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N What the Authorities Tell Us About Teaching Writina: Results of
= A Survey of Authorities on Teaching Composition
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o By

Carolyn Boiarsky, Ph.D.

A large_discfepancy appears to exist between.methods, atti-
tudes, and behaviors recommended by authorities in the field for
instruction in written discourse and teachers' actual practice in
the classroom. While recent literature has recommended that writing
instruction should be based on a process approach and should con-
sider a developmental model for_learning to write, many teachers,
according t§ such surveys as thése by Applebee (1981), ﬁoether

and Brosse11(1979; 1980) and Petty ana Finn(1981),continue to

use the traditional product-oriented, rule-bound approach which
was in vogue prior to the turn of the century._The retention of
such an approach is rather analogous to a gynecologist today
‘recommending that a woman in hef mid-thirties, who is having'
difficulty conceiving, take a vacation with her husband rather
than undergo a laparoscopy; the first solution being based on
myth, the latter on scientific anwledge. :

Cooper (1981) in the Foreward to Applebee's report on the

teaching of writing'in the nation's secondary schools, describes
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American high school writing programs as follows:
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Students (are rarely asked)to produce original texts of °
more than two or three sentences....On the rare occa-
sions that (they are asked) to compose extended writ-
ten discourse ..(they would be requested)to finish it
on the spot....Students would nearly always write
transactionaldiscourse....Students would nearly always
write to the teacher as examiner.

When (teachers) ask for-.extended written discourse, (they)

limit directions to a brief topic statement usually stated

quite generally...{Teachers) limit...their responses to

matters of usage, spelling and sentence structure....On

the few occasions , when(they ask)students t.: revise

their writing, (they will)be satisfied with small cor-

rections and additions. (pp.xi-xii)

Why does a dlscrepancy ex1st between the methods wh1ch
English educators expound and the methods which are a"tually prac-—

ticed by the majority of the nation's teachers?_

Several conclusions appear possible. First the frequency with
which teachers use various methods is suifficient for engaging
students in writing effectively. However, the brouhaha by the

Carnegie Foundation, the decline in SAT scores and the complaints

by business and industrial leaders over s:udents' writing pro-

'ficiency appears to indicate otherwise. Secondly, there is a
‘ ‘

discrepancy between educators’ perceptions of the frequency with
which teachers should use certain methods related to the proéess
approach and teachers' perceptions of the frequeﬂcy with which they
should use these method;.. Finally, teachers fall into Nelson's
s¢hizophrenic .category. Nelsc 1(1981), who conducted an ethno-
graphic study of the teaching practices of 23 teachers of writing,

\,
\,
N

found that many teachers held a dual viewNof teaching camposition.

‘While many had incorporated soneprocess—orienged behaviors
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into their teaching repertoire, they had not been willing to re-
place o0ld methods. Rather, they had only been willing to increase

slightly or to add some methods to their repertoire. »

¢

‘All three of these reasons iadicate a failure on the part of
teachers to recognize how often to use the various process-oriented
methods so that they can develop effective strategies for writ-
ing instruction. For example, teachers do th'knowlwhether all
papers should be graded holiséically or whether eQaluation pro-
cedures should be mixedy with some being graded using primary trait
analysis and others discourse analysis. They don't know what
percentage ‘-of assignments students should be allowed to write -
for each other as audience and what percentage to write for the
teacher as evaluator. Myers (1983) talks of integrating the tﬁrée

models~ processing, distancing and modeling - which he discusses

in his book, Theory and Bractice in the Teaching cf Composition,

but just‘how this integration is to occur he doesn't say.
In anveffort to provide teachers with some sort of basis
for détermining when and how often tb use certain methods, we
decided to go back to the experts to try to pin them down. We wanted

' to know what exactly did they mean when they said students should
be able to select their own topics. Did they mean all of the time

or only once or twice? Would elementary students be given this

opportunity as often as postsecondar} sﬁudents or did tliey need

, more guidance?
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A questionnaire Baseé on é review of the literature was developed
-lidated by a panel of exéérts. The instrument, "An Inquiry
in.. :lassroom Practices in the Teaching of Writing," was then
sent to 222 authorities, comprising two groups. The first group
was defined askhose who had published a work in thelform of a book -
or #.. nograph, either”as an author or coauthor, ediéor or coeditor,
under thg auspices of the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) -
since 1963. The second group was defined as those who held administra-
tive.positions in'the various projects compfising the National Writ-
ing Project (NWP). The inclusion of persons representing these com-:

bined categories'appeae to provide a means of surveying persons who
A

N

.

possessed both theoretical knowledge and field'experience in the
teaching of writing at several grade levels. Respondents were asked
to determine how often they believed specific practicesvshould be used
at each of four grade leve;s - primary, middle, secéndary and post-
secondary. Twenty—oné of the items used a 7-boin£ scale which in-
~cluded the following ratings: aiways, all but once or twice, slightiy
" more than half the time, half the time, slightly less than‘half the
time, only once or twice, never. On five }tems respondents were asked -
to designate a percentage of timevfor a method. |
One hundrékone persons responded; with 31vbéing‘NCTE authors anpd
70 NWP adminstmtors. The data were analyzed descriptively and inferential-
ly..TWO tupes of experimental design were used to analyze the data
inferentially. A subjects-by-treatment analysis of variance was us?d-

O to study the differences between each of the four grade levels while
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a split-plot analysis of variance design'was used to study differences

*

betwean the two types of authorities. No significance was found
for the latter. —

Tentative norms for teaching writing emerge for 19 practices.
For the purposes of this study, éS%(the percent of responses which fall
within one standard deviat%on from the mean) of the reséondents must
agree'within a one-point s &ead on the rating scale for an item in
orderAfor'a tentative norm/ for that item to be established. For example,
at least 68% of the respondents need to circle a rating of either a four
or a five in order for a mean of 4.7 to be considered a tentative norm
for that item. Table 1 provides.a iist of those tentativeAnorms which

have been derived from the item responses which meet the criteria

for a norm. A complete listing of items, their respective means ‘for

facqigrade level and an interpretation of the results can be found in Tables
an%rade level appears to be a key factor in determining the frequency

with which many of the practices should be .used. A gradual change
in frequency with an increase in grade level is recommended for
many of the practicés, with-significant differences often noted

between the elementary and the secondary and postsecondary levels

and between the middieVanér;;é£seéond;;;mievék.-(gégmaéiiéiz)

AThe response:s indicate that authoriéies favor alpredominantlf
process approach to teaching writing which is congruent with childreq's
development.as'indicated by different ratings at the varioué grade
levels. Throughout the school year, teachers should spend most of their

time in teaching writing by engaging students in the three stages of the

\)*omposing process. Students at all levels should almost always be
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engaged in rehearsal. experiences. Furthermore, when drafting;
students at all grade levels should ke permitted to gxplore~what they.
have to say and to erase, Cross out, insert, and cut and paste as they
do so. Formal outlines should not be required more than .once or twice
at the upper levels and never at the lower levels. Students should be
encouraged to rovise their work in additionalAdrafts with such
revisions, when necessary, extending beyond mere proofreading to
_Tinclude such major changes as voice, tone organization,';tc. At the
lower levels students sﬁould be éncouraged to engage in such revisions
more than half the time while at the upper levels studengs-should bex
encouréged to engage in such revision almost always. To support this
process teacher and/or peer conferences should be cohductea between
énd during draf£s at all grade levels. Peer groups.shogld be used to
prov1de students with feedback on.the composit ions sllghtly more
than half the time with the other half cf the time belng devoted to
teacher-student conferences.

In an effort éo help studénts develop.fluency, beginriing
-writers-at .the primary level should be permitted to dictate their
discourse to someone about half the time. Writing activities, such
as free writing and brief writing exercises of about five or ten min-
utes,'shouié be provided slightly mae than half the time, regardless
of grade levels. In addition, at.all levels‘oﬂe of the specific

activities for developing fluency - keeping a journal for at least

a six- to eight-week period - should almost always be required.

ERIC | 7
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Students' fluency as well as their ability to write aﬁ effective
composition .depends heavily on their motivation which is of&en

ﬁpffectea by their interest in the topic and their knowledge of the
topic. For slightly mbre than half their compositions, studen;é at -
all grade levels shou]d‘be givén-the opportunity to select their own
topics. Hoﬁever, many authorities recommend that the teatﬁer retain
some control over fhe selection. One method %;fr aﬁing' 4] is@ by
detérmining the umbrella topic and then permitting the students to
determine their own subtopic under it. At the primary and midd]e
levels students should also almost always belab]e to write from their
own experienées, with that opportunity decreasing to slightly more
than half the time by the sécondary level and to only abput half .the
time at the postsecondary level. Furthérmore, students should be able
to} write out their ideas without regard to 1en§fh or a specific
syntactic structure, such as a sentence or a paragraph. They should
have this freedom almost always at the primary level but only slightly
more than half at the other levels. At the primary level students
should also spend almost helf their timé developing a composition as
part of a group activity. However, by the secondary and postsecondary
. levels group writiné should occur only about once or twice.

Finally, because fhe end.goa1 of all writing for communication is
for the writing to be read by an audience, §tudents should be able to -
read their compositions aloud to their“class or to a smail group of
peers and have their work published or Qisp1ayed. This should occur
slightly more than half the time at the lower levels and about ha]f

the time at the upper levels.




In addition, teachers of all grade levels should share their own
writihg " with their students for a 1ittlé more than half the
assignments.

The context for students' writing should involve a variety. of
audiences and modes. At the primary level students should spend about
half their time writing in the expressivé mode and another third of
their time writing in the poetic mode. They should spend on]y’about
10% of their time writing in each of the two transactional modes. As |

grade level increases, students should spend less timz writing in the

expressive and poetic modes- and more time writing in the two

‘transactional modes. In the middle—grades—they—should—be—spending---

>

only one-thifd of their time writing in the expressive mode and only a
quarter of their time writing in the.poetié mode, buf they should be
spending about®20% of their time writing in each of the transactional
modes. In the secdndary level the‘amount of time spent writing in the
expressive mode should have dec]inéd to 25% and the amount of time in
the poetic mode should have decined to 20%, while the amount of time.
spent in the two transactional modes should have increased to about
25% for each. Finally, at the postsecondary level the amount of time
spent in the expressive mode should have dropped to less than 20% and
in the poetic mode to only slightly more than 10%, wﬁi]e the amount of
time épent in the two transactional modes should have increased. to
one-third of the time for each. - | I
The audiences studeﬁts write for shqg]d also be varied. At the

primary level, students(shou1d write for themselves and their peers



-

about half the time, with another third of the time split betwéﬁ’
writing for a known outside audience and for the teacher in.a role

other than evaluator. The“remaining 15% of the time should be split

between writing for an unknown outside audience and for the teacher as -

evaluator. By theﬂposféecondary level s}udents should be writing for
themselves only about 10% of the time. The amount of time they spend
writing for their peers shou]d also have decreased, but only to .about
20%. The amount of time students spend writing for an unknown outside
audience and for the 'teacher as evaluator should have increased to
about 20% for each,Awhi1e the amount of t?me students spend writing
for the,tea:her in a role other than evaluator and for a known outside
audience should rema{n fairly constant across grade levels.

Writing aiso needs to be ‘connected to units of study in the
content areas and in the 1apguage arts. This relationship shouid be
explicitly established aboﬁt half the time, regardless of grade
level. However, literary models should be used only once or twice at
the primary leve!l and no more than half the time at the secondary
level. ”

Special oattenzion needs to be paid to .developing a valid
relationship between the ﬁtudy of 1angﬁage) as .6ng aspect of the
language arts, and writing. Les;ons in sentence combining, slotting,
and embedding, designed to he]p develop students' syntactié maturity
and f1uency, should be provided slightly less than ha]f the time at
the Tlower grade levels and should decline to a1most never at the

postsecondary Jevel. As the basis for instruction in punctuation,



spelling, vocabulary,and usage, teachers should use students' own

. compositionS about three-quarters c¢f the time and exercises in

textbooks the remaining time.
. _
Aséessment of student writing should be congruent with thé type
of instruction outlingd by these responses. To reflect the'three stages
of the composing procéss, teachers éhouId always wait to gradé papers
until after studegzs have had an opportunity to revise at least one

draft. Various types of assessments should be conducted, depending on
the teacher's purposes. However, an error count should almost never
be used. At the primary level holistic scoring should be used about

half the time, primary trait analysis should.be used for another quafter

of the time and the remaining percentage of assignments should be

equally divided between analytic scoring and discourse analysis.
B . 0

The percent of papers to be scored by three of the forms of
assessment - holistic, analytic and discourse - changes at the sec-
ondary and. postsecondary levels. On these upper levels, teachers

-

should be using holistic scoring only about one-third of the time but

~ should be increasing their use of analytic scoring to about 20%

of the time and their use of discourse analysis to 15%.

This study provides only tentativé, ;ot definitive, norms
for the .frequency with which various meﬁhods,shouid be used in
the teaching of writing. The norms which these results suggest
need to be tested in the field to determine if the proposed fre-
quencies for the various méthods studied are effective in.helping

students develop_and improve their writ ing proficiency.
Perhaps the greatest need which this study indicates is for

11
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e

teachefs, especially at tbé lS&er levels, to become researchers
- themselves, to test out and evaluate thg results of their u;e of

the various p;actices: There has‘often been a split bgéwegn teachers

in the field and university faéul;x._with teachers claiming

university members sit in their ivory towers, spouting theories,

unaware of the circumstances under which they are expected to

teach, and unable to relate their theories to the actual classroom
‘ {

situation, while university members wring their hands, bemoaning '

the teachers' failure to apply the methods which their theories,

. their research, and their observations -indicate are effective. Over

-

" ﬁhe_past £Wo decades, university educaters have increasingly moved
inéo the field to obsérve,'to conduét research, and to work with
student teachers in actual'classroom situations. They are no
longer simply spouting theories out of béoks; they. have .egun

to merge the two worlds ofﬂgheory and practice and need to con-

tinue to do so..However, only a few teachers, at the encour-
agement -of the Nat;éral Writing Project, have expanded their role
to include that of the researcher and have become capable of ob-

jectively evéluating‘fhe results of their own experiences in

- terms of student performance. An increasing number will need to »/:
, . v .. . .

do so, becoming authorities themselves, if surveys such as this
one are to truly reflect how various methods can be used effective-.

ly in the c1assrooms'of~varying levels. )
e

It seems apparent that teachers need to acquire the knowledge

.

and skilk necessary to use the practices discussed in this study.
Teachers should be urged to use those practices for which tenta-

12
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/
tive norms have been derived as often in'.their teaching as the study

suggests. In-addition, they should be urged to use the other prac- —

tices at least half the time.

o

Peﬁ%aps the greatest concern among educators is how to train
teachers to utilize these practices so that they are sufficient- I
ly competent to engage in them as often as this study indicates
they should,Gagns(1977) points out thsl teachers are apt to fall
back on their old ;ttitudés if they appear to be as gooa as any
new onsi Thus, if:teaéhers are to use the hew practices as often
as suggested, staff dsvelgpment sessions are needed to help teach-— ---

ers adopt new attitudes toward these practices as well as new skills

and knowledge for implementing them.

It is hoped that the results of this survey will provide
tentative norms which can be used to develop a model for com-
position instruction. In addition; while these norms are based
on ideal conditions, tegzhers should attempt to achieve the
recommended frequency rates as much as possible. For example, while the
resulﬁs indicate that secondary students should have an
opportunity to write»in the sXpressive mode about a quarter of
the time, teachers may not always be able to provide this op-
portunity. However, because of their knéwledge of what an ideal
frequency should be, teachers should attempt to provide students
with such assignments as close to 25% of the time as possible,

rather than.oniy once or twice or as often as half the time.

13



Page 13
‘As teéchers begin to use these tentative norms for determining
the frequency with whiéh to use the various methods in their
classroom, they shéula‘be able to perceive improvements in
student writing proficiéncy and an expansion of students'’
capability in writing in a variety of contexts in various modes
-and genres. Thevteachers,-themselves,“should“e%perience'an in- - -
crease in their own enjoyment in teaching comp¢sition. Finally,
if teachers have become researchers themselves, they should be-
gin to recognize which of these norms are appropriate and which

need to be modified to reflect actual effective classroom practice.
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-3 Table 1

Tentative Norms Derived from Inquiry into Classroom

Practices for Teaching Writing

Primary Level N -

1. Teachers should always engage students in rehearsal experiences.
2. Teachers should never require students to write a formal outline.

3. Teachers should always encourage students to write from their

own experiences.

4. Teachers should not assign writing which uses literary works for
students to read, analyze, and imitate more than once or twice in each
course.

5. Teachers should allow students to write out ideas without regard
for length all but once or twice a course.

6. Teachers should always encourage students to erase, cress out,
cut and paste all but their final drafts.

7. Teachers should assign students to keep a jourﬁa] for a six- to
eight-week period for all but one or two courses.

8. Teachers should publish or display students' work all but once
or twice a course.

9. Teachers Should not assess student writing using an error count
_Or discourse analysis more than 5% of the qﬁhe for each method  of
assessment.

10. Teachers should assign writing in the transactional mode about

one-third of the time.

16 e



2
11. Teachers should not assume the role of evaluator more than. 10%

of the time.

Middle Level

1. Teachers should always engage Students in rehearsal activities.
""2. Teachers should not require studéﬁt§’to'writé¥a formal outline -
more than once or twice each course.
3. Teachers should require students to keep a journal far a six- to
eight-weék period for all but one or two courses. | |
4. Teachers should provide students with opportunities to write a
composition as a group activity about half the time.
5. Teachers should provide beginning writers with opportunities to
dictate their discourse slightly less than half the time.
6. Students should be encouraged to -write from their “own.
experiences all but once or twice each course.
7. Teachers should assign writing which uses literary works for
students to read, analyze, and imitate slightly less than half the time.
8. Teachers shod]d always encourage students‘to erase, Cross out,‘
cut and paste all but their final drafts. |
9. Teachers should encourage students to write more than one draft
of a compositionvin which successive drafts include, when necessary, major
revisions for all but one or two assignments.
10. Teachers should not assess compositions using an error count or

discourse analysis more than 5% of the time for each method of evaluation.




3
11. Teachers should assign writing in the transactional/ expressive

mode about 20% of the time.

Secondary Level

1. Teachers should engage students in rehearsal experiences all but
once or twice each course. T . =
2. Teachers should not require students to write a formai outline
more than oncé or twice each course.
3. Teachers should require students to keep a journal for a six- to
eight-week period for all but one or two courses.
4, Teachers shouldlptovide_nppontunjtiesmior”students~t0wwrite"a—"—*“*—
composition as a group activity slightly less than half the time. |
5. Teachers should provide beginning writers with opportunities to
dictate their discourse once ok\twice each course.
6. Teachers should always encourage students to erase, cross out,
cut and paste all but fheir final dra%ts.
7. Teachers should encourage students to wfite more than one draft
in which successive drafts include, when necessary, major revisions for
all but one or two assignments.
8. Teachers should not use an error count or discourse analysis to
assess student compositions more than 5% of the time for each method of
evaluation.
9. Teachérs should allow students to write for themselves about 15%

of the time.

18




Postsecondary Level

1. Teachers should engage students in rehearsal experiences all but
once orvtwice each course. .
2. Teachers should not requiré students to writé a formal outline

more than once or twice each course.-

N ,
"3, Teachérs should require students to keep a journal for a sixs"to ~ ~

~

eight-week period for all but one or two courses. ™ .

4, Teachefﬁ should provide stydents with opportunities to\yrite a
composition as a group activity slightly less than half the time.

5.‘ Teachers should provide beginning writers with opportunities to
‘dictate their discourse once or twice each course.

6. Teachers should always enéourage students to erase, cross out,
cut and paste all but their fina] drafts.

7. Teachers should always encourage students to write more than one
draft of é composition in which successive drafts include, when necessary,
major revisions.

8. Teachers should assign lessons in sentence combining, slotting,
etc., ;everal times a course. |
.9. Teachers should not assess cbmpositiqns using an error count or

a discourse anaiysis more than 5% of the time.
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Table 2

Items in Which Significant Differences Exist Between Grade Levels®

Mean
b c Pairwise
Item ‘ Grade n SD  ‘Mean Difference
1. Engaging students in PR 72 .64 5,69 .63%*
rehearsal experiences. ~PS 72 1.27 5.06
3. Requiring students to PR 74 .87 .35 56%*
write a formai outline. SE 74 1.04 .91
PR 74 87 .35 .76%*
PS 74 . 1.41 1.1
MD 75 .89 .56 - JH5*%
PS 75 1.40 1.1
5. Encouraging students to PR. 712 1.1 4.36 .H2**
write more than one draft MD 72 . 1.45 4.88
in which successive drafts T
include, when necessary, PR 72 1.91 4.36 L95*%
major revisions. SE- 72 1.04 5.31 5
" PR 72 1.91 4.35 > 1.13%
PS 72 .89 5.49 .
M 73 1.45  4.89 B0*E
PS 73 .88 5.49 L
“' - Ty \\\\
7. Encouraging students to PR 72 .88 5.35- 1.18%* N
write from their own, SE 72 1.30 4.17
experiences. .
PR 71 .83 5.38 . 1.72%*
PS 71 1.54 3.66

MD 73 94 4.92 LJ6**
SE 73 1.29  4.16




Mean
b Pairwise
Item - Grade n SD Mean® Difference
M 72 .92 4.94  1.27% '
_PS 72 1.53 3.67 - _
--------- S SR e SE 73 =180 B B8 BBRK — e
PS 73 1.52 3.66 :
8. Assigning students to PR 72 1.38 4.88 .59 **
write about ideas with- SE 72 1.39 4.29 L
out regard for length. - T e T T
PR 72 1.38 4.88 L69**
PS 72 1.68 4.19
10. Assigning students lessons PR 69 1.55 "1.14 .60**
sentence combining, slot- PS 69 1.04 1.74
ting, etc. ~
; MD 71 1.32 2.35 .63 %%
) PS 71 1.03 1.72
| SE 71 1.03 - 2.30 2%
PS 71 1.04 1.68
11a. Requiring students to PR 71 18.69 47.61%  19.30%**-
write in the expressive SE 71 12.84 28.31%
mode. _ _
PR 72 18.75 47.29%  27.22*%*.
PS 72 11.67 20.07%
M 72 15.38  37.57% 17.78%*
PS 72 11.67 19.79%
11c. Requiring students to PR 71  10.68 10.99%  14.29%*

write in the transactional/ SE 71 11.05 25.28% SO
functional mode.

PR 72 10.73 11.18%  23.40%*

PS 72 15.37 34.58%

MD 72 12.06 18.75% 16.11%x
PS 72 15.47  34.86%

(table continues)
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Mean
b Pairwise
Item _ Grade n SD Mean Difference
11d. Requiring students to PR 71 12.43 12.97% 13.37%*
write in the transactional/ SE 71 8.1 26.34%
————————— expressivemoder ™ —~ T
PR 72 - 12.4z 13.14% 17.14%*
PS 72 13.08 30.28%
MD 72 10.83 19.24% 10.90**
L D—— L S St R [ R 30.14%

12a. Assigning students to PR . 63 19.18 . 28.75% 10.42%*
write for themselves. SE 63 14.37 18.33%

PR 63 19.18 28.75% 15.18%*
PS 63 14.30 13.57%

13. Assigning writing which PR 72 1.39 1.33 .96 **
uses literary works for SE 72 1.18 2.29 :
students to read, ‘
analyze, and imitate. PR 72 1.39 1.33 1.20%**

-~ PS 72 1.39 2.53
MD 73 1.30 1.79 54 %%
SE 73 1.24 2.33
MD 73 1.30 1.79 JTT*%
PS 73 1.41 2.56 :
20. Providing opportunities PR 74 1.55 2.59 1.00%*
. for developing a compo- PS 74 1.43 1.59 ‘ -
sition as a group
activity. MD 74 1.41 2.23 H9**%
' PS 74 1.46 1.64

21. Providing beginning PR 67  1.79 2.67 86**
writers opportunities to MD 67 1.50 1.79
dictate their discourse. o )

' . PR 67 1.79 2.67 1.33**
SE 67 1.57 . 1.34
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differences between mean scores needed to be greater than

Mean
: Pairwise
Item Grade® n  SD Mean®  Difference
PR 68 .. -1.82- - 2.727 ~—1.66*% ~
PS- 68 1.57 1.16
MD 69 1.50 1.75 H2%*
PS 69 .57 113 e
22. Providing opportunities PR 74  1.49 4.43 55%k
tec read their compositions SE 74 1.72 3.88
aloud to class. : e
PR 74 1.49 4.41 TRk
PS 74 1.88 3.62
MD 74 1.52 4.31 67 %%
PS 74 1.88 3.64
23. Publishing or displaying PR 72 1.39 4.79 69%*
students' papers. SE 72 1.52 4.10
PR 71 - 1.40 4.79 1.58%*
PS 71 2.02 3.21
MD 73 1.36 4.66 D4 **
SE 73 1.53 4.12
MD 72 1.38 4.65 1.40%*
PS 72 2.03 3.25 i
SE 74 1.52 4.1 .89**
PS 74 2.04 3.22
25b. Assessing compositions PR 66 30.61 52.80% 10,98**
using holistic scoring. MD 66 26.91 41.82%
PR 64 30.80 53.20% 16 .32%*
SE 64 23.76 36.88%
PR 66 30.61 52.80% 19 .62%*
PS 66 26.29 .. 33.18% :
asignificance was determined wusing a Tukey test. In addition,

.5 in order to

be considered significant for this study for practical purposes, since it
is impossible to discern smaller differences in actual practice.
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bpR = grades 1-4{ MD = grades 5-8; SE = grades 9-12; PS = postsecondary.

CThe mean is based on the following scale for all items except Items 11,
12, and 25, which are percentages:

e
————e

= Never = —— T
Only Once or Twice

-Slightly Less Than Half the Time

Half the Time

Slightly More Than Half the Time

‘A11-But-Once or Twice . T T e e

Always '

DN WNN—~0O




Table 3

Mean Frequency Scores and Modes for Each Item at rour Grade Levels as

Recommended by Authorities

[~

Item® , ' - Grade® n Mean SD Mode
1. Engaging students in rehecrsal PR 73 5.67 .64 6
experiences. MD 72 5.51 J7 .6
" ‘ , SE -73 - 5.26 1.04 6
. PS 86 4.98 1.36 6
2. A11ow1ng students to select PR 71 4.37 1.37 5
their own topics. MD 71 4.28 1.12 5
SE 73 4.14 1.13 5
PS 86 4.08 1.28 -5
3. Requiring students to write a PR 75 .35 .86 0
formal outline. h MD 75 .5 .89 -0
‘ SE 76 .90 1.03 1
PS . 88 1.05 1.41 1
4. Encouraging students to'erase, M-H-ER _ 74. 5.89 .7 6
cross out, cut and paste all . MD 74 5.9% .20 -6
but their finel drafts. SE 75 5.91 41 6
: PS 88 5.84 .74 6

5. Encouraging students %o write PR 72 4.36 1.91 6
mor2 than one draft in which D 73 4.89 1.45 6
successive drafts include, when . SE 76 5.28 1.07 6
necessary, major revisions. PS 8¢ 5.49 .89 6
6. Assigning writing activities for PR 68 4.40 1.63 7 6
increasing fliuency. M¥D - 67 4.27 1.70 6
: SE 69 4.07 ~1.83 6
° PS 82 3.73 2.06 6
"7. Enccuraging students.té write PR 73 5.32 .91 6
‘from thair own experiences. . MD 73 4.92 .94 5
SE 74 4.19 1.30 4
' PS 85 3.60 1.48 4

* {tablis continues) .
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Item® . ~ ) Grade® 'n Mean - SD  Mode
) 8. Assigning students to write PR 72 4.88 . 1.3 6
about ideas without regard for MD- 73 4.64 1.25 5
length. SE- 74 4.32 1.39 5

’ ' : _ PS 87 4.18 1.72 6

9. Requ1r1ng students to keep PR 72 4,88 2.3] 6
journals. MD 74 5.30 1.91 6

SE 75 5.31  1.90 6

PS 88 4.89 -2.30 6

10. Assigning students lessons in PR~ 7 2.14 1. 5q 3
sentence comb1n1ng. slotting, MD 727 2.36 1.31% 4

etc.. _ SE 72 2.29 1.03 2

' ' PS . 86 1.64 '1.02 1

11a. Requiring students to write in PR 72 47.29 18.75 %0
the expressive mode. MD 72 37.57 15.38 30

) SE 73  27.67 13.26 20

PS 86 18.90 11.94 ~ 20

. $ :
11b. Requiring students to write in ~ PR 72 30.83 14.61 40
the poetic mode. MD 72. 26.81 12.29 2%

SE 73  20.34 8.47 20

PS .8 13.95 10.09 10

11c. Requiring students to write in PR 72 11.18 10.73° 10
the transactional/functional MD 72 18.75 12.04 20
mode . SE 73 26.30 _12.67 25

: - PS 86 35.70 16.47 30 -

11d. Requiring students to write in PR 72 13.13 “12.42 10

the transactional/expressive MD 72 19.24 10.83 20
mode. SE 73 °26.23 8.03 25
Y PS 86 30.87 14.2] 30

12a. Assigning students to write for PR 64 28.69 19.04 .20
themselves. MD 65 23.08 14.65 20

. ' SE 66 17.65 14.42 20

PS 78 12.82 14.13 10

12b. Assigning students to write for PR 64 28.52 “13.71 30
their peers. MD 65 27.46 11.83 20

' SE 66 23.03 11.02 20

PS 78 19.94 14.47 20

12c. Assigning students to write for PR 65 15.08 10.84 20
& known outside audizsnce. MD €5 18.23 e.58 20

SEe 66 18.64 11.32 20

PS 78 20.83 14.78 20
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