-
) | ‘ | = | -~ |expend and  ipanding, reducidy
L y | , . |reduce’sen- |sentences :
| | tences | -
O | " L _
1 ' | ., " recognize how to
| I e |subordinate
I A o, ‘ |clauses, be able
: | & | | ~ |to vrite subor-
. | | ' |dinate clauses '
1. | '
|- I
I
I.
I
I
I
Ic
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
. | . , I
coma in |some comas gome comnas |sll comas | v
peries- | .4 | ' | .
| : | | ’
| colon, seni~ |
. | ! |colon | oY
j . . W
U | I | W
, 2!1 3 : | 8greement: | | V
s | e | tense and | | N
| | | case B AR
1 | - - |
I | |

- o | I \
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| for book Tpt.

L \;
Grade 3 L “Grade Grade 5 . Grade 6
entrance | goal entrancev | goal |emtrance | 'goal _entrance | goal |
| SR I oo
|vecognize | sequence of | | | recognize | recognize &
- |peragraph ' |centences | | paragraph 1s | write in a way.
o ! | | more than 1 | that reveals
O | | . gentence | mastery
| | I | e |
| | | |
I ' I I ) I
I I I S 3 I
. |don't start | | R |
¢ |new line with | N : |
each sentence |
N | ‘: o
write 1 thdug‘\t | jmsin {des  |main idea |toplc sen~ | topic |tople ~
in 4~5 gen- | ' | tence sentence | gentence
tences (:I.e.,| . | | | '
tough ) | | o b
IR I SN | |
| o | supporting |
| | ). |details - |
| . | R
| | - |conclusion |beginning, |beginning,
| | e niddle, and |middle, and
| | | end | end
B | | - |
) | | recognize  |recognize
" | | unity and  |unity and
) | | | coherence - | coherence
Lo | | o |
| | | - |paragraph | paragraph 2 3
| | | and title =~ |and title “~+
v | | related  .|related
O I l |
|select &.or- | | | I
|genize info. I I :
I I ol



{ILT1-PARAGRAPES

Grade ) Grade 5 . Grade §
entrande | goal _entrance | goal entrance : goal
f ’ | :
jvrite lor 2 | - | I
|paragraphs: | |
|story, letter l I ;-
|book report f | I
J | . | ] | B
O R |relationships - |3 paragraphs lknow how to ldnk
| 7 |pardgraphs  |in 2 or 3 | ‘|paragraphs and
L * |paragraphs | “lweite inked
4 | . | :paraguphs |
I I | '
| main ides, | |recognize con=
| ' |sequence, | lelusion and De
| '|conclusion | | :able to write one
I A I o
| | |  Irecognize w;nins
| | I |paragraph and be
| | I : :gble to write one
| | R C
| I | Irecognize a 1ine
| | | lof reasoning and
| ‘ | | lbe able to write
| | I lone ,
| |, | : |
o k I |
o N | A
I I I I |
I I I I
| | S I
| | o :
I I I .
| | | | 3
| | I | "
3 | | . | . | »
219 | - 0 |
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DEFINITION OF ACTIVITY CONSTRUCTS

‘4

~

1. PRESENTING R _»
Definition: N\ ' =
This activity consists of describing, illustrating, and ex~ .
plaining a skill or concept related to writing. Presenting -

is characteristically systematic, indicatihg the teacher's S
assumption that this specialized information is unfamiliar “&
to most of the students. ] %
. Presenting is planned as a self-contained activity. , il
However, the teacher may interrupt whatever activity is ‘" :
,Joccurring and switch to presenting. The teacher makes %
ihis switch upon discovering that the students are not .
sufficiently familiar with a skill or concept on which the .
writing lesson depends. . In this case, the activity is |
"reteaching" which is coded as presenting. .
The change to presenting (or "reteaching") charac-
teristically occurs during the actiwvity of reviewing.
One cue to a switch to reteaching, which is coded as pre-
senting, is the students' repeated = failure to answer the
teacher's questions. The teacher's activity then changes
to systematic presentation of what should have been the

. answers to the questions. Reteaching occurs often and

unexpectedly. | : e Y :

: - .. ‘ . . ‘ "i’ S v,-. "
Examples: - _ - §~*&'
l. Teacher presents a lesson on compdind sentences. ) B3 3
Students practice combining two related sentences using F i& R
a conjunction. o ) :

- . -4
W2

Y
AW

2. While reviewing for a script-writing lesson, the L
teacher realizes that the students are having difficultyg §g§
distinguishing the difference between narrative and dialogue >
‘concepts which she has earlier taught. - Teacher then gives
students practice in identifying both forms of writing "
and in changing one to the ather before writing begins.

3. Students' writing indicates that they cannot punctuate
. directgquotations even though the skill has been: taught.
Teacher’reteaches the skill before students write their

stories.

s ‘

does not include:

Definition
1. Reviewing ‘ ' o .
2. 6rienting

o R o 224




" A4O

Examples: ’ ~ _ /

l. Teacher reminds students about‘metaphors and similies
and encourages students to use these figures of speech -
in their stories (reviewing) . . /

2. Teacher reminds students as they write thatH9 new
paragraph is necessary every time the speaker chHanges
(reviewing), . _ v

3. Teacher reads a "Bunny Tale Students .are invited
to discuss ideas that might be included in a "Bunny Tale“
(orienting). .

: ‘ ) l . ) <
2. GIVING INSTRUCTIONS | \\

Definition:

(4

Giving instructions is to tell, in very specific terms,

what the teacher expects the student to do in a given e
» writing assignment. "To give instruction" is to state, -

detailed directions about how a task is to be performed;

"giving instruction" is task-oriented, not subject- or —

content-oriented. This activity often includes cautions. :

Examples:

1. "Please write your poem on green.lined paper."
2. "Be sure to skip a line between paragraphs."
3. "Please recopy this on white, lined paper."

‘4" pefinition does not include: ’

. . Orienting
Evaluating by teacher

1

2
'ii 3. Preventing
| 4 Reviewing

5 Instructions not related to a writin§ task

. 4
.. Examples:

L4

1. "Today we will be writing about ‘transportatiqon. Can
you name some means of transportation?" (orienting).

2. "Can you think of another word tO'use here?" (evaluating).

3. "Mhis is our new skill for today, please listen carefully"
(presen‘ing)

Qo '. - 25
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4. "Do Qou‘remember what punctuation mark follows a
dependent clause?" (evaluating).

5. "When you finish, do the math problems on page forty--
thred® (instruction .not about writing).

3. ORIENTING

Definition:

Teacher uses any one or more of the following—-lecture,
discussion, ‘audio-visual aids--to establish student famil-
iarity with ‘a topic before assigning a task on that topic.
The task need not immediately follow the orienting.

Examples:

l. Teacher asks students on Halloween Day what they think

of when they hear the term "haunted house." Students

offer a number of responses which the teacher discusses

with them. The activity is followed by the teacher announcing
that the students will write a haunted house story. .

I know we all watch TV, and I'm sure\We all have favorite
programs. Think of your most favorit& program. Can you s
think of one of two that you like best? Well, I want

you to think of just one now, maybe one you like best of

all." Following this activity, teacher begins to assign

and descrbe a. writing task based on one TV show. .

2. Teacher says, "I want you to thisg about TV shows.

3. Teacher shows and discusses with the class pictures

of New York City and of a small ‘town in Nebraska. After
this activity the teacher asks the class to write about

the differences they know or imagine between life in the
two environments.

Definition does not include:

l. . Teacher merely ‘announces the topic for. a writing task.

2., Teacher just gives instructions about a writing task.

Examples:

1. Teacher begins class by saying, "All right, class,
we are now going to write a paragraph about Halloween."
Then teacher discusses technical aspects of the writing
such as sentence structure, punctuation, etc. (giving

instruction).

2026
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2. Te@achet 'says, "Plemse put away your readers. For our
writing class today, I want you to write a paragraph
about how ‘You feel about school. Okay?" (giving instructions).

4. REVIEWING
Definition: : 7

To review 1s to remind students of something previously
presented or something that has previously occurred.

Like presenting, the activity of reviewing emphasizes ‘
some skill or concept related to writing, But in.reviewing 7
the teacher assumes that most students already have some
knowledge of the skill. . ’

Examples:

-

l. A restatement by the teacher to the whole class of

a fact, concept, term, or skill introduced in the previous
lesson. Example: "Haiku poems have three lines, seventeen
syllables, one theme."

2. A response by the teacher to the questions of one

or more students. Example: (student) "Must there always
be only seventeen syllables?" (teacher) "No. The number
seventeen is only a general guide..." .

e

‘3. " A restatement by the teacher of a fEét, concept or skill

that is part of a broader lesson objective. Example: "We
have learned the form of limericks, blank verse, Japanese ‘
haiku, sonnets..." (then the teacher briefly redefines each).

Definition does not include: -

l. Presenting new information aloang with concepts pre-

viously taught oy

-,
e, zq

2. Evaluating

Examples: \. ‘ : ' é

» v
1. An introduction of information previously unknown to the
students, although some reference may be made to familiar

‘data. Example: "American haiku poetry does not have all

of the elements of Japanese haiku..." (presenting new infor-
mation). . ‘

2. A comment or suggestion made to a student about the fobru,
substance, verbiage, or appropriateness of a written produ .qﬁgy
Example: "Take another look at your second line. Count RN

the syllables" (evaluating). , ‘ . 4.9 o

R_27



‘5. WRITING

Definition:

For purposes of observation, writing is an activity per-
formed by a student or students. Specifically, writing
is a sequence of two more sentences generated by the-
student or students; the second sentence in some way
continues the first. These sentences mMiay be in prose
or in verse. } o .

" Some students may not write complete gentences;
consequently,' fragments are acceptable in this definjtion
if it is apparent that the teacher assigns a sequence of
sentences or that the writer is attempting to write a
sequence of sentences. ‘ . ’

Examples-:

1. Working singly or in,é group, the student writes

two or more sequential sentences.
S X

2. Student dictates two or more sequential sentences for
teacher to copy'on board. "

‘ 3oL _ .
3. "Btudents write answers to gené;alized questions which
imply an answer of ‘two pr more connected sentences.

Definition does not include:

;i

1. Editing ' -

2. Scribing a word or a word group, unless teacher assigned

~at least two eentences

3. Scribing a single sentence assigned by teachéﬁf .

- 4. Copying an earlier draft

- 5. ‘Scéibing sentences dictated by teacher

Examples:
1. Student scribes single sentences or word groups that.
are disconnected, as assigned by. teacher. '

-~ - ,

2. sStudent changes form; content, and/or word usage to
make the text acceptable. (editing)

3. Student copies a previous draft or an edited draft
after evaluation. (rewriting) -

4, Student'lists wordg, e.g., spelling, or fills in
the blanks. - s e .

5. Student writes sentences dictated by teacher.

228 :
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6. REWRITING : ‘ \
Definition:

For purposes of observation, rewriting is regarded as
different from writing. To rewrite is to lcribe a later
draft of something already written.

Rewriting could entail merely copying. Rewriting “is
distinguished from the activity'of editing in that the
activity of rewriting occurs on a different day, in a

: different class, or on a different piece otbpaper.
¥

¥

Examples:

1. Student copies a previoue draft after that draft has
been evaluated and/or edited.

2. Student incorporatee changes into a new'draft.

—

Definition does not include:

Editing as one writes or‘changing a draft as the teacher
(or peer) evaluates the same draft.

Examples:

1. Student erasing or writing over a first draft while
writing it (writing)

2. Teacher suggesting changes in a draft during a confer-
ence with student (evaluating).

3. Student making changes on original draft after evaluation
(editing)

8 .
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'7. SHARING OF WRITING

Definition: | . ; .

The student shows or reads his or her own writing ‘to anoth,&
student or students. Also in.this activity two or more
students might exchange papers and read them aloud or
silentlw. _

Examples:

l. 1Informal sharingﬁ as the student wishea,tto share humor,
phrasing, or other fe e of a w:itten dtaﬂ; with»aubther

N student. - S

2. Formal sharing: the student is cal;ed upon to read to
his group or class; other students may comment.

>

Definition does not include:

1. Students sharing ideas not yet written down.

EA

~ 2. Studanta sharing writing by other peraon' outside tha claaa.

3. The teacher showing or reading one student's ' paper to
other students if the teacher does S0 as a means of accom-
plishing some other. activity, suc ~as orienting, raviewing,
or evaluating. KD

3
v

Examples:
1. Student proofraadi’anothar.atudent'l draft (ovaluating).

. 2, Student questions teacher about the apprOpriataneaa
"of a particular phrase or sentence (evaluating) ~

.

3. Teacher makes suggestions to student about changaa .

to be made in process (evaluating)
MR

4. Teacher says, "read that back to me," so that student

will reread orally in order to notioa poor word choice or
‘error (evaluating). "

5. Teacher reads paper written earlier by a student as
a means of introducing a topic (orienting).

e

230
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§. EVALUATING

Definition:

This activity is an expression of a judgment about any
written work, in whole or in part, which the student is
.. preparing. This expression of Judgment might be approval .
o . or disapproval.

Specifically, evaluating precedes the activity of
editing, that is, . the changing of a manuscript. Moreover,
it is intended to induce the activity of dditing.

This usage differs from common usage, as reported
in the dictionary, which is "examine, estimate, ascertain,

# fix or appraise" the value of something. Our usage assumes
all of these activities and presumes more, namely, one's
expresgion of a judgment based on one's appraisal, and
moxeover, a judgment intended to elicit a specific activity.

"Evaluating" also conveys these arbitrq‘y limitations

§A .

of meaning. _
¥, It is confined to the student's written ;!&k or to any
‘aspect of the preparation of that work. '

®

2. It is normally an activity of the teacher, bqt it,could
be an activity of a student or a group of students. : :

3: Its pnrpose is affective. "Evaluating" is inten
to elicit a response from the writer, either .to contiﬂhe , ‘
present behavior or to modify it. To evaluate is’ to rein- | o | '
. force or. to, sanction (and possibly b?th at the same’ time).s. - g

Examples. o A ‘%~h,. "

’ v 7 o

1, Teacher reads student's paragraph and suggggts improvementsﬂ

o

“.

2. "Isn't this a run-on sentence? What couldsyéu 4 to,

improve this?" s "vz"~‘z*;j;viﬁé'
3. "Check the spelling of this word." S -

B R o
Definition does not include: ' e e o

l.- Assigning a grade to a writteﬁ'work (which normally
occurs outside of the writing lesson and away from the
classroom) . ] @ .o : R v

e

-~ 2. Merely (positive or n gative) reinforcementvfor any _ C 3!_;?
purpose other than writid?/ o Do

o
l-é .
M

Examples: ' : ' 4;‘.‘ - ./}c

1. "You can'do better."

~
L
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[

- g

v ' 3 :
2. "That's good" in response to a student's comment or

. answer

3. Writing letter grades or evaluative adjectives (e.g.

"good," "fair, ‘etc.) on a student's paper - ///ﬂ
9. EDITING

) Definition.

To edit is to change a manuscript during or following the

writing of that manuscript. -The.changing might consist

of modifying or transforming the manuscript; the changing

might also consist of deleting parts of the manuscript

or adding to it. ‘
Any of the changing probably entails proofreading.

And editing may or may not follow the activity of evaluating.
Unlike rewriting, which is a separate and subsequent.

activity, edItIng Is part of or an extension of writing.

Editing always occurs on the manuscript as written, not

on another piece of paper. .

Examples-

<)

e

oy

1. Student perceives and corrects errors in spelling,
punctuation,’ and word endings. » .

.
5
2. Two studefts, without the teacher, make changes in
their. manuscripts.

Definition does not include:
= ;

'1l. Teacher makes changes on manuscript without the student.

Doy

2. Evaluating ¥
Examples:

1. Teacher reads the manuscript, without the student, . .
makes changes and returns the manuscript to the student. - .

2. Téacher works with two or three students, including
the author, and invites them to suggest corrections (evaluating)
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DEFINiTION'OF CHARACTERISTICS OF ACTIVITIES

A. PARTICIPANTS: the persons who are involved in the activity.
The characteristics under this classification are self-explana-
- tory except. for:

T with S (serial): this means that the teacher circulates

among several students, s ing with each,one for a
few moments, then moves on% that the teacher is
stationed in one place and is approached by students

one at a time.

b. MODE: how.the activity was carried out. '
The characteristics under this classification are self-explana-
tory. ' o '

C. MATERIALS: the materials used in an activity.

A/V: any audio-visual material, ‘including filmstrip, tape
recorder, overhead projector, .record, chalk-board, or
‘wall poster which does not contain any instructions the
student is to follow. ’

birective (commercial): . any commercially produced material
(dittoes, posters, teaching machine, etc.) which does
contain directions, the student is to follow.

Common experience: experiences of the students which are
used ‘in developing a lesson. Examples are a discugsion
of a trip to a museum, a discussion of customs followed:
in each family for a holiday, or a discussion of reasons
that one writes letters. ."Common experience" is normally
coded as a characteristic.of "orienting."

Reading material; this characteristic is checked when material
read by the students is used in developing a lesson. The
- reading material is used in much the same way as "common
¥ ‘ - experience." L

Students' own writing:. this characteristic is checked when
writing produced by one or more students is used in
developing a lesson. Examples are¢ a teacher reading

a student's paper as an example of style, or students
exchanging papers and reading them as a proofreading
exercise. : .

.

AN
-
o
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- D. FOCI OF ACTIVITIES: Set #1 and Set #2
Set #1 consists of skills pertaining to the single sentence.

'Spelling: (self-explanatory)
Capitalization: (self-explanatory)
Punctuation: use of "standard marks and signs"

Worxd usage: this includes skills oftern called "vocabulary,

"word choice," "figures of speech," and idioms.
1

Format/Penmanship: manuscript conventions such as margins,
spacing,\indenting, headings, and forming letters.

Sentence syntax: "customary" arrangement of words in phrases
and sentences into categories and sequence.

Set #2 consists of skills pertaining to the paragraph and,
paragraph sequence.

Paragraph: a group of sentences related to a commori topic
" and to each other. .

Paragraph sequence: two or more sequential paragraphs
demonstrating the relationship of one phase of ghe
subject to another. - 5 ~

Purpose/audience: addressing the intended topic, using the
intended mode of discourse, or addressing the intended

audience.

Form: If skills are being addressed which are unique to a
certain form of writing, the observer writes in the name
of that form and checks this column.

Forms include: letter, verse, story, essay, precis, etc.

23
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N ‘ ‘
GUIDELINES FOR USING THE CLASSROOM OBSERVATION GRID

1. The observatio rid is a'tﬁo-dimensional'matrix that-
juxtaposes activities (listed wertically) and possible
characteristics of activities{listed across the top).

It thereby presents a series of bjank columns, enabling

the observer to place a check mark for each characteristic
of each activity. Columns at the left of the Grid allow
room for narrative and also for clock time for each
activity. s

2. The narrative portion of the grid has a temporary im-
portance; it can help the observer to recall information
for later coding or for later revision of observation.
But the narrative portion is not susceptible to machine
calculations. .

’h

3. ‘Only the information coded by checkmarks on the: Grid

can be correlated with information from other sources. This ;

coded information, therefore, will be the only durable and
transferable record of what is observed. 5. :

4. The purpose of the codes is to enable the r”'.
two kinds of information: the duration of each a ivity
and the se§uence of those activitles. Regarding -the sequence

- of activities, recurrence and contiguity are important. 1In

other words, what activities recur, and in what kinds of
patterns do they recur? The authority of observed patterns
of activities, therefore, will depend on the observers'

reliability in recording the duration and sequence of
successive activites. Accordingly, record Ege time at the

'beginning and the time at the end of each sequence.

5. The subscene changes when either of two cues occurs:

(a) change in activity or (b) change in any subcategory of :
"participants." Changes in the other characteristics (mode,
materials, or foci) of any activity will not change the

subscene.

6. In general, ignore interruptions. If, however, an inter-
ruption either stops the writing lesson or takes the teacher
away from the classroom, then note the time of the interruption

. and the time of the resumption of the class. If the class

resumes with either a new activity or different participants,
automatically code a new subscene.

205
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APPENDIX G -
Writing Instruction in the Elementary Schools:’
Teaching Methods and Procedures

[ - -

A Classified, Annotated Bibliography .,

Note: The articles in this bib;iography include all entries
in the ERIC data base whose_descripﬁora-include:
writing, or :
expesitory writing, or
creative writing, or

' writing skills, or
NN, composition (literary),
. AND ‘r,

elementary education, or
eleqentary school students,

AND
‘ instruction, or

teaching methods, or

teaching techniques, or ,

teaching procedures. s
The bibliography is divided into ten sections. Nine
reflect the nine activity constructs defined in
TAppendix F. The. tenth section deals with other
aspects of writing instruction, such as student
characteristics. 1If an article discussed more than

-one’ of the activities, it was included under both

headingﬁ.

' ' “
ERIC : Don
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- 4  Writing Instruction in the Elementary Schools:

R Teaching Methods and Procedures

A CLASSIFIED,.ANNOTATED_BIBLIOGRAPHY

&

 j¢1: ‘Presenting

2 J

. N t . ' .
. Blake, H. E., ' Written composition in English primary schools. =

‘. Elementary English, 1971, -48, 605~616.

:_New'sﬁbjects are presented to the class as one group, but
mechanics and skills are taught incidentally and privately.
. There are few lessons conducted for the class as a whole.
e : 9 . ! . .
Cramer, B. B. & Cramer, R. L. Writing by imitating language
- models. Language Arts, 1975, 52, 1011~1014, 1018.

After orienting the students to a pattern-writing activity,
specific words, images, patterns, and coficepts not raised

» in the discussion are presented. Author’feels this allows
the teacher to be didactic in a natural ‘way. ’

@

Hunter, E} Fo;teriﬁg creative expression. Childhood Education,
2 1968, 44, 369-373. _

+ ; After children have had some writing experience and have

- developed confidence, assistance in the mechanics of usage-
is’ needed. The introduction of metaphor and simile doces

" 'not have to include the use of these terms. ,

Jéngeh; J. M., British primAry édﬁEat1on and the language arts.

" " Research in the Teaching of English, 1974, 8, 81-115.

Skills such as leaving space between words, indenting, etc.,
are presented as the teacher takes dictation from the chilad,
~ rather than being introduced in isolation from the writing
- process. Exercises are prescribed as needed. . ,

. Krogness, M. M. Imagery and image-making. Elementary qu;ish,

. . +1974," 51, 488-490.

: imagéryiis taught by presenting two sentences that describe
the same action, one with imagery and one without 1mage€y.

‘ 'Minkdff, H. Teaching the transition from print to script analy-

. tically. Elementary English, 1975, 52, 203-204.

" Author describes one way of teaching the skill of wfitiﬂg
script to students. Includes five activities through which
the relationship of print and script can be presented.

27
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" Vezey, J. J. Language arts: Curtain up on playwriting. Teacher,
1976, 94, 52-56. . - , : I

After the students have 6utlined a play to bezgritteﬁ by the
entire class, the teacher describes how dialogue should be

.

written. -

o

Works on ERIC microfiche

Project success for the SLD child. Language Arts Guide, 1974,
ED -089 484. - ) : . .

Skills are presented during the "motivational® period which
precedes writing and again during the evialuation period.

The latter activity might or might not be reteaching. Pre-
sentation involves the teacher using the blackboard, followed
by a review of the skill with the help of a child. ‘ '
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2: Gigéng Instructions

Publiq[ned'works~

'Golugz L. S. Stimulating and réceiving children's writing:
mplications for an elementary writing curriculum. Elementary:
. /ﬁnglish, 1971, 48, 33-49. o
/Notes that the positive nature of the teacher's fésponde to
‘writing and not the type of directions, whether general or

' specific, use® to accompany a stimulus for writing has the

O

é
ho- /

g | ‘greatest effect on the product.

z . /nkoff; H.  Teaching the transition from print to script analy-
ﬂ;z tically. Elementary English,.1975, 52, 203-204.

§o -

v / Outlines how students can be ingstructed to complete five

activities which will enable them to master writing script.

? ﬁxTerwilliger, P. N. & Turner, T. N. I hate you, Dr. T! A creative
. writing approach that knocks the sails out of your wind. '

Elementary English, 1975, 52, 170-172, 186.

The instructions given for this "hate letter" activity are
-very specific. Only three minutes of writing are permitted,
during which time students are not to look up from their
paper or lift their pencils. —

o .
Works on ERIC microfiche

{ ' Project success for the SLD child. Language Arts Guide, 1974,
ED 089 484. " T >

SLD children should be given one-step d;rections.
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3: Orienting

Published works - . | _ . //,'

Blake, H. E. Written compogition in English primery gchools.
Elementarx,English, 1971, 605-616.

Reading to children every day motivates éhem to write and
improves their listening, oral,, and written skills. Dis-
cussion should always precede writing. @®nstruction is
usually individualized, but when the teacher is trying to
motivate the class to write on a new subject, the lesson is
presented to the whole group.

Cramer, B. B. & Cramer, R. L. Writing by imitating langua
models. Language Arts, 1975, 52, 1011-1014, 1018.

Tea&her orients the class to a lesson on imitating language
models by reading a story or poem and following the reading
with a "sharing session”" in. which the class discusses the

selection.

Ellis, H. Twenty-one way-out story starters and.how to use them.
Grade Teacher, 1969, 86, 95-100.. S

Suggests 21 sequential story-starters" which. provide a
semester-long creative writing program. Also noteSfthat? o
reading the work of well-known poets will present examples ' .
of poetic language and stimulate writing.#% *

Featherstone, J. Teaching writing. 'The New Republic, 1970, 163,
11-14. .

Discusses the work of the Teachers and Writers Collaborative
and reviews Koch's Wishes, Lies, and Dreams. Describes

Koch's method -of stimulating students to write by reading

the poetry of other children to them. . .

Golub, L. S. Stimulating and receiving children's writing:
Implications for an elementary writing curriculum. Elementary
English, 1971, 48, 33-49. o . ‘éﬁ*
The teacher's positive,"reception""er acceptance of the ' a
student's writing is a stimulus to further writing.

Hahn, H. T. Elementary composition: A humanistic activity.
Wisconsin English Joutnal, 1968, 10, 15-19. ED 039 213.

Reeding stories to children is considered a catalyst for
encouraging writing. :
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Hilberry, M. Children and poetry. Reading Horizons, 1972, 12,
129-136. _ ' ‘ S

In order to encourage children to enjoy poetry, author worked
on the premise that all children love rhyme and asked them

to imitate the rhyme schemes of favorite poems. Ten years
later, the author read Koch's book and adopted his method
oﬁistimulating children by reading aloud the poetry of other
children.

Hoffman, M. The other mouth: Writing in the schools. Ehildhood
Education, 1970, 47, 79-83.

Notes lively exercises for stimulating writing about personal
experiences that were devised by members of the Teachers and
Writers Collaborative. :

Hunter, E. Fostering creative expression. Childhood Education,
1968 ii, 369-373. . ' oo

”Pump primers” such as thought-provoking pictures and storiesi
stimulate writing.

Murray, D._.Your elementary pupil and the writer's cycle of craft.

Connecticut English Journal, 1969, 2, 3-10. ED 040 210. .

Students' -senses should be stimulated and made aware of'thf»‘HY
ernvironment before they can begin the "prewriting" stage.

Pietryka, A. & Searle, N. New life‘for,a'reading program.
Reading Horizons, 1973, 13, 132-134. "

a

To -elicit one sentence to describe a pictgre, the teacher
discusses each child's picture with him.

Schneider, M. A pattern for story-writing. G@rade Teacher, 1969,
87, 102-103. T Y '

< »
. In a lesson on the structure of a story, the teacher orients.
the students by reading "Goldilocks and the Three Bears."

Shapiro, B. G. & Shapiro, P. P. Two methods of teaching poetry
in the fourth grade. Elementary English, 1971, 48, 225-228.

The first, "free lesson," approach involved students listen-
ing to the poetry of well-known writers before writing their
own poems. The second, "semi-structured," approach consisted
of a sequence of carefully planned activities. The authors
found that the second orientation was slightly more effective
in terms of the child's ability to write poems, although

both methods effected improvement.

Smith, B. H. 'Spontaneous writing oflyoung children. Elementary
"English, 1975, 52, 187-189. ,

A number of activities and materials which will motivate
children to write are suggested.
241
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g , S | ‘
< Steiner, R. Teaching writing to children. Elementagy English,
e 1973, 50 964-966, 968.

%V’; " .
!

. A Writrng shOuld be preceded by an exchange of ideas among
. the-etndents. ,

Strog,~N. K. How a diary enc ‘Q eraative writing.o'Elementaryﬁ '

- ng liBh, 1969’ _4_6.’ ‘769" g

* On the day after reading pkcerpts from a diary she kept as
- a child, the author rex€ad some of the passages and discussed
' them. Then she "gave the sales pitch" by asking them to
write about themselves.: .

Terwillige¥, P. N. & Turner, T. N. I hate you, Dr. T A creative
writing. approach that knocks the sails out of your wind.
Elementary English, 1975, 52, 170~172, 186.

A challenge to write a "hate letter to anyone present in
the classroom stimulates writing.

Tiedt, I. M. A new poetry‘!orm The diamante. Elementary English,
1969, 46, 588 589.

The teacher oriented the class to a new poetry form by drawing
the pattern on the board to help them to visualize it. This
was followed by a discussion of the chief element of this
form--contrast. . .

Vezey, J. J. Language arts: Curtain up on playwriting. Teacher,
1976, 94, 52-56. .

Students are stimulated to.write a play as a group because
each child can contribute to the final product.

Wright, E. Wishes, lies, .and dreams: Pedagogical prescriptions.
: Elementary English, 1974, 51, 549-556.

In this discussion of the methods of teaching poetry described

by Kenneth Koch, the author states that Koch's orientation to
i ' poetry makes the child a respondent rather than a creator,

‘ %ﬁ” because it requires that he fill in a prescribed form. Wright

ﬁ%’”* . suggests that a more effective orientation to a poetry lesson
'ﬁaﬁk is to encourage the child to write about something in which
S he is particularly interested. _

ziegler, A. The seasons of a writing workshop. Teachergjand
Writers, 1978, 10, 36-4l. '

Recommends avoiding "sure fire gimmicks" which make students
dependent on the teacher for ideas. The ultimate goal is
for the student to find an internal stimulus for writing.
. Some suggestions for achieving this are discussions, "brain-
storming," or sharing the poems of other students. The latter
will "trigger" poems on similar themes.
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Works‘on ERIC microfiche

Folta, B. Writing as leading the reader to a discovery. 1969.
ED 039 227. .

One activity suggested consisted of the teacher putting
short descriptive phrases on index cards and asking each
child to choose one and use it as the first line of a poem.

Furner, B. A. Creative writing for self-understanding: Approaches‘
and outcomes. 1970. ED 052 184. _ .

Orienting is described as a "motivational period" in which
-a picture, discussion, book, etc. stimulates writing.

Project success for the SLD child. Lanquage Arts Guide, 1974,
ED 089 484. _

" The orientation period in which children are told which skills
are being used that day is identified as the "motivational
period." It includes introduction of a picture or a topic
on which the students. are to writet

Toussaint, I. H. Poetry in the elementary school. 1972,
ED -064 696. . \

Orient students to a lesson on haiku by reading some
examples and discussing them.
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4: Review

& &

Published works

Schneider, M. A pattern for story-writing. Grade Teacher, 1969,
87, 102-103. - e ‘ »

' Following an orientation to a lesson ,on the plan of a story,
teacher reviewed the elements of an effective story, using
"Goldilocks" as a model. :

R

Stroh, N. K. How a diary encouraged creative. .writing. Elementary '
English, 1969, 46, 769-771. ) .
On the day following a writing lesson, the teacher reviews *
mechanical skills by writing errors from student’ papers on
an overhead projector. .

Vezey,‘J. J. Language arts: Curtain up on playwriting. Teacher, .
1976’ 2_‘_( 52~56. . N -

Before commencing a uniﬁuon playwriting, the teacher reviewed.

- . outlining skills. » )
Works on ERIC microfiche - o
Ptbject success .for the SLD child. Language Arts Guide 1974,
ED 089 484. , —
) Constant reviewing of skills to train the meﬁory is an impor-

- tant element of this program. After a new skill;is presented
by the teacher, it is immediately reviewed by having a student
come to the blackboard. Before each writing lesson, the :
skills to be used are reviewed. ~
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555-'-,~ Writing \ ‘

. Published wérks'

14

Blake, H. E. ﬁritted qompositibn in Ehglish primary schools.
.'Elementary Baglish, 1971, 605-616. « ‘

2ad one 20-
equency is
te by writing.

In many classes that Blake obsérved,‘stqd

minute "free-writing" period each day. T
based on the premise that children learn td‘

Cramef,'B. B. & Cramér, R. L. Writing by imitating languégé
models. Language Arts, 1975, 52, 1011-1014, 1018.

Group-writing is:an effective way to begin ‘imitative writing;"

The teacher might ease the difficulty of getting started by
contributing the first' few lines. D .

Jensen, J. M. British primary education and tﬁe language arts.
Research in the Teaching of English, 1974, g( 81-115.

_Cites Peaker's (The Plowden Children Four Years Later, London,
1971) idea that It Is the philosophy of British educators to
stress "free-writing." Mechanical correctness should not be
emphasized; it is developed in response to need.

e ,ﬂurray, D. Your eiementary-pupil and the writer's cycle of craft.
.Connecticut English Jdurnal, 1969, 2y 3=10. "ED 040 210.

When the student is ready to write, he should do so as quickly
and freely as possible, without worrying about handwriting
- . and mechanics. He is writing for himself at this stage;
° trying to get things down on paper, Imposing a deadline is

an effective artificial stimulus for writing.

N Stroh, N. K. How a diary eﬂbohragea creative writing. Elementary
'English, 1969, 46, 769-77L. AR ,

i . - . . . ‘ )&}
A period at the beginning of each day is set aside for writing
in dia:ies,‘ ' L |

Terwilliger, P. N. ‘& Turner, T;WN;‘~I hate you, Dr. T! A creative
writing approach that knocks the sails out of your wind. Ele~
mentary English, 1975, 52, 170-172,_186. : _

Students write their "hate letters" under a firm three-minute
deadline, following specific instructions, and are assured -
that the mechanics of writing are npt important to this exercise.

*;WorkS'délERIb midrofiche

~ Projeé; success fogr the SLD child. WLanqgggg,Arts Guide, 1974.
ED 089 484. : oo ; - .
Teacheré attempt to have children write every .day. At least -

one-fifth of the class should write on the board, which
allows the class to evaluate content and mechanical skill.

R45 AN
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63 Rewriting

Published works

Blake, H. E., Written composition in English primarﬁ'schools.
Elementary English, 1971, 48, 605-616. ’ : A

.

Blake observed that rewriting might or might not occur after
evaluation. Teachers might ask students to rewrite after ..
reading only a few 1i + because they did not feel :the work
was the student's best effort and believed that the ‘student
could eévaluate and rewrite without the teacheg's assistance.

Golub, L. S. _StimulatithAnd receiving éhiidren's writing: ‘
Implications for an elementary writing curriculum. Elemen-
tary English, 1971, 48, 33-49. .

Considers the primary puréése.of rewriting not editing, but
the transition from the public voice, or the child's initial
response to-a writ$ng assignment, to the inner voice, which
may produce unique or figurative language. ' ’

Herman, W. L. 1Is the display of creative writing wrbng? Elemen-
- tary English, 1970, 47, 35-38. , % -

Work should be displayed even though it contains mechanical
~errors. However, after the first grade children should be

encouraged to rewrite to improve handwriting, .correct mis-

spellings, produce even margins, etc. When rewriting will
not significantly improve work, it should be displayed as it
is. ’ : v ' :

Vezey, J. J. ‘Langﬁage arts: . éﬁrtain up on,planriting. Teacher,
1976, 94, 52-56. - . ‘ '

le-w

‘go students are assigned the task of proofreading, editing,
afnd reyising a class-written play to be typed by the teacher
-in its final version. _

v

Works on ERIC microfiche

Folta, B. Writing as leading the reader to a discovery. 1969.
ED 039 227. . o . :

Students ﬂ?d'the opportunity to discuss their final drafts
with the teacher before passing them in.



7: Sharing of Writing
| S .
.- Published works

élake, H. E. (?ritten composition in English primary schools.
- Elementary' English, 1971, 48, 605-616. . :

The students' work is displayed and collected in booklets
. for the purpose of sharing.

DeVries, T. D. Writing writing and talking writing. Elementary
English, 1970, 47, 1067-1071. =~ ‘

Suggests that anything written by students may be shared with

their peers. _Studen might use tape recorders to develop

confidence in their :geaking ability or read their papers

to the class. Encourage students to share 'their writing by

working in pairs. Typewritten - papers should be displayed or

dittoed work distributed. This adds importance to the stu-

dents' efforts. ' :

. ‘ . ' hY

Hahn, H. T. Elementary composition: A humanistic activity.
Wisconsin English Journal, 1968, 10, 15-19. ED 039 213.

'A child reddind aloud to the class a story he has dictated to

»

the teacher will ‘experience the pride of authorship and be
motivated to try writing his own story. -

Herﬁan} Wﬁ;L.' Is the disglay of creative writing wrong? El -
~ . tary English, 1970, 4 §‘35-38. . R

Creative work should be displayed regérdless of misspellings .

and mechanical errors. Proofreading or red marks by the tea- =

cher deprive the students of the feeling that the work is

totally their own. Errors can be used as a basis for further
. instruction. The author distinguishes between creative writ-
«ing, the expression of feeling and experience, and practical

writing. 1In the. latter, correctness should be stressed.

- Jensen, J. M. British primary eduéatioh_aﬁa the language arts.
Research in the Teaching of English, 1974, 8, 81-115. :

:Children's wofk is displayed withomt regard for mechanical
. imperfections. _ '

Murray, D. Your elementary pupil and th; writer's cycle of craft.
- Connecticut English Journal, 1969, 2, 3-10. ED 040 210.

-Some suggesiions for sharing writing are publication of books
and newspapers as part of a writing workshop and the showing -
of papers to classmates as they evolve.

,\ | .‘. ': . .‘

N
M
~I .




A64 “

+.. Schneider, M. A pattern for story-writing.. Grade Teacher, 1969,

e

L 87, 102-103.

Students reah their stories aloud, and the class criticizes
them using a "story line" diagram on the blackboard as a
reference.

‘smith, B. H. Spontaneous writing of young ojhildren. Elementary

Students ahare their work by reéding to the teacher or to the
class for the purpose of motivation and acquiring writing skills
through discussion. > . ' - o
Steiner, R. Teaching writing to children. Elementary English,
1973, 50, 964-966, 968. ’ "

Writing for an audience of peers motivétes children to write.:
The students should read their own work to the class or dis-
play it on the wall. :

Terwilliger, P. N. & Turner, T. N. I hate you, Dr. T! A creative
writing approach that knocks the sails out of your wind.
Elementary English, 1975, 52, 170-172, 186. ,

"Hate letters" are read aloud by volunteers. The-condf@ions
specified for this activity are that the entire class face '
away from the reader. The authors believe the exercise of

writing and sharing "hate letters" will create an atmosphere

conducive to creative expression. . ’

0

Works on ERIC microfiche

Furner, B. A. Creative~-writing for self-understanding: - Approaches.
and dutcomes. 1970. ED 052 184. : .

In individual writing activities, students should share ideas
by reading their work aloud and discussing it with their
classmates. This is an exercise in "creative listening" in
which the listener enters into the writer's imagination.

Project success for the SLD child. Language Arts Guide, 1974.
: ED 089 484.

As part of the Daily Writing'Program, students share their
work by ‘writing it on the blackboard. Sharing improves the
social climate of the class and provides an opportunity for
students to evaluate each other's work. Students who do not
write on the board should share their work with a partner.
This will develop proofreading skills.
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»  8i Evaluating . | .

published works

Blake, H. E. Written composition in English primary schools.
Elementary English, 1971, 48, 605-616.

Observed that it is common practice for the teacher and stu-x
dent to evaluate written work to see how it might be- improved.

. Cramer, B. B. & Cramer, R. L. Writing by imitating language models.
Language Arts, 1975, 52, 1011-1014, 1018.

#
After the completion of a group-written poem, the teacher guides
the students in an evaluation of how closely it follows the
model. The class and teacher might decide that a departure

from the pattern is more effective than adherence to the model
and choose to retain it.

DeVries, T. D. Writing writing and talking writing. Elementary
English, 1970, 47, 1067-1071. . ~

' -Teacher evaluates after hearing sfudent read his paper.
One area of wiakness should be ideéhtified and improved.

Evaluation is \an ongoing process.

Jensen, J. M. British primary education and the language arts.
Research in the Teaching of English, 1974, 8, 81-115.

Author cites Blake's observation that in English primary

o schools, teachers and students evaluate written work together. g
Schneider, M. A pattern for story-writing. Grade Teacher, 1969, ff

o 87, 102-103.

After hearing a classmate 8 story, students’ evaluate how
well it adheres to the "story line" pattern. '

Smith, B. H. Spontaneous writing of young children. Elementary }'7
English, 1975, 52, 87-89. 1 | — e

L.

Offeringthe child suggestions about his written work--for
example, suggesting that he combine sentences--serves the .
a two-fold purpose of motivating the student to write and g .
reinforcing the skills for more effective writing. R

Steiner, R. Teaching writing to children. Elementary English, . . .
1973, 50, 964-966, 968. o ’;h‘;:_

Written evaluations by teachers should suggest improvements - L
or alternatives, rather than make negative comments or IR
assign grades. i ¥ _ . S hé,

S - o Comin oy N
4 . N B
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wOrks on ERIC microfiche

Folta, B. Writing as leading the reader to a diacovery., 1969.
ED 039 227. .

Suggests that the teacher should be available for consulta-
tion aftér the stident finishes writing, in order to "praise,
ask questions, suggest cross=-outs." This is ¢alled "immediate
feedback" and is considered a pdawerful motivation for writing..

Project success for the SLD child. Language Arts Guide, 1974.
ED 089 484. » ' , ' > : v_

e

- The learning.of language skills occurs during the" evaluation
‘period of approximately 15 minutes. each day, when teacher -
and students discuss what members of the class have written.

on the board. Evaluative discussions should focus primarily

on content, hut the mechanics. of usage and handwriting should
be mentioned as well. E asizing the latter will discourage
students from enjoying writimg. - The period‘shonld be dominated
b{ student disccfsion, with thg teacher asking guiding ques~
tions. . L v,’ .

o -
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9: !Eiting

Published works

Chase, N. C. Children's writing: The product.® Elementary,ﬁnglish,
1973, 50, 977-981. .

Only the student should edit his work although seeking and
receiving advice is most important.

Hahn, H. T. Elementary composition: A humanistic activity.
Wisconsin English Journal, 1968, 10, 15-19. ED 039 213.

TeacKer and classmates should assist individual students
in proofreading their work.

Hoffman, M. The other mouth: Writing in the schools. Childhood
Education, 1970, 47, 79-83.

Expresses ‘the belief held by the Teachers and Writers Collabora-

- tive that mechanics are less important than expression. How-
ever, most of the teacher/writers believe that students will
choose to edit their work as they develop pride in being com-
petent writers.

Humphreg, J. W. & Redden, S. R. Encouraging young authors. Read-
ing Teacher, 1972, 25, 643-651. .

Discussion of the Young Authors Project, which publishes
student writing. After the dialogue of improvisational drama
was transcribed, an editing committee checked the manuscript
for naturalness of dialogue and clarification of action.

Murray, D. . Your elementary pupil and the writer's cycle of craft. -
Connecticut English Journal, 1969, 2, 3-10. ED 040 210.

Editing is referred to as‘ﬁrewriting.“ It should be undertaken . ﬁ
by the writer alone. ' ) : . :

Smith, B. H. Spontaneous writing of young children. 'Elementary
English, 1975, 52, 187-189.

Proofreading might be done by the writer himself or by
~several or more students.

Stroh, N. K. How a diary encouraged creative writing. Elementary
English, 1969, 46, 769-771.

The student reads what he has dictated to the teacher to
"catch his own mistakes." ) y

‘Vezey, J. J. ‘Language arts: - Curtain up on{playwriting. Teacher,

1976, 94, 52-56.

After the entire class has written a play,‘two students proof-
:read, edit, and revise the first draft.

251 D

-
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Works on ERIC microfiche .yf
' A

Furner, B. A, Creative-writing for seﬂf-understanding Approaches
and outcomes. 1970. ED 052 184.

After group dictation, students read the story aloud to .
proofread. The teacher makes changes only as the students
direct. -

Project success for the SLD child. Language Arts Guide, 1974.
ED 089 484. :

During the evaluation period when the class discusses what
individual students have written on the board, students
should be encouraged to change their owns work with the
assistance of the class. The students 0 did not write at
the board should pair up with a classmate to proofread their
paper. .




. , A69 .

10: Other Issues

Teacher's Attitude

Published works

y Blake,'%.'E. Written composition in English primary schools.
' : *  Elementary English, 1971, 605-616.

Primary school teachers are notable for ﬁaintaining an infor-
mal, non-threatening, and encouraging atrosphere in the class-
room.

Chase, N. C. Childreh's writing: ' The product. Elementary English,
1973, 50, 977-981. ‘ _

; "Acceptance" should guide the teacher's actions. Positive
g comments should replace negative comments.

DevVries, T. D. Writing writing and talking writing. Elementary
-English, 1970, 47, 1067, 1071.

Teachers should strive to be positive and understanding in
their comments on students' journals.

Ellis, H. M. Twenty-one way-out story-starters and how to use

Praising students' work encourages them to write.

Golub, L. S. Stimulating and receiving chilhren'é writing:
Implications for an elementary writing curriculum. Elementary
English, 1971, 48, 33-49.

Defines "receiving" students' writing as listening to or read-~
ing the child's message and accepting it in the manner in which
it was written, without criticism. The teacher's response
stimulates the student to respond in oral or written language.
"Receiving" involves accepting the child's views and world
view. It creates a new stimulus for the next writing activity.

Hoffman, M. The other mouth: Writing in the schools. Childhood"
Education, 1970, 47, 79-83. -

Teachers should not consider any subject taboo in the inner-
city school. )
i .
Hunter, .E. " Fostering creative expression. Childhood Education,
1968, 44, 369-373) :

Teachers must maintain an "accepting classroom environment"
in order to encourage creative activity.

. | 253
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Lad

Smith, B. H. Spontaneous Qriting of young children. Elementagx.
English, 1975, 52, 187-189.

. L
Emphasizes the need for teachers to be "dependable, trust-
worthy, and consistent" in order for the children to write
spontaneously.

Terwilliger, P. N. & Turner, T. N. I hate you, Dr. T! A creative
writing approach that knockm the sails out of your wind.
" Elementary English, 1975, 52, 170-172, 186. »

The teacher should contribute to the tense atmosphere required
in this exercise by "prodding, pushing, bantering, and
challenging."

2iegler, A. The seasons of a writing workshop. Teachers and
Writers, 1978, 10, 36-41.

No topic should be considered by the teacher to be too emo-
tional or personal. Some students need to write for its
therapeutic value, and teachers should treat this need with
sensitivity. :

Works on ERIC microfiche

Nikoloff, S. B. The relationship of teacher standards to the
written expression of fifthrand sixth grade dhildren. 1967.
ED 018 407. '

A study of 1,000 student essays with regard to teacher stan-

" dards as characterized by a Teacher Writing Standards Inven-
tory indicated that there is not significant difference between
essays by students of teachers who hold "less strict" standards
and those who hold "more strict" standards. "Less strict"
standards’ promote the following: "1) acceptance of every
child's written expression, 2) separation of the creative and
the editing functione, 3) emphasis on expression of ideas
rather than on spelling and mechanics, 4) frequent opportunity\
for writing of an imaginative and personal nature, and
5) diagnosis and use ©of children's errors for future teaching
rather than for immediate fault-finding on the child's paper."

Project sﬁcgesqffor the SLD childq’ Language Arts Guide, 1974.
ED 089 484. ~ '

Desirable qualities in the teacher of SLD children are
"patience, sympathy, and resourcefulness" in coping with
emotional and behavioral problems. Outlines general rules
that a teacher should follow to achieve a good learning

" environment. ' :
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Student Characteristics ) ‘I\

Published works - Y

none

Works on ERICWmicrofiche

Gray, G. W. & Galloway, E. B. Teaching 1angua§e arts skillé to
disadvantaged students. 1972.. ED 072 454. ' .

Authors accept Gertrude Noar's (Teaching the Disadvantaged,
1967) definition of cultural disadvantage due to poverty as
well as Ruth Strickland's (Lanquage Arts in the Elementar
School, 1969) view that some miaage-cIass children are cu*-
turally disadvantaged in the sense that they do not enjoy

contact with people ‘who care about their intellectual
® development.

"Project success for the SLD child. Language Arts Guide, 1974.
ED 089 484.

A language arts program developed to prevent educational
failure for the child with a specific language disability,
i.e.,the child who has demonstrated difficulty in reading,
{ ‘writing, spelling, or listening with facility despite a
- normal IQ. Estimates SLD children make up 10-20% of the
gﬁhool population. The Language Arts Guide Bupports the idea
‘that the SLD child learns best thrpugh a program which inte-
grates all areas of language--reading, writing,‘ spelling,
speaking, and listening. L .

Shapiro, B. G. &‘Shapiro, P. P. An evaluation of poetry lessons
with children from less advantaged backgrounds. 1971.
~ ED 047.040. g

The same methods that were used to teach poetry to students
from upper middle class backgrounds (study documented in 1970)
were equally-effective in teaching children from less advan- ,
taged backgrounds. The two methods carried out consisted of
a "free" and "semi-structured" approach. The "free" approach
stressed listening to the work of famous poets. The students
were free to comment, but the teacher did not force discussion.
The "semi-structured" approach consisted of carefully struc-
tured group and individualized activitiesf which included the
sharing of ideas. Less poetry was read oud, but it included
the work of children as well as adults. Both .methodologies
resulted in an increase in the quantity and an improvement

~in the quality of the students' poetry among both sociocecchomic
groups. : . . A%

e

.
e
<
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APPENDIX H

Evolution of the Observation Grid
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In the firlt Observation cycle, observers -used a lplit sheet
for recording events in limple narrative form: the left side for
what happened and the right side for ;mprellionl or inferences.
All narratives followed the simple syntax of the indépendent
clause in the present tense; subject, verb, and complement, and
observers us;d conventional abbreviations as appropriate.

Teacher tells students.about paragraphs. (t, 88, para)

Student asks about complex sentence. (s?t, sent)
«The split sheets were on NCR papar, so that the observer and
teacher could each have a copy; éYth%rd copy went to a team |
member who had not observed the ciass. Later, in a trinary
mqeting, these three persons recgewed the record of the obser-
vation.

As a result of these procedures fof every observation
during the school year,bteam members evolved a grid, or matrix,
which displayed activities'(in'the left-hand vertical column)

and characteristics of activities'(horizontally across the

top); the most developed form of the matrix presented the
descriptién'of an activity; its code number, and the clock time
of its beginning and ending; it also presented a series of
columns across thé page wherein the observer could place

check marks for the appropriate charactenistics of any giveh

activity.

The final matrix was the tenth version of the original split-

sheet narratives. Following is a notation of the major changes

in each successive version.

no
e
-1

&
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Bummqry€ Evolution of the Observation Grid

Version Features
1. (prior to first Accommodates encyclopedic reporting: obser-
observation cycle) vations on the left and observer's impressions

on the right; 1 1/2 sheets; observer gives
one copy. of narrative (left-hand sheet) to
teacher and retains copy of narrative with
observer's impressions. This design was
rejected (in plenary meeting) in favor of
Verlion 02.

- \,'\_

2. (obs. cycles 01 Version #1 modified by procedural change.
and #2) Observer gives teacher entire copy of obser-
vation (both narrative and impression) and
another copy to third team member.

3. (interim, 10/13/79) A list of observed behavior in cycles #1
- and #2 and a blank matrix for distinguishing

between activities and characteristics of
those activities.

4. (plenary meeting A grid based on items in 10/13 list, juxta-
11/17/79) posing activities and chargcteristics.
Evolved from trinary meetitg #13. Gria
was not operational, but it was the first
specification of activitiol and charactar-

, iltiCl. " ;

5. (12/10/79 - 1/11/80, The firlt open-ended grid, allowing continuous
used in obs. cycles observing, recording activities by code
#5 and #6) number .

6. ,(1/28 - 2/7/80, " Activities stabilized at 9 in number skills
used in obs. cycle rearranged in 3 catqgoriel. '
$7) _

7. (2/25 :y376/80, Version #6 modified by rearranging skills
used in obs. cycle into 2 categories.
#8) . _
8. (4/7 - 4/24/80, Version'Of modified to specify subscene cues.
used in obs. cycle ,
$9) ]
9. (5/% - 5/15/80, 2 mé;ificdtions of version #8: ”Purpone and
- used in obs. cycle *audience" added to skills, and’ pro-writing
$10) added as activity. ‘
710. (5/31/80, Plenary lignificance mddifications: (1) "skilil ‘Sr
‘ meeting) » ‘  omitted”in favor of observable "foci of

activities" and (2) "pre-writing" omitu;d .
because it had not been observed. :

‘ | B 2 253
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" . 4. evaluation

‘31. . teacher assists student at teacher's desk

'10/13/79 : (Version 3) AT

List of activities and characteristics of observed instruction

abstracted from minutes of trinary meetipg to date.
. ey

l. editing by.teachér
2. eliciting correct spelling

3. teacher offers encouragement

) .
" ._'!.xf,i" i

6. making assignments . : niwéﬁ
: , o

7. outlining ‘ _b :
9: proofreading

10. gquestioning by students

l1. reading

12. reading together

13. reading writing aloud .

14. reenfcrcing,by_teacher

15. reviewing

16."sharing of Qritinc by students

17. summarizing by teacher

18. teacher/student interacting ~\;\

19. teaching or reenforcing basic skills .

20. encouraging students to listen

21. teaching students to analyze
22. (see 28)

- 23. using A/V materials’ (anything that helps child--need not be

_ mechanical)
24. using directed materials

25. students working together
28. vocabulary
29. using shared experiences

30. 'student solicits response 262 »b. ass¥sg, at student's
Lo ' ' . desk
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Teacher 31 .
. ' L)
Relationships Between Activities and Participants
, . .

~ hd L

g PARTICIPANTS
» - . i * |
. —- .
' , [ ] ‘
’ o
o -]
T . @ v o
I ] (/] T~ =] K-
, o b , -~ L X
i w ] ol o «
s | 8 I R R
@ Ve, @ \gv""'{m
: - .3 o v
. 2 . 8 ‘V [75] [."1]
> () w " w“ i
PY - ﬁ ’ ﬁ . ﬁ ﬁ - g‘,s §
- 5] F| | L% ] & 2| &
r ot
ACTIVITY? e e . o | -8 A 2

1

§

1. PRESENTING _J83.3: 167z | 0.0z 0.0z .| 0.0z | 0.0z | 0.0z

. ' f' - « . ) . .
20 GIVING ‘ 52.0 40.0' 4&0 000 400 000 000
INSTUCTIOYS < :
3. ORIENTING 80.0 '|11.5¢ | 050 [0.0 [o0.0 [o0.0 | 7.7
4. REVIEWING- . |47.8 [30.4 8.7 0. 0.0 0.0. [13.0
5. WRITING 0.0 | 0.0 |28.6 | 0.0 |14.3 J42.9 [|14.3

6. REWRITING. | 0.0 [33.3 | 0.0 .| 0.0 | 0.0 [33.3 [33.3

0.0 ] 5.9 | o0.0 [17.6

7. SHARING OF 0.0 |70.6 | 5.9
L WRITING S ' L
o J N . - ;
8. EVALUATING 10.0 35.0° 25.0 15.0,4| 0.0 5.0 10.0
9., ‘EDITING , 6.7 40.0 - ’[ 20.0 13.3- 0.0 “ ] 0.0 " 20.0
L4 7 ° ‘ "K ‘ ‘ -~ . )
TOTAL . 39.2% | 32.4%° 9.5% |.3.4% 2.0% 3.4% |10.1%
{ ’ B ‘ - R ' . -,
-(Figures represent the percentage of occasiona in which each activity v
used each participant grouping.) i . /7

-




, ' Teacher 31 . o )

Relationships Between Activities and' Modes and Materials ' -
4 | LI v
v oA : . ‘ ~’ .
MODE MATERIALS®
¥ . - 1
T 1 | |
. _ =
[ i [
! g N =]
ford o
J ? ’0 :_‘J
v . Q- o g. -;l ;
Y ) 2 | w1 : E . ? A T
B 6 g S | & ¥ 9 Ts
o a | o ~ R B ‘9 -1
a |- w a « o | o - -
. g |. 8 0 @ .| > > ) I I
a0 . - . ol ol - %0 b o
Gl ' o . Y o o G| - d ‘
L) L) 2] . Q [3] [3] ' L) Q ,
i ~ ~ ~ T ot [ [ o ., 9 E
sl 3 1815 | B |3 |28
‘ w { = - A l.o [~ w | =
ACTIVITY AN AR N — I~ : -
-

PRESENTING |55 591 25,02 0.02] 0.0% 41.72] | 25:02] 0.0z} 8.3216.72| 0.0%| 8.32)41.72

- GIVING -° 0 : a0 | 4 -
INSTUCTIONS 68.0 | 20.0.1 0.0 | 4.0 | 8.0 36.0-{ 4.0 1‘6.? 4.0 [ 0.0 [36.0 |24.0

ORIENTING 150.0 f19.0 f 0.0 | 0.0 [30.8 []42.3 { 0.0 |11.5 [15.4 |11.5 | 3.8 [19.2

" REVIEWING .[34.8 (60.9 | 0.0 | 4.8 |13.0||34.8 | 0.0 | 0.0 [13.0 | 0.0 [30.4 [39.1

. ' .' i .‘/‘
. ‘ P 1. ' J

WRITING 0.0-{14.3 | 9.0 {14.3 |71.4 |[14.3'] 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |14.3 [42:9 |42.9

REWRITING |33.3 | 0.0-| 0.0.[ 0.0 |66.7 [{33.3 | 0.0 | 0.0 [0.0 | 0.0 [33.3 [66.7

¢
R o -

SHARING OF |23.5 {47.1 | 0.0 [ 0.0 (294 |{58.8 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0:0 | 0.0 [76.5 [23.5
_ WRITING _ ,

EVALUATING {55.0 |[35.0 | 5.0 10.0 115.01 }25.0 |15.0 i0.0 10.0 | 5.0 j40.0 20.0 -

EDITING  [26.7 {33.3| 0.0 0.040.0 |[13.3 [0.0 {67 Loo a0 f133 |
TOTAL . [43.9%[32.4| 3.47| 3.47|26.4%| [33.8% | 2.7 | 7.42 | 8.17] 3.42 36.52 |27.72°
/

W:v(Figurea represent the percent_ége of occurrences of ‘oach_ activity which :
- used each mode and material. Percentage may not sum to 1002 for each
activity because some activities uded more, than one mode .or material.)

o \ : ,‘ - . 238 | :‘- ) | » ‘
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Teacher 31

+

éf Activities

Al0l

e,

q { -
(Figures represent the percentage of accurrences of eaéh activity which:
Percentages may not sum to 1002 for each activity

addressed each focus.

because activ}ties often had more than one focus.)
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20y g | @
o - | "o =) a
0’ L& o, ] [
’ . 2 g g {8 1| @ ha
] o] [ ] . 1] -]
00 ~ ] 3B -1 A I & '§. al < )
= 2 3 3 S| & L H 0 2
- & & L] &0 & 8 :
! i 3] o a; 3 — ) o Q. E
L, o B g 5 g 2 | u i i {
- |l 3| a2} a8 & &.] & ”Zg\ 2
ACTIVITY \ S , .
s - ‘ r4 r?’ 4 3
1. PRESENTING | 8.3%z| 8.3%|16.7Z| 0.0Z| 0.0Z{ 0.0Z| 0.0% 33.32 0.0zf 0.0z| 0.0%{50.0%{
. : > A "k
2. GIVING 24.0 (24.0 [28.0.)..4.0 [32.0 |28.0| 4.0 | 8.0 |24.0.|24.0 | 4.0 |48.0/
« INSTUCTIONS 1. » ;o :
3 £ - R ‘ . . Y . ‘
3. ORIENTING' | 3.8 | 3.8 | 3.8 | 0.0 J.7| 7.7 0.0 15.4 | 7.7+ 3.8 | 0.0 |76.9
- N v ! . . \ . .
.('4. REVIEWING [17.4 [39.1 [39.1 | 0.0 |39.1 |21.7 | 0.0 {17.4 |17.4 [17.4.| 0.0 ]43.5 |
5. WRITING 28.6 [28.6 |28.6 |14.3-|28.6 [42.9 | 0.0 [28.6 | 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 |28.6
6. REWRITING |66.7 [66.7 |66.7 33.37|66.7 ]166.7 | 0.0 |33.3 33.3 [33.3 | 0.0 |33.3
'I,.?’-.SHARING OF {64.7 |{58.8 |64.7 | 0.0 |64.7 |53.8 [ 0.0 | 0.0 |58.8 |58.8 | 5.9 |35.3
WBRTING : ‘ ' _
’ . 3 | N . A
8.. EVALUATING |40.0 {45.0 [40.0 |15.0 {25.0 [30.0 [ 0.0 | 5.0 [25.0 [25.0 | 0.0 |\50.0
9. EDITING 20.0 ]40.0 [20.0 [20.0 {20.0 [20.0 | 6.7 | 6.7 |13.3 |1343"] 6.7 |33.3
Torar  \ '[25.7%]31.12|30.42] 6.12]28.42|25.72| 1.42[12.82(20.37| 19.62| 2.0%|48.62|
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L L Relationahips>3theen Activities and Participants
i » - o
' /] S . PARTICIPANTS
"‘\‘p - . » a P
. , ! o 5
¢ s-g % a .ﬁ 'z.. ' \
3 " . . %0 k
) .0 T ‘& 5
tm N a‘ N @ -] -
-~ .- " 0 [72]
. o ° ~ (7] 00
'§. \ 5) (7} 7 I e 'ﬁ
: 4 o Lo g 5 b %
¢ o u o ke g 3 2
. — . = > E o
. : v . . . ! 5 o = 1
* ACTIVITY Bl v | e & © 2 =
[ . ' - '
1. FPRESENTING 57:12 | 0.0z | 0.0% | 0.0% |14.3%z | 0.0z | 28.6%
) 2. GIVING ’ . ’
* InoTvertons M| 70+6 5.9 | 0.0 5.9 o.o~ 0.0 17.6
3. ORIENTING. - 1306 [ 11.8 | 0.0 |~ 0.0 { 0.0 |[s. 11:8
4. REVIEWING - g9, 77 | 7.7 | 0.0 |00 |77 7.7
5. WRITING ? 1 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 85.7 14.3
. e ' '
. ) b' ¢ : . o .
6. REWRITING 0.0 { 0.0 | 0.6 | 0.0 |0.00 |o0.0 [100.0
7. SHARING OF |100.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 |0 0.
" WRITING | 2 e N R . 00
8. EVALUATING . 0.0 0.0 | 16.7. | 33.3 | 0.0 [ 0.0 |[50.0°
9. EDITING 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 l106.0%] 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL o |54.92 + 5.62 | 2.82  5.6% | 1.42 11.32 | 18.3%2

(Figures represent the percentgge of occasions in which each activﬁ.fty
used eachrparticipant grouping ) . ot o

- - | & .

“ - R%y ..
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Relationships Between Activities and Modes and Materials
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(Ff&uree represent the percen

useq®uch mode and material.

-

taperpf occurrences of each- activity which
centages may. not sum to 100% for each

.
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activity because some activities used more than one mode or material )

MODE MATERIALS .
'v' (\, e~ . ‘
3 &
‘ - ”~~ - I“
& 3 & - I
\ o , E " ) 5
] 0 g i) a LA ol . N
o o : =] Lo | )
o g 0. g i ) 3} ~ 3 E .
&1 & |2 ) a . ‘
% Q ] -] Q Q s. a -
Q = Q @ A > 2.
. b0 v v l b -3 “ &0 =
5 (2] g B~ 8 s 3] : i Q -
il R ~ ~ g ol =3 ] ] 3 g8
b o o o Z ° H o] o S
: & | e B4 ] = 2 a | A o ) 0’ Z
ACTIVITY : . | 3 | 1=
1. " PRESENTING | 57,12 28.6% 0.0% 28.6% 28.64 | 0.0%|14:3%| 0.0%|14.3%|42.92| 0.0228.62 ,
2." GIVING 76.5111.8| 0.0) 5.9 [11.8°|| 5.9 [ 5.9 [17.6 [ 0.0 | 5.9 |23.5 |47.1 ]
.+ INSTUCTIONS| . 4 \ . /
3. ORIENTING ‘|35.3(70.6' 0.0| 5.9|11.8|[23.5 [17.6 | 5.9 |17.6 |17.6 11.8 [23.5
4. REVIEWING |23.1\(69.2| 0.0 23.1{ ™7 || .777 | 0.0 | 0.0 [15.4 | 0.0 [30.8 |46.2
. . ( N hd .
5. WRITING 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 100.0 || 14.3 |14.3 14.3 28.6 | 0.0 [14.3 28.6
- . ) M I . . . . ‘ 1
6. ,REWRITING | 0.01 0.0} 0.0| 0.0 100.0 | 0,6”| 0.0 | 0.0 | 0,0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |100.0
B \. ' . .’ . . ' -- .
* : . . ' .
7. SHARING OF | 50,0 0.0 | 0.0(50.0( 0.0 f 0.0 | 0.0 { 0.0 0.0 50.0. 50.0.
(WRITING ‘ = T
8. EVALUATING'|66.7 | 66.7 | 0.0 (33.3| 0.0 ||16.7 [16.7.7 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |66.7 | 66.7
"Q P - | ) - ; ) . ‘
9. EDITING” 6.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0}00.0|] 0.0 {0.,0 [0.0 |00 0.0 | 0.0 [100,0
. . ! . 7 - . 2 '
N . N 3 T ' ‘[ ' ‘.." ’ B
TOTAL ° |43:7% 40.82] .0.0% 12.72-23.9z 11.3z 3.9z 7.0zf11.3%| 9.92]|22.52| 36.6%
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Relationships Between«&ctivitieg and Foci of Actix}éies -

) : | . Focr o \ ) .

iy — r

t

I

. Lo < S L
: » .
n \) ~ o <
| | 2l 3
[~} . (] [ ] - [~}
0 1 o o Q
o - ) ' [ I 1 < .
- o o ) o 3
N -l 00 [ 00 = =, < '
00 ol H o ay () o (Y o, S~
o - S m ~ o ol o o v,
¢ wl of 3 'Y [~} L) u, (7]
! o ‘ 0 i 00 0
: ol o 9 C W - 1 o o a | g B
a ] g . 8 o 8 5 ] ] 5 0 o
) Q - = R IR 3 ay - - A =

A@VITY .

’

1. PRESENTING (14.3%(14.3%| 0.0%(28.6%(14.3%[14.3%] 0.0% [14.3% 0.0% |14.3%] 0.0% |71.4%

A

LY

2. GIVING 17.6 | 0.0 | 5.9 [11.8 [35.37] 5.9 | 0.0 | 0.0, | 5.9 [ 0.0 [23.5 |s1.2
INSTUCTIONS - | e ‘ .

3. ORIENTING 5.9 | 0.0 | 0.0 |29.4 | 0.0 | 6.0 [11.8 | 0.0 |'0.0 | 0.0 [23.5 52.9

+

4. REVIEWING 73,1 [46.2 [46.2- [15.4 [38.5 [23.1 | 0.0 [30.8 | 0.0 J15.4 [15.4 [15.4

‘5. WRITING 14.3]28.6 {14.3 |14.3 |28.6 [14.3 | 0.0 |28.6 0.0 {14.3 ] 0.0 |57.1
g o . ) v _
6. REWRITING | 0.0 [ 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0]0.010.0 J 00 [100.0

7. 'SHARING OF | 9.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 { 0. Q.0 [ 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 [100.0°

0
WRITING LT
8. “EVALI.JATING 16.7 .3";3 16.7 33.3 |66.7 | 0.0 .0 |16.7 } 0.0 | 0.0 { 0.0 [33.3

x &

9.. EDéTINé 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 ]100.0{ 0.0 [100.0{0.0 J100.0] 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 | 0.0

TOTAI, (14,12 iS 5%112. 7%121 12]25.4%] 9.9%77 2.8%|12.72 1.42 5.6% 14.1% 45.1% .
(Figures represent the ‘Percentage of occurrences of each activity 4hich ; .
addressed each focus. Percentages may not sum to 100Z for each hctivity
because activities often had more than one focus.) i - .
(S 4

)
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Y - sRelationships Between Activities and Participants
. .

. . - PN ‘ . .
2 T ’ o PARTICIPANTS
‘ (M)
» u
) 3
.3 Y 'u_u‘ -l 00
(3] $ o - Lol < ] [=]
1Y R o
. [} ‘a - + Q@ . o
L 2 2 a u w
N '§ % (7 (7 - ‘e :g
s 5| 81 8| of %
"os .“L’.p.g v .g .g .g 8 - 7] - E
ACTIVITY CoE ) t-* & ] o (7] =
| : ¥ . B V ‘
| 1. PRESENTING | gg.57 | 0.0z | o0.0% [ 0.0 | 0.0z | 0.0 | 11.8%
2. GIVING . " ¥ 5 1! ;
INSTUGTIONS | 69.3/. 9.0 | 0.0 .7.1 0.0 0.0 3.6
. \ . ‘ - . //
) 3. ORIENTING 84.6 vo.h) 0.0 | 3.8 0.0 | 0.0 11.5
' ' R 17 i
4. . REVIEWING 92.3 | 0.0 | 0.0 | o | 0.0 | 3.8.| 3.8
. ! . ”fj/\‘
P+ WRITING 9.1 | 0.0 |-0.0 | (0.0 | 91 |72.7 | 9a
e “ ~ . W g -,
REWRITING 0.0 [ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (100.0. 0.0
. 7 b - _ ) _— '
7. 1 40.0 0.0 [ 0.0 [ 0.0 [20.0 |20.0 [ 20.0
: i ‘ . 4
8. '11.1% | 0.0 0.0 | 66.7 0.0 0.0 | 22.2
9. 0.0 | 0.0 [ 0.0 |50.0 | 0.0 [50.0.] 0.0
~U ~ )
70,92 | o0.02] 0.0z 7.97| 1.6x| 11.0%| 8.7%
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Relationships Between Activities and Modes and Hatﬂfialb } .
) ) s \ . 3 ( !
MODE MATERIALS , }- A
\\ ) r ] .
\t‘ . ' l'h N
.2 -]
<]
, ,7,\/ t% - }j
/ vl [T [ ' -l
- ' -] 7] - ;‘g
1] = «
= 8|2 SRR NG EEER
1 o ] 3 ) o b 3
. g g‘ g‘ .; Nt S ‘U a .
| g el 8 2l ele|F -
(-] ~ ~ -l - -l (-] &
Gl ) AR + g Gl g
-l w) [=] = [3] [3] -l ,
R -~ v S~ + ~— o-{ 1] o P o « E‘
i o o o E o) | V] | V] (] 3 5
' & » P 0 = 2 a A o b =2
ACTIVITY S
1. PRESENTING |33 57152,92 0.0% 5.9% 17.6% | 41.22] 5.9%|35.3%(11.8%| 5.9%| 5.9%/35.3%
2. GIVING 3]14.3] 00214 3. 7.1 | 0.0 | 0.0 [10.7 [ 0.0 |14. .9
INsTUCTIONS | 84+3 [ 14 1 3.6 , 4.3 167.9
3. ORIENTING 19.2 {61.5] 3.8 3.8]15.4 3.8 | 7.7 | 0.0 [15.4 | 3.8 [15.4 53.8
4. REVIEWING 23,1 (57,7 0.0 0.0]19.2]]19.2 | 7.7 | 0.0 |11.5 | 7.7 | 0.0 l61.5
5. WRITING e\.o 0.0| 0.0 9.1]90.9 0.0 9.1 [18.2 [72.7
3
. oy . , ) .
6. REWRITING .} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 kxoo.o 0.0 | 0.0 160.9)0.0
. . | ) , %
7. SHARING OF |20,0 |20.0/ 0.0} 0.0]60.0 0.0 | 0.0 |80.0 (20,0
WRITING . : :
8. EVALUATING [22.2 [11.1 | 0.0 [11.1 [66.7 0.0 | 0.0 [55.6 |44.4
) . ’ 4 0‘7
9. EDITING 0.0 | 0.0 |50.0 | 0.0/50.0 || 0.0 [0.0 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 0 150,0
TOTAL 28.3%) 36,22 1.67 7.9%| 28.3%f [11.82] 3.92 4.‘71 9.4%1 3.92]18.9% [54.3%

(Figurés represent the percentage of.occﬁrrences of each activity which

used each mode and material.  _Percentage may not sum to .100% for each
 activity because some activities used more than one mode or matetial.)

&Y
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Relationships Between Activities and Foci of Activities .
N ’ . ) ‘.
> / FOCI .
\ .l
8 o
' 'g' g 1]
4 = » N o ]
[=] o o =] =]
-0 . & o 1]
T . | E g | 4
-~ o 3 1] [ ] g
00 o i 5’ d‘: o go 'ﬁ. 'ﬁ, i
8 2 | 3 3 M 8.1 =& " . >
— ) o . [ ) 00 E'o o
® B g | 3 & o o 3 o g g
Sl e8|l & |8 || 5|5 8]|g]8
ACTIVITY :
1. FRESENTING | 0.0%| 0.0%|41.2% 5.92| 5.9%| 0.0%| 0.0z| 0.0z| 0.02| 0.02]|29.4%|70.0%
* 2. GIVING. 3.6 | 3.6 7.1]3.6]14.3]| 0.0] 0.0 0.0 ]10.7 3:‘6 14.3 |83.3
INSTLfCTAIONS | o
‘ .\ v

3. ORIENPING | 0.0 | 0.0 | 3.8 | 0.0 ] 0.0 | 0.0 ] 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 3.8 |85.7
, . A ;
7

4. REVIEWING | 3.8 (7.7 |23.d | 7.7 | 7.7 |'7.7 | 0.0 | 7.7 | 7.7 | 0.0 |23.1 |58.8
5. \WRITING  |18.2 | 9.1 | 9.1 | 0.0 | 0.0 {"0.0 | 0.0 | 9.1 [18.2 | 9.0 9.1'|57.1°
6. REWRITING | 0.0 | 0.0 [ 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |33.3 |100.0

7. SHARING OF |60.0 [66.0 [60.0 [40.0 [60.0 |40.0 | 0.0 {40.0 |- 0.0 |40.0 [20.0 |66.7
WRITING , :

8. EVALUATING [22.2 {11.1 | 0.0 [11.1 |11.1 |11.1 |11.1 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 {80.0

-9, EDITING _|50.0] 0.0 0.0} 0.0] 0.0|] 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 0'.0 0.0 ] 0.0 ]50,0
j.\}‘ TOTAL 7.92 6.3%]15.7%] 5.5% ‘8.72__3.92 0.8%} 3.92| 5.5%] 2.4%|15.0%|75.3%
. (Figures represent the percentage of -accurrences of each activity which
S addressed each focus. Percentages may not sum'to 100% for each activity
because. activities often had more than. one focus.) < R
. | . 7
v _
- - ~
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‘ Relationah ps Between Activities and Participants -
PARTICIPANTS '
' ~~
. _l !“
( \ S
A . =}
! : % o~ .8 -
3 - = b 0
© ° 7 < g
Q (=9 1} ]
- =] ] (/5]
[«] [o] A (/2] o0
. -] r-] ° - !
| - 5 B B B 8. o 2
ACTIVITY = = = [ 2] (L 7 = .
’ : , ’ S RN
A -
1. PRESENTING 80.0%| 0.0% o.ot 10.02] 0.0%[ 0.0%| 10.0%
~ 2. GIVING.® 70.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2| 15.0
£ ' . INSTUCTIONS ,. ’
3. ORIENTING 90.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8] 4.8
4. REVIEWING 88.2 o0.0| o.0 o0.0| o0.0| o0.0] 11.8°
5. WRITING 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 14.3 0.0 57.1] 28.6
.}6. REWRITING 0.0 ,0.0 Q.0 [ . 0.0 0.0 | 50.0| 50.0
7. SHARING OF 0.qf 0.0 0.0 33.3| 67.7 0.0 0.0
WRITING - b - d
» 8. EVALUATING 0.9, 0,0 20,0 | 80.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
w ' . _-"{’ .
9. EDITING 0.0 0%0 50.0 0.0 0.0.] -0.0 50.0
. I -
TOTAL 63.4% o.0%] 2.2z 7.5%! 2.27] - 8.6% 15.111
Y 3 P \

£

s

<

(Figures represent thé percentage of occasions in which each activity
used each participant grouping.) '

<
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f Relationshipé Between Activities and Mgdhu and Mateii?;q ' N
fl;\ .
MODE v \ MATERIALS
. |
a ‘ o
o
™ @ @ r
. o o ~ y b
@ 2 | = ‘E a1 8|3 \
8 o ] &) 3 9 @ E
o - ~ ~ o oo .
o & e 8 -
s 8| ¥ g2 .
o0 - - ‘g P! b e .8 |4
2l el 8|k 1% |3 3% | e
. -3 o o (=4 g 3 e el g [ g
A = o | 7 -
ACTIVITY i AN B \"’ =
. - '

N R
¥ .
1. PRESENTING |39 ox|4#.02) 0.02|20.0%]20.02]|20.02] 0.02! 0.0% 30.0% |10.0% |10.0% {50.0%

P

0.0 [ 0.0 | 0.0 [62.5

2. GIVING 5.0 [20.8 | 0.0 | 8.3 [16.7 |[16.7 |20.8
- INSTUCTIONS ,

23.8 | 0.0 | 4.8 }61.9

~

3. ORIENTING | 4.8 (81.0 | 4.8 [.0.0| 9.5 [| 0.0 14.3

]
\‘L REVIEWING |11.8 |76.5 | 0.0 | 0.0 [11.8 |} 5.9- |'0.0 [0.0 {5.9 | 0.0 | 5.9 |s2.4

-
)

5. WRITING 0.

o\

14.3 | 0.0 |14.3 85.7 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 |0.0 N4.3 [14.3 [71.4

6. REWRITING | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0,0 [106.0(| 0.0 | 0.0 |0.0 |0.0 0.0 [25.0 [75.0-

‘

7. SHARI,NG OF {33.3 333 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 66.7{| 0.0 0.0 |0.0 |0.0 |0.0.]{0.0 100.0
WRITING . .

8. EVALUATING {80.0 { 0.0 |20.0 |20.0 0.0/| 0.0 0.0 |o0.0 0.0 +0.0 20.0 [80.0

9. .EDITING 0.0 [ 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 [100.0{] 0.0 |0.0 l0.0 koo |0.0 [0.0 Isa.0

> ) -

ToTAL - - [31.2%]44.12 2.2%| 6.5%|25.8%(| 7.5% | 8.6 | 0.0% ho.8% | 2.22 ] 6.5% [67.72

E
(Figures represent the percentage of occurrences of ga’ﬁ activity which
used each mode and material. Percentage may not sum :o‘égoz for each
activity because some activities used more than one mode r material.)

7
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Relationships Between Activities and Foci of Activities

L)

FOCI
| ( \
/ ¢ @
(=% \ (3]
= g b
[=] 0 5 = [=]
O. & o [ ] o
T | NS 13
=181 s| & w | o | = | 3
- § - & 1.9 .1 % A :
\ i o pe | & [=] g [ ¥ % [} \
v ~ B o v i o0 o :
~ Lo v ) E , o — o o e g ‘E
-4 a g M , g o M M M )
. L& ] 8 & 2 < 3 8l & & a | o~ 2
ACTIVITY\ . : _ . |
N ’ e r\} ) 7
1. PRESENTING |10.0%{10.0%{10.0%| 0.0%|20.0%2| 0.0%! 0.0z 0.0%] 0.0%| 0.0%2|20.02!70.0%
2. GIVING 0.0 [0.0 0.0 4.2 4.2]0.0)]0.0]4.2]4.2]0:0128.3183.3
INSTUCTIONS ,
3. ORIENTING | 0.0 { 0.0 { 0.0 9.5 { 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 {85.7
. L
4. 'REVIEWING ‘\17.’6 :-l}_,ﬁ 23.5°129.4 [23.5 |11.8 | 5.9 {17.6 |17.6 | 5.9 {11.8 |58.8
5. “WRITING 14.3 {14.3 |14.3 | 0.0 {14.3 |14.3 | 0.0 [14.3 | 0.0 |14.3 |14.3 [57.1 |
6. REWRITING | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0\ 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |¢0.0 [\ 0.0, 0.0 |100.0
7. SHARING OF [33.3 33.3433.3 0.0 |33.3 [ 0.0 0.0 | 0.0/ 0.0 0.0 0.0 |66.7
WRITING : N .
8. EVALUATING {200 ‘{20.0 {20.0 [20.0 | 0.0 {20.0| 0.0 | 0.0-] 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |80.0
9. EDITING , [50.0 [50.0 50.3 50.0 150.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |50.0 |s0.0 | 0.0 0.0 |50.0
TOTAL 8.6%| 8.6%| 9.72}10.8% 1o.a'zbz..3z'1.1z'6.sz 5.42] 2.22| 8.6%)75.32

(Figures represent the percentage of occurrences of each activity which

addressed each focus.

Percentages may not sum to 100% for each activity
because activities often had more than one focus.) )
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Relationships Between ‘Activit:l‘.’e?y and Participants w
’ ' o PARTICIPANTS’ .
* . ‘ ‘. .
2
‘ '-. _ : . . . . cé’
' iy ‘ 3, A ~ £ | T
w® L. '3 e '; : ' ) ';
o o W X g
s q ,3‘ g' s 3 (7)) w.‘i
g o ~ (2] g
= - % ! v w o —.:4 .
- <& £ 0 £ . - W
& & & & [= o] L
. ol bl ol b 2 3 E
AN ¢ > 3 3 3 8. o &
. ACTIVITY. - ] & & £ S n L&
} N . '
- 1. PRESENTING. | o,0% | 100.0%] 0.0z | 0.0z | 0.0z | o0.0%z| o0.0% [’
. 2. GIVING . 0' Jl P oL
; Instucrzons | 70 | TEE| 47 4.7 | 0.0 | 0.0 11.6‘
3. ORIENTING .-| g0 | .88.9 | 5.6 0.0 | 0.0 | 5.6 | 0.0
3 - _‘ ‘ . )
4. REVIEWING 14.8 | 48.1] 18.5 | 11.1 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 74
5. WRITING | 0.0 | 31.3| 6.3 | 6.3 | 6.3 | 43.8 | 6.3
6. REWRITING 0.0 0.0/ 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 [100.0 | 0.0
7. SHARING OF 0.0 | 62.5| 12.5 | 12.5 | 0.0 0.0 | 12.5
WRITING : ‘ T | ,
8. EVALUATING 3.1 21.9 |°25:0 | 31.3 0.0 0.0 | 18.8
? . .
9. EDITING 0.0 25.0 | 25.0 | 12.5 | 12.5 | 0.0 | 25.0 -
TOTAL 5.1% | "52.6%) 12:8% | 11,52 | 1.3z | 5.8% | 10.9%
(Figures represent the percentage of occasions in whi‘ch- each activity
.used each participant grouping.) . P '
. ¥
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Rélai:ionghij:s- Between Activitie‘s“; and Mbde_s and Matetials,."

. . . . . R
- ~ N
B ’ ¥ T . . . - . '
b ’ . .
- B . : -
! -

o _ ' MODE B MATERIALS
) . , ) | -
~~
3 : g
: L] L]
[3] ~ &
. ~ [ o ol
S O - B I I A .
~ 2 &ET ¢ Bl ELE S -
¢ \'3 o -1 (&) 2 U Y [T} E
3 o . a, o - - ~ X & “«
2 @ 2. o : . a .
. [ ] [ ] (] 1 3 (] [ 5 -
o ~ o 1] > > . C @
& i o . 3 T b g g g Iy
. ol 7] a ' . g 3} 7] s L] \
-l ~ -~ ~ E ol [ [1] (u o E
- | sl °S18|l3|&]1 512 | 8
ACTIVITY ° I A I B el T A N O A

L. PRESENTING | 66.72000.0%( f0.0% 0.0% 0.0%][100.02] 0.0% 0.0%| 0.0%|66.7% 0.0% 0.0%
2. GIVING  lg3.7(25.6f 2.3} 0.0 7.0]20.9 |16.3 | 4.7 | 0.02} 2.3 | 0.0 |s5.8
. ‘INSTUCTIONS _ 1777 1 , ! _ ,

3. ORIENTING |27.8(6t.1| 5.6| 0.0]16.7|]44.4 |16.7 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 5.6 5.6 [27.8

l. REVIEWING [29.6(63.0| 7.4 3.'715,.1'1.1 11.1°| 7.4 {11.1 | 3.77| 0.0 | 3.7 |63.0

b. WRITING 6.3/18.8| 0.0 6.3(68.8||12.5 [12.5 | 6.3 | 6.3 | 0.0 |12.5 [56.3

. . . Y ‘ \ .
. : *

b REWRITING | 0.0} 0.0| 0.0 0.0[100.0(( 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 { 0.0 | 0.0 |100.0| 0.0

s

'+, SHARING OF 125.0|37.5| 0.0 0.0[37.5[( 0.0°| 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 [75.0 |25.0

WRITING
. EVALUATING |37.540.6| 0.0 .0.0{40.6(( 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |53.1 [46.9,

\

'« EDITING 25,0| 12.5 \6.0 - 0.0] 62.5 0.0] 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0.| 0.0. 00 100.0
. / . ) , ' o - ’ T B —R. 1] .
TOTAL 43.6% 39.7 .2.64 '1.3% 26.9% ( 16.0Z| 9.0%| 3.8%] 1.32] 2.6% 17.9%|51.32
ctivity which

used each mode and material. Percentage may not sum to 1002 for each

(Figures tepr':esa%: the percentage of occurrences of each
activity because /some activities used more than one mode or material.)
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N T o
Relationships Between Activities and Foci of Activities _ *
t ., . .
. E s \ ‘
) * N
¥ ¢ roct oo
] = .. ﬁfl .
. /¢?-!' o #’ § 0
. : b
g . /(’ 3 - 3 g
o 4 o & . o Q
2 |l7a] - g | “ g o
1 81 3 S 81 % 1. ; 2
80 ol & ] o Y . 2/ '8. '5. N
’ 41 < | 3 sl el g8 {8 8] %
[ & / & N @ ol © 80 . . 3
S, - [ o g E Jx] — o o ‘ﬂ B E =
. o e |1 g. ol 7] o - - q
e @ - 3 o o Q- 3 o o S o o
mn 7] o & = Y @ _ a I B =
7 i /"/ .
1. PRESENTING |33.3%(/0.0%| 0.02|66.7%| 0.0%]33.32| 0.0z| 0.0z| 0.0z] 0.0%] 0.0%] 0.0%
— ) : q , : .
‘ » // o v : 1. Z '__ .
2. .GIVING - 11,6 4.7 | 2.3 |16.3 [16.3 | 0.0 | 0.0 |'4.7 [.4.7 | 2.3"| 0.0 [53.5
'INSTUCTIONS| / - : St ‘
3. ORIENTING } 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 |22.2| 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 |16.7.] 0.0 | 0.0T®6.7
'/: ' » |'\ . .
4. REVIEWING [14.8 | 3.7 [11.1{33.3 | 0:0 | 7.4 | 0.0 | 7.4 | 3.7 | 7.4 0.0 {33.3
5. WRITING' [18.8 | 6.3 [18.8 [12.5 [ 6.3 |31.3 | 0.0 [31.3 | 0.0 [12.5 | 0.0 |50.0
6. ’ REWRITING‘ o.o o.o(' o.o o.o o.o o.o o.o 10000 o.o o.o o.o’ ‘900
7. SHARING oF| 0.0 | 0.0 0.0f12.5( 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 |25.0|12.5] 0.0 |62.5
/ WRITING | . o
// 4
6. EVALUATING|40.6 |15.6 |37.5|40.6 | 9.4 [18.8 | 3.1 [21.9 P12.5 | 9.4 | 0.0 |12.5
9. EDITING - |50.0( 0.0(25.0| 0.0 0.0}25.0| 0.0 |12.5]25.0{12.5 0.0]25.0 |.
TOTAL 19.27] 5.8%13.57 24.42 7.1210.3%] 0.62[11.5% 9.63 -6.42 0.0z] 40.4z]

(Figures represent the percentage of occurrences of each'activit& which
Percentages may not sum to IOOvaor each activity

addressed each focus.

because activities often had more than one focus.)
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. » "I‘ea'cher 52' ‘
S . Relationships Betwéen'Activigies and Participants s
.) . . ‘ . ; . “ \‘ .
. . '~ " PARTICIPANTS . N -

\Q ss

&

T with S (serial)
Group of SS (w:l.t/hout T)

T with whole class
SS working singly

T with gro

3

ACTIVITY _© i i

-

.. ~ 1. PRESENTING  }.35,0x| 12.5%| 0.02 (0.08| 0.0% | 0.0 | 12.5%
" 2. GIVING | o |3
. 7. .1 4 6.9 [ 0.0 3.4 | 24.1
INSTUCTIONS 37.9 | 3.1 > '

~3.- ORIENTING ] 66.7 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 546
4. REVIEWING' | 27,6 10.3 6.9 | 3.4 0.0 |10.3
5. WRITING 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 | 0.0 |[-50.0 | 40.0
" 6. REWRITING k0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 [-0.0 |[33.3 [66.7

) 7. Smigg OF 050 | 20.0 0.0 0.0 | 60.0. 0.0 |20.0°"
.o WRITI} : , o '_ o
8. EVALUATING 5.6 | 11.1 | 16.7 | 33.3 | 0.0 0.0 |33.3

(Figurea repkesent the percentage of occaaiona in which each activity
uaed each participant group:lng ) :
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2 Teacher 52

i, :
.o v. ) et

Relationshipy Between Activities and Modes and Materials

3 ’
-
v .

7 V. : : .
K ) MDBE ) MATERIALS
' : , %
~ e} oo
r =] ) b0
4 j C Lot G
ot ol
a2 @] o et
A -] 3] ] g !
, [} . A <1 . o %
-9 o ’ ' - o] ...“.‘5
<] 0 -] ) Q ) " Q A
2.5 % vy | S PS8 8 SR
(=% - o . - a 7
o ] ) 1] ] -
. - ] - [ U] > > @
! . b B 1 ‘ Y - R - o0 o
o - o . . > o o =] ] -]
ot n 2] o ) o Q 3] : - . O :
- LN ~, ~ ol [ 1] U\; - -} E '
N " =4 =4 (=4 g o H . -3 2 s
ACTIVITY. R R LN - ]88 & |42

1. PRESENTING |75 0%/12.52| 0.02| 0.0%|12.5%]|62.5% |12.5% | 0.0 0.0% |50.0%] 0.02| o.02

!

2. GIVING 69.0 [10.3 | 0.0 | 6.9 [20.7 || 0.0 |10.3 | 3.4 0.0 [20.7 [13.8 [ 55.2 ]
INSTUCTIONS | - _ . .

3. ORIENTING 16,7 [72.2| 0.0 0.0 |11.1 || 0.0 | 5.6 |.0.0 27.8°[27.8 | 0.0 | 38.9 .

R : - ' -

4..\%RE,-VIEWING 34.5 |44.8 | 0.0 | 0.0 |24.1 || 3.47] 6.9 | 0.0 |69 1318 [34.5 | 34.5

o~
o
o

5. WRITING 0.0 [10.0 | 0.0 |10.0 |80.0 10.0 | 0.0 |10.0 | 0.0.|50.0 [ 40.0

6. . REWRITING' |.0.0 { 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0}100.0/| 0.0 | d.0 | 0.0 0.0 | 0.0.| 0.0 (100.0°|

0
e - -/

0.0 { 0.0 { 0.0 /0.0 | 0.0~|40.0 |60.0

.

13

WRITING ’ '

[

. - ) R ...(-. } -1 .. —~\ . V . )
" 8. EVALUATING |44.4 (27.8 | 0.0 |16.7 | 44.4 0.0 | 0.0 } 0.0 | 0.0 [16.7-|66.7 [22.2

{ )

9. EDITING _ [40.0]6p.0| 0.0] 0.0 30.0| 0.0 | 0,0 0.0 [0.0/0.010.0 90.0

N

& . , .
TOTAL [39.22]32.3%) o0.0% 4.6233.12]| 4.6%( 6.22] 0.8%| 6.2%|16.9%]26.22 |43.1%

'(Figures represent ‘t:he percentage .of occurrencés of eaéh activity whicti
used each mode and material. Percentage may not - 8y to 100% for each
activity because.some activities used more than ome mode or material.)

- - -
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Téacher 52; '."

~

S ' <«
Foci

(Figures rebreéent the percenta.
addressed each focus.
because activities ofte

S Relationships Between Activitieé'a?d éf‘Agfivitigs‘ _
. ] . S ' ) . # ' . .
. o
FOCI'_ - X'
~ ; - 'q’ | . | N
A i? K p § X
g 1 & e i 3 |. &
[} : & o (7]
& [} ) ) @ -] ;
, o o o @, . . 3 .
; ' - | T g & | e [ 8] 5] 5.2
PR ~ N 2’ — g N ~ 7] ‘-a (] (] ‘o
ol o, . 3 o - . N 8 ®
. - o . & . 4. @ opd o0 . o .
— ol o o E MBlH o o -9 E g \gg
] a g Y] - I R G I Y] H . _
A &S 18 & s | & a8 & 82 ® .| 2
' ’ : ) .. \~.:‘. :“~ ;:. i . | | - J" )
1. 'PRESENTING [ o 0y 0.0 o;ozl 0.0 37.5% 0.0% ‘0.0 0.04 .0.04 0.0 ‘so(oz 50.0%
2. GIVING 10.3| 6.9/10.3 6.9 (10.3[10.3 [ 3.4f 0.0{10.3[13.8] 0.0]65.67 °
INSTUCTIONS| | ° | Sl B IR N . .
. AN & . . - . . . X . -
' 3. ORIENTING 0.0| 0.0] 0.0 0.0]11.1 0.0,0.0] 0.0f '0.0| 0.0| 0.0]8a.9
' - [ . ¢ . . ) | . S ~
4. REVIEWING | 69| 6.9(13.8| 3,4[17.2]10.3].3.4) 6.9 3.4 17.2]-10.3 | 51.7
F.. ) ' 4 : © '.-" Ail :‘ »
S« WRITING | 40.0140.0] 40.0° 40,0 { 30,0 |-30.0 | 0.0 { 2070 | 20.0 20f.fo 10.0.{30.0 [
L R AR N I S U T I -~
6. REWRITING | 0.0| 0.0]33.3] 0.0]33.3433.3] 0.0 0.033.3[33.3] 0.0|g6.7]
7+ |SHARING OF | 20,0 20.0| 0.0 40.0{20.0 | 20.0 | 0.0 | 20.0 20.0|2p.0| 0.0 ['60.0
 WRITING R . | DR BN B S R
8. EVALUATING| 0.0| 5.6 33.3 16.7°|-11.1 | 11.1 |,
9. EDITING |20.0]10.0]20.0]10.0 0.0 70,07
N 'TOTFAL 9,. 24 8.5% t5.4~4 10. 04 150‘4‘ ‘.15.4‘~ » ‘ 55.4\z

ge of .occurrencgs of each activity which

Percentages may not sum to 1007 for each activity "

n had-more than one focus.) : v
3.4 |
T ' 3
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“Teacher 61

Relationships Be;u?en Acq}vities and Parttéipants

_Al17

. v 4 " N .
e . PARTICIPANTS
§ ¢ B ‘P“.- ,
- ‘ . u . )
. . n‘f= >
] . -4 ) -
~ - W < o~y -]
pe © ° I S 5
Q [=Y] [} . [
o 5 2 a 00
S g - S 5 w 8 1.
SR | ‘ FO¥ ¥ | ¥ 3| 2 [tE
> , > 0 w 8
ACTIWITY = = & = © “ =
. .( 4 : ¥
\. _1. PRESENFING go.ox| 0.0z o0.0%/ 0.0z o0.0%| o0.0%z| 20.0%
2. GIVING - %4.8 | 4144 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 13.8
INSTUCTIONS .
. 3. ORIENTING 39.1 | 39.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 | 17.4
4. MEVIEWING 37.1 ] 42.9 8.6 2.9 0.0 0.0 8.6
~-.5., WRITING “15.4.] 0.0 00| 9.0 7.7| s3.8| 23.1
- ' s - ) : '

. 6. REWRITING . 1 0.0 0.0 0.0} 0.0 0.0 0.0-| #8.0
N ‘ v ‘
7. SHARING OF 5.6 | 61.1 0.0 | 16.7 0.0 0.0 | 16.7

. WRITING- . - '
0- ) .. - P -
9. EDITING .| Yoo s0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 50.0 0.0
 TOTAL - '30.7% "38.67) 2.1z emz| o.7z|  7.1%] 14.37]
LA . 3 ‘k,
' (Figures represent the p rcentage of. occaaions in which each activity
- uded each participant‘ ouping.)
' 3-—
O ‘ n %
ERIC
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| Teacher 61 [
c o . o o
Relationships Between Activities and Modes and Materials /
- | MODE MATERTALS { )
_ : J- , |
’ ~ i
) . a
. . Lo L]
- i1 I ) @ | =
. . . i . o ! g 8 '3 5
~ .. 2| &8 3 AERERE
B | 6 g . O |- KB W ‘o E;
‘ b o (o] [= 9 g' - A A 1] & i
a ® o . a ! .
N - ® q o I 3 Q 1] g' ) - |
[T} PR ] 1] 0 - > 0 |
o0 = u ol - -l o0 o
a o > & & =] o 8
s L I < g | 8 b2 ' 4K
i — o o o o M "] ‘ «’ §
- . L ) . a o o \ . “ o
«-  ACTIVITY = = = w ok Al el Fh et SRR B
¥ g. PRESENTING |g0.0%|20.02| 0.02}za gl gk o,o:* o.oi‘*zolo? 0,0420.0% | 40.0%
2. GIVING . [75.9.]13.8 | 6.9 [ 0.0 3.4]31.0{ o0.0[27.6 |\31.0
, INSTUCTIONS| -l . 1 \ -
30 »ORIENTING 21.7 56)5 0.0' 403 403 3408 ’ 4.3 1300 59.1
. ‘ ' e 1 - " \ .
- ‘ : N N iy
, 4. REVIEWING ([45.7 {71.4 | 0.0 0.0 2.9| 5.7]|/0.0}45.7 | 31.4
5. "WRITING 23.1 [:7.7 ]| 0J0 |- 0.0} -0.0| 30.8| 0.0] 7.7 | 61.5
~6. REWRITING o.o("i 0.0/ 0.0 0.6 0.0| 0.0f 0.0f 0.0 [100.0
‘- .M e : )) o, ) 6". : i . o ‘ " ' .
7. ,SHARING OF |22.2-133.3| 0.0 |22.2 [38.9 [| 0.0 | o0.0| 0.0 11.1] 0.0{ 72.2] 16.7,
— WRITING ] [ , g _'
‘ §.: EVALUATING |23.1 P61.5| 0.0 ) 0.0f23.1|] 0.0 | -0:0f 0.0 23.1 15.4| 76.9] 0.0
9._ ‘EDITING “ 0.0 25.0 0.0 -0.0 7500 M 000 ‘ 0.0 2500 000 75.0 0.0
TOTAL | 40.74742.17) 1.42 5.7% 23.67 | 9.3%|  0.74 2.1% 21.4% 2.1% 39.3% 30.0%

- . . L] . ? '
(Figures represent the percentage of occurrences of each activity which
. iused each mode and material. Percentage may not sum to 100% for each
activity because some activities used more than one mode or material.)
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Teacher 61

‘ iRelationships Bétween Activities and Foci of Activities -

J )
FOCI
\
)
. ‘ o g
. 2| x § | 3
' ]
§ g~ -2 | &
Il g § | E 3| 3
o 0 o ) N -]
N Lo ] [} 100 £ £ ]
o0 -l b o B (1] = Q. [=9) ~
=] - o o < 0. o o ) o
ol o 3 &, [=] [ 3] & ]
-4 & & 1] -l 80 Q
-t -l (3} -} E & -4 o - o [=9) E E‘I
(1] (-9 g - = & - [ ) -
-5 o -\o 0 L] 3 g | o ] *0
©n o & R w v A s: (¥ (YR

0.6z 0.0z 0.0% 0.0z| o.0z{ o0.0z| 0.0x| 0.0%{20.0% 20.0%440.6%

- fGIVING ' | 3.4 | 3.4 0.0 3.4 [ 6.9 6.976.9]| 6.9 13.8 |10.3 |5572

INSTUCTIONS| |

a- P

0.0 | 4.3 4.3 (8.7 4.3] 8.7 4.3 [69.6

% ORIENTING | 0.0 [ 0.0 | 0.0.

4. REVIEWING |.8.6| 8:6 [14.4 | 5.7 | 8.6 | 5.7.|11.4 |11.4 [14.3 | 0.0 | 8.6 |37.1

-

—

5. “WRITING . i (7.7 1 7.7 | 7.7 | 9.7 [ 0.0 | 7.7 | 0.0 |.7.77] 0.7 | 0.0 |76.9

§ . A, -
B

6. REWRITING -190.0 | 0.0.| 0.0 [ 0.0 | 0.0 |. 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 [ 0.0 | 0.0 { 0.0 |100.0}"

.7 ' L b - . 'R _ )
+ 7. SHARING OF | 0.0 [ 0.0 5.6 [16.7,| 5.6 | 5.6 | 0.0 |33.3 | 5.6 | 0.0 | 5.6 |38.9
' WRITING - | B -
8. EVALUATING [30.8( 7.7 | 7.7 [23.1 ] 757 7.7 [15.4 | 7.7 |15.4 | 0.0 |15.4 [30.8
. < ” . . \:; ‘ 4 . ~ B -
9. EDITING 0.0 [ 0.0 | '0.0 [50.0 [ 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 ] 0.0 ] 0.0 | 0.0 |50.0
TOTAL ' 7.1%| 4.32| 5.0z[10.02] s.oz,_ 5.02| .7.1%]10.7%| 8.6%| 5.7%| 7.9%|'50"0%

(Figures represent the percentage of occurrences of each activity which
addressed each focus. Percentages may not sum to 100% ofor each activity
because activities often _‘had more than one focus.)
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A - .
Relationships Between Activities and Participants
n 'PARTICIPANTS
v [
< \’. N B ’!:
» - o, ]
d 5 o ";;*fx - E >
Rt q 3|3
y e o 3 g >
3| s ie| E
| -8 & o
. K : . -3 (-] (7] (7] "56‘ =
“*w% . ’ s S ] S a. 8 *
. ol T ol -g =3 3 ) E
L = s =t n W =)
# ACTLVITY - T B - S P Az
. KB ] e .,.
1. PRESENTING 75.0%| o0.0x{" o0.0% 0.0%| 0.0x| 0.0%| 25.0%
2. GIVING ’)Qh' 9.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 |- 10.5
INSTUCTIOQNS . : : , .
. 3..ORIENTING | 857 |  0.0| 0.0 00 0.0] 0.0 14.3
N . - | | N - N ‘. - l:’ A \‘
. 4.. REVIEWING 94.4 | 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
. ” . ‘ ‘ q‘“\ . R
.- 5 * v . t - ) -
5. WRITING ‘ 1431 o0.b.| 0.0 14.3 ] .14.3 |- 57.1°| 0.0
6. REWRITING 0.0 o0 o0 00| 00| o0.0]. 0.0
7. SHARING OF 100.0 | 0.0 0.0 o0.0] 0.0 0.0.] '0.0
'WRITING ] , -
‘8. EVALUATING 28.6 | 0.0 19.0 23,8 9.5 | 4.8 ] 14.3°
= ' . - ' | @] - -
9. EDITING 62.5 } 12.5 0.0 |*. 0.0 12.51 12.5 0.0
TOTAL & - 67.42) 1.1z} 5.4z 6.5%[ 4.3%| 6.52) 8.7%

(Pigures represent Ehe percentage .of occasions in which each activity
used each participant grouping.)
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| Teacher 62 __
. , Relationships Between Acti!ritiea and Modes and Mater:i:qla
MODE _ T \__ MATERIALS
_ - n
. ’ = 00
] ]
] » -l |
(24 ~ . L
’ ° 9 3 — Y
) o - . g g g ] 3
-~ n [ o [T} -l
- o o g 0, [ ol ~
- o [o] =] (&) ) o [} 5
o - Qs o] -4 o [ Qo o
v -y by -y ra®. ] oy a -
) - ; 0 ] B [ [
| 9 21 9 &1 2] 2|3 m
N - 00 N Y 11 =4 -l e o0 o
) a o} - o re) a a g
o %) ] 2 .0 o 7] el .
g s{s|SEllE | B E|E|F || e
\11_44 . e - a ’ - Ll “ g & (=]
ACTIVITY A Pl B B M ~Alae e @ =
| . - ,
1. /xysnmmc 62.5%| 37.52| 0.0%|12.52]12.52 |12.5% [6275% [12.5%| 0.0%| 0.0%z| 0.0%|12.5%
o S | I |
2. GIVING 89.5| 5.3 0.0 0.0( 5.3°|| 0.0 [26.3 [21n1 | 5.3 | 0.0 [15.8 [42.1

INSTUCTIONS|- |
. . v ‘ ', . /—
3., ORJENTING ' 13g.6 [52.1 | 0.0 | 0.0 14:37| 0.0 | 0.0 |42.9 [14.3 [ 0.0 |14.3 42.9
" T e - N ) ) :
4. REVIEWING J33.9 |61.1| 0.0| 0.0 5.6 []|11.1 (22.2 [33.3 |11.1 | 5,6 |11.1 |16.7

#s. wriTING 14.3| 0.0 0.0} 0.0|85.7 || 0.0 [287F 4.3 0.0 [28.6 [14.3
| / { |
6. REWRITING | 90| 0.0| 0.0{ 0.0}100.0| 0.0| 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 {100.0
-- . . T , -
7. SHARING OF | 50,0 0.0 0.0 0.0|50.0{| 0.0 | 0.0°] 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |[100.0] 0.0

-WRITING

8. EVALUATING|33.323.8| 0.0 |14.3 |31 || 0.0 |28.6 | 9.5 [ 4.8 | 0.0 [42.9 [14.3

-

9..EDI'I..‘ING 25.0 /50.0) 0.0] 0.0]37.5 0.0 | 0.0 {50.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 50.0 { 0.0

TOTAL - | 46.7%] 30.47] 0.0% 4.3 25.(ﬁl 3.3123.9% 22.87%| 6.5%| 1.12127.2%|20.72
(Figures represent the percentage of occurrences of each act:i:vit}" which |

m used each mode and material. Percentage may not sum to 100% for each
activity begause some activities used more than one mode af material.)
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Teacher 62 -

Relationships Between Activities and Foci of Activities

\\ ‘ - N
. - ___FOCI | {
t . . //'J
' I
& g ®
£ o o 3
=3 [] ‘o =) =]
(¢] &~ o Q
a .:J‘ [~ g ﬁ’ « g 'F‘
8 a | % ] ® ) s | = E?
&0 Lol & ] [ Q 5] (= -3 S~
] — o ] ~ 3] - ] o Q
-t ] =] v & [=] =] = ) ]
=5 | = 9| w g g1 3 | o | &°
2 | E| B\ E| 5| 8|5 |55 |5|5|¢B
©n o & = - n 3 LY A & B =

ACTIVITY

1. PRESENTING | 0.0%|12.5%| 0.0%|37.52| 0.0z| 0.0z] 0.0%|12.52| 0.0z 0.0%|25.02]25.02

. " R . N
2. GIVING- ~1 0.0 53| 5.3 5300/ 5.3}5.3]|5.3}5.3] 0.0 [15.8 |5*.9
INSTUCTIONS

8. ORIENTING 0.0 [ 0.0 [14.3 | 0.0 ).0 | 0.0 { 0.0 | 0.0 } 0.0 | 0.0 |14.3 |71.4

. i : .

4. REV;EWIN(Z/11.1_"5.6 38.9 | 0.0 /11.1 22,2 | 0.0 | 5.6 | 0.0 | 0.0 |11.1 }22.2
_ o | _ ..

5. WRITING 0.0 | 0.0 |14.3 [14.3 | 0.0 |14.3 |14.3 |42.9 [28.6 | 0.0 |14.3. | 0.0

6. REWRITING | 0.0 | 0.0 [ 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 {:0.0 [ 0.0 | 0.0} 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 |100.0

e
AR
.

7. SHARING oF| 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0] 0.0 0. 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |{50.0 |50.0

0
WRITING - )
-8. EVALUATING |33.3 {23.8 [23.8 [33.3 |14.3 [19.0 | 0.0 |14.3 |14.3 | 9.5 [14.3 {23.8

h

9. EDITING - |12.5 |25.0 |75.0 [12.5 } 0.0 [37.5 | 0.0 |12.5 [12.5 [25% [25.0 | 0.0

jrdrAL_ 10.9%/10.9%| 22.8%| 14.1%| 5.4%|14.1%| 2.2%|10.92%| 7,°>‘ 4.3%)17.4%] 31.5%

(Figures represent the percentage of occurrences of each activity which
addressed each focus. Percentages may not sum to 1002 for each activity
because activities often had more than one focus.)
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Ty

C
' o’

Jy.‘ X

{ | K Cy g
‘}f \ ( Neans and Standdrd Deviations of Profile Scores, by Grade
_ Craded | Craded | Grae5 | Grade It
Nmb‘en of p#ragraphs 1,007, | 2,202 2,009 3.353 per essay
-, Naber of seatences G| e 8.0 VNI L
o ‘ (- 1.049) [ ( 4.287) ( 2.593) | ( 3.30)
© Muaber of words 0 | 167 %76 | w9t | " v
(13,330) f (49.03) ( 30,763) ( 31.578)
Organizing 1dea | ;606 | 446 30 4255 errors per paragraph
| ' Lol 189) ( .270) (1M ( .148) d :
Evidence S | F T R I R U
. ( .069) (050 | ¢ -+065) b'.033) |
Oe-sentence parsgraph | 05 [ 080 | 09 [ .0 v
Forecast 003 | .\'187 110 | 21 errors per paragraph
( 0021) ( 0191) ( 0097) : ( 0134) ' ’
Sequence 0 184 133 -3, errors per paragraph link
( 0) (.19) (.80 | ( .099) - .
- ‘Conqlusion 018 W2 251 .‘i% ereors ﬁer essay
v s

1

s¥rv

i3
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Grade 3 A'ade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Unit
Fogent BT B o 0| emorsper
( 029 ( .034) ( .028) o (.018) sentence
Subject-verb L0 0 06 006 "o
o (.029) - ) ('-;‘.025) (020 ( .007.)‘
I : ' M ; \/w‘ ' o : }
Verb f .. 1 lg ¢ J 0091 . |09! . -Css \ } " "
( .069) ( .080) }( 073) ( .035).
Conplesent 008 005 o 10 "o
A, (W01 ¢ .007) ( .012) ( ,010)
Compounding /\ 042 053 036 041 "o
: ( .046) (.055) | (‘ .030) (0 ,025)
Hord chotce " Y o 00 | W "o
R (% | (0 (|
Diction e | L il -
. (5109 | (I (.00 (08) o
Jotning o | e 340 156 o ¥
| Coamy L ca | Ca | (| |
" Phrases and Dependent 1,080 BT -l 158 "o
Clauses: Punctuation -~ (,080) o .089) ( .086) . (.019)
Pheases and Dependent o ! 17 RN /. S AU
| Clauses: Function ( .014) ( 102) ( .021) ( .019) '
Referent I R Y " (N
o] (00| (0 (05 (.0i8) |
Terninal puactuation Ja o5 030 "o L
Quotation marks BN V)| -'.218 | 406 \.'.22‘3 errots per
v (131) (.259) ( .333) (,300) essay
Spelling . J47 ) 056 030 - | errors per
(.056) « | (.07 .0 IR EXY word
“ | |

r

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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! DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE
e S Number of Paragraphs
. g : J‘—f ‘ - -
' R v
v ;‘;‘. ’ ‘ u.. A

 NUMBER OF PARACRAPHS PER ESSAY - . - .

FALL
SPRING
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SPRING
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NUMBER OF SENTENCES PER ESSAY

15
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o

DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE

Numbper of Sentences ..,
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ALL
SPRING

3
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5
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE ‘

Number of Words

i 150
125 —

}_
100 —

50 |—

/ .
. NUMBER OF WORDS PER ESSAY"
3 _
o
l

25 ¢
I N T R B I L
0 T T I
S g g g ﬁ g B g B,
, GRADE3 GRADE 4 GRADES5  GRADE 6
318

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



- DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE 0
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE

r o , Lack of Evidence in Paragraph - ‘
o 1.0 — S

0.6 —

0.4 —

ERRORS PER 10 PARAGRAPHS
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<

ERIC -
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE

One Sentence Paragraphs
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L Y

20

1.5 — | g -

1.0 —

ERRORS PER 10 PARAGRAPHS
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0.0
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE ,/

Lack of Forecast ‘of Main Idea -

1.5

ERRORS PER 3 ESSAYS
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LA  DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE

Lack of Sequence Between Paragraphs

ERRORS PER 10 PARAGRAPH LINKS
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o ' DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE |
Lack of Concilsion
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ERRORS PER 100 SENTENCES

DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE

Sentence Fragments .
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ERRORS PER 100 SENTENCES

DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE

Subject —Werb Agreement Errors

3 @,g N I

GRADE 4 GRADE 5  GRADE 6

A137

\



o, A | e
2138 ‘ . : T
' DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE
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¥ - Verb Form Errors
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE

o o .- Complement Errors
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE
| C:gnpbunding Errors-
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE

Word Choice Errors
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ERRORS PER 100 SENTENCES
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“ERRORS PER 100 SENTENCES -
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE.
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- DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE

Phrase — Clause Punctdation Error
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE
Phras® & Clause Errors
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ERRORS PER 100 SENTENCES
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE

Terminal Punctuation Errors
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Quotation Mark Errors
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE

Spelling .Errors
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE
T - Unit Length (Words)
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' DEWLOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE
T- - Unit Length (Clauses)
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# ERRORS PER 10 CONJUNCTIONS

- DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE

Conjunction Errors -
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE SCORE

* Referent Errors
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~Note:

- If students made fewer errors inkthe Spring than the

- A155

APPENDIX L

Correspondence Between Instructional Emphasis

: and Changes in Writing Outcome o

The bottom graph on each,pége represents the percentage

of time the teacher spent on.each of seven skills, as

'reported in the teacher's log of writing'activities.

The top graph on each page represents tﬁe percentage

ingfease in control of those seven skills by students

i the class from the Fall to the Spring of the school

year.\ Change in control was computed'by the following . -3

(

formula:

Fall errors = Spring Errors

Change in Conttol = X 100

Fall errors

r

Fall, the pefcentagé is éositive (repreqenting increased

contrqlf. If students made more errors in the Spring

“than the Fall, the percentage is negative (representing

decreased control).7
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CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN INSTRUCTIONAL
EMPHASES AND CHANGES IN WRITING OUTCOME
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CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN 'INSTi?UCTIONAL
'EMPHASES'AND CHANGES IN WRITING OU‘I‘COME
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CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN INSTRUCTIONAL
EMPHASES AND CHANGES IN WRITING OUTCOME
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CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN INSTRUCTIONAL
EMPHASES AND CHANGES IN WRITING OUTCOME
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CORF;ESPONDENCE BETWEEN INSTRUCTIONAL
EMPHASES AND CHANGES IN WRITING OUTCOME
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CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN INSTRUCTIONAL
EMPHASES AND CHANGES IN WRITING OUTC%ME
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- CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN INSTRUCTIONAL
EMPHASES AND CHANGES IN WRITING OUTCOME
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CORRESPONRENCE BETWEEN INSTRUCTIONAL
EMPHASES AND CHANGES IN WRITING OUTCOME
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