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ABSTRACT
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directed and implemented by the English department. Staff training
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the three English, social science, and science teachers who
implemented the materials developed for their classes. Data were
collected through participant observation, examination of student
writings, a "Stages of Concern" questionnaire, the written "School
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test given before and afcer implementation of the program. Findings
showed (1) that departments were interested in collaborating in the
program; (2) that materials developed for the teachers were used but
they often had to be modified; (3) that other departments showed an
interest in implementing writing techniques in their classrooms; (4)
that writing proficiency increased after a year of implementation,
with 58% of students passing the proficiency exam as opposed to 24%
previously; and (5) that English teachers proposed the program be
continued another year, with more time for teachers to coach their
colleagues in techniques. Some questions emerging from the study
concern the responsibility for teaching the research paper,
responsibility for setting guidelines, departmental cooperation, and
how teachers model writing hehavior. (Six tables and 21 references
are included.) (JC)
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Staff Development 1n the Impiementation
of a Schoolwiae Writing Proaram

Apstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the implementation
of a schoolwide writing program that was established 1n a midale
school through a Qistrict-sponsored School Improvement Program.
The *~incipal methoa of data collection in this case study was
part.cipant observation. The study was conductea at a middile
school of approximately 900 students 1n grades 7 ana 8 in an
urban sprawl community 1n soutnern California. The writing
program was directed and implemented by the English department.
Staff training was given to the whole faculty and to the English.
soclal science. and science departments. One teacher from each
of these departments implemented materials deveioped for them:
they were opserved and student written products were examineq.
The Stages of Concern Questionnaire (Hall and Loucks. 1979) was
aaministered to English. social science. and science teachers.
The written School Improvement Pian was another source of
information about each dQepartment‘s assessment of its rcole in the
writing program. Stuagent scores on the district s writing
assessment proficiency test were examined at the ena of one vear
of the writing program.

This case stuay focused on five areas:

1. Do mempers of the Enaiish. social science. ana science
gepartments aiffer in their levels of concern apout implementing
writing across the curriculum?

2. Do the three teachers for whom materials are being
ceveioped actuaiiy use these materials to implement writing
acrass tne curriculum 1n their classrooms?

3. What 18 each department’s assessment of itS roie in the
writing pcogram?

4. Dnes studgent writing ability increase at the end of one
vear of tnhe writing across the curriculum proaram?

5. What do Enalish teachers ao when they are directed to
plan inservice programs in writing across the curricuium?
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Staff Development in the Impiementation

of a Schooiwiqe Writing Proaram

Writing across the curriculum 1S one type of curricuium
geveiopment project which 1S peing implemented in many Schools.
Such a ptoject 1S basea on the concept that writing i1s learning:
writing promotes a clearer understanding of subject matter bv
heiping stuaents formulzte i1deas ana discover new meanings and
relationships (Lehr. 1982). Lehr (1982) feels that the time is
right for English teachers to take the initiative i1n establishing
schooiwide writing prcarams. The awareness of the neea for
Wwriting instruction contributes to the popularity of such
oroarams. LaPointe (1986) contenas that the National Assessment
of Eaucat!ona: Progress (HAEP) shows the lack of progress in the
writing skilis of students in the Unitea States. Even thouan
research efforte are i1ncreasing the understandaing of the writing
process ana money iS directed toward improving writing
proficiency. student writing 1S not significantly improvea.
Appiepee (]1981) aemonstrates tnat althouch teachers aaree that
writing activities shouia have an important place in a variety ot
subject areas. students spenda only about 3% of their scnool time
on writing of paragrapn ienath or longer. Appiebee also
concluges (1984> that the high schooi years are a time of
transition from retiance On primartly time-orderea Or Qescrip-ive

moaes of presentation toward more anaiytic methoas of
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organization.

In general. there are two approaches to the implementat:on
of curriculum projects. The first approach stresses
implementation on a schoolwige or districtwide pasis (Hall ana
Loucks. 1978: McLaugh!in ana Berman, (977, Sparks et al.. 1985:
Wilson. 1985). Change is impiemented *from the top." A program
for staff acevelopment 1S "movea into* the subject school. or both
district and teachers are involved in training in a determined
focus area (team teacning. mastery learning. etc.>. The secona
approach stresses imnlementation on an individual-py-individual
pasis (Boiarsky. 1985: Joyce and Showers. 1982: Showers. 1985:
watson. 1981). Even though staff development may be avaiiable to
ail mempers of the schooi or aistrict staff. teacners aecige
inaiviaual ly whether or not they are going to participate.

One exampie of the schooiwide/districtwiae approach which
ex13ts in California 1S the School Imorovement Plan (SIP). a
aistrict-airected focus on one or two goals and on large-scaie
staff aevelopment. The SIP i1s directec by a School Site Council.
composed equai !y of certificated and non-certif:catea empioyees
on the one hand, and clients (parents and students) on the other
nand. The second approach -- with the indiviauai as tnhe center
-- s charactierized by coachtng, peer evaluation. and curricuium
prosects iike tne National Writing Project (Donlan. 1980: Eii:s.
i1981: Lange. i981: McQuade ana Ponsot. 1981: Shook. i98l).

Teachers wno cnhoose to participate in the Hational Writing
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Project apply to attena summer training sessions and usually

receive a stipend for their participation.

PURPOSE

The purpose of th:s study was to examine the impiementation
of a schoolwide writing program that was established in a miagie
school through a district-sponsored School Improvement Program.
The principai was an entnhusiastic supporter of the review process
within the school and of the emphasis on a curricular area ag a
schooiwiae focus of instruction. The faculty did have a voice in
the selection of the curricular area, but it was not possibie for
them to nave “no area for a schoolwide focus." The schooi was
organized toward a top-down implewentation of the program. [t
weés gecidea at the aistrict level that the schooi wouid
participate 1n the plan. The principal was assigned the
responsibil -ty of forming a School Site Council ana overseeing
the compietion of the School Plan. Attendance at the beginning
inservice training sessions was mandatory: the Enalish aepartment
was assignea the task of co-ordinating the progcam since the
instructional focus was writing across the curricuium ana tne
principal thought this cepartment was best equipped to Qeai with
writing.

This case study focused on five areas:
i. Do memoers of the English. sociai science. ana science

aepartments differ in their levels of concern about implementing
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writing across the curriculum?

2. Do the three teachers for whom materiais are being
developed actually use these materials to impiement writing
across the curricuium tn their ciassrooms?

3. What is each department’s assessment of its role in the
writing program?

4. Does student writing apbility increase at the end of one
year of the writing across the curriculum program?

5. What do English teachers do when they are directea to

plan 1nservice programs in writing across the curciculum?

METHODOLOGY

The principal methoa of data collection in tn.s case stuay
was participant opservation. The stuay was conauctea at a miaaie
scnool of approximateiy 900 students in grades 7 and 8 in an
urpan spraw! community in soutnern Ce i1fernia. Students were
enrollea 1n classes by their abliiity and achievement: there were
classroems for students who were designatea as giftea and/or
talentea. classrooms for average students vho nad passed the
aistrict’s writing proficiency test (reguirea for araauation from
nigh 3chool?), and c¢lassrooms for average students who haa not
passea the qistrict's writing proficiency test at the beginning
of the schooi year.

The entire schoo. participatea in two introductory wotrksSnhops

on a speclfic kina of composition program (Power Writing by
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J.E. Spacks). Both were conaucted at after-school faculty
meetings. one in Septemper ana one in October. Teachers in the
English depsctment were given additional inservice training and
planning time on three occasions: once in October. once in
February. and once in March. The social science and science
cepartments were given one aaditional inservice training session
in Januaryv for 2 1,2 hours. The department chairmen met
separately on two additional occasions with the researcher for 45 .
mitnutes. In addition. one science. one soclal science, and one
Engiish teacher were interviewea SixX times between Octuber ana
January for 30 minutes (per interview) to help 'n the development
of curricuiar materials that woula be helpful to these teachers
in implementing the program in their classroome. All of the
interviews with the teachers occurrea on schooi arounas. often in
the faculty lounge auring the teacher’s daily preparation period.
Written notes were kept on the interviews: it was raought that
tape recoraing the interviews might inhibit teacher commcnts.
Stuagent written products were examinea from two iessons presentea
py the social science and science teacher heiping with the
development of curricular materiais.

The Stages of Concern Questionnaire (Hall et al.. 1979) was
aaministerea to teacners of the English. sociai science. ana
science aevartments. The Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoC)
was pasea upon the Concerns-Based Adopticn Model (CBAM) (Haii ana

Loucks., 1978). which provided a conceptual structure for dealing
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with individuals’ concerns as they engaged ir the adoption of an
innovation. Hall et ai. conciuded that an indiviqual's stages of
concern move through tne progresion from self. to task. to
impact: their research data verified the existence of such
stages. Indivicuals haa more than one concern at a time. but
some stages are of relativeiy higher or lower :ntensity. The
Stages of Concern Questionnaire hal high internal reliability ana
hich test-retest correiations. The vaiidity of the instrument
was gemonstrated by relating scores on the questionnaire to each
other and to other variapies as concerns theory would suggest
(Hali et at.. 1979). The SoC Questionnaire contained 35 items
composed into Likert-tyoe scaie format. each with seven possibie
responses, There were five i1tems for each of the seven stages.
For example. one item Stated: *“I am concerned apout evaiuating
my impact on stuaents.' (Hall et al. 1979). Teacners indicated
i1f the statement was "irrelevant." “not true of me now."
“somewnat true of me now." or “very true of me now." For this
study. when the questionnaire was aaministered to tnhe teachers.
writing across the curricuium was clearily identifieqa as the
innovation., It took approximatelv iS5 minutes to aadminister tne
questionnaire. Teachers were requested to compiete the
vuestionnaire 1n Januarv at the end of aepartmentai inservice
meetings ana to indicate their qgepartments.

The written Schooi Improvement Pian. drafted oy facuity

mempers. was intendea to be both a blueprint for curriculum
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aevelopment and & means for assessing compliance with the
ocsectives establishead by the School Site Council. Each
gecartment submittea i1ts own department plan: the plan was
integrateda ang formally written by a faculty committee,

Eighth grade students took the school district s high school
competency test at the ena of the year. These students took four
parts of this test. Multiple-choice tests were given in reading,
matn. ana writing skilis. The fourth test was a writing sawple
assessment: students were given 45 minutes to write one paragraph

on & given topic. ana stuaents either passea or farled the test.

ANALYSIS

i. Do mempers of the English, social science. ana science
aepartments aiffer in their leveis of concern apout 1mpiementing
writing across the curriculum?

Resuits of the Stages of Concern Questionnaire inaicatea
that there were differences in the department mempers  level of
concern and these results were related to the aepartment 1n which
the teacner taught. Three of the four science teachers compietea

(Insert Table ID
the questionnaire. All three memoers we-e at the first trcee
stages of concern apout the :mplementation. These first three
stages ali reiate to concerns about the ‘seif* as tne ingivicua:
Wwas invoiveo with the impiementation. Alt tour ot the Sc:.ence

Leacners taught nothing putl sScience courses: they were not

10
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assigned to teach courses in another department.

Elaght of the nine social science teachers compieted the
questionnaire. This qgepartment consistea of inaividuals who
tauaht oniy social science and those who tauaght social science
courses as well as courses in other departments. Only those
teacners who taught at least half their course loaa in the social
sciences completed the questionnalre ana attended the
departmental inservice training sessions. Members of this
department were al’idea into three groups. Three teachers were
at the first stage of "awareness® and one teacher was at the
“informational* stage. These four teachers were at stages
similar to tnose of the science teachers. They haa concerns
apout themseives as inaividuals implementing a new program. Two
of tne social science teachers were at the “manacement* stage of
concern. These concerns were related to the task ana were
Interoreted to incicate that the inaiviaual was impienting the
tnnovation to some qdegree. One teacher was at the “consequence’
stage ana one at the “coliavoration stage. This inaicatea that
these teachers passed the sStages concerneg with °"seif* ana “tasx’
and were concerned apout the impact of the program.

The English aepartment was also diviced Into three groups:
five teachers were considered “full-time" English teacnhers. Tnev
attendea the LNservice trai:llnNg sessions and the aepartment

piannina cessions. Four of them completea the Stages of Concern

Questionnaire since one of the five teachers was apsent the day
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the questionnaire was aaministered. Of these four teachers. one
was at the *personail* stage of concera. A ;though this stage was
at1li concerned with the inaivicual’s relationship to the
innovation. it was the last stage 1n the *sel!f" stages. One
memper had "management‘ concerns, reiating to the task. Two
members nhac coilaporation“ concerns. They were concerned about
the 1mpact of the program.

In conciusion. tnen. the !iembers of the English. social
science. and science departments were at qiffereat levels of
concern and use about the implementation of writing across the

{Ingert Tanle ID
curricuium. The science teachers were primarilv non-users.
They were ei1ther not concerned about the 1nnovat:on. wanted to
KNOW more apout 1t. Or wers concerned with its affect on
tnemselives. The Engiish teachers were more invoived 1n the
impiementation Of writing across the curriculum. Although thev
were not ail at tne same ievel of concern or implementation. oniy
one was at the “seif" level. The other teachers were invoivec
with impiectenting the program ana/or with assessing 1ts imMpact on
chilaren and within the total school proaram. The sociai sSc:ence
department hadq severa! teachers who were at the oeqinning levels
of concern ang !Mpiementation as well as teachers wno were

concerneqa with the impact of the program ang coilaporation

h

efrors wiih otner Qepartments,

The written Schoo! Improvement Pian suppor:ed ihese

v 3
oo
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conclusions even thougn the written school plan emerged
approximately four .onths after the SoC Questionnaire was
aaministered. Accoraing to the School Plan. the science

(See Table IID

agepartment was composea essentially of non-users: there was no
mention of writing in the school plan for the science aepartment.
The English department was past the informational stage: the
written school pian refiected department interest in promoting
“continued improvement in the writing program.” The social
arience gepartment. composead of non-users and those with
management concerns. expressed a collaboration concern: the
school plan indicateda an interest in “articulation petween the

English ana social studies department in writing standards...'

2. Do the three teachers for whom materials are being ueveloped
actually use these materialis to implement writin7 across the
curricuium in their classrooms?

The three teachers who met with the researcher were given a
variety of materials. ali of which were co-ordinatea with the
text the teachers were using. The English teacher repeatealy
requested help modifying her existing materiai. She wantea to
make the materials that were available to her more effective in
terms of student achievement. She aid not use severai of the
worksheets that were given to her: these activities rejatea to

parapnhrasing news stories and writing short. descriptive
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paragraphs. She dlia. however. use every worksheet that was
modi fied for her classes that were taken from her alreaay
existing materials. The moaification of the mater:ials 'nvolvea
limiting the number of multipie choice answers from which the
studgent had to choose ana reducing the number of problems the
student was asked to ¢o. In short. the material was simplifiea.
The science teacher accepted the material he was given.
When he was asked to bring student work to the interviews.
however. he said he haa difficuity using the matertal because
stugents were unabie to complete the assignments. He requested
material that woula teach scientific vocabulary. From that point
on. he was given material that provided scientific vocabuiary
instruction. These materiais includeda activities involving
parapnrasing. tiiustrating with aiagrams the meaning of aifferent
scientific terms ana formulas. ana completing aictionary-relatea
wora meaning activities. In aaaition. he was given a preparea
iessc:. plan which Qirectea the students to present scientific
material in a narrative assignment (e.g.. "Pretend you are a aroo
of vater taken in by a plant. Describe your trip through the
plant.*) Student proaucts revealeda that the stuaents were
frequently able to use similar content in a more anaiytic moae
after such a narrative assignment. In other woras. students
iearnea the context ana coula express it in story form; they were
then apie to write apout 1t in an analytic moce.

The sociai science teacher usea each activity sheet tnat she
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was given and brouvht samples of student work to the interviews.
She i1ndicated a preference for activities that integrated what
students were learning. such as cause-effect |essons and
clagsification activities. When student products were examined.
however. it was notea that very few students in a *‘regular’
social science class were able to compiete a social stuaies-
relatea writing instruction activity, whereas in a “competency*
sociai science class more than haif of the stuaents were aple to
complete the same assignment. This resuit was not expected
because the students in the “regular class had aireaay passea
the aistrict’s proficiency test in writing while those in the
competency ciass haa not. The teacher was then observea teaching
this lesson. and aifferences were noted in her presentation as to
tne aegree of modeiing she empioyed with each ciass. While she
modeiea verpaiiy anda in writing on the chalkboara how to compiete
tne assignment to the "competency" students. she gave the
airections to the "reqgular" stuaents with littie or no modeling.
During one of tne interviews, she reportea that sne frequently
assumea that the "regular® class did not need as mucn basic
instruction as the “competency" cliass. so she did not mogei tne
process jnvolved with them to the same extent as she aia with tne

“competency“ students.

3. What 18 each department‘s assessment of its role in tne

writing proaram?
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In the written school plan. other departments did indicate
an interest in incorporating writing activities in tneir

(Insert Table IV)

programs. The Industrial Arts department wanted to have students
write about project sSkills. interests, likes, and disiikes. The
typing department displayed a desire to meet with staff to
coordinate style for term papers and tc deveiop plans for
creative writing. The principal, however. did not eiect to
invoive these teachers because she wanted to direct her attention
and resources to the three departments already invoived in the :

implementation.

4. Does student writing ability increase at the end of one year
of the writing across the curricuium program?

There was a rise in student writing ability at the end of
one vear of the writing across the curriculum program. In 1985
(before the writing program was implemented), 34% of tne 8th
arace stuaents passed the district basic skilis competency test
in wrlting skills (the writing sample assessment). In 1986
(after implementation). 58% of the 8th grace stucents passed this
test,

{Insert Taple V)

The entire district :sea the same methoas for evaluating stuaent

tests. Student work was holistically scored by teachers who were

trainea :n hoiistic scoring techniques. Student work was not
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evaluated by the teachers in the students’ own school.

5. What do English teachers do when they are directed to plan
inservice programs In wr:ting across the curriculum?

The English teachers in th:s school were assigned the
responsibiity for aeveloping and implementing a writing across
the curriculum program by the school principal. They met as a
aepartment before the school year began and agreed that there was
a need for whole faculty i1nservice training on writing. Two
mempers of the department had been tola by colleagues that
a particular program was "“very good." 0On this basis. they
invited the presenter of the program to give two after school
inservice training sess:ons. one in late Septemper ana one in
Cctoper.

They met again in October ana decided that the remainder of
tne faculty training should be given to specific aepartments.

(Insert Table VI>
They citea tne following reasons for this shift in training:

a. There were existing tensions between mempbers of the
English and social science departments. The Engiish teachers aia
not feel they could work with the social science department. at
ieast with the chairman.

b. The Engiish teachers felt comfortable with tnhe teaching

of writing and ard not want to spena their time reviewing Wwhat

was. to them. simpie composition theory. They perferrea to




-~ FXGE 1™ --
develop and implement novei approaches. incluaing msnw of the
techniques and strateqles coming from the Nationii Writing
Project.

c. They felt the different departments had different needs.
were at different pounts in the implementation. and approachea
school learning - including writing across the curriculum - with
a different philosophy. They felt each group would progress
further with "tailor-made" inservice training.

d. Thev wanted to pe retieved of some of the responsibility
of the implementation. They felt that they would £z held less
responsible i1f small groups were the focus of the training. not
the vhole faculty. This point was verbalized bv one member of
the gepartment and all other members unanimously agreed.

In January. the English teachers proposed that the program
continue to be implementea through staff development activities.
However. they requested that district funds be directed at
opbtatninc substitute teachers for them so they could engage in
peer coaching and team with a =ocial sciences/science teacher for
one or more periods a day to teach writing in the content areas.
They also requested release time so the various departments couila
meet to articulate their goals. obsectives and plan of action In

orader to implement writing acruss the curriculum in the future.

DISCUSSICH

This program opegan as a "top-down" approach to the
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implementation of writing across the curriculum. It worked in
large part because the school principal wanted it to work. made
resources available for the implementation, and Supported staff
development. It was helpful to have whole-faculty
awareness-level inservice training sessions on Power Writing;
this training gave everyone awareness jevel sessions on one way
to implement a writing program. Teachers repeatediy commented
that they wantea more articulation across departments for
impiementing Powar Writing.

It was helpful. too. to present other techniques and
strategies to specific departments. It is interesting to note.
nowever. tnat Engiish teachers proposed that the program be
implemented the second year through peer coaching and faculty
time togetner to articulate godis, objectives, and plans of
action. The English aepartment seemed to move from wanting to
give .wareness ievel training to all faculty members. tO wanting
to separate from the other two departments specifically involved
in the impiementation (science and social science) for department
inservice training, and finally to wanting to continue training
and 1mplementation among the faculty with the departments working
together. Their planning strategy folliowed the Stages of Concern
ageveiopea by Hall et al. They pegan with the awareness ievei
stages for the wnole facuity ana movea to the level of concern
over the task with the science ana social Science Jepariments.

even though the science aepartment was not yet at this stage. By
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the middlie of the school year. at least two of the English
teachers were operating at the impact stages of concern and the
other acepartment members were able to Support them i1n varying
degrees. Although this program began as top-aown impiementation.
manaated at the district level. the English teachers, who were
hela responsible for pianning and developing the :mpiementation.
seemed to internallize the process of change. As they became more
secure with the implementation. they moved from planning for and
participating 1n general training sessions, to working at the
department level. to wantina to work with other departments. Why
did the implementation program work 1n this manner for the
English department?

One expianation 1s offered by Guskey (1986) who summarizes
tne research on the process of teacher change and supports a
mode! that moves from staff development to a change i1n teachers:
ciassroom practices. to a change in student learning outcomes. tc
a change in teachers’ beliefs and attitudes. Change :s
representea as a process. not an event. It 13 a process.
however. which moves from practicc to attitude. The English
teachers in this study participated in several kinds of staff
aevelopment, first changed classroom practices, and then changea

attituces after aiscovering that the students® learning

increased.
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IMPLICATIONS

Seven questions emergea from this case study of the
implementation of writing across the curricuium, indicating areas
for future research as well as gquidelines for practitioners who
become invoived in a writing across the curriculum
implementation. These same questions mey not emerge from another
case study. but they warrant exploration.

1. Wwho will teach the research paper, its format and
methodology? In this school. the social science teachers taught
the research paper. put many were resentful, thinking it demanded
time better spent on content.

2. Is the English department going to set general
guicelines for ali departments in paragraph ana paper writing?

In this school. the departments met and agreed on general
guideiines. However. enforcing the standards was left to
individuai teachers: as may be i1magined, some teachers enforced
the quices and others did not.

3. How much time will the English department spend on the
teacning of writing skills that can be transferred to other
content areas? Although students at the middle school level neea
to be taught how to write analytically. English teachers at tnis
schoo! expressed a concern that they were urable to spend time
with creative writing pecause they were spending SO much time

teaching “ther xinds of writing.

4. Will mechanics of writing be taught through the eaiting
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process or by traditionai gcammar approach? I[rn this case, the
English department was aiviaed.

5. Are the aepartments willing to work togather? Is a
col laborative effort possiblie? I[f not. what car. be done to make
1t possible?

6. Wil] only academic content area teachers be included in
the program or will all subsects be included? What about P.E..
shop, art. music, home ecoiiomics? In the plan that emerged as
part of the School Improvement Plan., the English and social
sclence departments includea obj:ctives relatad to writing, but
the science department did not, However. the 3hop. home
economics. and typing departments showed an intecsest in teacning
writing.

7. How will the teachers model writing behavior? Teachers
must iook carefuiiy at how the writing process. tecnniques. and

strateqgies will be taught.

22
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Tabie 1
Results of Stages of Concern Questionnaire by Department

Aware- Inform- Per- Manage- Conse- Colla- Re-

ness ation- son- ment quence bora- focus-
al al tion ing
Depart-
ment
Social
Science 3 l 2 1 1
Science i ] i

English ] | 2
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Table II

User Behavior and Attituces auring Implementation
(oy Departmeny)

Users

Engiish

Sociai

Science

Feelings/
Concerns

| .How to
handle
leaqer-
ship roie
2.How to
teach
writing
skilla/
grammar

I .Mixed:
some resent-
fui of
teaching
writing:
others com-
fortable
2.Concernea
with the need
to collapor-
ate with tne
English
gepartment

Uncerstanaing/
How It Looked

Recoanized im-
portance of

writing across
the curriculum

1.Confused
2.Mixea i1nter-
pretation of
of implement-
lng writing in
the content

area
3.More aware-
ness of
wrCiting tn
generai

Perts
Reaay/
Not Reaay

1.Per-
ceivea
early
cycle to
be *in
place*
2.En-
countered
questions
from
other
aepart-
ments

| .Looked
aiscon-
necteq
2.More
inservice
neeacea
3.Basic
parts
lookea at.
not much
more

What Doing~
Spending
Time on

| .Recora-
keeping
2.Teachinag
analytical/
expository
writing
3.Planning
towara
interdepart-
menta!
articulation
and col-
laboration

| .Teachina
research
paper sklils
2.Some
emphasis on
prewriting
and modeling
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Science

I'.Basically.

nonusers
Z2.Recognize
importance
of writing.
but not
concerned
with it

i.Major parts
in piace in
Engish. not
e|sevhere
2.Limitea
unaerstanding
of how to use
writing to in-
crease student
iearning

i.Desire Teaching
for a new vocabulary
book

2.Limitea

interest

in using

library anda

model ing

writing
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Tabie 111

Printed Sthool Pian:

Department

Englisn

Mathematics

Science

Sociai
Science

Bana

Inoustrial
Arts

Physical
Education

dealth
Tha Arts
Computer

Typing

Area of Improvement

To promote continued im-
provement in the writing
program, the department
will establish depart-

mental criteria for writing

standards at each gradge
level. Further. the de-
partment will cevelop a
sequential program of

reading and writing through

grages 7 and 8.
No mention of writing
No mention of writing

Articulation petween the
English and social
stud:es departments in
writing standardas, re-
gearch skills. and a co-
orainated library program
neens to be completed

No mention of writing
A writing project should

pe incorporatea into the
course.

No mention of writing

No mention of writing
Ho mention of writing
No mention of writing
Expiore ways to iacor-
porate Power Writing

Into typing
Put more emphas:s on

Schooi Improvement by Department

Actie> Plan

The adepartment wili
develop writing

standards anc a se-
qJential proaram of
reading and writing
in the fall and pegin
impiementation in
January 1987.

Coordinate writing
standards, research
skilis and library
program with the

Engiish aepartment:
Attena conferences
anc inservices as

funas are availapie

Have stucents write
about progject
skills. interests.
likes. ana aislikes.

Meet with staff to
co-orainate style

for term papers anad
Power Writing
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Food and
Nutrition

Foreign
Language

creating at the type-
writer as well as copying
prewritten material.
Co-ordinate styie for
term papers with other
departments

No mention of writing

No mention of writing

-Develop plans for
creative writing
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Table IV

Pub!ished Schoal Plan for School Improvement (Departments other

than English. sclience.

Department
Mathematics
Bana
Industrial
Arts
Physical
Eaucation
Health

The Arts
Computer

Typing

Food and
Nutrition

Foreign
Language

and social science)

Area of Improvement
NO MENTION OF WRITING
NGO MENTION OF WRITING

A writing project
should be incor-
porated (nto the

NO MENTION OF WRITING

NO MENTION OF WRITING
NO MENTION OF WRITING
NO MENTION OF WRITING

Explore ways to incor-
porate Power Writing
into typing

-Put more emphasis on
creating at the type-
writer as well as
copying prewritten
material.

NO MENTION OF WRITING

NO MENTION OF WRITING

Action Plan

Have studen’s
write about
project skills.,

Meet with staff
to co-ordinate
gtyle for term
papers and
Power Writing
-Develop plans
for creative
writing
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Table V
Writing Samplie Assessment
8th grage

Student enroilment Percent passing
School 1985 1986 1985 1986
A 316 297 43% 46%
B 499 458 34% 58%
C 518 480 60% 68%
D 330 360 49% 53%
E 316 288 49% 90%
District 1,979 1.883 47% 56%
9th arade

Student Encoliment Percent passing
School 1985 1986 1985 1986
F 542 580 35% 51%
G 511 567 39% 41%
H 596 566 53% 70%
i 523 528 30% 44%
J 4 12 25% -
X 78 84 10% 4%

District 2.254 222037 39% 50%
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Table VI
Staff Development Plan

May 1985 School Site Council and Faculty Select Writing
Across the Curriculum as Curricuiar Focus for
School Improvement

Spring 1985 Principal Works with English Department on
Curricular Changes and Choice of New Textbook

Septempber 1985 Whoie-faculty Inservice in Power Writing

October 1985 Whole-facuity Inservice in Power Writing
Octoper 1985 Researcher Meets with English Department
January 1986 Researcher Provides Inservice Training to
Social Science and Sc.ence Departments
February 1986 Rese:-cher Meets with English Department
Spring 1986 English Department Meets for Inservice

Training on Instruction in Basic Skills
and Recorgdkeeping

May 1986 Written School Plan Printed

30
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