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~ ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to examine the effect which teachers' beliets about
wntmg and writing 1pstrucnon have on the writing whlch is* produced by students in
Grade One. Based on a review of the lltcrature, two orientations_to writing were
postulated For the purpose of the study, they were classified as the "tradmonal skills"
and "process" onentauons to writing. A set of partial spec1ﬁcatxons for each orientation
was developed. These specifications formed the base for the development of a survey
instrument which was designed to detect the beliefs which teachers had about writing
instruction in Grade One.

A major component of the study was in the ereation of " the survey instrument. A
series of item verification procedures and a pilot study reSulted in a twenty-four item
survey which utilized a leert scale response set ana conunuum of strongly agree to’
strongly dlsagree The survey entitled The ¢ (TOWP)

was dxstnbuted to 38 Grade One teachers wh teach in 19 schools in a school system

which has both rural and urban populauons The teachers were requested to complete the
survey and return 1/w1th a class set of the chlld;; writing. The wrmng sample was
generated according to a set of procedures developed by the author. ,

% In order to e_sEoﬁsh a referent profile the TOWP w'as*sm'buted to a language arts
committee which professed to having a strong process orientation Based on the
~ responses received from this commmee, a model process profile was developed By: |
comparing the tcachers responses to the model profile z:n indication of the teachers'
gbgoretxcal orientations was established. Analysis of the teachers' profiles showed !hjit the
TOWP had the potential to differentiate the two on'entations oanially specified m the
iﬁstrun’n:nt. Two groups of teachers were 'established based on their relative proximity to.
the' model. The group which most closely matched the model were classed as the process |

groop, while those furthest from it were classed as the traditional skills gmup. The



. N : '
‘ chi e&en’s writing from the two groups was analyzed and related back to the teachers'

ori ation mdlcated 2}' the TOWP in order to dctcrmmc thV effect which the tcachers

beliefs had upopﬁ!'u?nnng

The findings showed tha%.c teachers beliefs were reﬂcc-téd more in the co}ltent
childrcn's writing than it was in the mechanics-presentation aspect. Children in the
o process g';):xp wrote more, used better hand\#riting, and made less spelling errors. When
the writing was scored I;Qlistically, the process group scored Signiﬁcamly higher. Their
writing was characterizcd by a more complete story sense, and they indicated an audience
awareness which was not present in the writing produced by the traditional skills group.
These findings suggést that teachers should examine the beliefs which they hold
about the development of writing abigitics in Grade One in order to determine how their
students may more readily access the writing process. Continued investigatidn into whavt
teaéhcrs believe about beginning writing;rvlsn'uction and how these beliefs affect their
students' developing d;ncepts of the writing process is indicated as a direction for future

research. -

.
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. twenty -five year penod pnor to 1977, "Only 156 studies in writing 1

| Chapter 1
H
1.
OVEI}VIEW OF THE STUDY

NE

For a century now ‘universities have complarned about the quality of their

students' writing. When the media joined the hue and cry, every learning ~ /

institutionsin the land seemed to address the matter. However, after endless V4
debate and thought, no one has yet stated clearly what the problem is, and
certainly no one has found a permanent cure. (McDamel 1984, p. 56)

Writing and particularly the writing development of youn g chlldren has until quite.

recently been a neglected area of educational research. Donald Graves repo s that in the

the element.try

‘grades . (had)... been done in the Umted States" (1984, p. 92).. H/t{wever children's

writing ha become the subject of a growing research emphasis ovex/the last two decades

/ ‘
iternan, 1980). Durmg this pertod not only has there beert a developmg awareness of

~ the need for research into writing, but, of equal importance, the{e has also been a growing

consensus that the tradmonal research paradlgm has farled to provrde the insights
2

necessary for educators to comprehend how chlldren learn to write. Thus the very face

. of the wr1t1ng research 1tself has changed from expertmental designs Wthh concentmted

on mampulatmg the wntrng environment in order to produce better writing,"

»

Lo R

e ,longltudmal studles in Wthh the researchers have observed what wnters actually do

\:( durmg the - composmg process (Clay, 1975; Graves, 1973; Harste Woodward &
: Burke, ;1984; Murray, 1984; Temple Nathan & Burris, 1982). ‘

_A major d1st1nct10n betWeen the current research efforts and the more traid” uonal,‘
N

methods is that the chrld is no longer the object of research research whrch mampulated

the writing envrronment in order to dlSCOVCl‘ the optrmal conditions for the chlld to be

/



]

4
"taught" how to write. In the current research tradition, the child is the informer, helping
the researcher to iearn about the emergent writing abilities of theichild. The child is now
the subject of the research, 'and the researcher concentrates on observing and deseribing
| the condmons and env1ronment whxch conmbute to‘the chlld's emergmg abrllty to write
(Bissex, 1980 Calkms, 1983, 1986 Clay, 1975 Graves, 1978)

One of the outcomes of this gpsearch has been to quesmon many of the tradmonal

concepnons of how children learn to write, among them the 1dea- that chlldren ﬁrst leam

about wrmng when they enter school Current rese‘, : '

" observin g and reporung how young chlldren develo
: L

“"984-'smith 1983) Thus it has

v

enter any formaI educational setnng (Haxste et al."-fl
concentrated to a large extent on those enwronmentai mﬂuences whlch shape the child's
'developmg awareness of the reading and wntmg processes (Blssex 1980; Newman '
1984). SN
_ ‘ |> o .
Ansmg out of this new emphasxs o longltudlnal descnptlve studles of chxldren $
' wntmg processes h¥ been the concluswn that "qadmonal teachmg Wgrams are not
designed to take advantage of the prior knowledge that children have about pnnt or the '
function of print" (Dobson, 1983, p.2). Thus, traditional ’programs"ﬂnehich'have |
- ¢ purported to teach children to wn'te have coneenrrated largely on the “transcription skills
of writing" (Dobson, 1983, p. 2 ) and have been based on the notion that children need to
be taught the mechamcal aspectsof wrmng before proceeding on to the producuon of
L some form of meaningful connec;ed drscourse (Birnbaum, 1980, Whlteman, 1980).
| This emphasis on wrmng skills" preceding written discourse has pervaded the

teaching of wntmg in schools desprte suggestions over the years (Burrows, Jackson &

Saunders, 1937; Elbow, 1973; Graves,\}983 Calkins, 1986) that this practice is

o éssennally non-productlve, or even counter-producuve to the creation of competent

writers. What these writers and otférsthave suggested is that children can learn to write if



| _teachers allow the process of writing toevolve naturally by providing an environment

‘which demonstrates to the child that Writing has a purpose and an audience (Grundlach,

1982 Moss, 1982; Newman 1983)

i

But change, parncularly educanonal change, comes slowly, and although there
exists a growing body of criticism of tradltronal wntmg instructional practnces it is |
evldent that many teachers still persist in using these techniques in their classrooms when
teaching children to write. In her review of writing research Marcia White’man notes that
"...what Writing instruction there is ... (in schools)‘ ‘gené'rally consists of workbook
exerc1ses ‘and drills in what are thought to.be 'before writing skills,' i.e. penmanship,

‘ vocabulary, spelllng, capltdhzanon punctuatroﬁ and standard Engllsh usage" (1980
P 150). Underlying these practices are not only a set of assumpuons about language and
writing_," but of*perhaps more importance, a belief system which guides  and develops
" these assurnptions (Harste et al., 1984). Unfortunately; at this point in time, little
research has been done to detect and examing the assumpttons that teachers make about
writing orthe behefs which underhe these assumptions. ‘ /k
| ' Tradmonal research in the field of wrrung has emphasized the man;pulauon of the
cumculum or the teacher's presentation of it. Graves. reports that "From 1955- l972
‘sixty-eight percent (68%) of all research was concemed with what’th/teacher was domg ‘
in the classroom. We were so preoccupied w1th ourselves as teachers that on_ly twelve
pcrcent (12%) of the studies were concemed with what children did when they wrote"
(1984, pp. 92-3). The growing emphasrs on longttudinal descrlpnve research into the
writing processes of young chrldren is-doing a great deal to reverse this treénd. -Howev
given the Tact that there has not been an abundance of research into what teachers behcve
about wntmg and its development and concormtamly how these beliefs affect the wntm g
done by childten in the classroom, it is apparent that cfforts in this regard would serve to

further expand our knowledge of how children develop writing abilities. -



~ There may, in fact be some urgency in thé need for the tﬁ)e of research which |
tries to discern within the psychologtcal context of teachmg, those bellefs values and
principles whtch the teacher has concermng how teachmg and learning takes place

(Nespor, 1984). Based on research Whldh they carned out in 1981 and 1983, Harste and ‘

his associates were led to the conclusron that "many of the. m

‘ cnonal assumptions

‘ currently made by teachers are faulty-at best and debllttatmg at, "‘orata In no instance ..
would the a'ssumptxons underlymg u%u:ucuon have been appropnate ones from whlch'

to operate mstrucuonally" (1984, p. 14) RobertConners in his examination of teachers'

"'thought processes, beltefs and principles during mstructﬁt\ came to the conclusxon that

The dlmensmn of teacher behavior that deals with how teac?hens thmk that
is plan, make decisions and judgements, and the underlying beliefs and .
principles that influence these processes, has been a relatively neglected
research tradition. (1978 p 2)

't
1

Underlymg Conners' assertion is the assumptlon that the curriculum Wthh the
 teacher develops is based to a large extent on the ideological stance which the teacher

holds. Research which has investigated teachers' beliefs has come to the conclusion that

) _ the beliefs which teachers have not only influence thenr teachmg pracnces but, of more

')

2 1mportance, have asxgmﬁcant effect on the leammg Wthh takes place in the classrodin
 (Harste & Burke, 198\Spanjer 1982). Thus, research which has tended to look at -
classroom methods and practices would appear to be tmsdtrected This bemg the case,
, Harootuman suggests that ", researchers attentions should tumn to the subjectively
- reasonable beliefs that-teachers hold. An examination of these behefs and study of
eevidence beanng upon them would become the i tmtlatmg focus" (1980, p. 267) Thls
| position is supported by Nespor who conducted a major review of the studies into the

beliefs whicheachers hold about a wide variety of teaching contexts and vatiables
. : _ .



from curriculum to community inﬂ‘lz:nces. An important conclusion of this review was

that -

... theories of teaching, products of experience and accommodation to the
practical problems of the classroom act as strong inertial forces which must
be well understood if programs of reform and change in teaching practice
are to be effectively implemented. - (1984, p. 3) . ~

!

Thus, research which seeks to connect implicit and explicit ideologies ¢oncerning

teaching and learning with specific classroom practice and ‘be‘xaviors' must _
with what teachers believe (Conners, 1978; Marland, 1977, N v por, 1984); the

underlying contention being that

An understanding of what beliefs, principles and theories influence t;achcr
behavior, and how they influence that behavior, is basic to an understanding
of the complexities of teaching. (Conners, 1978, p.4)

.. The challenge which faces the researcher is to develop a method of dctcrmir_\;\ing‘ what a
teacher or group of teachers believes about some particular aspect of curricular practice,

and then to determine how this belief affects student leamihg. : :
, \ .
LPurpose of the Study
e

Grade One teachers hold concerning the developmcnt of early writing abilities in their

This study has two major thrusts. The first is to detei'n—ﬁ;c the beliefs which

classrooms, and the second is to examine the effects which these beliefs have upon the -
bwriting' whibh is produced by the students. A major component of the study, therefore,
will be to develop and field_' test a survey inscrument which has the potential to indicaté ;
.what teachefs believe about writing and the development of writing in Gfade One
classrooms. The overall purpose of the study is to determine the éxtcnt to which those
teacher's beliefs, as they are deﬁricd by the survey instrument, appear in the writing

which is produced by the students.



»

- The research qucs;ions to be addressed in this study are:

1. Can a survey instrument be developed which has the pdtcntial to identify the

* theoretical orientation which teachers bring to writing instruction-in-Grade One

élasérooms? ' Coa= @ : | ‘

2. Can this survey instrument produce a profile which is consistent with the beliefs
underlying the "trﬁditional-skﬁls" orienta;ion to writ?ng, and conversely, can a
profile be pi'oduced which reﬂebts the "process” approach to writing and writing
instruction? | | |

3. Does the writing produced by Grade One students reflect the theoretical orientation
to writing which updfrﬁes the teacher's instruction? v

4, What, if any,m‘;'c. ﬂigﬂiﬁ‘crénces in the writing produced by Grade Ohc ‘studenis
who receive writing instruction from teachers who have apparently opbosihg

beliefs about the development of writing abilities in Grade One children?

P

‘\\

The essential component of this study 1s to evaluate the efficacy of using a survey
instrument to determine the eth'::or\',ti(:al orientation to writing and writing instruction he.ld® -
by a seléct number of Grade bne teachcrs. As the sufvey simply asks the teachers to |
respond to a series of stateménts about writing and writing instruction in Grade One, and

- as the statements are restricted to two major viewpdints, it will delineate only a limited
overview of teachers' attitudes to writing and writing instruction in Grade One. A

second limitation hinges on the method of collecting the writing sample from the Grade

One students. As only one sample will be collected under a particular set of constraints, °



‘ . . -
the conclusions reached gbout the influence of the teachers’ the'orctical orientations on the
children's writing will be only tentative at this point. In this study also, no attempt will be
madc to take into account the ability levels of the children (or any o(hcr factors such as
socio-economic status) in the classrooms from which thc writing comcs. T

The study will seek to identify only two major fheore'tical orientations to writing.
Thus, the statements in the survey will be dxrected at ehcmng the degree of agrccment or
disagreement about only the beliefs whnch compnsc these orientations.

The study will use only thé ‘survey instrument to ascertain the ideologies. No
supporting data will be gathered to support or discouﬁt the conclusic‘médrawn from the
analysis of the teachers' responses to the survey. This is intentional, as the purpose of
the study is to test the cfﬁcécy.of using only the sufvey to detect the .teacherS' beliefs.

| Because the controlling thesis of the study is that the tcacher’s‘ theoretical
+ orientation to writing will be reflected in the writing brod'ucedby the children in the
'teachers classrooms, the .students' pcrformance on the writing task wxll be the sole

¢
method used to verify the teachers' response to the survey.

Assumptions
A major assumption of this study is that, with the assurance of anonymity, the
teachers will respond to the survey based on their honest and accurate reactior to the
statements which constitute the survey, and that these responses will reflect as closely as
possible their thcoretiéal orientation to writing and writing instruction. It is also assumed
that the writing sat}nple will be collected by the teachers adhering to the procedures |

outlined by the author.



Signifi f the Stud
»

The major significance of this study lies in its attempt to create another perspective

on writing research. In making teacher beliefs, rather than classroom practice or

instructional technique, the initial focus of writing research a&l program dcv§lopment;

researchers, inservice personnel, teacher educators, and teachers themselves will have a.
iy valuable base from which to examine thc‘haes;is of their current practices. |

Inservice and teacher traini;lg prog!ams can be directed much more effectively if

those personnel responsible for iniﬁaﬁng and funning them have some indication of the

“ideological pesitions which the participants bring to the programs. Thus, teacher

education and inservice programs which concentrate on methods and instrﬁctional

techniques can perhaps be dirccted more fruitfully at having teachers examine their

personal belief systems, given that they have some knowledge of how this af('fects their

classroom practices. ) o
If evidencé can be produced which demonstrates té teachers how, and to what
! extent, their beliefs are translated into the writing which is produced by their sfudcnts,

then it is possible that tg:échers may reconsider the beliefs which underlie their classroom

practice when they are expanding their professional development in this area.

Chapter 2 presents a review of thc literature which is relevant as background to
this study. It provides a descnpnon of the classroom practices commonly associated with

.the two orientations under discussion. It surveys the research which hag Jooked at

writing and writing instruction in Grade One. Finally it presents an overview of the



ideologies which underlie both orientations.

the survey and the collection of the student writing samplcs This chapter also includes

the statistical and descriptive proced used in the analysns of the student's wnung

Chapter 4 presents the results of the study and dxscusses them in terms of the research

questions set out in Chapter 1.

r

Chapter 5 presents the summary and conclusion drawn frem the research. It also presents
the .implications of the findings of the study for pre-service and inservice teacher
education programs and for further research.

' . .



Chapter 2 V-

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In any research into "writing" the first }ask is to establjsh what s rr;eant by the

term itself. Vemnon Smith defines writing as "... the production of original text by
children putting ideas on paper; not copying, filling in the blanks, sentence combining, or
spelling or penmanship exercises” ( 198:4. p. 2). What Smith is élleging by implication is
that writing has traditionally been defined in terms of what he declares it is not, the
sufface features of the writing. Spanjer and Layne deem the traditional approach to
writing as the "mechanics theoretical orientation to written language," and they define

this orientation as "the teacher's and students' expressed emphasis on legibility, letter

formation, grammar, spelling, and vocabulary” (1982, p.8). _In contrast to this

orientation, they postulate the "communication whole langﬁagc orientation" which refers

.M

o " the teacher's and students' emphasis on the construction of text which has the )

I

purpose of Sharing message intent effectively with an audience,:.” (1982, p. 8).
The contrast between the two oﬁentaﬁons lies in the relative importance that is
attached to the writer’s obligation to the reader; thus, the major concern of teachers with

-the "mechanics" orientation to written language is with the the surface features of the
‘ writing, which are most often judged in tcrms of traditionally accepted social standards.

Writing is essentially perceived as a fornf of eu ettc wherein the avoidance of obscrvablc

crror rather than thc communication of ideas is the cssenual component. Donald GraveS'

summarizes the traditional attitide toavnhng in the following metaphor:

When writing, Americans too often feel like the man who has been invited
to a party of distinguished guests. Being a person of modest station he
attends with great reluctance and discomfort. He has but one aim - to be
properly attired, demonstrate correct manners, say as little as possible,

and leave early (Gravcs, 1983, p.63) .

10
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Like Graves' obsequious dinner guest, the emphasis in the traditional conception
of writing appears to fall upon the outward appearance of the yﬁﬁng, those external
features which are readily amenable io the eye of the discrinﬁ'na'ti;g mader‘This point of
view' contrasts stiafply with the "comrr}unicaﬁon(;tholc language" orientation which
stresses the less n(;ticcable aspects of writing. the ideas and the message which are being
shared with the reader; therefore, concern for form and adherence to conveﬁﬁm becomes
a secondary consideration of the writer and the reader. This major difference in focus of
the two orientations leads to differing conceptibns about the procedures which r;xust be |

followed in Z::hing children to write. Applebee illustrates this difference using two

teachers, "X

d "Y", as examples. -

Teacher X believes that students learn to write by being taught the

characteristics of good writing and then practicing them until they achieve

them in their own writing. ‘

Teacher Y emphasizes the process of writing (where) ... writing is

learned rather than taught and that students' power over language grows

as they have meaningful experiences communicating with others. '
(Applebee, 1981, p.60)

A

-

Thus, in the traditional "skills" approach to writing /instruction, children must
develop a set of skills which are designed to give them the conventional-writing tools‘. ‘
letters, words and grﬁmlrl.ar. before they can proceed to the agtual communication of
ideas. In the communication orientation, it is the process which is important, and children
.. learn that the communitation of ideas aﬁd thoughts with an audience is primary. \,
| For the purposes of this study the foregoing descriptive definitions of s wrfting will
serde as the basis for all following discussion. These contrasting apprdaches to writing
and writing instrﬁction have been described by various titles; however, for convcni;ncc,
they are termed "traditional skills" and "process” orientations in this study. A more
dctailéd examination of each of these oricntatiéns and their effect on the dcvclopmntl‘ovf .

writing in Grade One students follows.

Ny -
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As Aé<cbee (1981) has" pajnted éut in his description of "Teacher X",
tr. inonally it has been assumed that ere are certdin charactcnsﬁcs of good writing
which children must aCcess before they can move on to the writing of connected

discourse A second assqgu o/ftﬂns orientation is that teachers have knowledge of

these charactenstics and h them to children, and a third is that the sequence of

| msiruction necessary for children to Iearn them adequately has been established through

research lnd soundly based pedagogxcal practice. Thus, the traditional apprbach to the
tcachmg of wnﬁng has been based substantially on the belief that children entering Grade
One do not bring w1th them a well-developed awareness of how the writing process
works. Vernon Smith points out that a fairly comprehensive sample: of Gradc}Onc
teachers "are hnéwarc that first graders can write well and. assutp'c that their students
cannot writg until lthcy are taught to write" (198@. p-8). Based on this assumption, early
writing instruction in Grade One has centered on a 'sérics the pre-writing activities which
are specifically designed to prepare students for the writing experience to follow. Usually
these readiness acti%psist of having the children undergo a series of "readiness"
tests. Based on the results 6f these tests, instruction typically Begins with a series of -

"readiness” exercises designed to develop df'nc students' fine motor control or eye-hand

. coordination. Children spend a great deal of time and effort ing, copying, and

undcrwriting.fmscﬁbed letter and word forms in order that eventually they will be able to
handle the spatial relahonshlps needed for correct writing form. Thereisa "conccm for
the child’s (in)ability to stay within the lines ... predicated on the belief that handwrmng
s;gnals muscle and eye coordination, and that coordination is the prerequisite of learning
toreag and write” (Harste etal., 1984,p.7). °
Once childncn have completed the readiness activities they proceed onto the
opminted sic wxiung skills. These skills are perceived to be the fundamental
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puctice until the students achieve the appropriate level of mastery. Thus, "initial school
experiences. (arc mainly) concerned with teaching the chlldren the transcription skills of
wrmhg" (Dobson, 1983, p.2). Stardng with sldlls such as letter formauon. word
building and word spacmg, the students concemrate on activities which reﬂect the .,

‘teacher’s concems for penmanship, ne,amcss_. correct spelling, punctuation, gammar, and

standar'd‘English usage. The underlying assumption of this pnbtice is that a foundation
 forlater writing development is being established (Whiteman, 1980),

The majority of these writing skilis are taught through drill and ﬁfﬁcticc using
workbooks and worksheets activities, activities which are built oﬂ\ thepremxsc\that writing |
is learned by practlcmg its componem parts (Whiteman, 1980)‘ ln a survey of eight
'language arts texts commonly used in the United States, Donald Graves (1984) found that
of the activities devoted to writing in Grade Two texts, 72 pcrocr}(\ was givct} over o
grammar and punctuation exercises, a percentage which increased ao‘ the texts cvolve.d :
throﬁgﬁ‘!hc ensuing elementary grades. The goal of these activites is a fOrm of mastery,
based on the belief that "an error free performance on the basxcs . (is neccssary) .since
without it children will never be able to access the process” (Hamc etal, 1984, p.5).

Dunng the development of these skills children are glvcgithe oppommny to writc
but it is usually on a topic assigned by the teacher or in response to the stimulus o /a |

“story starter" or some other motivational device. The wnung produced in such settings
It then comparcd‘ to a set standard and subsequently cvaluatcd as to its relative
correctness. At this stage "the eradication of error is more important than the
encouragement of expression” (Graves, 1984, p.70). In responding to the children's
writing the teacher’s role is to point out to the studcm the crrors which have been made in

the apparent belief; that children do not have "the information which they can use for
* self-correction” (Harste, et al., 1984, p. 5). The basis for this instruction is the belief that

children develop writing compotcnoy by having their pointed out to them, and that

eventually they will, through practice and correction, elityj

ate these errors
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The assutm\nh‘?s\{derlying the traditional Grade One writing program can be
| summanzed as follows o | | o
. 1. Chrldren enterrng Grade One must be taught how to w}nte
. | 2.“ There exists a prescnbed sequence of skrll development whrch burlds the
__ foundatlon for later writing. . . ' s o
3. Readmess skrlls are- necessaxy to prepare students for future wntmg
4 *By leammg the charactertstrcs of lood writing students can eventually
| 'mcorporate them into their.own wntmg L
| 5. ,'I‘he skills of wntmg can be taught through dnll and practice using workbooks
- andworksheets f . n vm' : Ca
d. The aim of wntmg tnstrucuon is the elimination of errors in letter fontﬂatron \
. -_neatness,lspelhng, grammar, and usage. |
7. QOne of the teacher s rolesls- to dgvelop_writing assignments for tlte"wglents
l_ ' and then to evaluate the writing \vhich is produccd m terms of pre;detennined ‘

© . standards.’

It is not chrldren ‘but adults - who have separated writing. from art, song )

and play; it is adults who have turned writing into an exercise on

dotted-line paper into a matter of rules léssons, and cautious behavior. ¢
_ : (Calkms, 1986 p 35)

In direct contrast to'most traditional ¢ conceptrons of how chrldren develop wrrtrng .
L. [
abrlmes whrch have stressed the "skrlls before wrmng approach, there has recently .

emerged a growmg emphasrs on the process of wntmg whrch stresses a wntrng first"

g onentatlon “In many respects the process approach has developed almost as a direct
: 1

. reactron to the tradmonal methods of teachmg writing in schools. Proponents of the

' -p‘rocess approach take the posmon that m many ways traditional writing mstructlon has !

¥



done more to hmder than help in the development o& proﬁcxent wnters (Calkrns. 1986 |
Graves 1983 Harste etal., 1983 Temple et al., 19 2).

 These challenges to tradlttonal praglces have arisen from the growmg body of
research which has looked at the concept of emergent hteracy . The focus of thts research
has been on drscovermg how young chtldren develop literacy before entenng school It
has concentrated to a great extent on the envrronmental mﬂuem" el f‘h contrtbute to the
Chlld s developing awareness of the reading and wnung prow»xeﬁ} mex 1980 Clay, |
1975 Newman 1984) A major concluswn arlsmg out of thrs msr:arch has been that
most pre- school chtldren understand the fundamental concepts of the wrrtthg proeess long‘” v‘
before they encounter any formal educattonal settmgu(Harste et ak., 1984’ -\Aitluckl,
' 1984), including the ideas that writing is funcuonal and serves,specrﬁc purposes (_lSm‘ith,

1984), and. that writing jis usually intended for sbrne form of audience (Harste et al.,

1984' Mayer & Brause, 1 ' o ‘

| Research which has looked at what chrldren in Grade One classrooms actually do -
dunng the wntmg process (Graves, 1973, 1978 Hansen, Newklrk & Graves 1985) has
supported and extended thé findings of research 1nto early wrmng done by young
chrldren Among the conclusrons reached by this research is that in dlrect contrast to
tradmonal behef children entering Grade One can write if they are grven the nght klnd of

- opportunities (Dobson, 1983; Duncan, 1984; Graves; 1983; Newman, 1983) Thus :
the claim is made that the majorshortcommgs of traditional early wntmg programs liein
-Hsumpmn that the writing process must be smphﬁed in order for young chlldren to gam
. access to it. As Dobson points out, " tradmonal teaching programs are not desxgned to-
| take advantage of the prior knowledge that chtldren have about pnnt and the functton of L

| print" (1983 p-2). ‘ _

In many ways the notion that chlldren need to be taught the mechamcal aspects of o

wnung before proceedmg onto the production of some form of connected dtscoursc

Tt

their refusal to acknowledge the llteracy set whrch the chtld brtngs to school and the L "
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(Birnbaum, 1980) is in direct contradistinction to the position assumed by the process
school which is based on the idea that,

. it is especially important the primary emphasis ... (in early writing
expenences) . be placed on the meaningful uses of lan guage to represent

' the students' own ideas. Mastery of the subskills such as letter formation,
: and word and letter order will occur gradually as a child recognizes the need
for these conventions. (mebaum, 1980, p. 203) .

) —
r’/

The underlying contention of this approach i‘s’;th"at not only\do children enter\
school with a sound fundamental knowledge of the wnt1ng process- (Blssex 1980 Clay,
| 1975 Harste et al 1984; thuckx 1984), but furthennore they can develop and
- expand their writing abilities naturally if they are given the freedom and opportumty todo
S0 (Calkms 198S5; Bennett, 1981; DeFord 1980 Dobson 1983; Graves; 1983; Moss,
1982 Srmth 1984). .
& The assumpuon made by the proponents of the "process approach to' chtldren )
- early wntmg is summarxzed by Vera Milz when she contends that "If a child can acqulre
meamnﬁ'_l?m'd commiinicative oral competence without taking 'talking lessons ‘that same
child can relate to the printed forms of language without réadmg and wntlng lessons”
(1976 p. 12) Thxspomt of view represents a somewhat radical departure from what has
Been the traditionally accepted basis for wntmg mstructlon Her position, however, |
. recelves support from Frank Srmth who suggests that "...every child who can talk has the
capacxty to learn to write and also to seize upon the possxbxlmes of wntten language with
enthusiasm" (1983, p. 81) What is being suggested is that the natural development of
| the beginning writer can proceed wrthout“dlrect intervention on the part of the teacher
given that a certain writipg environment is presént in the classroom. Susan ﬁennett in her
review of ‘the r,esearclt conducted by lilopw- (1973), Graves (1978),' and otlters, |
summarizes the essence of the process approach: |
wif teachers 1gn'bre the mechanics used (or misused) by begmnmg writers,

: 1f they: encourage and stimulate the r?foductxon of both oral and written
language. if they reward the. expressxo of ideas and value ﬂuency and

o,



s

creauvxty, then through hours of practite, both reading other's words and
generating their own, children will naturally recognize and utilize spelling
rules, punctuation marks and proper syntax, (1981 p.-3)

]

These conclusions have, to a large extent, been based on a growing body of
longltudmal descriptive research. By lookmg at what chtldren actually do durmg the
composing process these researchers have been led to postulate that children can develop

" the abtltty to write if the wrmng s1tuanon is one which facilitates the natural development

¢ of writing,. Mane Clay has shown that "the creattve urge of the Chlld to write-down his
own ideas ... is the i 1mportant thing to be fostered in written language" (1975, p. 1) Her
observattons of chtldren between the ages of four and seven led her to suggest that all

*  children access the wntmg process accordmg to distinct concepts and pnncnples and that

by observing what the child is domg during the writing process, the teacher can clearly

1denufy the learning stages. through which the child is progressing.

The suggestion throughout this research is that the lessons learned from observing g
the natural language development of young chtldren prov1de all the clues needed for
1mplementmg the writing process in classrooms. Callt_tns effectively summarizes this
point of view: "If we are to help y’oun@tildren hreaklhto the code of written(lan“guage,
we heed to take our cue from how babies leam to talk" (1986, p.36). The Ies.son which
she proposes isto' ‘allow children to learn written language by using it, as best they can, :

for real purposes and by havmg adults see through their errors to what tlgey want to say"

- (1986, p. 36). N

-

Holdaway (1984) has exparided and prov1ded more detail on the lessons whtch
can be learned from looking at the natural language leammg processes of children. He
includes ten major 1deas which he mamtams can be applied to all language learmng
snautlons Bneﬂ y’summartzed they are: |

o |
1. Imporiant people in the learner's developmental environment treat the

expectation of learning with faith and appreciation, -



2. They (learners) obsavc thh curiosity and emulate models.
3. They determine to make sense of their world. | ‘ |
. 4. They use kanvlcdgc of the wdrld" to predict meaning and to fill in ghp‘.s in
Yheir knowledge and skills. S o
- They approximate and take risks and judge for themselves new challenges.
. 'They monitor their own petformance to develop self-improving stratégiés.
. ‘They actively .parti-cipate in activities which @ve them to more maturity.

. They practice at their own pace and their own level of persistence.

O 0 N N W

. They take risks within easy reach of security (safety-netting). .
~ 10.They avoid pain and seek pleasuré. _ &
(Hol_daway, 19.8:1, pp.13- 16)

In at-teﬁlpti'ng to apply these general language learning principles to th;: earfy
dcx;clopmcn‘t of children's writin‘g, process writing proponents have undermined many of
~ the time honored traditional beliefs about writingdevelopment. Dobson claims ti_lat

- "Traditional programs teach first and expect children w111 be able to write later, once
- mechéniéal skills. have been gcquircq. Thé vcryﬂdpposite is true - chil&cn pro_d’ucé better °

‘ writing and are more positive writers.when they are simply allowed to write" (1983,.
.p‘.19). Harste et al. are even more dfrect, in their critjcism of_‘t‘raditional writing

instruction.

Until the beliefs about beginning writing and reading programs are changed,
for example, children have to be “ready for an activity" before embarking
upon it, or that something more BASIC must be learned before proceeding
to actual writing, beginning writing and reading programs do as mech, if
not more to inhibit written language growth as they do to facilitate it.

-~ (1985, p. 32)

~

Vernon Smith (1984), in his review bf the major rc_seafch findings into the
writing procéss of young children, effectively summarizes the beliefs which underlie the

"process" approach to writing and writing instruction.

-



3. All children want to learn to write (Burrows, 1939; Cazdcn, 1981; Graves,

1978; King and Rentel, 1979).

4. Children want to write ;'jght. Dhring these early ye“ars writing imprdves
without direct instruction (Clay, 1975; Goodman & Goodman, 1981;9King
. &Rentel, 1979; Mjlz, 1980). | -
5. 'I"imé on task is related to learning - "You learn to wriic by writing" (Smith‘y
1981). _
6. In general, schools do not provide adequate opportunmcs for wrmng (Graves,
1978; Applebce 1981 Filion, 1979)
7._ By the age of five to six Children know that they can’write (Harsteet al., 1984;
Graves, 1983;° Clay, 1975).
8. Teacher expectations are felated to learning. Teachers undcrestirhaté the
~ capacityA of pupils at almost every stage of education from the primary schodl 4
through university. Many teachers of 5-6 year olds assume that they cannot
-wntc (Graves, 1982). ' i |
9. When commumcatxon skllls are allowed to dcvelop naturally, writing prcccdcs
o reading for some chlldren (probably many, pcrhaps all) (Blssex 1980 :
Chomsky, 1971; Graves, 1978) B

Many claims are made concerning the benefits which accrue when children are
allowed to write utilizing the writing process approach'. ‘Temple, Nathan & Burris state

that "Even when they are not taught about writing, most children make essentially the

same discoveries about it in essentially the same order"l(_ 1982, p.2). Many similar claims
' {3y .
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are made for the bcnbfits of the process writing approach, claims which are usually

accompamed by a vigorous attack on traditional methods. However at this pomt in time

il

-there is not an abundance of data which supports the claim that children in Grade One

who lcarn to write using the process approach do in fact improve as writers in comparison
to children who are taught according to traditional practices. What research there is tends
to ext()l the progress made by the children without any clear #ference'to wheTtEhduld be
expeeted from the children in terms of writing achievement. '

In a study conducted by Lee Dobson (1982) into the development of writihg

‘ab'ilities ot/' students in a Grade One classroom, the researcher allowed the 28 children in

the class to write freely\for 40 minutes, 4 times a*week on topies chosen by the children
themselves. From the ﬁrst day of school_ children were 'sllowed to use their own
pcféepdons of written Ertglish to repmseut their meanings,‘ and the childreu were allowed
to draw 1f they had no conception of print. In conferences with the children the researcher
accepted and reponded only to the students' attempt to convey meaning. There was no
attempt made to ovei'tly correct the surface "errors" in the students' work. |
~Dobsou observed that the children's progression in writing mdved on a
"continuum toward closer appt'ogtﬁftétious of written English, ... (and) ... that each stage
the students passed through represented an ﬁdyance‘ in the children's.level of
conceptualization" (1982, p.9). As faras theit' development as writers was concerr_ted, he-
found that "The originality and ﬂ"ue_ncy of their later work was well above the standard
assumed for the childreu at this grade level"(lééZ, p.9). Unfortunately Dobson does not
detail what these specific "standards" are, or how he assessed the ments of the wrmng

produced by the students in the study He does describe in very general terms what was

~ concewed of as "above standard" writing. "After 5 months of daily writing ice, 27

of 28 children were producing well-spaced, readable work, although the reader still
needed to use context clues to penetrate the functional spellings and misplaced. word

bdundries" (Dobson, 1982, p. 12). As a footnote, he reports that the number of children
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referred for learning assistance was reduced by 75 percent. No details are gi;'cn as to
~ what kind of rcmedxal help the students were referred for; it must be assumed that less
students from this class needed remcdlal reading (or writing) hclp than in previous years.
In a similar study, Vernon Smith (1984) looked at the dcvclopment of writing

abilities of 49 children in Grade One c!asscs in two schools. Studcnt; were allowed to
write using similar principles to those outlined in the Dobson study. Smith looked at the
growth in the studénts' writing abilities according to five dimensions:

1. General impression (determined by holistic sconng)

2. Length (rémber of words used); _

3. Vocabulary (the number of different words used);

a Spelling (the proportion of words correct);

5. Syntactic development (number of T units and the number 6

which he examined. l;;scd on the findings of his study, Smith claims thttt "No téacher

nor parent, no matter how well méaning, can teach beginning writing as effectively and

~ efficiently as children are teacking themselves" (Smith, 1984, p.9). Andther crnehiogs
that he reached was that all children t:an learn-to write natufally provided th=: the . 1,0

-opportunities to interact with the written language in their environment. Ge=ra. &mic.
suggested that "Since children in the first grade are already writing and are all .camir 7Ry
write right, the role of the teacher is not to teach beginning writing rather it is to nurture
beginning writers" (1984, p. 34).

One of‘ the-strcngths of S_mtth'-s study is that it s‘ct up specific criteria for
measuring the students’ development as writers. Unfortunately, as with Dobson's study,
there were no comparative data collected from other classrooms usmg a differeht approach’
to the teachm g of writing. There is little longitudinal research available from classrooms

which have used traditional methods of writing instruction on the dcvelopmen,t of .
: ‘ . . %
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children's \;/riting according to the factors outlined by Smith; thus, it is difficult to assess
the gains which the children made in the study.

. Somie of the shortcoming; of the previous studies were overcome in a
“longitudinal descriptive investigation which incorporated ethnographic techniques”
conducted by Brenda Wilucki (1984) which looked at the dévclopment of writtcn

language \of 18 children i in two kindergarten classrooms whose teachers held differing
xdeologws concerning the tcachmg of writing. Based substannally on the premise set .
forth by Harste and Burke (1976) that theoretical orientations to written language govern
 transactions between teachers and students, Wilucki identified two classes, one in which
the teacher held a "mechanics/skills" (M/S) orientation and another whose teacher held a

“communication/whole language " (C/WL) orientation. The teachers' orientations were

“identified based on their rcspdnsés to the DeFord T_hmma]_QmmMQEg
E_rgﬁ]_q and the McCully i i Devel her Interview. The

major question whlch Wﬂuckl asked concerned the impact which the teachers' theoretical
orientation had on the wrmng devclopment of the students in her classroom. ,

Using student interviews, classroom observations and videotape r;:cordings
Wilucki drew several conclusions about each teacher's approach to the tcachmg of
writing. She concluded that the teacher's mstrucuonal practices were consistent with their
ideological positions regarding literacy development to the extent that “The teacher's
- theoretical position in the M/S classroom appeared to restrict the range of writing
processes uscd by the students. In the C/WL classroom, however, thc range of writing
bchawors acccpted and encouraged was much grcatcr" (1984, p.77).

A ma]or conclusion drawn from this study concerned, not gn}y the beliefs that the
teachers held about literacy and the development of writing abilities, but also the cfféct

that these beliefs had upon teacher practice and student outcoxt)cs

Children in the M/S classroom. generally hstencd to teacher instruction aboyt
letter shapes and sounds and direction for content. The children have
learned to write graphically conventional letters and words.

-
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Subjects in the C/WL classroom, however, learned different writing
processes altogether. These children have learned to write their messages
the best way they can with some assistance from others if necessary, re-read
what was written to themselves, and share the message of their completed
product with others. The primary focus of their written language events
was meaning - in the sharing of a message. (1984, pp.76-77)

The conclulsions reached by this research lend tentative support to some of the
arguments put. forth by the process proponents against traditional writing instructional
practices. Wilucki suggests that although the childrc;i gii';n instruction based on a

traditional "mechanics/skills" bclicf system are developing some form of wmmg abilities,
they are not th?sc which are conducive to the development of those abilitfcs which are
demanded in thé majority of writing situations, the communication of the writek's ideas.
" Probably the most intensive sfudics into what children do during the \writing
process have been conducted by Donéld Graves and his associates at the Universjty of
New Hampshire. Graves and his team of researchers have reported extensively on the
results of tilcir research which has primarily involved a "living in classrooms" approach.

Highly critical of conventional experimental research designs, Graves and his team hav

spent extended periods in classrooms working with, and observing teachers and students
engaged in the writing process (Calkins, 1983; Cordeiro, Giacobbe, & Caz‘dcn, 1983;
Graves, 1984). \

| - The process which Graves has observed _in primary grades has been one in which
“Six-year olds choose topics on their dwn, rehearse information. write, re-read what they
have written and revise" (Graves, 1984, p. 169). Through this process the children in the
studies have mastered the conventional aspects of writing (handwriting, s;;clling,
punctuation, grammar, and story §tructure), while simultaneously exhibiting growth in
indcpcndcnée, self-confidence and ability to take risks in any new language situation.
The role of the teacher throughout this pfoccss is not to act as a teacher in the traditional -
sense, but more often as a trusted confidante, who can talk to the student in "conference"

situations. As Graves describes this role, "The teacher leads the writer to discover new



combinations ot: personal thought, to develop the sense of knowing and authorit'y SO,
valuable to any leaner. Indecd the main job of the teacher is to help the students know
what they know" (1984, ﬁ 72). In this context the teacher is a fellow learner, llstcmng,
following and obscmng the writers "in order to steer their craft into greater clarity"
(Graves, 1984, p.84). ¥~ *

The conference is seen - hecentral component of the writing process. No longer
do the teachers wait for a finished written product before rcspohding to the children's
writing. In the "conferencc-prbccss" model described by Graves, the teacher listens to
the child read his wrisidg) pnckmg up valuable clues as to the strategies which the wnter
is usmg in coming to grips with his topic. In this way the teacher is in a posmon to
rcspond immediately and directly to what the child is trying to say in his wrmng, and the
child retains the ownership of the piece of .writingi In Graves' cstimaﬁ&n "The focal
point for dcvclopmg self-critical powers in the young writer is the writing confcnencc
(1984 p.49). This sentiment is echoed by Calkms who states, "The writing tcacher
takes lcssons from children and, m doing so, hclps them know what they know. If it
seems I am talking of content conferences in elevated terms, this is as it should be. 'l'hcy
are at the heart of teaching writing” (1986, p. 124).

Thys, the claims madc by Graves and his assoclates as to the benefits of allowmg
chlldrcn to ’wntc in the process wntcrs workshop go far beyond the measurable and
comparable aspeqts of writing, What they claim is that these burgeoning writers develop
the capacity to think as writers think, to write and compose in the manner of real writers,
to share their ideas with spontaneity and confidence, to respond ib othér writers with
warmtl} and cmpﬁthy, and to regard writipg, not as an éssomnent of éxcrcises and drills,
but as an activity which is .a natural.outgrowth of their inherent right as language users.
This is probably best summarized in the comment a child made when asked by Graves

"Why do you write?" The student responded,

i

/

/
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You leam about yourself. You can leam that. -maybe you've had a really '
tough day an everything - and nothing seems to be going right. And you

think, "I can't do anything," you know. "Nothing's mine." well, your

writing is, you know. It's up to you whenever you want to do it or not,
‘really. (Graves, 1984, p. 170)

The type of longitudinal descriptive research described by Graves indicatc.s that
children who are part of pr;cess oriented classrooms do indeed develop all of the “skills"
traditionally taught to children, but in a different context, The added dimension in the
process writing orientation concerns the value to‘}the students in terms of personal gr;wth.
not only as writers, but as users of language in general. “

In both of these orientations, traditional skills and 'procesé. there is an undewrjying
belief system which goes beyond methodology and classropm practjpc. Each of these
orientations contains explicit and implicit beliefs about the nature and purpose of
cﬁiucation and, of more imponance. about the ingﬁiidual and his role in society. \'I"hus\,\thc
idcologics which underlie these two appmaéhcs to writing are examined in the né)\('t

section.

+

The Tradition il ] |

The major thrust of this study is to examirlc the ideology which underlies,
surrounds and&dictatcs the teaching of writing in Grade One. An ideology may be ‘
conceived of as a set of explicit and implicit beliefs which surround, support and guide
practice. In Mosenthal's terms, "An idcoiogy is a world view of whafﬁld be the goal
~ of a particular enterprise” (1983, p.38). If we take into account the fact that a teacher's
world view encompé,sses a personal belief system which has been developed through
experience as well as those of the culture which supports the cdpcationa] system of which
the teacher is a part, then the examination of a teacher's ideology can be seen to be a -

I'4

complex enterprise.
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. The personal \eliefs that teachers hold play a role in detenmmng the methods ‘
which the teacher will use to achneve instructional goals (Harste et al., 1984;
Harootuman. 1982). In many cases they wxll reflect commonly accepted educanonal
beliefs, for example, "time on task"” is an important factor in student leammg Tcachcrs
may also incorporate certain 1dxosyncrauc beliefs into thexr 1deolog1cs. These behcfs may
be based on successful or unsuccessful personal. experiences, for eiamplc, a belief t}{at
the memorization of poctry is a good character builder and that all cn;dcnts should be
exposed to this practice. Thus, it can be seen that many educanonal pracnccs and
curriculum decisions are dependent on the personal theories of learning which the teacher
has developed. Immersed as she is in the practical realities o£cducaﬁon, the tcachér may -
not be aware, however, of the social and political forces which, underlie, and in many _
instance dircct. educational ;;racticc. When thé traditional Grade One writing
“curriculum" is viewed in the context of the societal 1dcology which surrounds it, the
rcsmcnons placed upon the teacher to guide and develop the curriculum bccome more
rcadxly apparent. Unfortunately,-more often than not, teachers are unaware of the i 1mpact
Qﬁicﬁ this ideology has upon their frediom to develop curriculum in their classroom:s.

Thus, any discussion of beliefs about 'writing and writin g instruction in Grade One |
must, of necessity take into account the soc:o-polmcal context ‘of all educational practice.
In fact, Michael- Apple has claxmed that “In order to understand complex issues ... (in
educauon) ... we need to step bachrom thinking about schools as places which seekto -
maximizg the achievement of students” (1983, p.5). There are other critical thegrists who,
echo this sentiment. The puxposé of schools they claim, is not educational, but political

(Anyon, 1980; Frexre, 1970; meux, 1983). Their major contcnnon is that the pnmary

"+ goal of - education is not to "develop competencies in rcadmg, writing, speaking,

listening, and viewing" (Alberta Program of Studies, 1982, p.v), but to ensure that
students "acquire knowledge and develop-skills, artitudes and habits required o respond



to the opponuhmes and cxpecmions of the world of work" (Albena ngmm of Studnes
1982, p. v). "Thus, the claim is made that school currieula by almoat msxdious deslgn are
not aimed at the dcvclopmcn; of mdmdual learning, but rather at thc fulfillmcnt of thc
- polmcal and social needs of an elite scgment of socue{y who cumrol and dn'ecl it.
| The contentjon put forth by wnters who are cnncal of tradmonal school pracnccs 4
(Apple & chss, 1983 Giroux, 1983) is that cducanon xs dmmnated by the need to‘
pcrpetuate the capitalist economic and pplxtidal system. In otder to sumvc they claim,
the system must have an unlimited supply of workcrs whosc ma_)or attnautc is the ability
to persevere at monotonpus tasks over cxtcndcd penods of time. Trammg for these roles
begms in school. Projucuon line methods are rehearsed and practiced in the school, and
production line mentality is instilled in children from thcxr first encounters with learning,
Teachers become the unwitting contribuiors‘ to, and perpetuators of a system which
portrays the art of teaching of a mechanistic program which reduces lcarmng to its
componcnt parts," never allowmg children to see or grasp the “whole" of the enterprise,

Teachers’ acnons are controlled and directed externally, and, unfortunatcly, they are |
unaware that they are. As (imnors pomts out, ""many of cducanon § current practices are "
oppressive, not through any dehbcrate attempt on the part of cducators but rather that the
perspective is cmbcddcd in the%ocxcty" (1982, p. 11 1). An cxammanon of the tradmonali ‘
‘Grade One writing cumcu!um prov1dcs some support for the validity of these
_ cont‘ention.s - ' N |

The essential componcnt of the cumculum is-the belief that wrmng is somcthmg '
that i is taught by teachcrs to students through a series of clearly identified and quannﬁablc

skills whlch ate Ieamcd through drill ‘and practice. As a curnculum itis rcmarkably

behavioral. Students are rcquxrcd to progress through a sequence of actxvmcs, whnch are

~ implemented (t_hough most often not prepared), monitored and. 5valua_tc§i by the teacher. =

* Writing, which had once been play (Harste et al., 1984), becomes work doné in
- workbooks and on worksheets; the maJor ‘succcss indicator for the teacher andthc
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' chrldren succeed in classrooms but they wxll also help chlldren succeed as adult K

- curnculum is. not to develop wrmng at all; the exercrses Tpr\rmanly desxgned to be part

children bemg the student s abthty to complete the writing task in an accurate and orderly

fashion in the alloted time. As students. develop complenon eompetenctes, they &re

rewarded by thé\teacher with stars, stickers and ultxmately, grades As Nancy King
'pomts out, the mtegral part of such work 1s.the need for the student to develop “the belief -
“in the meamngfulness of an external reward system and a desire to excel" (in Apple &

WCISS 1983, p.262). Ultlrgately, Klng concludes, .. NOt only do such skxlls help : -

o workers The emphasrs for teachers and students is placed on the extemal features of

language, and chrldren spend the marjaty of therr early writing expenenees 'doing dnlls in

eye-hand coordination activities, tracing and copying letters and words, overwrmng,

-underwrmng and copymg sentence pattems In fact accordmg to Donald Graves, S0
, much ume«rs devoted to bloclcmg and tackhng dnlls that there is often no time to play the

| ‘ real game wntmg" (1983 P. 65). But many theonsts would clarm the mtent of such a

ot

]

- of the "child's trammg to. be a successful member of the adult workforce" (ng in Apple

& Weiss, 1983, P262).

.1',

The 1deology contamed in thxs.cumculum is essentlally reductivist; that is, it

N,

assumes. that the parts are equal to the whole, and that by breakmg the process of wntmg

into dlSCI‘CtC elements learmng to write is somehow simplified and, thus, made easier.

TN

o

. This is the assembly lme v1ew of language development wherein the lessons which, have

A

e bcen leamed from mass productlon methodes used in 1ndustry are concerved of as bem g

1

readlly apphcable to IEammg in classrooms The underlymg belief of this system is that

‘each vanable in the wntmg expenence can be broken out, analyzed in 1solat10n and
| A'reassembled later once the children understand how they work (Harste et al., 1984)

) Mrchael Apple ( 1983‘5 suggested that thlS type of curnculum reflects the “
"deslollmg—resklllmg" pro‘cess which became the essentlal component of the mdustnal |

_revolution. Itisa processsbgg\hrch the capitalist socrety ensures that vwork,ers lose

N .‘3“ A [o)
4 ~

¢
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personal sldlls skills usually assoclated with the creation of COmple"x' products"by '

craftsmen, only to have them replaced with those skills necessary to perpetuate the

l

1ndustnal cpmplex In deskilling ' relanvely complex _]ObS Jobs Wthh require no sm l L
amount of skrll and decrston-makmg (are broken) down mto specrﬁed actxons w '

specified results ... so that control of the work pace and outcome is enhanced" (Apple

" 1983, p 147). The- skills lost in this process are replaced by those which are most ;

appropriate to-achieving the goals of the 1ndustr1al compl‘ex, namdy, the ability to persist

in mongtonous, repetitive tasks over an extended period of time. Craftspeople were thus

reduced to te¢hnicians who operated at a substantially lower skill level on tasks which

_were govemed by rules, procedures and standardized outcomes.b

. As craftspeople are deskilled, and reskilled so are students, and teachers. In many

. ~ways the growth of instructional packages and "teacher proof™ curriculum materials has

o _ contributed to the desktllmg of teachers, and thetr ulttmate loss of control over their -

curriculum (Anyon 1980) The key component of these cumculum packages is the
pre- planned conctse sequerice of skill development which requrres little of the teacher -

except for strict unplementatlon according’ to. the procedures set forth in the manuals and

" gurdes whrch accompany the programs. Management control, and effectiveness now

become the focussmg elements of the teacher's classroom performance and what was

once concetved of as the teacher's craft, the art of cumculum dehberatton and planmn g

’ based on students' needs, is replaced by techmques for better controllm@tudents in order |

that they may complete the prescnbed task "Teacher effectrveness" becomes a measure

of how Kell/t.he teacher can read the directions on thercumculum package, how-effectively A

‘he or she can keep the students on the assrgned task, and ultrmately, how well student

learning can- be objectlﬁed so that it can be measured and reported to those who control -

the educatlonal system The results of such practices are:”

: Asthe actlvmes of students are mcreasmgly specrﬁed as the rules,
v processes and standard outcomes are integrated through and rationalized by
- the materials themselves, so to are teachers deskilled, reskilled and made )
anonymous. ( Apple, 1983 p. 159)
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The charge that these. theonsts is makrng is that the: dommant 1deology of thrs'

cumculum is conforrmty for the students and anonyrruty for the teachers In many ways

)

. the cumculum tradmonally presented to chrldren in Grade One reflects the needs of

‘ socrety and its mdustnal complex to produce, through its educatlonal system, a

| starrdardlzed work force Wthh is prepared to accept without question the mtnd -numbing

routines whxch are the essentlal component of the modern workplace. The Grade One

- teacher may "belteve" that tradtttonal writing practtces are based on well thought out and

4

sound pedagogy They may also believe that research supports the practices. as

parttcularly efﬁcacrous, ltttle realtzmg that expenrhental methods typtcally used in writing

‘ rescarch by breaklng down and exammlng the mmutae of the wntlng process, haye done

: as much to perpetuate the reducttytst tradltlon as they have to advance an understandmg of

o " )

the wntmg process °(Graves, 1984).

Theortsts who are crtttcal of accepted educat;onal practlce would mamtam that the -

' tradmonaL wntlng cumculum 1s by desrgn and deﬁmtlon, rooted in the polmcal ideology
. of the socrety which produced it. In looktng at the beliefs whtch teac“hers bring to the

‘ deyelopment of the Grade One writing cumculum itis unportant that the 1nfluence of the

£

’ dommant cultural 1deology be taken into account. gor often teachers who are gurded by

the best of intention for therr chrf&n are so 1mmersed in the day by day classroom:‘
L .

o consrderattons that they cannot be aware of the 1deolog1cal forces which direct therh.

-

The Progess Ideology ..

‘ ‘The foregoing discuss_ton of the ideo}ogy underlying the traditional writing
curriculum, has suggested that the,“strOng positi'vi’sticn emphasis of this cuniculum is'based
substantlally on a socio-political 1deology which removes the freedom to develop the

cumculum from the individual teacher and places it in the Hands of powerful segments of

the socrety—lﬂ—many ways tge process approach represents a reaction to thlS tradtuonal

thrust Ltttle has been written to suggest that there is aaypre-medltatgeffort on the part of

[ 7
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the | pro-process writin g school to actwely develop, in an existential sense, the power of

the mdmdual teacher and student to make choices, but this theme and the concomitant
ideas of Fresponsibility and freedom do dommate substantially the writing in this area.

When the process writing movement is placed in the larger social and political

‘ context in Wthh all education operates (Apple, 1983 as noted previously), the themes of B

self-reahzation choice.and liberation become readily appanent In this resp’ect" the work of

Carl Rogers is echoed te a large extent in the writings of Donald Graves, and many of tw'

theoretlcal posmons espoused by the proponents of the process approach reélect the

concerns raised by Rogers about the goals of education A cursory examination of

in the beliefs espoused by Donald Graves and the prooess

. Rogers' bellefs glves an indication of the extent to Wthh any of his’ 1deas areparalleled
‘g movement ‘

Rogers belief that "human bemgs are primed with potential for self-realization,
and they are- endowed genetically with anuactuallzmg tendency to grow and create”
(Meyers, 1981 pg 3-4), led him to be extremely critical of the tradmonal pedagogy he

| observed in schools. The traditional educatlonal system, with its prescnbed cumculum
teacher-centered instruction, group teachmg techniques, standardized expectations and

' outcomes for all students, and lecture as the major mode of instruction led him to
vonclude that "we can almost guarantee that meaningful le'arning will'be at an absolute h
minimum"” (Rogers, 1969, p.5). What Rogers refers to as rneaningful learning hinges on

~ the concepts of choice, responstbihty, and control In the traditional teachmg of writing,
every aspect of the cumculum is chosen and dtctated by agencies outside the student It
isa system which claims to develop independent work habits for the students while i in '
practical application it creates the exact opposite. Very early in their school careers,
students learn to l)ecome dependent upon th\e te"achcr for all of the major components of
any writing act. Teachers establish the need to write, the time when writing takes place,

%hat should be written and how i it should be done, the audience for whom i it should be

wrrtten and finally, how the wrmng should be Judged (Graves, 1984). In this context it
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| becomes extremely difficult for the student to "assume responsibility ... for assessing and

giving.form to his or her life" (Mejers, 1981,’1')'.3). Graves (1984) suggests that what is

. developed in classrooms is a "writing welfare system,” a system in whlch the teacher,

often unknowingly, controls all phases of the students'. wrmng development and theb
students surrender all decision makmg to the teacher "Eventually the only questxon
remaining for children is, 'What do teachers want""' (Graves, 1984 P 44). |

Rogers suggests that this system, a hangover from the screnuﬁc deterrmmsm
which pervades traditional teaching practices, is based on the- belief that man is "unfree,"
th'at.he is "controlled, that sueh words as purpose, 'choice, commitment have no
sxgmﬁcant meamng, that man is nothing more than an obJect which we can more fully
understarfd and more fully control" (Rogers, 1969, p. 275). In order to counter this
pervasive notion, Rogers maintains that the ﬁrstStep is to retum to the:student the
responsibility for his or her own learning, so that.'the learning which evolves has "the
quahty of - personal 1nvolvement - the whole person in both his feeling and cognitive
aspects bemg in the event. It is self-initiated" (Rogers 1969, p.5). Accordmg to
Meyers, the aim of a Rogerian writing pedagogy would be "... to help neople become
more autonomous, more spontaneous; and more confident users of written language"
(1981, p.12). When this thought is viewed in the context of the writing process set forth
by Graves, the response takes the form of questions in which he asks: |

How can we help children retain control of their language and develop the

powers to evaluate what has been written?

How can a foundation for self-criticism be developed that will be consistent
. with effective writing at all ages? (Graves, 1984, p.45) . ‘

One of the answers according to Graves is to make children aware that they are

indeed in control of their own writing, as this classroom exchange outlined by Calkins

illustrates:
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I sometimes begin a mini-lesson by asking children, "Who is the boss of
your book? Who makes the decisions?” Once we establish that each child
is the boss of his or her own writing, I ask, "Who decides whether you will
w\:/ite with pencil or marker?" o '

" e do!" .

After a series of such questions, I come to the crucial question, "Who
decides how you spell a word ...?" ‘

"You do!" the children will often answer, which gives me a chance to tell
- them that no, they are the boss of their spelling, and they must not come to
me for spelling decisions. (1986, p. 175) L ' )

The cchtral theme of this exchange is that child;'en must be made aware that
writing involves a continual stream of decisions, and that, from the outset, the ultimate
responsibiity for those decisions must rest with the writer. As Meygrs points out, "As
Rogerians we must help our students to make choices and. to live 'with the consequences
of their choices, both the mistaken ones and the sound ones" (1981,'p.7). Thus, the
observations _\&hic‘h Grav¢s has made about the writing proceéses uséd by beginning

writers has indicated the necessity for the children to make all of the major decisions about

their writing. In stressing that Grade One chi}di*en "choose topics on their own, rehearse

information, write, re-read what théy have written, and revise" (Graves, 1984, p.169),
Graves is- echoing Rogers' call for the devclopment of language users who are
autonomous, sbontaneous, and coﬁﬁdent. )

Rogers' contention that freedom involves not only choice but the ability to accept
the consequences (good and bad) of that ’choic_c: contrasts starkly with traditional practices -
in which, to all intents and purposes, no real choi;:ecxisté, the curriculum and its path -
being predétemzined long before it reaches the children. Under such a curriculum there is
ﬁo element of risk, the instructional sequences are set fovrthv according to clearly identified
pfbcedures and specified outcomes, the students have to simply fit into them. Howevé‘g}
" o for Rogers, risk-taking is the sine qua non of the person who is free, ... ‘(an&
therefore) ...\we must free up as many opportunities for our students to take risks, chn'if

it means that\ they will 'fail’ now' and then" (Meyers1981, p;7).\ A similar notion, that-

risk-taking on the part of students as they enter tfmc‘wﬁﬁng situation must be encouraged,
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is perVasive thropghout the work of Graves and his associates. Writing, and particularly

beginning-writing, they maintaif, requires confidence on the part of the writers that what
they have to say will be accepted by a receptive and und“er‘standing audience, and
confidence on the part of the teacher that the students have something worth writing about
/(Calktns, 1986) The trust that is built between the teacher, the students, and their peers
1s the foundatron upon which students will burld an\'uture tendency to take risks with
their wrmng (Calkms, 1986). '

Rogcrs also has much‘ to'say which relates directly to the idea of ‘thefl»writing
conference being the central cotnponen't of the writing process In the conference writers
are challenged by the teacher and their peers to. support and explam their ideas. Through
thlS process children are encouraged to re-vise what they have written, to look over it to
see if they can make new drscovenes about themselves and thetr wrmng The teacher $
role is to help chrldren to speak first, to help them find their voices, to ask questions of
the wnters which will allow them to speak of what they know, at the same tlme allowing
them to retam control and ownership of the piece of writing. In Graves' terms, "The
teacher who conducts conferénces has a strong appetite for learning, both about the
information which the child shares and what such factssreveal about the child and how he
| writes" (Graves, 1983, .p.lOO). This type of procedure follows two of the major
principles set farth by Rogers. In the first place, it allows the teacher to individualize
‘:instruc’tion because the teacheris responding to the child's voice as it appears in his

writihg, and secondly the teacher, through the Qucsﬁoning process, is allowing the writer

to develop the responsibility for the revision of his own ideas. As Meyers notes, "It is

safe to. say, from a Rogerian perspective, ... that it is nearly always preferable to invite

revision by posing a guestion than decreeing a comrnand" (1'981, p.7). o | -
Thus, in the Rogerian scheme, the major theme of schooling should be that man is \

indeed "free," that through choice and eoncomitantly responsibility, students can develop

their potential to live creative and fulfilling lives (Meyers, 168‘1). These would appear to ‘



be the central themé; expressed throughout the writings of Graves and his associatés. |
The goal of the writin‘g process, as they outline it, is as much a concern for the.'
development of the student as a "free" in;jividuai as it is for the.development of the
student's ability to write. For Rogers, any approach to writing should have as "Its
foremost consideration ... that each.student attain his or her own self- directed, free voice,
one whose distinctiveness can be made mamfest in the written word" (Mcyers, 1981,
p.12). This sentiment is echoed by Graves who believes that not only does wrmng o
develop intelligence, courage, initiative and intelligence, but more importantly, "Writing is
most important not as etiquette, not even as a tool but as a contnbutlon to the

dcvelopment of a person, no matter what that person's background and talents" (Graves,

1984, p.63).. : ’ ‘.
mm nd Implications for th

The major themes emerging from this review of the literature can be summarized -
as follows: i

The definition of writing varies'according to the theoretical orientation which the

teacher brings to the writing situation. ‘A "traditional skills" orientation suggests that
' e

-

* writing is viewed as a collcctiog of component skills, and writing cohpptcncy is viewed
mainl); in terms of the surface features of the writing. In— contrast a "process"” orientation
emphasizes the meamng‘”whlch the writer is trying to commumcate through his or her
writing. Emphasis falls on the ideas which are developed through the writing process,
and competency is viewed in tcrms of the writer's ability to organize, develop and express
ideas with viéor and clarity. | °

Tea®hers who use a traditional skills approach to the development of wnnn%

abilities in Grade One are hkcly to emphasize the devclopmcnt of motor skills as rcadmess '

activities, tracing and copy;ng as pre-wntmg acuvmes, and error free produyts as the goal
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of 'writing. There is also a clearly defined sequence of skill development which is taught
using workbooks and worksheets. The teacher's role in this orientation is to develop
motivational writing assignments, to evaluate them in terms of set standards, and then to
provide feedback to the students as to the relative correctness of the finished product. The
underlying belief is that students learn to write by practicing the component skills of
writing in order that they may put them together in some form of connected discourse at a
later stage. |

Teachers and researchers who subscribe to the process approach argue that the

"skills to writing" approach is unnatural in terms of what is known about children's

language development, and maintain that it may be detrimental to the development of real

writing abilities. Based on research which has looked at the-titeracy development that

. most children bnng to school, pr‘ocess people beheve that initial writing experiences

should build upon the natural inclination that chlldren have to write. Thus, the major

[

contention is that beginning writers should be "nurtured " by providing them with a

settmg which allows them to write first without any overt interference presented by
tradmonal teaching methods. In the 1mt1al stages, the mechamcs of written language
should be totally ignored and response made only to the ideas which are expressed. This |
allows children to develop as "vvritgrs in the same wa’y that {hey develop as speakers.
Underlying the process approach is the contention that children can learn to write without
dlrect instruction if they are given adequate opportunlty to write, and then to discuss their
writing with the teacher and their peers. |

Research into the validity of the claims made by process proponents has tended to

use longitudinal, descnptlve techmques to describe the effectiveness of the programs.

Because of the claxm that the writing process must be v1ewed hohsncally, expenmental
desrgns which mampulate isolated variables are not suited to research into the writing
process. Thus, few comparauve studies have been reported. Flndmgs of the longltudmal

studies indicate that children do develop as wnters, often far in excess of the achievement-



expected of them in traditional writing pmérams. Very few attempts have been made to.
conduct studies which examine the relative development pf writing abilities according to
the belief systems under which Grade One teachers teac'h“writing. However, one study
into teacher. belie‘t;g about writing and their effect on writing development in I'dndcrgartcn
mdlcated that teacher's beliefs do affect the kind of writing whi¢h is produced in the
classrooms.

The suggcsnon that teachers' classroom practices are theoretically based is
substanually supported in the literature. There is also the suggestlon that the ideology
which underlies the traditional- writing program is based substannally on the need for
. socwty to maintain and perpetuate the social, polmcal and cconomlc order which
‘charactenzes the capitalist system. fn contrast, the process approach would appear to be

based on an ideology which has as its major goal the freedom of the individual to muke

choices." The prqptices and learpipg.cnvifonment proposed by the process movement are

dcéigned specifically to allow for i‘he unencumbered "r{atural"devclqpment of the child as

a writer and as an individual. Writing is perceived as the vehiclc: for the full development
~of the child and not as an fend‘in itself as it has been in traditional programs. -

. i
Where process writing contains themes of potentiality, choice and freedom,
\’ ;
traditional writing progrrams appear to stress conformity, reliance and standardization. It
is obvious, therefore, that any examination of beginning writing must take the

ideological positiop of the teacher as its starting point.
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Chapter 3
THE DESIGN OF THE STUDY

This chapter describes the the two major componcms of the study design. The
first component details the design and development of the survey 1nstrument used in the
study In doing so, it provzdcs a rationale for usmg a survcy instrument to detect the
beliefs which teachers hold about wntmg and an overview of studies which have
attempted to use surveysand questionnaires as indicators of what teachcrs believe.about
writing and the teaching of w&ting. It then outlines the stages of the development of the
survey instrument, Theoretical Orientation to Writing Profile (TOWP). This encompasses
the generation’of the initial survey items and the procedures used to refine those items.
Details of how the survey was piloted, the item verification _procc&ures used, and the

 refinement procedures leading to the development of the final draft are included.n

The second component of the study design describes the teacher sample, the data
collection procedures, the return rate, and the method used to generate and collect the
children's writing samplcs Fmally, it details the proccdures used i in: the analysis of the

_wntmg samples

&
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The Survey Instrument

In his review of the research into the development of children's writing

) , o ' .
competence, Mosenthal réaches the conclusion that, "The major reason-why few

adequate answers have been forthicoming is that this research has been conducted in the

.absence of any leading paradigms of writing" (1983, p.26). By this he means that,

because there are few mutually agreed upon critieria for describing writing, it is vcl:y |
difficult.to test hypotheses about writing and writing awuﬁiﬁon. Mosenthal's point is

that a major problem with writing reseach has been that, in talking ‘about writing,

,résearchers have based their definitions on différing ideologies. In order to address this

problem, Mosenthal suggests tﬂat descriptive definitions of writiI{g sﬁould be developed . |
by examining the ideology which underlies the development of that writing. These
descriptive definitions would form the basis for an examination of the writing which is
generated ac‘cordin_g toa particula;r instructional ideology. o

A major problem with developing a descriptive definition of wrlting from a
particular ideologic‘al pcrspectivc is that the complexity of such a definition would

essentially prove too cumbersome to verify in operational terms. Thus, Mosenthal

. develops the idea of a "partial specification” which means essentially that,

The ideal here is to specify just enough features-and examples so that the
partially specified ition closely approximates the fully specified -

- descriptive definition; also enough features should be specified to ensure
veridicality with the %eal—world phenomenon that the concept is said to
reprgsent. (Mosenthal, 1983, p. 34) )

Based: on this definition, Mosenthal provides partial specification for five ideologies

‘which he believes underlie the teaching of writing: . i

1. The Academic Ideology - "The gba] isto pass.on from one generation to the

next the knowledge, skills and mbral values of the culture that previous generations
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deemed lmponam for. succcedmg gcncratxons to acqmre" (p. 39) Thus, a scrics of

grammars ptescnbc what writing compctencncs are to be passcd on, Wrmng competency

- is assessed by comparing &what children write with what chxldren should write" (p.39).

One assumption arising from this 1dcology is that thcre arc set writing standards which
children must conform to at various stagcs of their school careers if thcyw'c to be classed

as compcu:nt writers. .

2. Ihg_mnnamn_[_dgg]ggh thrc the acagemic 1dcology stresses "'cultural

- reprodpction,” the goal of the utilitarian ideology is to "pass on frqm one gcncranon to the

. next the knowledge and skills necessary for sm'vival in real-life situations" (p.41). The

task in writing is usually def'mcd in terms of i ltS uuﬁty, such as," wrmng one's signature,

letter writing, or filling out a job apphcauon" (p.41). Smcc theSc tasks are those that

stress the conventional appearance of the writing, it is safe to assume that the emphasis -

1

of the writing instruction falls on the development and refinement of the writing skills.
3. The Romantic Ideology. Thc goal here is "to develop the individual's autonomy,

self-worth, or self-ownership” (p.42). The writing task is usually defined in terms of the

writer's context and "how the writer uses his background knowledge to solve probw
dealing with his topic” (p. 42) The emphasis ofﬁ wnnng instruction based on thxs

ideology will fall on-the expression of ideas and the response of the teacher will be in

. terms of what thc writer 1s trying to say in hls writing.

" 4. The Cognitive Development Ideology, The-goal hére is to "nourisk the child's

natural interaction with a developing society or cnviromficm"=(p.’44). Writing competence

under this ideology is based on the notion that children pass through various ability

| stages. Writing products are described in terms of the relative maturity of the writing by

- —

using devices such as "T-unit" analysis.... An assumpnon derived from this ideology

. would be that wrmng condepts cannot be forced upon the child if the child is not ready;

thus, writing instruction should be structured to allow for the natural evolvement of the

-

child's writing abilities.
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5. Ihdmnngmm_mmm ~Under this 1dcology the goal is "to change: the o
cducanonal socxal and polmcal structurc so that the oppressed may forge a new, more --
egaht»anan relationship with thc oppressors (p.48). Under the terms of this ldeology.'
tcachcr expectanons for studcnt achncvement play a decndmg role m the type of writing .

which is produced. Although”gnents of the first four xdcologms descnbed by

* Mosenthal are present in ma pracnces itis dxfﬁcult to ascnbe any pamoular

" instructional stratcgy to thc ‘ hat he appcars to bc dcscnbmg is a pamcular
N phxlosophlcal aim of wntmg rather than a "pamal speaﬁcanon" of an writing theory

In reviewing MosenthaTs five ideological spcc1ficanons it is obvious that there an:
.overlaps, vand it can be concluded that, unlcss the idcpiogy is very narrowly defined,
specxficauons from one ideology are likely to appear in another: However, the idea of
prowdmg partial specnﬁcanons for a particular writing ideology does furmsh a framework
for relanng writing 1nstrucnon to the writing which i is produced by studcms Teachcrs
beliefs are a composm: of theories and assumptions which have been dcvcloped over their . .
edycational cancc}s, both as teacher and student. In developing the pamal speclﬂcanons
for an ideology, it must bc kept in mind that the broader the 1dcologlcal classnﬁcauon thc
more specifications will constitute that ldeology -

Thus, clements of both the academic and utilitarian idcologiéé appear in the
"tradmonal skills" orientation-described in Chapter 2 of this study When these beliefs are
coupled with convcnuonal wisdom, the concerns of publlshmg compamcs and the
practical considerations gf the classroom routine, a broad !dgologlcal stance which has -
been classed as the traditional skills apprnach to writing is created.

| In a similar fashion, elements of the romantic and cognitive development

ideologies are present in the p_;'occss approach to writing. thrcas the underlying concern
in_the traditional skills approach appears to be for the writing to meet broad societal gdals
(as was discussed in Chapter 2), the concern of the process approach is much more the
developmcnt of the i 1nnate potential of the individual child. Thus, the pmc&ss ldeology
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appears to encompass the philosophical and psychological goals outlined in a
child-centered curricutum. T A
In summary, it can ’be;seen that any attempt to describe the partial specifications of

etther of these 1deolog1es must, by -definition, elmanate some of the features of the

. tdeology Gtven this admomtron, the partial specxficattons for the two broadly clamﬁed

1deolog1es described in this study follow

“ Traditional Skills, Wrmng is viewed as much asa socml obhgatron as itis the

need to commumcate ldeas There is an emphasxs on convennon and the appearance of the -

o writing, and, as in the academic ideology, the wntmg standards“and expectations are

pre-set by external authorities.' Thus, workbooks and'wor'ksheets provide a sequence of

skill dey‘eIOpment to whieh all of the children are exposed This skill development takes |
priority in the program, and the teachers role is to gutde the. sludents through the skﬂls;‘
and to teach them through dnll and practlce how to move closer to accepted standards in- R

'thetr wrmng Included in these skllls are a concern for cor:ﬁctness m letter format10n .

neatness spellmg, grammar punctuatlon and usage; sq~much so that they argsomettmes

v taught as §chool "s‘bbjects" in and of themselves When students do engage in writing .

. 4
Sy e

tasks, it ts most often to reproduce a "model" prov1ded by the teacher or the workbook -
- Later, once they have o ' p ® \
h acqulred some of the basw \tlls, the students w111 wnte about a mottvatlonal tOplC
) provrded by the teacher or the workbook authors The tradrtxonal 'Crade One wrmng :
curnculum is typtcally constructed around a set of slqlfs whrch the children have to master
before proceedmg on to the next grade Thus, an 1nab1hty to prmt correctly, or a high ~
‘ :fsmcxdence of letter reversals, or poor spéﬁlmg "performance often earns the student a

. refen'al for remedial help, and, where the problems are percerved as chronic, the child -

v
@
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may be retained until he or she has ma'stered the basic skills. Underlying this ideology is
the conception that children must be taught the separate skills of writing before being
:allowed' to write. Ultimately ,they must master the parts before moving on to tHe whole.
| Process. This ideology emphasizes thé natural development' of the yvrite‘r. From
the outset children are encouraged to represent their'ideas on paper in the best way they
_‘know how at the time. The teacher's response to the writer is always to the content of the
writing. Wrmng is not viewed as apan from the language envrronment of the child, but
, asan integral part ofit. As such all language interactions whxch the chlld has are thought
’" to contnbute to the development of writing competency The pamcular emphasis of these,
K i tnteract.tons is on the talking’ Wthh the child does before, during and after the writing. -

i ] ese oonferences have as their aim the development of the writers' ability to reflect

,b*n’and revise the ideas in theif writing. In this context the wnters make choxces, not

‘only abom the way the 1deas are to be expressed but also. the way they will be

/ﬂ«'

frepresented S0 that they will be clear to the intended audlence

Wntmg sﬁlls develop a the child writes, as he or she sees the need for them;

thus writmg 1nstructxon is percelved of as being hOllSth and | meamng based. Risk- -taking
?r
7 is encouraged and the emergent wnter is encouraged to freely develop the dlrecuon which

isto facﬂltate and encourage the process. At the end of Grade One there is an expectanon
- that students wrll be able to choose their own topics, to take risks w1th the expression of

their idéas and with llngmstrc conventions, and to comprehend that wrmng has a purpose

4

. andqs an 1ntended audtence Emphasrs is on holistic development of the chxld 8. wrmng L

ﬁrst wrth the assumptlon that the parts will be déveloped dunng the process

- AReview of Studies into Teacher B'g'ligfg

'I'he things people say about themselves and other people should be taken
seriously as reports of data relevant to phenomena that really exist- and

ich are releveant to behavior.
- (Harre #nd Secord, quoted in Harootunian, 1982)

. ‘, v e
' , oo o - %

his or her wntmg w111 take Af)s‘\’)a-mn g mstructlon is student-centered the teacher's role |



In an effort to(dlvme teachets Dbeliefs about instruction, researchers have used a
vanety of procedures -In one procedure teachers were asked to discuss' the decisions that
they made during instruction, and the researcher-interviewer tried tofidenufy the beliefs
upon which the teachers' decisions 1‘\yver_e founded (Conners, 1978; Marland,. 19772. Ina
variation of this procedure, the researcher's observations of the teacher's ihstructio'nal
practices formed the basis for a ser(?ies of interview questio'rs “Using the data obtained

‘from these interviews, the researcher then attempted to discern the beliefs whrch the
teaeher held (Spodek, 1984). | }

' Questlonnatres have been‘vused to identify teachers" beliefs about the reading'
process and reading instruction (Barr and Duffy, 1978; DeFord 1979) They have also
been used at various levels to gam an mdxcatlon of teachers attltudes and behefs about
writing and writing instruction. One example is the "Composmon Opinionnaire"” which
was desrgned by a committee of th\e National Councﬂ of 'I‘eacsers of Enghsh in order to

"sarhple the sahent dimensions in the mstrucuon of wnung" (Gere, Schuessler & Abbott
1981 p. 349) This oplmbnnmre vzas desrgned to determine the attitudes of teachers of

Enghsh (from e]pmentary to urhversxty Jto the teachmg of written composmon accordmg

to four scales: - L

-‘ the tmponance 6f student self-eXpressmn,

W t
- the importance of hngurstxc matunty BN

Each scale contam;d ten statements about writing, f’or example "Teachers should correct
'errors on students’ papers."” Teachers responded to d@;ﬂe on the basis of agreement
. using a five point Likert scale. ' S . |

The authors of this study‘found that specific "attitude to writing" groups of

teachers were identified by theopinionnaire They classified these. groups as "nature” and

R ‘ t
fonist" ideology they.state that "priority *
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. (is placed) >. on teaching basic skills which the students lack, assuming th;t once

students acquxre gontrol of guch skllls their written products will show marked -
v" fin ‘,ﬂ

improvement, where (S P M)Gr 'maturationist” ideology "emphasize(s) personal
1 L" s T \

wntmg, writing centered on the expenences and emotrons of the students and aimed at

fostering personal growth" (Gere, Schuessler & Abbott 1981; p. 355 356) ln thelr :

’ conclusron as to the efﬁcacy of usmg a questtonnatre as a research instrument, the authors

point out that "thls study demonstrates the complexity of investigating teacher attitudes -
toward .compositior, so it points to the 1mporf‘ance of doing this kind of work" (Ger"'r\ﬁ{‘ .

Schuessler & Abbott, 1981 p.359).

Belinda thuckl (1984) in her i mvesugauon of the "1mpact of teachers onentatnon

to hteracy on chlldren s developmg concepts of written language in klnderganen" utrltzed

the DeFord MMMM(TORP) to discriminate two dlStlnCt

.orrentauons to- lrteracy U sing the TORP as a survey mstrument she found that she was

able to 1dent1fy two groups‘ oheachers who operated from contrastlng ideological bases

DeFord's purpose in develomng the __Mﬂﬂ_(hm&_tg_ﬂmmtm_le

(T ORP) was to create an instrument which had the potent1al to indicate teachers’ bellefs
about readmg and reading mstructmn CDeFord 1985). In order to do thrs DeFord
developed a 28 item survey contammg 3 sub—scales which required teachers to respond to
statements about readlng and readmg instruction accordmg to:t five-point Likert scale.-
The instrument was plloted and was "reviewed by professionals in the field prior to final

rewrite" (DeFord 1985 p. 3) In order to validate the instrument, DeFord admtmstered

the TORP to 90 teachers, 1dent1f1ed by admmlstrators as having a specrﬁc theoretical -
ﬁ

,onentauon to readmg She found that teacher responses did reﬂect their theoretical

orientation. The second step mvolved observmg a group of teachers and havmg both the

obsewggﬁnd the teacher respond to the TORP in terms of the teacher's crientation. to

; g iﬁstructxon.. 'l‘he correlation of the teacher obseiver beliefs was :859. The final

gp was to have superv1sors of practicum teachers respond to the survey in terms of




| %“i\' three specific onientations to reading. The comparison.of the judges' responses revealéd
.- significant agreement. DeFord concluded that the TORP did differentiate, to the extent
that three specific orientations to reading,,"phonics, skills and whole language,” . COuld be
tdenuﬁed from the proﬁles generated by the instrument. | |
In general the ﬁndtngs of this research indicate that a survey questloﬂharre -
- opinionnaire mstrument can be used to gam an 1ndrcauon of teachers' beliefs about
readtng and writing. HqWeVer, at this point in txmra there is no mstrument designed
specifically to divine teachers wxefs about beginning writing and writing mstrucuon A
major thrust of the present study was to develop such a survey mstrument- The key
. | components in the develonﬁtent of the survey were the generatlon of statements based on
, 3';"; the partial specification coqcept outhned by Mosenthal and the ability of thosq statements
to clearly differentiate between the two theoretmd&onentattons termeéd in thls study,»
| "process” and "traditional skills." ' .. 5
f the Instrumen \
The followrng procedure was used to develop the survey instrument used in the‘
generatlon of the " Theoreucal Orientation to Writing Profile" (TOWP).

1. Ins}ruments used to detect teachers behefs about readmg and wntmg were
*exammed in order to develop a prehrmnary set of statements about language developrnent

which. tmghthave the potenttal to-_tndtcate a teacher s onentanon,to wnung. DeFord's
(1979) Ihmngalﬂugnmm_gﬂd_ggﬂm‘_g and Gere, Schuessler & Abbot's (1981)
adaptation of the Qnmmgn_gp_m_qmm (NCTE, 1971) were identified as havmg the
greatest potcnual as they both provrded a set of statements about language and writing |
which oould be adapted to the requuements of the TOWP |
| pA Statements end clarms about writing and writing instruction gleaned from the

literature were a_lso examined in order to develop categorical statements which matched the
ideologies. :



k{)

47

3. Field data gathered through observations by the author of commonly accepted

classroom practices pertaining to the teaching of writing - were translated into statements.
The statements in DeFord's TORP related toa teacher's theoretical orientation to
reading; however, several had the potential to be adapted to have apphcatxon to begmmng
Wntmg, which was the focus of the survey For example, DeFord's statement "It is not
necessary to know the letters of the alphabet in order to read" was adapted to read "It is

not necessary for Grade One children to know how to form letters before they begin to

g wnte " Slmllarly, an item from the __QQ__anmL_Qmmgn_n_gjm "Every error on a

student's composmon should be mdlcated" was adapted to read "One way to help Grade
One writers develop skills is to pomt out to them the errors which they make in their
writing." An example of a statement drawn from claims made in the literature was,
"Teachers should model the writing process by writing w1th the students." ' This has not
been a traditional practlce in teachmg writing in the early grades (in any grade for that
matter), but the ldea has received a great deal of support in recent literature (Calkins,
1985; Graves,1983; - Smith,1983). Statements were also generated from the' author's
personal encounters with the, writing practices in Grade One classrooms. As an example,
teachers commonly Start the "writing" class in Grade One with the direction, "Take out
yodi pencils 'and grasers. We are going- to have writing how " Recent research by
Graves (1983) suggests that the flow of ideas from beginning writers is d1s101nted by the

emphasis on correctness, and that the initial emphasxs should be on settmg down 1deas

rather than erasing words or letters because they appear incorrect to the writer. Hence the

- statement, "Students should be strongly dxscouraged from usmg erasers when they are

first learning to wnte" was included in. the initial draft.
s Using this procedure an initial list of 74 items was generated. These items were

then sorted by assigning them to the beliefs attributed to traditipnal skills or process

orientations. A third group of twelve items was classified as ambiguons or "motheﬂmeod" ’

i.e. statements which were unlikely to generate any disagreement from either orientation,

<D ]
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for e'xample,‘ "'I'h§ g‘dal of Grade One writing instruction is to have the students write in
realistic and meaningful situationsl" These were discarded. Th_rough a process of cross

. rcfcrcncing, items which repeated or simply restated the same idea in different terms were

* eliminated; some were combmed and some were refined to in order to clarify the intent ff

the statement. For cxample ‘a statement in draft one, "Grade One children need to

develop a spelling vocabulary of words that they can write correctly in order for therr‘ar to'

feel confident that their wmmg is cceptable,” was rephrased L come, "Teaching
'begmmng writers to spell correctly is an 1mportant part of the Grade One writing '
.program.' _As a result of this elimination and amalgamanon process, a forty-opc item
scale waS generated.
| A preliminary draft of thc survey instrument entitled __q‘&mggal_m_gmamg_tg
ﬂmmg was distributed to a review committee consisting of five colleagues who had
~ ‘considerable experience in the field of language ars. This rev1ew committee included two
Ph.Ds in langilage arts, both currently working in the field, an elemcntziry principal , an
elementary writing-projed coordinator, and a classroom teacher who has recognized
expertise in the teaching of the wﬁﬁng pxgcess. Each was asked to respond to the survey
which contained forty-one randoml'y ordered statements and-utilized a Likert five point
. scale response continuum between the descriptors "Strongly Agree" and "Strongly
Disagree" as polar positions. Accompanﬁng the survey was a letter ( Appendix A) which

asked thc committee to respond to the survey instument, and to comment on the rclatwe

i

clanty of the statemerits, the dlfficulty"’ which a.Grade Onc teacher may have in 3

‘ respondmg, and the ability of e;ch item to differentiate between the two orientations.
Detaile responses from each member of the review committee were received. In .
‘f most cases an itém by item analysis was included, plus comments about tciminology, )

phrasmg, and ;hc overall i mtent of the statements themsclves As a result of this initial test

run of the survey, the followmg changes were made:

o

) (r\f "?a . #-
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items which did not elicit agreement or disagreement "on the part
of the majority of the committee were discarded.
- items in which the inten{ was perceived as being obscure were

either rephrased or discarded. -

items - which reiterated . similar ideas, or themes were either

amalgamated or discarded.

statements which contained too mich information and had the
potential to confuse the responden.tv were mﬁncd.
- superlatives were eliminated whcrévef possible.
- item redistribution was recommended  to avoid the pOSSlblllty of
a' response set" drc;a;t‘n‘g t;:;chers responses.
| Through this proccss a third draft wa$ produced which incorporatcd the major
recommendations of the review committee. This draft contained a total of thirty items,
fourteen of which were tra&itjonal skills and sixteén were process items (Appendix B):
This draft of the survey was retur{led to the committee for response. They returned a
* consensus that the survey had the botential to différentiatc the two ideological positions.
Thls documcnt then became the pilot version which was distributed to eleven
) Grade One teachers who taught in Junsdxcnons separate from the one in which the final
research was to be done. The survey, along with a letter cxplalmng that thc purpose of
the survey was to "discern some of the beliefs which Grade & teachers hold about how
children learn to write in their CIaserOms," was mailed to the teachers (Appendix C ).
They were asked to respond to the survey and to provide feedback regarding the clarity of
the statements, and any other proi)lems which they encountered. Anonymity was
stressed. Seven responses were returned and one which did_not respond directly to the
survey but which contained an analysis of each item (return rate = 73 percent).
A detailed analysis of the retumefi éurvcys was cohductcd. - A frequency
distribution of the responses w‘as tabulated (Table 1). On the basis of the item analysis,

b
RN



Table 1

Responses of Teachers to Pilot Survey (n=7)

50

SA SD
’ 1 2 -3 4 5
TTEM 1 X X X XXX .
2 XXX - XXXX .
3 XX XXX X X
4 XXX X XX X
5 X XXX XXX
6 XX XX XX X
7 X XXX XXX
8 X XX XXXX
9 XX XX XX X
10 X XX X XXX
11 XX XX XX X
o 12 b XXX ' XX X
- 13 L X XX XXXX
14 X X XX XXX
15 XXX XXX X P
.16 XX XX XXX
17 X X XXX O XX
18 . XX - XXXXX
19 : XX X XXXX -
20 hx XX XXX " ‘
21 X XXXXXX °
22 X’ XX XXX X v
23 XXX XXXX
24 XX XX XXX
25 XX XXX X X
26 X XX XXX X
27 XXX XXXX
28 - XXX XXX~ ' X
29 XX XXX X X
.30 X X XX XXX

the items which dealt with the teacher as writing model (item 2), the relationship between

learning to talk and learning to write (item 13), the role of literatu;e (item 21), and the

need for ap accepting atmosphere were deleted as these items did not clearly discriminate

between the two orientations.

T e

The remaining twenty-four items, with some minor wording changes

recommended by the teachers in the pilot, comprised the Theoretical Orientation to

Writing Profile (TOWP) . The instrument is included on pp.51-52.
: ] ‘ .
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Dirgctions; - "The ‘following statements are about children's early writing development in
o ' Q_x_adg_Qn_g Circle the rcsponée which best indicates the relationship of
", your feelings to the statement. Sélect_the ONE best answer which reflects
the s,frcngth of your agreement or disagreement on a continuum from
| SD.Gtrongly disagree), through to SA (strongly agree).

i

1.

LA majdr writing problem that many béginning writers have SD | SA .
_is-with letter reversals. . C 1 2 3 7 4 5
2. Orally sharing what they have written with other children helps SD ' SA
beginning writers develop a sense of audiencé. 1 2 3 4 5
: o | 0 o
3. The teacher can helgiigrade one students develop as writers by Sp ' SA
. helping them with the spdling of words as they are writing. -~ | 2 3 4 5

4. The use of inter-lined paper is necessary because it helps’

beginning writers to understand that consistent letter size is an SD . " SA
* important part of the writing procass. 1 2 3 4 5
5. The most important aspect of the grade one writing program SD ' _ SA
should be the free expression of the students’ ideas. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Developing the students' ability to print legibly should be an SD : SA
csscnlia’l component of the beginning writing program. A 1 2 3 4 5
7. Beginning writers should be encouraged to experiment with SD SA
word spellings right from their first writing experience. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Creative drama and role playing contribute to the SD SA
development of writing abilities of grade one studerts. - 1 2 3 4 5
9. By circling or underlining writing errors the teacher can help SD. SA
beginning writers to recognize and learn from their mistakes. 1 2 3 4 5
10.  Opportunities for the students to talk 10 each other as they SD ' SA
write should be an integral part of the beginning writing process. 1 2 3 4 5 ,
11. Beginning writers should be discouraged from using erasers SD SA
as they write, as their errors are better corrected in the editing 1 - 2 3 4 5

process. ‘



12. The children's ability to copy words fairly accurately is one
indicator of their development as writers.

13 In the initial stages of writing development the teacher or
aide should act as a scribe for the writer until he or she learns to
form letters and words correctly.

14,  Children learn how to spell and punctuate by working with
the teacher on editing their own writing,‘

15. Copying sentence patterns is one of the most effective ways to
8ot beginning writers started on the writing process.

16.  Students who enter grade one knowing how to prmt letters
and spell words need as much help with their writing as do those
" who don't know how to pnnt and spell.

17. In the beginning writing program  worksheets can be used to
develop and reinforce basic writing skills.

18. An important part of the beginning wnung process is having
the teacher ask questions of the student wmers so that they can
clarify their ideas.

19. An indication of how students are developing as writers can
be gauged by lookmg at how neatly and accurately they complete
their workbook activities, _

20. Most authonzed basal workbooks contain a reasonably logical
sequence of developmental wnung activities

21, Begmmng writers should do their personal writing in groups
as interaction is*an essential part of the writing process. '

22, Early emphasis on the mechanics of writing helps the
beginning writer to establish a solid, base  for later writing
development.

23.  When they ﬁrst start to write children should be encoumged
to write scribble and picture stories as this is the first step in the
beginning writing process.

24.  Worksheet activities are important in that they provide that
essential structure’which grade ones need in order to develop as
writers. ®

SD
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1
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Sclection of the Sample | 0
W

Thirty-eight Grade One teachcrs in a mid-sized school system in Alberta were

asked to be part of the study. The teachers were drawn from mnctec.n clementary schools

Ed. degree, five have two

LY

 which serve a variety of rural and urban populations. All of the teachers have at least a B.
;‘grccs and two have Master's degrees. The teachers have

from four to seven years bf university training (mean= 4.26 yeiirs), and an average of
11.5 years of teaching experience (range 1-2‘9 yEars). Half of the group have been
teaching for ten or more ‘ye.ars,'and the average length of service in their pres‘cht schoo;
averages 5.2 years (range 1-25 years).
In recent years, thi; jurisidiction, like many sc}:ool systems in Alberta, has been
~ undergoing a gradual transformanon from a reading "skllls" based language arts
cumculum to a more hohsuc integrated approach, which stresses the dcvelopmcnt of
both receptive and expressnvc language competencics In part this has been the outcome
of the thrust from the Alberta Department of Educanon, the development of new language
arts matcnals which have becn made avaxlable to tcachers and the ommprcscnt "whole
language’*ttgeme which has pervaded teacher’s conventions and i inservices in recent years,
A major com&incnt of this "whole language" thrust has becn the high proﬁlc given to
"writing," a mucl) needed move accordigg to Donald Graves (1984) to/ "Balance the
Basics." Therg has been a growmg awareness on the part of the teachers in this system of |
the nef;d to prcsént a balanced language arts curriculum; thus, in the recent past 'thcy have
been exposed to a series of ';wholc language" inservices. ) | ,
Professional data re,gardihg ,teta“chi‘ng experience aud education were t:btaincd with
permission from the system personnel déﬁktmcht. Permission to conduct this rcscth_&
project was obtained from the Central ‘Adminisfraﬁon of the juridiction, and the teachcr.v; |

were cncodraged by the Superintendent to take part in the project (Ap.pendix D).




- the wrmng samples. In the letter the teachers were also mformed that tktgy

'mtended as an evaluation of them or their students; stressmg i

W‘ ] ' .
At the beginning of June,1986 a ‘lett.er (Appendix E) and a class set of pictures

were-dtstnbuted to the teachers. The letter requested thelr assrstance and detailed the
procedures to be used in collectmg the wntmg sample.’ Bmphasrs was placed on the fact
that the students’ first drafts were to be returned. As has been mdrcated theoretlcally,

teacher mput into student writing vanes consxderably dependmg upon the teachers

ré

orientation. By asking for first drafts,,an attempt was-made td"control the amount of i mput

‘"",,i. e

.

that the teacher had, and thus ensure a reasonable degree of umfonmty in thl!"bonectxon f - ;

—I ?‘ .

to ensure that the writing sample was generated before th teachers recemed amndicat}&n cE R

J ol 5

days The conclusion of the request letter assured the teach

writing and ah in’cothplete survey, one returned a survey a ' Vo wrmng samples;,

The twenty etght

f
i)
¢
i

com&)ed surveys formed the basis for the analysrs of the $.of the survey ,‘f;
AR ” h b . *
m - W

W‘% Ihease S )
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- The teachers’ responses to the survey, on thc continuum from Strongly
Dlsagrall) to Strongly Agree (5), were assigned an alphabeuc code and transfcn'ed toa +
computcnud spread sheet (Tablé 2). The vcrt_:c_ttl axis on the Spread' sheet represents the
_teacher code (A-AD), and the ho‘riibntal axis represents the number of the statement in the
survey. In order to facilitatethe analysis procedurcs the teachers'- ‘Tesponses were.

‘y
n regrouped according to criteria established by the referent procedure detailed below.

As one of the concems of the study was with the potentlal of the TOWP to
differentiate betwccn*ﬂ!e’fwo broadly cla§snﬁcd orientations it was necessary to cslg'bhsh
a model profile whlch would serve as a ;cfgancc In order to estabhsh this rcfcrcnt a
"process” model profile was developed by asking two graduate students imLanguage
Arts, a school principal, a writing program cc;ordinator; and a classroom teacher, all with
acknﬁowlcdg.cd strortg process oricntatit)ns, to respond to the survey. The responses ‘
received from this group were t‘egrouped according to ttte orientation which the statement -
‘ reflected. In this manner, all of the first eleven Statemcnts represent the partial
- specifications of the process orientation and the final twclve rcpresentmg a traditional
skills orientation. Statement twenty -oné was constdcrcd neither by (his group The
responses from this- group (Table 3) mdlcatcd that a model response set could be
_ developed which reflected a strorig process oricntation. This model responsd set was
" derived by taking thc consensus for each item from the respondcnts Ihtcrratct reliablity
based on the responses was 0.899. This model process response set was then converted
to a proﬁlc (ﬁgure 1) which 1llusgatcd graphlcally a process onentatxon bascd on the
specxﬁcanons outlined in the TOWP.

Co Y
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N Table3 R
‘ * Interrater Profiles - Validation of the "Pro'/éess" Profile

¥

- \ . ! -
' . r " Statement# ' N
2 5 7 10 14 16 1823 8 11.2] 3 13 1 4 6 9 12 15. 17 19 20 22 24

5045555554531 1112707111111 1
53 5/55 555 4543221 11111171111
5555 445 44473221111 17111 1 1 1
-5‘555.2.5_,55,543311111'2‘1‘1111_1
5 555 5 4 5 545 4221 1112111111

A
9
v
h
W
w

5 5/4 432 2-1 1 1 1 1. 111 11 1

Q
w
7

| 12

SD 1% o . L e e—e——t—0—0—o—o—¢

i
' P + - + $ i s ot o ot 3 -3 3 3 2 4 b
Loy —t T t Y —t—t T

2 5")7‘10 14 161823 8 1121 3 13 1 4 6 9 12_‘1517 19 20 22 24
: ‘ . Statemem # ' ‘

., Figure 1. Model nrocess profile developed from interrater responses.

a Mmmmwmmﬁmm
) ‘ e DN . ) ’f b B
; The ﬁrst step in the analysrs ef the resﬁonses was to compare them to the model

set whrch had been dev;:loped This analysrs was gteatliy facrhtated by usmg a computcr |

‘ l

program which converted each teacher 's res]gpnse set mto a proﬁle This proﬁle was in "

turn supenmposed on the' "model" proﬁle and’ ,a comparauve set of data wcre estabhshed

for each teacher

- .
J @r’ ' '
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In order to address the research question pertaining to the effect of the teacher's

b

Utheoreuca'l orientation on the wntmg Wthh 18 produced'by Grade One students, it was

necessary for a writing sample to be collected from the students As this wrmng sample

. was to constitute a formal evaluation of the student's abthty and some comparattve data

had to be generated, it was apparent that the method used to obtain the sample had to,
q\sw:nt throughout A major dtfﬁculty in delmeatmg a procedure to be used in the

collectign of the students' writing is that the two orientations utilize contrastmg
- approaches to havmg students write. A professed aim of the "process ‘approach is to
-have the chtldren write on tOplCS of their own chorce, whereas chtldren in "tradmonal

skills" classrooms hdve typically been given toplcs about which to write.

S . After dlSCUSSIOI'lSJOf this dilemma with a group of graduate students in language

-

,- arts and the researchers faculty adv1sor, an open-ended" Wntlng a551gnment usmg a

plcture was dectded,_?pon as the wrmng sumulnM‘hls’ consntuted a oomprormse as it

~

. was realized that™ process" students may ﬁnd the asmgnment OVérly confining, while the
L2 E "tradmonal skills” students may find it overwhelmlng, partlcularly if they had not been
| exposed to the idea of writing w1thout a carefully structured outline frqm the teacher

The u/se ofa pxcture stlmulus to generate wrlttng sampés isa generally accepted

' procedure, b0th in wrmng research and in the assessment of chlldren s wrmng abrhttes

l
!

Alberta EdLTcatlon used this procedure to gather grades three and six student wrmng
- samples i in uts language arts Provmcral Achrevement Tests in 1983 and 1985. The
Nanonal Assessment of Educatlonal Progress, Assessment of Writing (1969 70), a

nanonal survey,,of wrttmg in the United States, used a ptcture sttmulus Wthh was -

B . (4

accompa.m[ed by the followmg mstructlons ; ,

Lpok carefully at the plcture and decxd ‘what is happening. You might want
« to think about what happened a few minutes ago as well as what will
happen next.

/.. Use your imagination and write about this ptcture " Give your story a
.htle (Hailey, 1978, p.26)% - _

: S : S ‘ i .
e S Lo E St oL WY
. - " . : ’ : e !
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Similar procedures are used by the authors of the Written Expression Test which
uses a picture stimulus and attempts to "measure written expression objectively" (Johnson

and Hubly, 1982, p.1). The instructions which are given to the students by the teacher

-

state,

Look at the picture. I would like you to'use your tmagmatton to think of a
story about this picture. As you are thirlkking about your story, try to have a
begmnmg, mtddle, and end. (Johnson and Hubly, 1982, p. 11)

"

' The picture used in the present study showed a large dragon looktng in the
‘window of a house at a motherand d small boy Attached to the dragon s neck is a rope,
) the other end of Wthh is bemg held by the boy (Appendlx E) The teachers participating

in the study were asked to dlstn,bute a copy of the ptcture to each of’ thetr students fogether

'wrth the followmg drrectlons

- Tell what happened after the boy brought the dragon home., I

OR. , R o

oy

Tell how the boy got to bring the dragon home. . R
. OR . ‘
- Write a story about what the picture makes you‘fmink of. = '

el o
: wy,

There were no admomttons glve&ﬁoumhe need for neatness or careful spellmg,
or how the wrmng should be structul?ed Teaéhers were srmply asked to use the
procedure which they usually followed whenhavrng their students wnte In ordex to it
ensure that the wntmg context was smular for all of d@ chlldren teachers were requesmd |

o return only t{xe first draft of the students' writing. - Chlldren were allowed to mark thetrz |

wrmng "ﬁrst draft"” if they felt uncomfortable about submtttmg unedited work.

”



As the basic premise of this study is that the partial specifications of a writing

%'.“ ideology will be reflected in the Writing of the students, the childreri's writing was

) B analyzcd according to spcclﬁcatuons for both onentatlons The followmg dnmensrons were.

mcorporatcd into the analysrs of the children's writing:

r\‘l .
ti):;, ;

‘ ﬁ’.

1. @T%ndwntmg

- 27 Length
3. Correct Spelling

A

Holistic Impression .
5. Use of Erasers '

6. Writing Material . -

. Approxlmately 480 pleces of writing corhprised the complete writing samw

. . .
Assessment alongthe various dimensions was dore only after the whole sample had~been ’

RS

”ry'!
W

-

B

read by the researcher Thxs procedurc estabhshed atotal i 1mpr"ssmn of wntmg and the

range of wntmg whrch had bt;pn subrmtted

ﬁéndwﬁﬁng was scored according to a_ﬁve.peint scale:
5 | fcvr errors in letter formation, neat, top 10% of sample.
4 neat elear; can be read without trouble, above average :
3 ~ some errots in letter formanon can beread good |
spacmé : - o _ N_g
2 problems with letter formation spacing, alignment, ,
- some distortions make readmg difficult in places
"1 many drstornons, spacmg problems, d1fﬁcult to read o
“mostofthenme S . . - B

(Appendix F prov1des examples of the writing accordmg to each category. ) -

u
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The handwriting mark was based on general impression, an intensive letter by letter
| analysis was not conducted. '

2. Length
' All of the words in the story including the title and t;,),(cluding "the.end" were _ |
counted. 'Inventjcd spellings which had the appea’rahce of words, évcn if they could not

be deciphered; were included in the overall count. Numbers and expressions suchtés

"0000..www" were not counted. o e .
3. Correct Spelling

. All the correct words in each piece of Writing were counted. -Apostrophe and
:capltahzanon errors were not considered as spelling errors. The correct spellm g score is
recorded as a percentage of the total number of words in the piece.
4. Holistic Impression »
Holistic Impression was scored on a scale of one io seven and was based on the
_overall impression which the researcher gained from reading the piece through. It is basgd

»

on thg reader’s résponse to the entire piece rather than to separate aspects such as
meéhamcs, vocabulary or neatness (Edwards, 1985 Haxley, 1978). In this study the total
xmpressxon was derived fmm a number of consxderanons including, the relanonshxp of the
story ta the plcture the relanve sophxsncanon of the story in tcrms of the conception of

time, and whether or not the story contained a moral or theme besxdcs "they all lived m

happlly ever after."; - ) | |

3. Mﬁm | |

Whether or not the students crased»ir»l mewuni .Was noi )
. 6. | M_M_am - .\\‘\}' ¥ “*7 :

oL Cohg 4 N, .
0 H LR :,":5‘ . )
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A t-test analysis comparing scores on the first four dimensions used to analyze

+ writing samples two‘igroups was conducted. The confidence level was set at .05.
: v

~ Inorderto ensure scoring reliablity for the handwriting and holistic impr%ssion

- dimensions, a random sample of 25 protocols was drawn from the submissions. A

teacher, considered to be a specralxst in the wrmng area, and the researcher independently

scored them' accordmg to the criteria estabhshed for each dlmensron Interrater rehabhues

for handwriting (.909) and Hollsnc Impression ( 933) were recorded.

§
[

This chapter has described the design of the study Thc major compohehts of the

design are the development of the survey mstrument the procedure uscd to estabhsh a
referent model proﬁle and the assessment procedures ~hsed in the analys1s of the students
- writing.'A description of the teacher samplefand the procedures used to collect the student

writing sample were also outlined. ' : \

Cae L Chapter 4 reports the findings of the study.and dJSCUSSCS them in relatlon to the

four resealsch questrons asked in this studyL In the conclusron of the chapter the findings

of this researchghne compared to the results obtamed in related research

i




e _ S Chaptertt
x t . v
THE FINPINGS OF THE STUDY

This chapter reports the findings of the study. It presents the results of the
analysis of the teachers' responses to the survey instrument (TOWP), and the results of
the teacher profile - proce.'SS mOdel proﬁle compansons The analysis of the chnldren s
- writing is discussed in tetms of the six assessment dimensions. The findings resulung '
from these analyses are thcn related to the research questions. _

- The first section examines the findings in terms of the instrument's potential to
indicate the teachers' theoretical orientation. The second is given to the relationship of the
findings to the question of the effect of the teachers' orientation on the students' writing,
" Finally, the findings related to the differences in the writing produced by the two groups

of children, together with the influence of the teachers' theoretical orientation are
presented. The chapter concludes wrth a discussion of the findings of this study as they

relate to other research and a summary of the ﬁndmgs of the study

Results - | PR
Item Analysis of Instrum

. An item analysis-was done on the responses from the '28 teachers who.completed
: . the survey The l'esults of thls analysrs are< detailed in Table 4. Based on this analysis,

- bthree 1tems whrch d1d not generate any disagreement were assumed to be poor
| vdascnmmators It was concluded that these statements appeared to be acceptable, if not in
practlce at least in theory, to the majority of the teachers who responded For each of
_thesedtems there Was a m1nonty of teachers who did lndlcate that they were undecided

o . about the 1deas contarned in the statement
_ 92 :

63



_'_ Table 4

Distribution of Teacher Responses to TOWP (n=29) |

SD . , o SA
1 2 3 4 5 °
Item# 1. 11 8 8 2 0
' 2 0 0 1 6 22
3 4 6 7 9 2 -
" 4. 9 7 6 4 3
5 "0 ,0 2 3 24 \
-6 3 3 10 7 6 \
7 3 0 3 8 15 >
- -8 0 0 3 11 - 15
9 - 12 6 2 5 2
» 10 - 3 2 7 9 -9-
11 6 8 a’ 5 3
12 11 8 . 8 1 -1
13 . 2 5 9 11 1
14 L2 2 4 14 7 -
15 3 6 14 5 1
16 1 4 8 9 7
17 8 4 11 5 1
18 1 .3 3 4 18 N
' 19 14 10 2 3 0
20 9 7 9 3 0 ’&%
21 2 7 9 5 )
22 10 4 -7 3 4
23 1 3 3 6 15
24 10 7 8 4 0
&N
| N
The following three items were considered to have failed o iminate. Item 2,

"QOrally sharing what they have written with other children hel?s beginning writers
~ develop a sense of audience,” was a concept that was suppgrtgd by all of the teachers

, R ,
‘except one. Similarly, statement 5, which deliberately maintained that the "most

important" aspect of the Grade One prc;gri_xm should be free expression of the studgnts'

ideas, was accepted by all of the teachers except one. Statement 8 rcgarding. the positive

o B

effcct of creatlve drama and role playmg on children's wntu)_g development elicited a -

similar strong agreement from the majority of the teachers. Three teachers 1nd1catcd that

they were undecided on this item. Q
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»

With the exceptxon of these three Ltems the statements in the survey ehclted arange
of respOnses Responses to seventeen of the items ranged fom one to fi ive (SD - SA);
while responses t% the remaining“four had a range,of three on the continuum.
Development of ]m@ her Emﬁlgg ‘

~ Inorder to estabhsh the tcachers theoretlcal orientation the data generated by the»
survey mstrument was analyzed along the three duhensxons outlined in the desxgn of the
study. The teachers responses were converted to a profile dnd this profile was
superimposed on the model profile. Figure 2 shows the profiles of the two teachers who .
were at'the polar positions on the surtley. These comparative profiles formed the basis
for the.examination of the teachers' responses along three dimensions:

A -, the range of deviation from the model,”

B - the disagreement rate,

_ C - the undecided rate.

By analyzing these three dirnensions, a tent'ative conclusion was reached as to_the
h‘ theoretical orientation to writing of each of the teachers. The first dimension (A)
' exammed the extent to wh1ch the teacher responses varied from the profile established by
the model These dlfferences were recorded asa composrte total. The second analysis,

Dnmensmn B, looked- at the "dxsagreement rate” which was the number of total
d15agreements (1 e. those 1tems for whxch the teacher indicated an opposite behef) which
the. teacher had wrth the model. In the analysis of dimensions B and C only the teacher's
agreement or disagreement was taken into account, the relative strength of ‘the agreement
was not consndered A third dimension (C) analyzed was the number of undec:ded
options chosen by the teacher (i.e the number of 3's mdlcated on the
_dlsagreement-agreement contlnuum) The analy51s was done for only those teachers -
" whose TORP responses were accompanied-by writing samples from the students (n=24). |
Table 5 indicates the results of the analysis for each of the teachers along the three

 dimensions. The findings are reported according to each dimension.
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Figure 2. Comparative profiles illustrating two contrasting orientations to writing.

»

1. Dmgnmm_ﬂm_&anggﬂmamm A maximum variation score would be 90

and would indicate complete dlsagneemcnt with the position set out by the model profile.

‘The scores obtained from this sample had a range of 37, with the closes'i score being 9

and the most discrepant being 46 (mean=27).
\ .

|

S
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2. Qmmﬂm_&_lhgﬂmm On this dimensjon the greatest number of
disagreements was 10 (Teacher T) and the least 0 (Teacher D) (mean = 3.74).

3. memg_nﬂmgm In the study the grcatest number of undccndcd

responses was 10 and the least was 1 (mean = 5 54)

-

Table § .
- Teacher Profile - Model Process Profile Comparison Data

T —

ABCDEFGH!JKLNOPQRSTUVWXZ
 Variation 33234624 20 14 15 44 43 2822 9 34 20 35 35 20 20 42 27 35 15 13 25
Dissgreement  © 4 190 23277342317534102511 4
Undecided 6827531 7101032.97572247961 s
Discussion of Findings Related 16 Question ]

The first question posed in this study concerned the potential of a survey

) instrﬁm_ent to identify the theoretical orientations which Grade One teachers bﬁ’ng to*

beginning writing and writing instruction. In reviewing the data generated by the survey

. some tentative éonclusidns can be reached. They ar;icl:mativc because the potential of

this instrument to discrinxinate is based on several as“g%fﬁptions. In the first place it

assumes that a "strong" process orientatjon was established by the five ""proccss"

. reviewers. It is obvious that the responses supplied by this committee were based ona -

reasonably. éound knowledge, developed thi'ough research and practice, of both .
-~ orientations. It is also assuméd tha’t the average téchﬂ in the study‘(mca'n' cchn'cncc

=11.5 years) would not have the knowledge base of the commlttcc nor would they have

been exposed to many of the recent discussions about writing dcvclopmcnt appearing m

R . - *E'
\



o PO

68

current reseggch litertuurc. as their pre-service training twill have pre-dated the advent of.
the process writing movement. " .

Support for this latter contcnnon becomes more apparent when the data which
detail the undecided. Fesponses of the teachcrs is cxammed (Table 5). Of the possxble 672
response optxons (28 tcachers x 24 statcmcnts). 156 indicated neither agreement or
percent of the responses were 3's). This was taken to indicate that

disagreement ﬂ
the teachers ei ad ne firm belief about that statement,.or that perhaps the tea_chcrs

were unaware that the practice detailed in the statement affected or was related to the
children's writing. This was particularly true of the statements which reflected the
process orientation,

If these assumptions are accepted, then it.can be concluded that most of the

 teachers did respgnd according to what they believed, rather than what they thought they
" ought to b§li €. When this is coupled with the fact that some of the profiles generated

were remarkably close to matching the modci, while others were t:mite distanced, the
conclusion can be drawn that the TOWP did indeed reflect a range of beliefs.

Another assumption made by a survey instrument such as the TOWP, which calls

i

for a forced response, is that all of the respondents can distinguish between "agree” and -

"strongly agree" and the reciprocal. If only the deviation from the model is scored, this

factor is not taken into account. However, when the rate of disagreement is taken into

‘ account'? a strohgcr indication of thc teachcr'k beliefs is obtained’ By looking at the rate

of agreemcnt without regard for the relative strength of th1s agreement, it is possible to
cxtract the teacher's gcncral tcndéncy toward either of the orientations. Based on thc

analysxs of lhls general tcndcncy, it is apparent that there were teachers who hcld strong

posmons on cxthcr end of the continuum (range 0-10). A general conclusxon can be~

that thctp Wem distinct patterns of beliefs disptayed in the teachés! responses.

L4

.neached that the i mstrumcnt d*hcatc some reasonably strong bchcfs, and ftn'thcrmorc , o
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t
o rs;urvei' most“elosely matc'hed those behefs usually associated with the traditional skills

B

Loy,

‘, J‘ ’ When the responses of the teachers were supenmposed on the model process -

memwmmm ,' | f'\-,"

1

T’he second question posed in the study related to the ability of the survey
mstmment to create a profile which was COﬂSlstcnt wnth cither a process or tradmonal
skills 1deologtcal perspective. The question is answered in the affirmative by refemng to
the developr‘pnt of the "model" process profile The consensus obtamed by havmg five

confirmed prooess moponems respond to the TOWP tllustrated that the instrument did

indeed develop a dtstmcttve process proﬁle Conﬁrmatton of a dtstmcttve‘

tradmonal, Skllls proﬁle isa somewhat more dxfﬁcult undertaking. The procedures used to

»

@

f’ ve]opwthe process profile are dxfﬁcult to rephcate because of the problems inherent in -

A a?

. e tdenufymg a group of teachers wh? by , thetr own admtssxon, are traditional-skills
’ v

.prop ents -Thu§ fbr the purposes of the study, those teachers whose responses to the-

agproach were consxdefed to compnse thls group. In arnvmg “at this conclusnon the

-

fo}fowing, reasomn g was followed

e a0 -
S ¥

;')ror le, at wets apparent‘«gthat the survey dld not differentiate the teachers into two dtstmct

groups In most cases the teachers responses ranged along a contxﬂuum Thus, there

: was no one teacher who was wholly process or one who was wholly tradmonal skills.

HOWever, although the teachers responses d1d not enttrely match the model proﬁle, (the

mean of the dev1atlon from the process model was 27), there-'were mdncattons that some '

-"of the teachers did agree almost entirely wtth the statements Supporttng process practlce

while dxsagreemg with those assecxated with tradmonal practtces Dtmensmn B (Table 3
details the extent of agreement that the teachers had with the process model proﬁle

Unlike Dtmensxon A, where the the teachers vanatton from the model mcludes the

o

dlffcrences in whether the teacher simply "agrees“ or "strongly agrees the relative.

strength of the agreement 1s not taken into account in Dimension B. The analysxs along.

Dxmensxon B mdxcates thgt one teacher (D) was totally in agrecment thh the model

C» \

§
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e posmon four others (B O W and X) drsagreed on onlx one point, whrle four (E G L, N
ang U) drsagreed on only two In contrast one teacher (T) dtsagreed on ten Jof the
3 statements compared to the model teacher c on mne, and tea"hers H,I,and P on seven.
. Althq\(gh three of the ltems, whrch theoretrcally should'have been 1nd1cators of
- the teachers theoreucal onentatroh d1d not hve up to this- paentral others provrded' | _
strong 1nd1catrons of teacher s belrefs In the survey, ten of the i 1tems made up the partral: v
:" o specrﬁcattons of the process orlentatron whrle thrrteen made up those of the tradmonal  ;
L skrlls Based on the vahdatronl procdures used i 1n the development of the mstrument and
/(he faet that mne of the teachers 1nd1cated agreement w1th the speerficanons of the |
processtprtentauon, it can be concluded that the TOWP has the potentral to 1nd1cate thet a .

'cher‘s theoretrcal Qnentatron %wrmng and’ wrmng 1nstructton o

; 3 ; P -
The second component of thrs research related to the manner in whrch the -
‘ teachers theoretrcal onentatron would be reflected in the wrmng produ0ed by the'”
chrldren ln order to mvestrgate thrs questron the ﬁve teachers D, Q W,X and’ B who.;

K g the TOWP had 1nd1eated wbre almosf entrrely i agreement wrth e process onentanon, : )
o v were chosen as the' representanve sa,mple of the "process onentatron " Teachers T, C H I * »
d P were chosen as representa\me of the "uad‘monal skrlls" posrtron as they had .
: \mdrcatﬁthe strongest agmement with that/ orrentauon The chlldren s wntrng from these
gmups was andyzed to examine how lt reﬂected the th ‘ucal onentauon of the teacher

The childnen S (vnhhg samples were analyzed i ageordi

4 tothe srx drmensrons -,

‘A’

; . an hsted and thc results arg presentedtﬁ summL.ry tbrm 1nuTable 6 In addmon to thrs those ' \. o v
e items from theJQWP whrch re,l'ktedt the parttal speclﬁcauons for the tradruonal sk‘llls e T
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: M&m In general the teachers in this onentatton _
tended to agree with those statements on the TOWP whtch related to the_develop ntpf .

specific wrmng skills. Statement 3, whrch refers to the practtde of grytng.chi en thel'

- tspellmg of words as they wnte, cames with 1t the underlytng assumptron ofstudent

, dependengr and the mabxhty of children to write unless they are given the correct words B

¥wa5 agreed to by four of the ﬁve teachers Sumlarly, a concem for th,e tradmonal writm g |

skrlls pnntmg and legtbthty, was echoed in thetr responses: All of the teachers agreed ’

‘ that consrstent letter formatron isan "1mportant part of the Wrrtmg process™ '(statement 4) .

>

E | and' also that legrble pnntmg is an essennal component of the begmmng wrmng program

: (statement 6) Three of the teachers felt that chrldren should erase errors;ather than

,'; Y v*'?‘t »

correct tﬁem in %Wg pr%esﬁwm&_ three fel,t that, thp"aécuracy and neatneﬁ of

E "-.' A children's workboolss d1d g1ve an m\hcauon of the students wnttng development TWO '

teachers d1d dlsagre fon thls pomt Statement 22 which clalmed that "early emphas is on

the mechamcs of wntlng estabhshes a sohd base for Iater writing development "was g

‘agreed to by three of the teachers, with one drsagreemg In most of the cases where the

~ teacher did not agree to the ideas c’ontamed in the statement, the undecrded response was.

o~ U N . N 1

tchosen O R BRSO 7 "“’Q"”'

Overall the ﬁve teachers agreed 65 percent of . the trme wnh thie stgtements -t

) supportrng tradmon*hl pracnce whtle dtsagneemg Wrth them only 12 5 percent of the time. -

“Thus, in general there was an indxcauon that ﬂhs group of teachers : id support thehdeﬁs

f',i;some sahent features that appeared consxstently m the chtldren s ‘writing in m}sT p. .

4

LR : v Y oS
The whtmg produced by thechrldren in these "traditional -sktl}s" ssroony.- -

" thlblted a w1de range of 1nd1$‘dual wrrtlng competenctes, both in forrn and i content

When this was coupled wrth a number of tnter-teacher dxfferences, it was dlfﬂcult to

"‘_1Jdent1fy" wrmng which could be categonzed as "tradmonal-skllls " However, there were

LY
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,3’*,‘;*‘ ) . Table 6 .
Companson of Student Achieyement Along Six Dimensions : o
by Teachcr and Group :

T . . ., Dimension _ S
1° 2 - 3 * 4 5 6 :

Teacher C . 3.23 U561 8L1% . 76% 3.19/ Interlined ‘

Teachet H =~ 3.04 - 74.5 °89.7% ~ 100%  1.76 = Foolscap

- Teacher I 338 " 648  752% 100% ° 2.57" Interlined
Teacher T @.19° . 748  .761% 8% . 2.38 Interlined
“Teacher P - 1.78 303 795% - _100% 2.6 . Interlined
Trad - skills R , ® o S ]

Mean .2.91 61.1 79.9% 92% 2.51 » SN
oL ‘ ‘ . " : ) . . : - ‘ﬁ?‘o S ) ) ‘:’ .

. TeacherD  3.72 90.7 - 775%  100% * 47 - Unlined .
Teacher Ogay ~3.28 429 ° 905%  100% " 2.6 __ Interlined N
Teache{ 3.85 87 . 798% - 100% - 5.6  Interlined - - -

. Teacher A% 2,64 - .92 - 947% " 86% 4.2  Interlined
@ Teacher B - 3.05. = 349  .906%  89% -, 3.8  Interlined . *
? R Pi'chss i i O { o " » . o : ' $
_Mean 3.35  — 68.7 - 87.1% _95% _ ‘,'4'16 . s -
g R U " Pl ’
g R ; T
| Dimensic‘ig‘l. Handwr“mng S Y -
e Dimgnsion‘z Length . ) (

| 'D1mens1on 3. Pcrcemage Comct Spellmg s R .

Dxmmsmn 4 Use of E.rasers ‘ i -
. - _ . Lo . . ‘
Dimenision 5. Holistic Impression, T e
- Dimension 6. Writhg Paper . * T ' 7 T
* . B R . . . ‘{;} t@%ﬁy} 2. ;
' ' ‘ ] . 'gﬁl »




" Table7.

- Teacher Responses to Key Spectﬁcanons of 'l‘radmonal Sktlls Oncntatnon

73

Statement?

~ Statement 1.
‘Statement 3.

- Statement 4.

r

Statemeng6.

Statement 11,

-

Statement 12.
Statement 19.
| N

Staternent 22.

_ 1mportant part of the writing process.

A ma)or prohf)lem that many bcgmmng wrhers htﬁ'e is with letter
reversals. ® - :

The teacher can help Grade Ones 3evelop as writers by he$1ng‘

them. Wlth the spelling of words a’i they are wrlunga

The use of inter-lined paper is necessary because it ‘helps
beginning writers to understand that

.

essentlal component of the beginning "wnt:mg px‘bgram

Begmmng writers . sﬂ0uld be discouraged from using erasers as -
they write as theu‘ errors. are better corrected in the edltmg

process. . S

N

. The childrens ability to copy. words fatrly aceurately is one “
_ md1cator of their development as Writers.

A

An 1ndtcatxon of how students are developmg as writers ‘can be

gauged by looking at how neatly and accurately they complete t‘hetr ‘

workbook activities.

Early emphasnln the mechamcs of &ntmg helps the begmmng
wnter to establish a solid base for later writing dcvelomnent ’ -

~

co tytstent letter size is an

1 3 . 4 . 6 N 12 ;7 19 22
Teacher C  SD SA. . SA ' A SD SA D
" H N A e A v SA D N~ D.
I N N “A . A A © N A ,
T D A SA A SD D. .-A :
. P N AL ‘AL, N N AL -t
Trad-skills -k i . L '
Teacher D SD N~ N D ' D N
- 'N .. N N 8D SD N
SD D A SD SD SD
- / SD SD SA SD SD SD
) /"N . N A N ~SD - SD . SD
PrdGess - . . - l»:? /
“\ ! ’ L
] Y
. "Statement Key "

- Developing the students ability to print leglbly should be an
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Of the five teachers who ih"diCated a strong traditional skills orientation, Teacher P
is something of an anomaly Even though this teacher indicated a reasondbly strong

agreement wrth the tradmonal skills onentatlon, the writing submmed b)( this teacher d1d

L
not matoh'*f'h appearance orin content, the sampl'bmrtted by the other teachers i in this C

"

3 group For oxampl% although thls teacher agreed that mterhned paper was 1mportant the ~.. 8. -

.,s

o ttng evas ®ne by the: chﬂdren on unhned paper which caused them numerous ob\hous

‘_trolcf

handwrmng convennons (mepnhandwntmg assessment-—l 7 8), and the wntmg a#shqrt

corpposmon and a]ngnﬁ'éht prolﬂems Few of the children dlsplayed any

o
in length and poorly structured ‘Although 1t‘1s dxfﬁﬁt to vrsuahze Ehe contexts in wh1e e

4

v these chrldren wrote, 1t could be assumed tM }hese (“hlldren eijger were not used to .
wmlng on th1s type /of paper or tha,t they had not written at all durxpg the sé%ol year b &

- Thus the discussion which follows is tempered somewhat by the. knowledge that the - N

‘writing Pl'odUced by this'teacher's children did differ greatly from the norm, and that PO j&

& every mstance this eXceptlonahty must be taken i mto account. The followmg dlscussmn is X ?

based on the wrmng produced by the childgen in the classes of teachers C, H, I, and T

-

- The teachers expressed concem for neatness and legrbﬂity was apparent in' the

' chxldren s wm/mg ty of the prmtmg was charactenzed by well- formed letters, S ‘
and on a scale’ of IQM for tach’ group ranged from 3.04 to 3. 38 (Teacher P~
| -1 '18) There was also an obvrous concem on the part ofythe students for correct word
spaclng Ih one set (Teacher C) the children’ s wntmg contained excessrve over spacmg, : 2
c and often a 4-5cm SPE:;C was left between words. Fxgure 3 g provided as 1llustratlon¢ ;In N
¢ 'most omothers carefub spacrng was apparen{ ﬁroughout but not to this extent. A'll. R

of these teachers mdxcated agreement ‘with the 1dea that mterhned paper is a valuable '

wrmng ard fe‘r children, and three of the four did submijt the writing’ ‘Samples on this

paper Two teachers (C'and T) used a teacher)ade vanety, while the third used Lt

f . 2 ‘,: - ﬁ

" © .. interliried foolscap. In gen&al the chxldren did adhere to the requuement‘ that the hctght of : ,
'thelowcrcaseletfrsshouldnotexceedthedottedcenn'ehne Int}usgroupallof% | _ K o




writing from the chlldren in thﬁs class showed a concern for spax:g. bug not to the extent

shown by the other chtldren in tﬁts group The teachers b ick Moy RINgPsc of erasers
was not reflected in the chﬂdreﬁ's writing, Whether the gl it ll§ Bt or not, all of
the chtl used erasers, In fact the chnldren of Teacher P he

& pravsey ).
. ‘of the groups (skills or procéss) SO she strongly dtsagreed' that their uSe should
. be d_iscouraged ~when the child ‘-,‘ . . p first drafts All of the teachers in thls group
| agreed that children should be dll Y “ expertment thh word spellmgs in their wrttnng, E |

&

‘ and approxxmately 16 percent of ' ev words sed by the chtldren in this group fell into the
{ R \
, invented spellmg @tegory This contrasts; somewhat with the idea that children should be-
« given help with. thetr spellmg as they are writing, which was agreed to by three of the four *

teachers Although it must be noted that alh o*seteachers agreed that mvented- A _
R spellmg was a part of Grade One wntmg developr*'hent Thus, the demands of the ﬁrst_ R o

s draft presentatton may have prompted Me teachers to let‘tftelr students simply write for . -

thlS occas;on without havmg to .have ‘Words spelled for them
o« S

S
- v%bugh there were, wmepteces of wntmg in this group whtch were rated htgh «

| . A.;r%';; .on the hohsuc }mpressmn scale, not one of the pteces rated at the top of the scaL\(‘T) On
R the Hohsttc Impressmn scale of l -7, the mean for the four sets was 2. 48 The primary
{ B reason for thns relatxvely m@ score was that the wntmg typtcarly dtd not show a htgh, |
degree of abstraé’\ or complex,tty of thought (!terally the. wntmg was dtSJomted and o
 did not 1mpart the sense of a complete’ story structure The majonty of the children' s
wntmg in-this group s1mply described the objects or the events in the ptcture w1thout "

: " much elaboratton Two examples taken from dtfferent teachets lllustrate this pomt

-

. . . . . Vg k. D e
P . . . Rd o ST
N . - v

Example A L
~ Mommy is surprise. o ' 3 g T S
. Mommyismad. ., T o {‘ )
~The dragon is scared. v - e ' ..é:”
" Thedragon is green (Teacher H student). ‘ ‘ >




R i Co
o : o . ’
o | ,‘ | S - "ﬁ; “ ","
., BampleB N
., Onegday thcre was a Boy | S L ‘
He went to the wdods ‘ o R DY ‘t
He fownd a dragonand - ® W
c tooknhomc'thcmom - '
' Wasscerdand the dragon - B |
| Was frendle and live R : "“ ‘ #
happtly evur Aftar, (Tcachcrlsmdcnt) 14 -
4
| 2& L d‘"l[é - Eo\z ﬁ\,;zgs ;

. . —— - e == . e - . .

Gmm'."'r' e o ofgt

‘, '—',_—."Lj-'- - 4&"

Figure 3. Grade One writing illustrating over-emphasis on spacing. ’

. ' T e . .
B S . - “ . . s".‘\-);"
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Kcép‘ihg in rk md xhat the writing was produced by begmmng wntcrs , Most of the

stoncs written by the childyen in the- group were told du'cctly and relauvcly SImply N

- without embéllish nts such as dcscnpuon of setting and chamctcr or»d“cvelopment of

i

side plots. mkam}lc from Tcacher'C .mumu this type ¢ of story (the spacmg atterhpts
/"“’\
- ) capmnc the\:résemanon format usoetb? dus student):
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ExampleC =~ . » - ° \ .
R » o : I 1 B ’ , &
' Trmmy and the dragon | . \
Once vnpno a - otime ., *

: Ea 'h vA %ﬁﬁj"‘&’as ‘a
a;’, ‘

#

01

‘boy  name  Timmy - N .
he Sflid "I want ’ \‘:?{3’. ‘ﬂl": » ‘ y . . o . Q&’ﬁ" .E“"‘:ﬁ‘s-,w‘?' .*°;" M
. to cep a dragon" ’ R A TR . k ",' :
. 4 .
and  SHe Said ‘"No"’ _— o

and Tim want Pieit 4

¢ to - ﬁ to .
. - ) }‘1 i an

" to establlsh a single sgt of charactensttcs whtch could be sard to typtfy a "traditional

skrlls" 'plece of writing, when the wntmg was exammed accordmg to the individual

v
teacher sets certain specrﬁc charactertstrcs could be 1dent1ﬁed Most obvnous was

C
Teacher C's smess on spacmg &hich was cirried to the extreme by the chlldren Similarly «

styltsttc preferences were evident. For example, in Teacher I's class 18 of the 21 stones
slarted/mth "Qne day or "Once upon a time;" whereas only five of the 21 chtldrep in
Teacher Ts class used that lead. In Teachcr H's class, the majority of the studcnts used a
"one sentence per lum" format. The sentences were usually short and simply made
statements about the picture (as shown mexample A @ove) In contrast, all of the ‘
chtldren ih Teacher I's class wrote a stor)’of some kind, and at least half of the stories

contained the basic story elem etttng, begmnmg a goal set by the main character

. an attempt or series of attemp endmg or outcome.

Thus, the writing produced by the chtldren in'the traditional sktlls group did reflect
ina general sense some of the concerns typtcally associated with thtsonentatlon 'l‘he
teachers beliefs about thc*need for correct form were reflected in the chrldren s wn,t‘;'hg‘
However the inter-teacher dtﬁ‘emnoes mom readtly exemphﬁed how the tndmdual
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teacher bd'iefg and preferences are translated into actual practice Overall there were

L

few P Whtch gemonstrated that the children weré aware of the reader. The:

‘g feature of the wnttng in this group was that most of the pieces lnked a

scnse m“ alt 1€

»

; e\‘%vhrch means simply that most of the writing appeared to be be

A ;
wnt}en&n ly. as an exercise rather than as an opportunity to share ideas with: a-

A

In general the responses of the teachers in this group to
thosc statements on the TOWP whrch related specifically to the development of chrldren s

R ﬁhgl "skllls" tended to contrast sharply wrth those of the tradmonal skills group (Table
W':_-‘.,_f, mhe rocess teachers dlsagreed wrth the statements which supported traditional

i
3 ércent of the ttme, whtle agreejng only 2.5 percent of the time. Itis _

1mportarmnbte however, that the teachers did not indicate any belief or were undécrded

) 32 5 percent of thétlme Teachers B, D, and O were undectded on four of * eight

t’}

L
ttems, and Teaclitr X was the only one to take a strong posruon on all of thexgems.

«+ . The teachers. were almost unanimous m their swong drsagreement thh the

. -

ystatetnents whrch referred to the value of copymg words accurately, the mdrcatron of -

. progréss gamed from 'neat and accurate completion of workbook acttvmes, and the need

. for early emphasrs on writing mechamcs Three of them strongly disagreed that interlined
paper was necessary to the development of con51stent }etter size, and the group held
different positions on the value of helping children to spell as they wrrte and the role that
legible printing plays in the deve10pment of children's writing abilities. .

Overall the teachers who were 1dent1ﬁed as havmg a process onentatron\by the

(’I‘OWP generally etther rejected or were undecided on most of the statements which

onstituted the parttal Spemﬁcauons of the traditional skills onentauon | \ |

-

In comparmg their rcsponses 0 the TOWP wrth the children's wrmng, some

tnteresnng observations can be made. Two of the teachcrs who drsagreed that mterltned

-
»

&>

R

\




paper was lmportant and two who were undecided subrmtted the Fhildren's wntmg on

. interlined ﬁaper Onlyf Teacher D, who disagreed on thg valuc of interlmed paper, A

submitted th&chxldren s writing-on unlined paper. However, unlike the writmg from. . ‘_M'""

Teacher P, the handwriting and format demonstrated in the writing of Teacher D's
| | chtldren were consrstently neat and legible. As was the case with the‘ﬁ‘adinonhl skills

group, all of the clhldren m this group erased no matter what the teacher's expressed

beltefs were. In four of: tl'le five sets of wrmng the children doublé spaced and in their o

‘ handwntmg made an effort to gonform to the reqlulrement that lower case letters stay
below the dotted line. .Where the children wrote on- unlmed paper (Teacher D)',,. the,
children simply wrote one linie under the other in a more convennonal formpt. - "5 .

. Although the teachers disagreed with the idea that mechamcs, neatness and
legibility should be the focal point of beginning writing instruction, the chtldrcns
prcsentauon of their wntmg was usually of more than adequate quality. The mean
handwriting score for the group was 3.31 with a range of 2 64-3.85. Some of the ‘
chudrm in the sample did use emphadc lefler spacing, but they were the exceptlon rather
than the rule. Genera'lly, the chrldren in the four groups who Wmte on mterlmed Raper ‘

did de?nonstrate a concem for'recise word spacmg In contrast the chtldren who wrote -

‘A on the unlmed paper demonistrated a more adult-like word spacing schema

~ The mter-teacher differences were not as pronounced as thosc of the traditional
skills group,” there were, however some differences of note. In the writing done by the
students of Teachers W and D thcre was a reasonably hi gh degree of umfomuty in the
quahty of the work both’ fonn and content produced by the students: Wrthout any,
mdxcatlon of the classroom contexts in which thc wntmg is produced, it is difficult to
explain the consistently high performance-of the majority of the students in the classes of
Teacher WA and D One might assume that thesé children had beep ex;osed a lanéuage B (

’ arts program whrch had emphasxzed a great deal of wrmng, as it was obvxotls that these

\ students hadconﬂ'ol of all aspects of the wnnng process In contrast a wnde mnge of
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variation wasishown in the writing produced by the students of the other three teachers, ,
from almost 'non-writing 0 complex stories. . ' ]
In all of thc class sets there was an overwhelming prefcrencc on thc part of the

efiildren for stamng the ng with "One day” or "Once upon a nmé " This. usually =
K W“

' mdxcatcd that some form of narranvc was 1o follow. All of the children in the proocss

| group mcorporatcd invented spelling frecly o their wnnng, however thcrc was a

considerable range in the mean perccntages for each class tely 5 percent of
the. words. used by the children in Teacher D's class were invented, while 22

pcrccnt of the words in Téather B s class w‘%re classed this w% As w1th the traditional % 8

' skﬂls group all of these teachers indicated that invented spe ling was a«pain of them.‘,s -

beginning writing process. however none of them agreed that children should be given the
spelling of words as thcy are writing. There was also a wideariation in ghc number of .
words which the children actually wrote. The mean number of words wntten was 69.3, |
ranging from the low of 34.9 produccd by Teacher B's chlldren to the high of 92'
produced by (he students of Teacher W. Slmxlarly, w1de rangc of difference in the ‘

scores for each teacher on hohstlc mpressxon was noted; however, the studen”ts in, this

° group as a whole produced m@ng which contained ideas which were well developed’ and ,

umquely expressed. Most of the stones wnttcn by these children contamed a sense of
story and many 1llw a high Iével of abstrhctlon Two examplcs of such stories @

support this conte 'om Ya : .

- eD Lo ﬁ i _ ‘ .
The BoyandThcdragon . v
anmcthc;wasaboythatsedtohxsmotherCanIgototheprack o
hxsmqghcrandsohcd:donthcwachcmetadtagon theboysedto
thcdngonImgmngtotheparckwoodyouhkctocomcwuhmc ok that };
+ wood be nice and thac did The boy went on.a shdandthcn it wag the
dragons turn but be git fit 3o tha went home Andwcnnthagothomcthe
drlpomlohuogomthchousc Sohcjusthadto.andsho(jusmom “
buthxsl!mln~ ' shcrnadoutcgmchousegndscremdhclp _ .




" place, to predlct some of the problems mherent in havmg a dragon fXa pet;. tp vx‘ a11 ’

the mother s reacuon, and ﬁnally to pro_)ect a solutxon to the problem: whxch wou_

She scareamed and did it a gen and then She setld down and-screamed get
that thing out of hier no mom Im gomg to c*ap him oh no you can't winot (
because it blose fire mi dragon will never do that oh yes he will oh no he \
wot tomoro you can gb up to the mowtims with wor dragon thats were he
blelos and that's the end of The Story (Teacher W student)

Exampit E I s R
" Mike ves his dragon. o ‘\ f
* Once upon a time a boy named Mike brought a dragon home. | better notlet
Mom or Dad see it. ‘So he took the dragon downstairs so Mom or Dad wont \ .
see. At bed time everyone went to’bed, Oh O he's comeing upstairs. Then
Mom went downstairs. Mom got knoked down. The dragon went right |
upstairs and kocked evryone out of bed. Dad said that dragon has to go: i
- But dad he neds love. We can find hi\r'n);is home ocay Dad tomrow we'll CE A
- 0. Mom got up and went to bed. " ®
The next day thay went to find ahome for the dragon. = co.
A biger dragon was puffing smoke at us. I think this ;§ the mother the '

-

dragon went out of the car and ran to his mother. (Teacher D student) . Cf

. 1 i

\

There were f'nany such stories thnch ﬂlustrated the ability of the student to go
beyond the ptcture in order to hypothesde how the dragon came to be with the boy in ﬁrst .

ya

. *

acceptable to all of the p;tmt:lpams, moludmg the dragon v b ’i’ ;

In. addmon to the story sense contamed in many of the stories produced by the

children in the process group, there.was also a strong wrtters voice ev1dent (Graves, »

f

‘ 1983; Murray, 1984) Generally the wnters in'this group appeared to be aware of their

~ audience and theit obhgatlon to the reader In Jplaces they spoke dirg€tly to the reader, o

*

providing incidental information which the reader might require. For example, in a story
written in the third person by a student in Teacher X's class, a family becomes sick




N
because of the dragon's presence. In the conclusion of the story they get u
| dragon The guthor s concluding statement to the reader is "welLPgeusEﬁ:y w#rt swk
aftrall" (Well I guess they weren't sick after all). "Another writer informs the reader in the

" course of his story, "you might want to Know that the dragon was huge" (’I’ettcher X).

Other writprs took similar opportunities to share information with their audience, to ask -

quesﬂq‘.gf the reader, and to generally inform the reader that they had tnformanon

whtc‘h nﬁht help in the comprchensnon of the story >

*Ig one story the ynter hypothcsxzed that "I thmgck it w
et ‘”tnngckrltsdtt" (!rnnqurhzed it) (Teacher B). In another the mother was "hlpedati&
(hypnotized) (Teacher X), and in anothqr, the wntcr was upset because when she took -

her dragoﬂ' a walkall of the adults had a “seare

bleim” (staring problem) (Teacher
Y D). Complex sentence structurcs were used by several of the writers in. thxs group, an

example from Teaeher W's class 1lluStrates. " Just then Jtmmy s dad came stormmg into .

° work." " o AN T D .
o -As with the wntmg produced by the cl‘uldren in the traditional- skﬂls settmg there

3
L ) T ‘was dtfﬁculty in esmbhshmgl_a‘ d\bﬂy goptifiable. process “;rmng "type " jn terms of

Q#ﬂhe conwcntlonal aspeciy oﬁthe wﬁpng the chxldren in-this groupbproiiuoed clearly
xcceptable work Although the t,eachers in this gnoup lnd:cated that they were not overly

the house growlmg wheres my food 9 The dragon aet ‘all the food so he tent back (e p

' .

Lo
7.

oo concerned with 1he surface features of the cluldren s writing, it was obv1ous that the- * Lo
L chnldren had learned them very well during some stage o their writing development, The
single feature which characterized the wnnng produced by these students was their ﬁnely :

| tuned story sense. When tlu§ 1s coupled wnth the g ‘geml sense of audience Wthh these

=d



ek,

p‘fodu’ctlvﬁy can be eonsxdered a rough indicator of the writer's emerglhg ablhty, .

differences in the wn'ting which is produced by children who are given instruction
accordmg to contrastmg theoretxcal onentanons Al of the research ewdence gathered m

this study, both stausncal and descnptive, mdtcates support for the contenuon that there

are significant differences in the wrmng produced by \lw:'jo groups

The data which were comptled accordmg to the writing assessment criteria set out

in the research desngn reveal that all of the dunenstons dld dxscnmxnate between the two

f

groups Table 8 tndxcates that there were significant dlfferences m favor of the process

/-

)" The final quesdomposed in this' study related to whether or not there were

group thure 4 presents the dtsmbuuon profiles for each of the groups ajong the &)ur

"dtmensmns handwnttng, percentage of words carrect, length and holtsnc mpressron |

Hmdm Although the handwrumg 'was jlldng ona ﬁrst draft basis, |t rrYust

assumed that the basw condition was the same for all of the chnldmn

have been time or: teacher input con51deratxons, the overall size 'of e sample (n-2 1,0)

/-
perhaps overcomes these factoxé The reSults of the analysts gtven in fl‘able 8 indicate a

_ ~d1fference “in tHe level of handwntmg cornpetence, W1th th %rocess group beuflg

v .

‘sngmﬁcantlybetterhandwmngquahty T v o

!

, L&_Ig,gm The lengthef the wmmg was calculated and mcluded as a cntenon as

..

-~

particularly i in Grade One. The score for each teacher represents the average number of

‘ teachers gave to the wntmg may have affected the numberof words, wthh the children

produced. Also for some f the chrldpen it was apparentthat the bottom of' the page

f R
usually signalled- the need 1o cease \mung However, itis assumed that the sample siz¥

serves somewhat to equalme this condmon Frorn the data analysxsnt, can be concluded
that the chxldren in the pmct;;s grolip. dld produce stgntﬁcandy longer pteces ot’ wnung
However thefe were constdetable dtffetenm v/nhxn the groups ‘and m&un the classes

‘ words wntten by the chtldren in the class Once agaxn, the amount of ume that the '




N |
themselvesg Th\ts, the data comprled here has more pertment apphcatton to an analysxs of

i

m&mm Both. groups of teachers supported the idea that

| . the percentage of correct words whrch the chrldren wrote. .

mvented spellmg is part ot’ the developmental pattem of begmntﬁg wrtters however the .-+

t(admonal group generally agreed that chtldren Thould be- gtven the spellmg of words as

they are wntmg The process teachers generally dtsagreed w1th thrs posmon As correet

: gpelllng of words is tradmonally consrdered to be c one of the pre~regu1s1te wrmng Sklllbw NI

j . this concern should be reflected in the wntmg of the chlldren in the traditional skills -
- gro_up. In this study this d1dv not .appear to be the case. Taken asa whole, chrldren inthe
process group correctly spelled words signiﬁcantly rnore often than those in the traditional .
group | , v . :
Hgltsttg Impress ion ¢ The hohstlc 1mpressron was based on the overall impact .
whxch the writing made onj}the researcher. tis perhaps the dimension upon whtch

0 T
o teacher mput or t1me spent would have the least. effect Where there could have been help

grven to the chrldren to correct handwntlng or spelhng errors, or even encouragement )

gtven to mcrease the—number of words wntten it is obv1ous that teachers cannot make B

—

chtldrén develop, organize and express their 1deas ina relanvely short wntmg tlme such

*

as they were grven in this study ‘ | é’ ,

On thls dimension the chlldren ‘in the process group dlsplayed a greater
comprehensron of how stories are structured a deeper level of abstractlon and a greater :
facility with wntten language structures. As a result the mean for the process group was
4. 16 whrle the mean for theetradmonal skills group was 2. 51 Thus there was ‘a'

srgnrﬁcant difference between the gr?ups in favor of the process group.
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: = Table8 |
-TestResults fgr ProcessGroup vs. Tradrttonal Group n SN
. ~Process e Tradiionl Mean " Vilie Probabthty oY
Handwriting »"~}?.”*~v3348 2908 :4'", | 4714 ooom»'l.; S

. Lengh 68730 o 61092 1683 00480
%age Words Correct .- . -;_‘87 056 19979 s «76.098 00001' C o
HohstrcImpressron “‘f-‘,’."_}‘~_14163 2514 -3'350_ S ,0-0001}" RS
9T Degrees of Freedom For Al Cntena : | | "

»j"" There were other mfonnal mdrcators of ‘

dlfferences Wthh were based on the total 1mpresswn garned from readmg the wntmg of
the two groups Chlldren in the process group: provrded titles for thetr stones 75percent ,

of the time, \%:{le only 39 percent of the traditional skills children drd In addmon to a’

drfference in niymber of titles, there were also drfferences in the purpose which thc trtles

14

Tx m/ed\’[‘rtis used by the process group tended to summagz;pr indicate the maJor 1dea o

~ in the story; or example "A Dragon is Found," "Mike saves the Dragon," and - .

- Dragon." Tites used by the traditional skills chtldren tended not to contarn verbs, usually
~ indicating s1mply the charactetswho were in their stones, for exampte, "“The Boy and the S

~ Dragon" or "The Boy and the Mom T o p

-
€

k On all of the drmensrons mvestrgated there were differences between the two |
| groups\ From an analysis of the data c comptled from the TOWP and assessment of the
children' swnttng, the. assumptron is made\that the reasons for these dtfferences must be
‘attrtbuted in some way, to the bcltef system whrch underlies the teachers behefs about

N . sy

| writing and writing instruction in Grade One classrooms.
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~One of the: conclusrons reached m the present stuﬁy is tha@rvey mStrument |

b\v‘

whrch was developed has the potenual to 1nd1cate a range of teacher behefs about wtrtlng ”

and wntmg mstructron These ﬁndmgs are. supp‘orted by those of Barr and Duffy (1978)
Gere et al J(1981), and DeFord .(1979 l985)r* *All pf these researcllers found that an

E mstrument whtch mcorporated the same basrc des1gn elements as the TOWP did indeed

- observatlonal data but found that teachers’ bellefs were reﬂected in student outcomes. ‘

dtfferent:ate teachers‘ bellef systems
Barr and Duffy (1978), the authors of this Empgsmg_ngLueg_tm, concluded that

: therr final draft reﬂected not only "the theoretrcal conceptrons gleaned from the hterature :
but also the more practrcal concerns gleaned from observational data" (Barr & Duffy, R
»1_978, p.7). Uhmately they concluded that "The Empgmaumm prov1des- an_
efﬁcient a’nd'reliable means .for assessing teachers‘ generaliied beliefs about reading"”

(1978, 2 8). Unllke the Barr,and Duffy research the present study did not use

1 ures used in the development of the TOWP reflect. th‘e desxgn ployed

not taken by Barr and Duffy was to create an uuttal ptlot usmg teachers jn-the field. Thrs

was done in the present study, and the responses whtch were generated through thrs L
- procedure allowed for constderable reﬁnement of the mstrument »
DeFord's purpose in creating the TORP was to develop an instrument whtch :

~ would mdlcated a teachers ‘beliefs about readmg The reﬁnement and validation

procedures used by DeFord mdrcate the future dmectlon that can be taken if the TWOP is

to be fully valtdated However the analysis procedures set out by DeFord are smular to

those used in the TOWE DeFord created proﬁles which allowed for comparatrve data to

——

: be generated from the teacher responses to the survey 'I‘he major difference between

‘ . -

.'Eysim the development of the Emp_osmggal_l_nmtog A ste whlch was'

-,



DeFord's proﬁles and those developed in thls study is tltat DeFord utiltzed a bar profile :

“ whtch related to the statements 1n the sequence that they were posed in the TORP whlle ‘
the TOWP mcorporates a lme profile whtch reflects the teacher's responses to the
statements wlucll are grouped %cordmg to a speclﬁc model The advantages of the ) '. ;
procedure us&l by thc.T.OWP are that teacher proﬁles can be supertmposed dtrectly onthe - "
model Thts procedure allows the teachers to be readtly identified accordmg to the o
parucularonentauon b e ’ o

“ Although DeFord suggests that a sconng system based on the teachers responses‘ |
can be used mstead of the proﬁle, this creates some dtfﬁculty, partlcularly when the
reSpondent mdlcates a majonty of undecided responses The score for this teacher would

" not represent any parttcular onentatlon even though it would fall into the range for one of

the onentauons SUggested by DeFord The range of dlsagreement scale used to tdennfy a
partlcular onentanon m the present study has not. been suggested elsewhere in the

ltterature, but in thts study it appeared to be the best mdtcator of the teachers theoretlcal

posmon*

Research Wthl’l has looked at the effect of teachers bellefs on the writing whtch is
produced by children’ has concluded that teacher 1deolog1es are reflected in the children's
wrmng (Graves, 1975; Harste Burke & Woodward 1980;. Haynes 1984, Mosenthal,
1983; Moss, 1984; Wlluckr, 1984). .The effects of these bellefs have been expressed
along a number of dimensions. Although the orientations have—Been classed under a
varietyvof titles, the essential thrust o’l‘ most.of the studies has been to note the effects of

’the two 1deolog1es exammed in the present study. |
Moss (1984) examined the effect of teachers 1nstructtonal behavtors on the

writing processes of kmderganen children. She concluded that children's writing
- processes and perceptions are related to the 1deolog_1cal perspective which the teacher

g



O

 strongly the findings of the present study.

>

. o o
- brings to writit'tg' instruction. Haynes (1984) conducted researchinto the-relationship of

" was that instructxonal methods based on pamcular beliefs could account for success

foesd I DRIkttt T R R PR L Gt R Y e g, R SO R SRS S I NS 44 ORI AR
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‘teaching approaches to the writing achxevement of Grade Thrée students. What she found ; ’

mea}sured in terms of the ‘writing achievement of the students. A study done by -

Mosenthﬂﬁl983) sho that teachers' beliefs about writing influenced the way in which

chlldren ?nderstood the writing task. The ‘findings.are supporteda.in the present research

in that tﬁt’&ﬂuehée of the teacher's 1deology was ap

Bﬂhda Wlluckl (1984), whose research desxgn was sxrmlar in. many respects to

' that used in the present study, looked at the effect of the teachers theoretlcal onentatlon
.on kmdergartmn &hildren's concepuons of written language By comparmg the writing
-which was produced by the children and i interviewing them as to thexr percethons of the

. writing process Wilucki was able to assess the effect of the teachers' behefs She found

that the chlldren s wntmg did reﬂect the teacher's behefs Although thxs study did not

) examme the children's percipuons of the wntmg task as Wlluckl did, her findings as to

the s1gmﬁcant dlfference in the ability of e children's in the communication/whole

* language classroom to compose and express their ideas expression of xdeas supports very

. o R
. As the introduction of the writing process into classrooms has been a relativel
. § proc t ely

recent phenomena‘, much of the current research has been concerned with reporting the

results of the process approach to wntmg described in detail in the literatare review in this

_F;”\

study., In the forefront of these have beeri the c[aiuls made by Donald Graves and his

associates(1983, 1984). The findings of the present study do support these claimsin a
limited sense. Graves" contentmn that children will develop the “skills" of wntmg if they

.are provided with a context which centers on the children actually writing is supported by
. the ﬁndmgs of this study particularly in measures of handwriting, spelling and length.

This finding is also supported by those of Dobson (1983), who reported that children - |

3
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“ wheswrote on a daily basis in a process oriented classroomdi{d produce "well-spaced,

L N

readable” writing. . . ,

The children in the proqess group in the present stud)ansu'ated a firm grasp not
only of the mcchamcs of writing, but of more importance, compctcncc in the orgamzatton
and exprcsston of their ideas. The findmgs reportcd by 'Smith (1984) and Wlluckl '
(1981) support these results Smith found.that the students in hls study 1mproved in all of '
the dimensions outlined in the present study without any ovcrt tcachmg being given to the
studcnts and Wlluckt (1984) reported that the children in her "commumcatton/wholc

language class perceived the writing task differently from those in the "mechanjcs/skills"

‘class. It'was obvious ifi the writing produccdby the children in the present study that the =~ *

process children were significantly different from their counterparts in the traditional skills - -
. . - . i . &§ . :
classrooms, and that the major difference was in their overﬁ perception of the writing

7
J

process. |
It is Wilucki's oueralg,conclusion which is best supported by this'study As in

Wilucki's study, the chlldren it the traditional skills classes in this study dld mdtcatc a

. reasonable dcgree of control over the graphxc conventions of writing, and although this

was net lacking in the process chtldrcn, there was the added dimension of the wntmg -

~ focus. In general, thc writing of thc process children did reflect an awareness of and a

concern for the readcr, as Wilucki states, "The pnmary f*us of their written language

was meaning - in the sharing of a message" (1984, p. 77)

This chapter has presented the findings of the studyl"Thc two major areas of
concern were examined, the ablltty of the i instrument to indicate the theoretical oncntatton :
L ]

of thc\teachers and the effect which the teacher's oncntatxon has upon thc wnung

produced by the studcnts ' - /

v . L : ) . , .\
. . : .



. havethe potential to differentiate between the two theoretical orientations descri
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study Companson of the teacher proﬁles thh a model process profile gcnerated two

teacher groupings each containing five teachers, On the basns of the deviation of the
teachers’ proﬁles from the model process profile the groupings were de51gnated
"process,” which contained those teachers closest to the model, and "traditional skills,"

Lhose teachers farthest away from the model

- The responses of these two teacher groups 1o the key statements in the survey

were charted ax)d—sela\ted to the characten-stxcs of the writing whlch was produced by the

' chlldren Et:-g\:oup %vas analyzed in detaxl to determine’if and how the teachers' beliefs

were refleet

chlldren s wrmng could be be identified as }o the onentauon under which it was written,

~ individual teacher/behefs could be seen in the class sets of children's writing. Some

conclusions were reached as to the key characteristics of the wnung in each group.
The chlldren s writing was examined further to determine if there were
dxfferences between the two groups. Each of the dxmensmns of the children's writing

was subjected to statistical . descn'pthe analysis. The results indicated,that there were

- -significant quantitative an r qualitative differenees between the writing of the children in

|

the two groups. These result's'Were compared to the findings of related. research and

several supporting consistencies were noted.

Chapter §, prowdes a rev1ew of the study together w1th the main conclusxons ’

x(eached in relation to eact:v(fhese questlons The implications for mhmcnonal pracnce
" and further reseaich are p
theoretical bases of the study .

ided together with some reflections on the philosophical and

the chxldr;ns wrmng Although no specific individual "type" of



SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS ‘ .

ThiS chapter provides a summary of the study and the conclusions reached in

terms of. the four questions which were posed in the study. lmphcanons for teacher
educanon programs for teachmg pracuce, and for further research are presented. Finally,

_ the phllosophlcal and theoretical implications of the study are reviewed in light of the

findings of the study.

* Summary

The pnmary purpose of this study was to mvesugate the effect which the bchefs
held by Grade One teachers about writing and wrmng mstructlon has upon the writing
| whnch is produced by their students. A rationale was provided for identifying two
theoretical onentatlons to writing, termed in ‘this study a "process” and.a "traditional
skills'Vorientation. In order to carry out this mvesnganon a survey 1n ment was
developed which had thc potenual to indicate the teachers’ orientation. A sample of the
chlldren s writing was obtained from each teacher, and the teacher's belief profile and the
children's writing were. analyzed to determine the extenf to which the teacher's beliefs |
_ were reﬂected in the writing. The study, therefore, could be viewcd as being made up of &
three major components, the creation of the survey instrument, the analysis of the
students’ writing, and the compan'sdn of the teachers' beliefs with the children's writing.

"The. procedures used in the development of the survey entitled the Theoretical
Orientation to Writing Em ile (TOWP), involved the generation of a series of statements
about writing and the teaching of writing in Grade One, a systematic verification of the
items, and a pdbt study using teachers in the‘ field. In its/ﬁnal form the TOWP consists of -

24 statements about theory and practice in Grade One writing instruction. Each item

92
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reqmivcs a msponsc accordxng to a five-pgint Likert scale(r)uch mdxcatcs the su'cngth of
agrecmbnt ordisagreemem which the respondeat feels. o
Thc survey and request for chnldren 8 writing samples were sent to 38 teachers. in
a mxd-sm& school system in Aiberta, which has a blend of rural and urban populanons
Of the respohses received, 28 were used in the analysis of the instrument and 24 werch
used to meas the effects of the tcachers beliefs on the child:en $ wnnng. As 8 first
step in this p ess, the tcachers thcofﬂcal orientation to writing was cstabllshed by
‘ompanng thexr rcsponscs to a model pmcess profile. As a result of this comparison,
vt\iro groups of ﬁvc tc;ichcrs cach were idcn;iﬁed, one as ";'eprgsentativc of the process
orientation and ;hc other as xcpresqmaﬁvc of the traditional skills orientation.

The childrcr'x's; wri_ting from each of these g;'oups was “analyzed along six
dimensions and the data which were prgduccd were s'ubjected jto descriptive ﬁd
statistical analysis. These data were then related to that obtained from the teachers'

“responses to the TOWP and the inter-group ‘fiffcrendcs were described. The overall

findin‘gs of the study were interpreted in terms of the related research, and after

consideration of the findings the fbllowing conclusions can be drawn..

Although the teacher fesponses to t’hc'survcy did range along a continuum, the

comparison of these‘responses with a standard model revealed a diversity of beliefs, of

which the extremes  were representative of the two orientations partially-

some of the items faxled to differentiate; héwever, the majority of the items gencrated

cnough of a range on th agrecment-dxsagrcemcnt continuum to lead to the conclusion that
4 | |
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mQ was a wide variety of beliefs about the content of the statements, ‘ e

Two sets ';tateinehts make up the TOWP those which describe beliefs and

‘practices associ with the process ideology and those which support the traditional
skills position. In gencral. those beliefs ning to the tradjtional skills orientation had
a teacher focus, whxle those relanng ) the procqss referred pnmarlly to the student.
Generally, the speciﬁcaﬁons of the proceu Mwhsy did not generate.a high degm_of.
dxsagreeu:nt although speclﬁc items dld appearto be controverslal In contrast, ihe

responses to the specifications of the tradmonal skills orientation did give t-gubng

- indication of the teacher’s position. It could be concluded that those statements in the
survey which referred to process writing practices were either not considered by some of

the teachers to be a part of writing instruction, or that they represented a practice with

‘which they were not familjar.

\the model proé,css profile indicated that the instrument has the potential to indicate a
"proc’e/ss orientation. An alternate profile was established by looking at the dcgrec‘of
agreem;nt‘ that the teacher had with the specifications of the traditional skills orientation
combined with the dcgrée of disagreement thch the teacher had with the statements
which constituted the process orientation. This mdxcanon of the rate of dxsagrcecmcm
from the model which the teacher exhibited was taken to mean that the particular teacher "
considered writing mstructxon to be teacher centered and directed and thcrcfore. held a
traditional skills orientation to wnung instruction.
It can also be concluded that the individual teacher’s rcsponsqé to the statements
hinged strongly on the definition of writing which the teacher had. HoweveT, the survey
deliberately did not define "writing" directly as the definition of me‘é:: each wacha-

—_———

arose out of his/her responses to the constituent items of the survey. Thus, a conclus:on .
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can be reached that the TOWP.not only his the potential to diffemntiame between the two
orientations but, of equal importance, it has the ‘capability to provide the pamal ‘
speciﬁcmoon.for the definition of writing which the teacber holds.

Based on the findings of this
- study, it was concluded that neither the appearance of the students' writing nor the
command which the students have over the conventional writing skills is an indicator of

the teacher's theoretical orientation. An ¥xpressed emphasis on skill development on the
part of the teachers in the tradmonal skills group was not apparent in the writing prod@ed
+ by the children in this groap when it was gompared to the writing prod by children

whose teachers did not emphmze mechanics. There was, in fact/evidence that the

opposue conclusion should be rcached

imditional skills classrooms, Although there were individual differences, both inter and -

intra-group, the general oonclusxén rw;heq in this study is that on all of the statistical and

: descriptive measures used in tlus smdy the performance of the children in the classrooms .

~ of the teachers who \professed a process orientation exceeded that of the children in the

tradi&onal skill class%s.' The children in the process group indicated a stronger control

over the mechanical aspects*of wntmg, those which have been termed the tradmonal
skills, and they tended to-write more and to make less spelling errors. It was, however,

.
%the content of the children's writing where the distinction was most apparent.
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AlthOugh thm were, exeepdons. the wrjting produced by the chlldren in the
'process gmup indicated a matudty which was not in evidenceﬂn the other mp '!‘h/eir
. wriung was characterized by an ap chte ideas which had meaning

. They wrote to share their ideas. Thus, the

:o commu
for not on}y the wnter but also for the
strong eense of audxencc whicy,was evidenced in their writmg was attribyted to the

literacy eivironment which speings from the ntofstudenwemexed Beliefs uaiibedmy
the teachcm in the process orientation. . . . . S

It was also cor\cluded that these children had spem a great deal of time sharing
their writing with the teacher or the other chxldren. as in many of the paeees there was a
strong sense of vonce ev1dem As writers they experimented not only wnth llnguage
structures but also with the complexny of ideas. Thus, they. appeamd to have developed
a control over their wrmng whxch was not in evidence in the traditional sldlls grbup. The
conclusion was drawn that becausqéf the teacher's expressed emphasis on meaning,
these process writers have developed not only the ability to ¥xpress their ideas with
clarity and vigor, but also have mastered many of the miechanics of writing asa W
this process. ‘ “ | - |
There are some general implications which can be drawn from this study which '
have application tq any educational situation. Typically, teachers spend a great deal of
time and effort trying to define what itis they are doing which enables children to lesm.
Based on the ?‘xpdings of ‘

is study, they may well ask d;emselvcs "What am | doidg
which is impeding the natural ing of my students?" It would appear that the less
tcachers try to "teach" writing, the more successful the studems are in leammg how to ‘k
|  write. Rlchard Koch has observed that it"... has been fmrly wcll establxshed what does

not work ... (in wrmng intstruction) .. . and this covers preay well nearly everything



’

: schools (at every level) are strll in the habrt of domg" (1982 p. 464), In the lrght of the,
findm gs of the present study, Koch's clalm has a certarn valldtty Although it cannotbe
claimed that the the methods used by, the tradmonal skrlls teachers drd rtot work the r

. students in these classrooms were learmng a different defimtton of writrng What the

B teachers have demonstrated to. the students has become part of the1r conceptlons of

‘ wrmng Somewhere in the welter of sklll practrce, many of the students have: begun to

; '4v‘construe the purpose of wrrtmg as puttrng words on paper for the teacher L S

- Unfortunately, few of the teachers W111 ever questlon the value of such practlces -

o What they are’ transmrtnng to therr students 's not"only 2\ vrew of wrmng, but in very real .

terms they are expressrng their view of the purpo ¢ of educatron They are demandmg ‘

conforrmty and that is what they are gettrn g They are telhng their students that wntmg 1is

not thrnkrng, and, furthermore, that writing is a subject to be mastered not a tool to be

" used to expand thetr understandmg of themselves and thetr world The contnbutlon that

: ,-thrs study can malge to educatton in general is that it 1llustrates in a very, small'way that the

conce on of wrrtmg can contrrbute substantrally to a renewed emphasis on
student learmnh instead of teacher teachmg
o o

SR lt rT in

The 1ntent of thrs study has not been to srmply compare two methodologies used ‘

o \\Km the teachtng of wnttng to Grade On'

tudents, it has stressed throughout the primacy
~of teachers belrefs in detertmﬁing what students leam Thus the claim is made that the
conclusrons reached by thrs study cannot be attnbuted to an” mstructronal methodology or

o techntque alone This bemg the case, itis’ apparent that the rmphcatrons for teachtng are

-

as much phtlosophtcal as they are ?uectly apphcable to classroom instruction. There are v

: o
' numerous methodologrcal and 1nstruct10nal practlces whrch can be detarled whrch would
‘ perhaps allow teachers to move, 1n Vemon Srmth‘s terms (1984) from the teachtng of

begrnmng wntlng to the nurturmg of begmmng wrrters I—Iowever wrthout a change in’

R

A C } i L L .. \
g /
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" the 1deolog1es whlch the teacher holds, exphcltly and 1mphc1tly, the theory of wrmng

which the students w1ll learn will not be substantrally altered. -

The 1mphcat10ns for teachmg, therefore, are described in terms of the possible

changes‘%ehlch the teachers can make if they are to develop the writing process. in their

classrooms Essentlally these changes restate the parttal specrﬁcattons of the process . /

- 1deology outlined in this study The teacher of wrmng should be aware that : /o

1. The wrmng process 1nvolves more than a methodology or a series of /

mstructtonal practlces It mvolves the mteractron of a commumty of wnters .
ke

working ?ogether for a common purpose, -the mutual exchange of learmng

/
I

expenences -/
2 The teacher's response to chrldren s wr1tmg drctates the. child' s co cepuon of

hls wntmg and his value as a writer and a person

3 Wnung 1sa tool for learning not a collecnon of skillsora dev' etobe

o control students in classrooms, or a means of trammg/students to fit mto
I :

society. B ' o /
4. Chlldren can be trusted to deyelop wntmg skills if the§ are allowed to write in

< -

e envuonments which stress the vallthy of personal expenence and the acceptance

of nsk-takmg as the sine qua non of all learning.
5. The question Wthh should be asked by teachers is not wh1ch method or -

»

be done to develop contexts which encourage the: writer to enter in thh

Bl

o ‘ 4 enthusiasm and hlgh expectattons»for personal sausfactxon.

6. ‘Writi'ng “does .not develop apart from language. Thus, teachers must

- constantly seek opportunities-to, develop the voices of the children through

speaking and writing, for it is only through hearing their own voices that children
devel'op control over their language and themselves. ‘ R

I -

glmrﬁ"ck should be used to entice children i into the wrmng sttuatxon but what can.

/

vV



7. Itis only through her or his own writipg that the: teacher can learn how to help
‘ chtldren become wntcrs .
. 8.- ’I‘radmonal expectatrons for children's writing achieverment in Grad€ One have
. been baSed on a set of criteria whrch has no relatronshrp to what chlldren can do.
The effect of thlS curnculum has bcen not onfy to repudlate their knowledge of
.laﬁguagc%uﬁfmore 1mportance to replace 1t wrth an arnficxal set of language
constructs which bear little resqnblance to real language leaming . T

) And ﬁnally, chlldren learn to wrtf'By wnnng

\

, From the foregomg dlSCllSSlOﬂ 1t is ‘obv1ous that the effectlveness of teacher
. profess:onal developrhent activitigs must encompaqs more than srmply armg new J
cumcular méthods and 1nstl'uctxonal programs Teacher educators must.also consrder the
vmlogles of the teachers who are charged with implementing new programs,
| and of equal’ 1mportance, the 1deo1ogy which underlres the new program whlch is to be
~ 1mplemented If teachers are to change their view of wntmg from one Wthh they have
devcloped either as a teacher or a student, they must expenence the process themselves ‘
) Thus 1f we claim that we learn to write by wntmg, we should be consistent and claim that
-we learn to teach wrmng by_wnt:mg ‘Thus, some obv10us steps must be taken both m '
pre-servrco and i mservrce programs. |

. Instead of bemg told about wntmg lheory, teachers and prospective teachers must

ledmn to do theory That is, they must be actrVely mvolved in writing workshops whrch’

stress the expenence of the wrxtmg process. “The primary _god" of such workshops
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" should be to enable the tcacher to artlculate a theory of wrmng whrch will form the

foundatlon for thetr 1nstructtonal practice. (The only non- acceptable theory would be that

"it has always been done this way." )
Teach%rs in classrooms must be encouraged to become! researchers investigating

the how and why of student's growth as writers. Thé learmng that is done in this process
—

would then form the basis for the curriculum that the teacher develops in her or his class.

2

- Teachers should constantly examme the currtculum which is presented to the

4

chxldren in order to assess what it is demonstratmg to the children about learmng and, of
equal m&gortance, about what the teacher beheves about chtldren o
They should learn to teach writing from a writer's perSpective.
_ S

Implications for Further Research

»

As was' pointed out in the introduction of thls study, the study of chrldren s

wntmg is in its infancy and few real answers have 'been found however, what the -

reserach to thxs point has done has raised some very interesting questions. Those

quesnons can form the basis of further research into how teacher beliefs about writing

. affect the development of wntmg abtlmes in Grade One These research questions appear

to follow directly from the present study. _

7
1. o Can the survey instrument used in this research be _val'idated through”‘
‘ classroom observation" _ L T _
C2. Can the survey mstrument be used as pre -post-test mstrument to indicate

‘the degree of change in teachers who are pamcxpants in wntm%

*

workshops" .

3. ~ What adaptations need to be made in the TOWP in order that is can be

———

4pplied at grade levels other than Grade One?
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4, What changes need to be made in the items on the TOWP which would -
‘make them more valid indicators of a teacher's orientation to »'r(riting? :
. 5..‘ ~ What correlation, if anyt is. there between the TOWP and DeFord's

7

6. Will the same correlation'betwedl teacher beliefs and student writing be -. |

found lf alternate methods are used to collect the wrmng sample? t
7. thch items on the TOWP have the strongest correlatlon wrth the

teachers classroom practlces? \

8. In the face of the growmg body of longttudinal ’desbnpuye research whlch
Jtas "looked into" classrooms where the writing p%eess is operatmg, what
are the students in tradmonal"and "process" classroorﬁ iearnmg about |

wrmng and what are their concepnons of the writing process" \\\_

R in"_nint'i"

We must become more exphcrt about our ewn social theories and our
: phrlosophres of schooling, upon which we operate and make decisions all
- the time, but which we only infrequently bring to the surface (Dillon, 1986,
p.432).

[

| thlngck it wus.a d1nosaur and a cavman trmchrhsdrt and the boy went to
.~ arocky shor and dug-and-dug than he hit a hard bony pys of sckin and cept
- diging and he found a dinosaur (Grade One student, 1986)

| Two thoughts prevail in this-reflection on\the study of Grade One writing and the
effect Wthh teachers beliefs have upon.if, In the first.place, as we are reminded by
David Drllon. thereis a constant need for all of us involved in educanon to examin¢ and , :
artmulate the philosophical underpinnings of our classroom practrces.l _ In many ways this
thesis has .gone part of the tvay to achieving that goal But‘that was perhaps the easy"part
- of the assrgnment ‘The difficult part is knowmg what to do with the tnnchrhsd dragon,
ﬁ now that he Mas been unearthed. ‘

5
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In many 'wa’)"s our enterprising student has presented us with asproblem which
_represents our newest and certarnl;’ greatest c‘hallenge as teachers of writing. In a
nutshell it says, the student “dug-and-dug" to.find the dragon, now what is the teacher
: gomg to do with it? How are we to respond to-this person who has ventured far beyond |
'the perceived tirhits of the Grade One. min'd w'ho. saw in the picture not a story, as every
other child in'the study did, but a questlon And a question few teachers would ask. A
questron which probably went somethmg hke, "What is a ranonal explananon— for the

, appearance ofa dragon outsrde a house?"

He answered h,1s own questron, but in domg so created ) .problem If the
conference is the central component of the wntmg process, how does the teach (er respond | _
to this wnter? It is difficult assrgnment for any teacher. Hrs phomcs are nmpeccable.
ngen a styhstrc preference for certain dlgraphs His reasoning is beyond reproach are
we to ask him to add more details, to explain further? ‘

| Perhaps the right answers are there and we are simply asking the yer'ng

quest{ons! We are so used to teaching that we have forgottenthat'we are learners also;‘
Ihstead-of asking what can we teach this writer, we could be asking what can we learn
about this creative mind that has added a new d'imension to our vievv of eriting. We°®n_
rest assured that it will not be the last. For if, in its truest sense, we allow children to

*access the writing process in our classrooms, there »will be many tranquilized dragons

\/waiting to be uncovered "pys by bony pys." And if we are still with the caveman who
buried it so long ago, we will not know hovv to deal with the intrepid adventurer who has
made the discovery. | |

- The choice for teachers is-simple; if we.don't uncover dinosaurs, we won't have
to deal with them. And if a bony piece is uncovered by chance',‘we can quickly a'nd
efficrently lay it torest; a couple of worksheets on hard md_sgft " will soon, take care of

that. But if we dig up the whole dragon and he roars back to life, we had better be |

prepared when he blows fire around the classroom.
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}Our gbal. ,as‘teachcrs of writing, has td be, first and foremost, to learn about
writing. What our students tell us in their writing must form the basis for 'pur teaching ci_f'
wv‘thcm. The writing which the children from both orientations produced in this study,, |
o reveals the challchge that'is wopeh to us whén‘we allow children to write. How we
respond to them depends cntirely on our theorctical. oreintation, on what we believe about
chfldr;n hnd th;eir learning. The most exciting part of this disc;ovcry process is that it

never ends, and so this thesis closes on a note from a student %Teacher X's class, which

' states quite simply that the work is "To be Kintinud."

A
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2. The Grade One
L wnung with the students d

r \ SRaa. /‘APPENDIX B
Dmft ”1 of "’I‘heoret:ca] Onentatxon to Wnnng" Survey

(- '- L . . . - w.in

Q_mg_gm Read thc followmg statcmcnts about chx]drcns carly wntmg
dcvclopmcnt m Gradc One and clrcle the rcsponsc whlch bcst mdxcatcs
thc rclatnonshnp of your feelings to the statcmcnt Sclcct thc ONE best
answcr whxch rcﬂccts thc strcngth of your agrccmcnt or dxsagrccmcnt

“on h conunuubn from SD (strongly dxsagrcc) through to SA (strongly agrcc)

1. A major wnung problem thax many bcg ning wmcrs havc SD
is with lcucr mvctsals ‘ : 1 . 3

sbould modcl,lhc wnungpmccssby SB .
'gthewnungclms. 23

3, ﬁ.euacmmmp' ""ooemdenmdevewpaswnmby SD

hclpmgmcm\wnhﬂwspell' gofwordssmcymwnnng - 1 2 3
4, Tllclmohnlcr-"
beginning wntexslotm
lmponanlpanoﬂhc

' speaonbegmdeone‘inungpmmm sp

‘papaknecesarybecmscnhclps SD o
'dmconsmemleuaslzensan 1 2 ?

"S. mﬁaqa'i_m ) -
shouldbelhe ‘.‘dewm Lo o-.z | %’H
6 The abnh’ topnntlcgiblyuanmenudcomponanofmc SD ‘ "
, stydqn’&be gwnnngde_velopmenm o , 2 3
1. Onllydmmgwbntbeybavc\mﬂmmthoduchﬂdmnhd_ps SD‘ -
bépnmngwnmdgvdopasenseohudmee. - 2 3
8.; ' Creative ‘drama and role pla ﬂ cbntribulc &5 the SD :
developmuuofwnnngabdmuofyade ‘. » 1 2 3
9, Bycnﬂmgumﬂalmngmmgammembelpame SD o ';.
begmnmgmwrmlwnfmmmsmstaks. e ] 2 3
10 Opponumuesfmu\estudemstomlktoeachm”lhcy SD . »
write shouldbcmmtcgmlmnof lhe begmmng wnungproccss l 2 3
11.- Beginning writeis shouldbednscoumged from using erasers SD -
" as they write as théir errors are better corwcted»m the editing 1 2 3
Pfoccs . - :
Begmmngwmcrs should bcmcourageiwexpcnmcm with SD a
word spelhngsnght fromthwfu'stwnung experience. - l», 3
13 lftheymgwcnmeopponunuychnldmmnlcamwwmem sx) ,
mcsamcwaymaubeyleamwlalk : L _ 1 2.3
14, lnlheuuua]sugaofwnungdevelopmnuhcwacbcror SD Lo
. -aide should actasa- scnbefom\elwnwrunmhco:shelcamslo 1 2 3

~ form letters andwo:dsooneclly
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.15, The chnldmn 's ablhty to copy words legibly is a fanrly gpod

indicator of their wmmg dcvelopmcm. i .&. {;

16. The most effective way for thc lcacher to help begmmng
writers__leam how to spell and ﬁuncmalc is to work with them in’
editing their own work. : :

%’» .
17. Copying sentence patterns is a good way to get begmmng
wrilers started on the. wnung process.

18.  The grade one tcachcr should ensure that gmdc one students
have regularly scheduled opponunmes to write about what they
feel is important. b ,

19 When they first start to write children should be encouraged
to write scribble and picture stories  as this is the first step in the
bcgmmng writing process.

20.  Worksheets are a useful way of developmg and remforcmg
the basic writing skills for bemmmng Wnlcrs

21, Reading and hearing literature read is as csscntml part of the

_ beginning wnung program . _ b

22. Smdems who enter gmde one lmowmg how to pnnt letters
and spell words need as much help with their writing as do those .
whodon'tknow how topnnlandspcll.

inni gwnungpmocsslshavmg
themcbamkqmsuonsofuwwmc:soumheorslwcmclanfy
Insmcas '

25 Agoodmdncanonof gmdeonesmdeds wnungablhuwcan
be gauged. by looking at their ability to complete their workbook
cxmm reasonably neatly and accurately.

26. Most authorized basal workbooks contain a masonably logncal
sequence of dcvelopmmtal writing activities

27. Instruction in the basnc wnung skills is not as nmponam as
provxdmg the studcms with an acccpung atmosphcrc in whnch to
write, .

28. An cmphasxs on the mcchamcs of wnung helps the:
Beginning writer to es(abhsh a solid basc for latcr writing
development. ‘

© 29, Workshecl activities are lmponanl in thal they provide that

essential structure whxch gmdc ones need in ordcr to dcvclop as
writers.

- 30. Writing gmups allow bcgmmng writers 10 interact and

mlcracuonlsanwsmualpanofmewnungprocws
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APPENDIX C
Letter Which Accompanied Draft 1 of TOWP
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°f APPENDIX D
Letter of Approval from Supcnmcndcnt

June 5, 1986

1

TO WHOM lT MAY CONCERN
@V

Mr. John Proctor has requested penmssron to dlstribute the
attached questtonnalre as part of his research project.

ul

Please be advised that permission has been gfven and 1
encourage you to;omplete the. questlonnalre and return it to
“:John. .

Thank you for your cooperation.

- 114
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Letter Sent to Pamexpann g Teachers ' o

—

APPENDIX E

FROM: John Proctor
TO: Grade One Teachers ) .
Dear Colleague.. S ' ’ ‘ s
© Aspi art of my graduate reseach | am Iookm;, at the kind of wniting which Grade One
students produce at the end of their first year. - -
If you would be willing 10 help me collect wnnng, samples from vour class | thank yuu'

- Here is the proccdun: I would like you to follow

Vo . v o ‘ .
» Give each student a copy of the enclosed piclure. - . o
. 2. Ask ilie children to writc a "story™ which tells what happened afier the boy brought

the dragon home;, - . . K
’ : OR ‘ '
' Explain how the boys got to bring the dragon home,”

" They may simply write a story about what lhe picture makes thern thirk <4
: I
3. Itis important for You to: follow your usual procedure when having your students
wntc . '
*
{ INTHE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE:

4. 'Send me only the FIRST DliAFl‘ of each student’s writing. The student's may
wish 10 write DRAFT on their writing. This is fine. N. B. f the students put
their names on their papers, you may wish to cut them off or crase them as your
response is to be compleiely anonymous.

——

5. On Friday, June 61 will send you a shon survcy qucsuonnmrc which would like you
" tofillin. :

«©

6. Please retum the stories and the completed survey together in the retum envelope
Tuesday June 10. . . _ .

-

This project is not related in any din:;'l way to your L;'mguagc Arts program. It will be
used only as pant of my personal research. Your responses will be tompletely
ANONYMOUS and the writing will be discussed only as it relares to my research thi u
I.am doing with Dr. Gr.scc Malicky at the Umvcmty of Albert

Thank you tor your anncnpucd cooperation!

Kind regirds, N
b . . S 'Q..~ (841

‘:/,.\'_(;‘.\

“

A
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| APPENDIX F

Examples of Handwntmg Sconng Cntena
 Example 1. Score S ~
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