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9:00-11:00 Read1ng Growth and Deve1opment

& .
s o =L E : R A _
PRES“NT AND FUTURE DIRECT&ONS IN ENGLISH EbUCATION‘RESEARCH i
T, qa S . 5 Schedule .. . - .
. g o '
VNovember 23 - . T
'8:3G Welcome- and Introductory Remarks, C. R. Kline, Jr. and t

. K., J. Kantor presiding
8:45-11: 00 Language -Development and the Acqu1s1tion of L1teraox
Consultant:  Prof. thaﬁ:Brcmse, Fargtam Unwerszty
Papers?
D?ane V. Bewell and $ an1ey B. Straw, "Language Awareness and Schoo11ng

S What ‘Do Children Know--Aboutsthe Language They Use in School?*
Mary Epes, Carolyn Klrkpatrick and Michael Southwe]] "Towards a
Model of Language Processes Under1y1%g Literacy."
.Ann Bayer, "TeachersuTa1k1ng to Learn. : :
11 :00-1:00  LUNCH ' I . - - )
.o M r,,- p‘ - :
i T:00-4:00 Language Deve]opment and the Ro]e of Ta]k as a Foundat1on for -
) Linguistic Growth R S . e
Consultant: Prof. John Mayhers »New York University 5 .=
. Papers: e < - "
‘Anne Haas Dyson, "TheaRo1e of Oral Language in Early Writing ProceSses."”
Anthony Pelligrini, "The Deve]opment of Preschoo]ers' Discourse Skills )
..« ina Dyadic Context." LT A
~  Anne Ruggles Gere, "Wr1t1ng to Learn in the Human1t1es .- ;;Kwﬂ

4 00 5:00 . Discussion

November 24 :~ , ' . >

Consulz,‘ar'ﬁ Prof. Rob Tiermey, Unwers'z,t:/ of. I ZZ'mozs

ngers ’ )
Diane E. DeFord "Instructiona] Effect on Read1ng Deve]opment ro
Lee Gilda, "The.Development of the Comprehension of ‘Metaphor.! T

.-‘, Sandra Stotsky,\“A Review of Research on the Re]at1onsh1p Between .

Peading and: Nr1t1ng D1rect1ons for Future Research."

~

11:00-11:45 Discussion \ o \
11:45-1:00  LUNCH \ '

RN R -— -~

1:00-3:30 ~ Writing Growth and Deve1opment
) Consultant: Prof. William Sm1,\h Umverszty of Pittsburgh
Papers:
_ . Stephen. P, Witte, "Toward a. Model for Writing.Course. Eva]uation
Sarah W. Freeman, "Student Characteristics and Writing Performance.”
Glynda Hull, Deborak Arnowitz, and William.Smith, "Interrupting v
Visual Feedback in Writing." .

3:30-4:00 ..Discussion. ‘
4:00-4:30 Summing Up--Where have we been? Nhere are we? Nhere may we go?
“ Consultants: Prof..A. Applebee, ‘Stanford University .
A . Prof. Anthony, Petrosky (Ch. Standing Committee on
Research), University of Pittsbuigh kK

‘7There will be a coffee break in each morning and each afterncon session,
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. Members of "the_Subcomittee Direci:ing Horkshop

Arthur N, Ap'ﬂlebee {Ph.D., Unwerswy of London)
Associate Professors Stanford University, School of Educat1on Stanford
California.
Mr. Applebee's major pub11cat1ons include Tradition. and Reform in. the
Teaching of English, A Child's Concept of Story, a‘d’Wr1t1ng in the
Secondary School v

-

‘Rita S, Brause (Ed.D., New York Un iversity) 2
Associate Proféssor, Graduate Schoo] of Educat1on, Fordham Un1vers1ty,_
New York,-New York. B
< Ms.. Brause is a Visiting Scho]ar ‘this year at Harvard Un1vers1ty Her -
present research includes an NIE funded ethrographic study of children's
comprehension of teacher directives in three bilingual classrooms. She
is interested in the relationship.between linguistic theory as it informs ~
- and is informed. by psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic issues, parti-
cularly as they are related to educational concerns 1nc1ud1ng cognitive
deve]opment 1inguistic competence, and communicative competénce
ev1denced in spoken and written 1anguage modes. S

Jéines L. Collins (Ed.D., University of Massachusetts.at Amherst)

ne

g

Assistarit Professor, Department of Instruction, State University of
‘New York at Buffalo, Buffalo, New York
Mr. Collins has 1nvest1gated developmental and instructional ‘relation=
~ ships between talking and writing. He is present]y studying the
deve]opment of referential adequacy in student writing.
Kemeh%h J. Kantor (Ph.D., Stanford Unwerswy) ‘ .
ﬂssoc1ate Professor, Department of Language Education, The Un1verS1ty
of ‘Georgia, Athens, Georgia.
Coordinator of the Research in Composit1on Network (RCN) and editor
of the®RCN Newsletter, Mr. Kantor is Associate Editor -of Research in .
the Teaching of Engl1sh Kantor has published in Language Arts,
Ehglish Journal, English Education, and Research in the leaching of
En §11sh his. speC1a1 interests 1nc1ude the theory and history of
curriculum and research.in compos1t1on.

Charles R. Kline, Jr." (Ph.D,, University of North.Carolina)
Associate Professor, Department of Curriculum and Instruction, The
. Un1vers1ty of Texas, Austin, Texas.. -
¥  Mr. Kline's present work 1nc1udes a documentary study of the 1nf1uence
of Greek rhetoric on Christian faith as evidenced in the New Testament
and -a study of the laterfevoked responses in the cortical and sub-
cort1ca1 structures of the brain.

John 8. Mayher (Ed.D., Harvard University) : '
Visiting Associate Professor, Department of English, The University of
Arizona, Tucson,. Arizona.

. Mr. Mayher's present work includes directing the Learning to Write/
writ1ng to Learn Outreach Program of the University of Arizona which
is designed- to help the secondary school teachers of Arizona 1mprove
the teaching of writing both in English classes and acr?ss the curri-

'culum. .
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Anthony Petrosky (Ph.D., SUNY-Buffalo) '
‘Associate Professor of English Education, University of Pittsburgh
Author, poet, pub1ﬂsher, Mr. Petrosky is Chairman of the Standing
Comm1ttee on Research NCTE. .

William L. Smith (Ph.D., Florida State Umverszty)

—Associate Professor of English and Director of the University
Writing Workshop, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.
Professor Smith's research has focussed on written composition at
various grade Tevels, examining students' ability to-manipulate
syntactic structures, the effects of audience specification and
other cuesm and variables affecting syntax, error, and quality.
_H1s publications have appeared in such journals as Research in
the Teaching of Eng11sh Eng11sh Journa], and Journal of Experimental
«Educat1on. T

Hob T'Lemey (Ph.D. , Umverszty of Georg'z,a) < (} . .

Associate Professor,.College of Educat1on Harvar University,
Cambr1dge,$Massachusetts . .

Dr. Tierney's -present work includes research on 1earn1ng how to
learn.from text and several studies exam1n1ng reading comprehen51on

. from the perspective of p1anned based analyses of author's intentions.

‘
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- “™rélated to common’ syntactic patterns, educational experi=nce, and sex.

' thasgreadiness‘for beginn1ng reading instruction is related to a certain

- - » .
-

- Diane V. Bewell
Stanley B Straw

Langpage Awareness and Schooling. What Do N A
Children ‘Know About: -the Language They Use in School? .-

. . - . .
e i ) /

* ’
4 - [

7
- The purpose of :this study was to gather data concerning the nature e

and-development of young childrén's language concepts and how--that is

Previous research findings indicate that young childien do not often
understand or use the terminology employed in instruction, such as "'word",
"print" or "letter". Researchers havé also found a relationship between. :

knowledge or awareness of terminology and the ability to use language,

‘ particularly in a reading context. Research results on awareness of

syntactic structures indicates that as children become older, ‘their aware-
‘ness .of form classes and form class use become greuter*and is significanrly
related’to their ability to use words effectively in different syntactic
‘sitﬁations. Results have further indicated that young children show -
'little avareness of che lekical identity of words, and as they grow, older
and‘gain greater educational experience, they exhibit awareness of and
control over the .syntactic structures they hear.and,produce. '

Writers’haye’suggested that language awareness is highly related to. _ T
cognitive development and, thereby, related to language learning. Bewell
and Straw (1981) have ‘drawn the following overall conclusion from their
‘review of the literature in language awareness:

“There is strong evidence to suggest that a reldtionship exists batween
the dewelopment of metalinguistic awareness and language learning. It seems
lexel of metalinguistic awareness, which, in ‘turn, seems to reflect cog- B . _‘\1

nitive development. ,.If -the .teacher in structuring instructional activi-

ties is aware of the 1mplications of the concept of metalinguistic aware-

be facilitated, leading tc increased ability or performance in language .

ness, then it would seem that both cognitive and linguistic growth could . e W
arts." (p. 118). ’ - |
I
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The present study investigated children 8 responses to a spoken word
boundary identification task; children were assessed on. their ability
to 1dent1fy a word as a separate unit in speech and their performance

was analyzed- according to sex, educational experience, and the type of.

'Syntactic structures used. A quantitative analysis indicated that -
25,

between children in nursery school kindergarten, and grade one, ability

to 1dentify words was s1gn1f1cantly different. Grade one students demon- ﬂ:

,strated an a%most adult-like performance on all but one syntactic structure; .

kindergarten students demonstrated a more adult-like performance than -
nursery schooi children. " When the data were anaiyzed by ser, it became »
apparent that girls performed better. (that is, more adulttlike) than boys
only at the kindergarten level, .
Different syntactic structures seemed to affect performance of all
studentsq¥f§eyenvsentence patterns observable in all subjects' spontaneous

speech werefpresented to the students.in the task. After analysis, the

data indicated that one syntactic structure (Noun—Aux111ary—Verb) seempad

to be perceived 1n an adult—like manner by nearly all subjects. An .
analysis of how subjects groups words into unit followed: every possible

combination of units was investigated and the most frequently used were

 studied.

The final conclusions of the study were: (1) Nursery school and kinder-

garten students do not have an adult~like concept of spoken word boundar-

ies, but, by the time children -have experiences one year of formal schooling,
they have developed an adult-like concept of the discrete nature of mono-
syllabic words; (2)There is a growth in the adult-like concept of spoken
word boundaries from‘nursery school to kindergarten to grade one. Some
growth soccurs prior to the introduction of reading instruction. k3) Boys
and girls differ from one another in their concepts of spoken word boun-
daries only at the kindergarten lewel. (4) & growing sense of i'wordness‘"
seems to cause kindergarten and grade one children to classify the bound
morpheme ing as a word. (5) Young childien do not seem to perceive articles
as’being discrete words. (6) Young children frequently do not percieve
prepositions as being discrete words. (7) The syntactic pattern, noun/-

auxilliary/monsyllabic main verb, seems to be perceived in an adult-like
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three years from nursery school to grade one.,
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‘manner earlier than any of the other syntactic patterns 1nvestigated.

Impllcatlons for'the clgssroom mlght 1nclude. (1) Teachers need to
become aware thﬁﬁ‘many chlldren who Qave completed kindergarten do not
haVe an- adult-llke Concqpt of spoken word boundarles, and that initial
reading 1nstructr§g,that dgfs not take this into account may place an
obStacle in the chlgd s. way to successful reading achievement. (2)»

oy ¥
knowledge about word boundary 1dentificatlonﬁachievement of a Chlld may._

] aln a teacherfln evaluathg the langUage development of the Chlld in

(3) erEtxs and puleshers of materials for beginning read1ng 1nstructlon

should be made aware of the eas with which*chlldren process certain

syntactié patterns and the difficulty with wh1ch they process othérs;

‘ this knowledge could be used to. develop psychollngulstlcally séund in-

structlonal materials, (4) Reading readiness activities which encourage
‘b -~

Lthe development of awareness of spoken word boundarles should be de-

.ko-

signed afd. 1ncorporated into beginning readlng programs.

The concept of metalinguistic awareness in young children is new,- and
at tlme, confusing,
ment are closely related, but the exact nature of that relat10nsh1p is
~unclear. One of the -ways in which- the two.@ay be rélated is through
the construct of metalinguistic awareness. If this is the case, then
additional research needs to be done so that the construct can be clearly
identified and 1nstructlonal methods developed for incorporating the
development of instruct}on in metalinguistlc awareness into the goals
of a complete language arts curriculum,

The present study has indicated how children perceive words in the

_ stream of speech in certain linguistic contexts and traced the'growth of

children's perceptions of words in speech in those contexts over the
The conclusions shed
some light on how chlldren group language and respond to the spoken

language they are exposed to and are obllged to process in school.

¢

.%33

It seems that language learning and cogn1t1ve develop-

-
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- Mary Epes : T
. - Carolyn KirKpatrick.-
. ‘ Michael Southwell

TOWARDS A MODEL OF LANGUAGE ‘PROCESSES UNDERLYING LITERACY

N

~ -

No research can as yet satisfactoxilx explain the phenomenon of the

basic,writer. It is baffling that young adults, who have passed through .

. . . . . o A
-¢  twelve years~of schooling, can arrive in college manifesting such gross

dlfflcult1es with the written language. And error persists asa disabling

- e

problem for these students, even after they have completed several college

-

writing courses. To understand the persistence'of error, and téﬂmake current

basic writing pedagogies more effective, we need a clearet hndefétand}ng
of the relationship of dlalect (spoken language) to, gragholect (standard S

wrétten English). il

‘ Psychol1ngu1sts have develobed models of the reading D;ocess wh1ch \

S

help explaln this relat1onsh1p. As they point outy the written language is

°

a v1sual code for representing meaning,. a code which essentlally depends
U; - s‘; N % j“

upon ‘“the, spoken language, but 1s'not 1dent1cal to it. The processfof read- e

ing ingludes Hbth decoding (translat1ng written symbols into- language) and ° %

" comprehension (translating wrltten sygiols into meanlng). But only ‘develop-

-

. .o .
ing readers give conscious attenticn tp decoding--that is, to the process

. . " g s : § 4 . 3
of translating written symbols into words. For practiced readers, written e
: - ey -

‘ English--altnough alphabetic--soon becomes ideographic; words are grasped | . :

c - . )
L. 0 3 . .
as wholes, and do not need to be sounded out. Practiced readers attend
- - B Y

directly to mean#hg,-and are only subliminally aware of code. @

The decoding/comprehension distinction helps clarify the pataliel

, distinction in the writing process between composing (controlling meaning ) .

o

. . . . -
in writing) and encoding (controlling the visual symbols which. represent
meaning on the page). Just as developing readers' weaﬁnesses in decoding

interfere with comprehension, developing writers' weaknesses in encoding

a VI S
P R T
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namper them mbthe expre ,smn -of meaxung. and wrz.tué‘ems to place L ;

P n’ " ‘
s meven heav:.er gemands on. learners than read:Lng does. * As beglnm.‘nq rt.}aders -

> . .(o R 'S . -
. »

: - ] L -

\ ?fb develog recegthe competence in t/h,ey-wntten language. thelr main tasRs :LS )
. . ‘; N /' ) h— ¢ & 1 =, ’
gL ) learxu.ng to subsume forms’ to mean:.ng. But as begmnmg writers develop B

L ) - B - Tt ) . -
.~ "': § N‘*-.\ * __)§ ”
R roductlve competence, they must be at:t:.vely lnvolved WIth both forms and A
fmeaning.s‘a Because §they, arg st:Lll wrestling.with orthographz.c conventlons,
. '.¥ lv k4 2

they often subvert the pr:Lor:Lty of meaning over code.‘ Attending: to encod:.ng

.«a} oo

- proolems in the mdsti‘of" composing,. tmey can lose track of thelr‘ meaxung

X é . Teov R N
. - \,
L £ and produce syntact:Lc Q;snarlss it :Ls ironic, however, that when read:Lng then.' LS
e = * o, - .
T . . *y (.“ ,
. own writing, they often read"’from the mean:.ngs in their, heads and so do not D -

|

iKY

. ] . “x
.even nota.ce the:L: dev:Latlons from the grapholect ‘rh:Ls can make it extreme:-’ .
e~ e * L

. . A 0
. Cly d:Lff:Lcult for them to ed:Lt the:Lr #il}r'ltaixg "ox" cox.rectness. .o RN

>

= i |

%
The most acute nroblems w:Lth the orthographlc system‘among develop:Lng

T8
writers are those of spea.kers of nonstandard d:.alects. Stud:Les in ESL an‘df

' 8. % 2‘3 R
A

1% . . in children' S lan 1'1}ge acqu:Lsn.t:.on help expla:Ln why,,byvdlrectlng a‘f:tent:Lon

R4 3 ‘ Tl e ’ /// K 03-

b to the- "rofoundle s:Lgn:Lf:Lcant d:.st:ant:Lon between acquired and learned lan-

T e,

1’3 :twv . G}‘

4
. ‘
B guage syst7‘ns. ‘Oné's natlve _spoken language 'lS an. acqulred system; compe-~ )
a 3 . EY .
. "tence in fVts lexlcal,e_syr\tactlc, and,phonc;loglcal rules is not the result .

A‘:\;‘ % B
", «of -instruction, ‘but of spontaneous acquisition. However, the wr:Ltt,en lan-

~ ! . -

.guage is a learned system; it jis only through explicit'instruction and

P . “e
.

. » -,
conscious practice that one masters the orthographic conventions by which’
- -

meaning is represented in visual symbols on the page. When any aspect of
g C

the acquired system is in conflict with the system be:Lng learned, students
e o

must not only learn a new way of represent:Lng mean:Lng, but must also unlearn

aspects of the first system. To compound the problem, that which they must

unlearn is held uncoasciously. This makes deve'l'oping control over the

A .1 7ex Provided by ERIC . - -
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granholect espegf“lly dszzcult for baszc writing students, vzrtually

- -

all of whom speakesome‘nonStandard dialec:,of English--perhaps BEV -or a

The differences between the sys-

-

dzalect znfluenced by a foreign language.

tem they have acquzred and the system they are learning are much greater

for ‘them-than for speakersapf standard dialect, particularly in the case of.

syntactic rules. ) -

From these understandings.we have developed models of the relatzonsth

between speech and wrztzng as it obtains for both practiced and unpractlced~

Wr;peg§,ve§becfally-fc; learners who speak nonstandard dialects. These

mo@els illuminate sources-of -error in students!' papers and suggest that

~
-

basic“writing pedégogies will become more effective when they take into

~

account the relatlonshlp between dialect and grapholect.

tzcns for fruztful pedagogzcal experimentation, the znszghts derived from

e m——
«“-n-,‘.... o e —n

aour developzng models may be able to give " élearer direction to. two bodles

-

of resea;ch bearing on wrztlng development: (1) studies of the znfluence

of nonsfendérd dialect on writing, and (2) error analyszs in wrztzng;

* ad
) $ >
1% ".“3‘? :7-" - %
P T Ut -
7 e 7
» : *‘ Uy
‘a
~ -
PAd (L R . |
- ~ A
>
¢ c . -
/ e

Lj ‘

. ~
N P
N - .y B
5
L -
- N 8
¢ . *
* -
-~ ’ -
. S . . .
X - ¥ ‘
, a9 .- s
- .
% KV e
» %

Besides implica- )




I _-¥Who commlt serzous crimes, ; >

¢

H

*deathmpenalty_would reduce ‘the: numbers of murders per year in New York

- thing. wrong he will thznk about

-one ‘knows: he. wzll be kzlled for commlttlng a murder he will be very scared

§ o,
- {;~‘ .

BASIC WRITING TEXTS

Tte followzng papers by basic wrztlng students zllustrate. (1) the

dszerence between composzng problems and encoding problems, and (2) the

dszerence between two major sources of encoding problems, unfamzlzarzty

with: the prlnt code and thelznfluenqe of nonstandardvozaleot.

TEXT #71 o . - .
/ ’

;

This paper has few encoding errors, but_suggests that the writer

has severe problems with composing. L Ll

~

. I -think. bringing back the death penalty weuld reduce the murder
rate in New York City.. if a person knows he will be .severely punished
for committing a crime he will be quite hesitant to-commit a crime., The

City because the desire to live is- extremelyestrong. The. death penalty
would let people Know that the Justzce system deals. severely with persons

If a person ‘Knows he 'is7gping- to--be. harshlx,punzshed for doing some-
ut \the harsh punishment he will get if Ke
does something that is _wrong. Thznkzng about severe reprlmandment is a
very--discouraging factor. ) .
-~ The death penalty would dzscourage people from committing murders
because thé desire of -a human being to live is very intense. When some-

and- hesitant to commit a‘murder.

Potential murderers would know the law deals severely with oeople
who commit serious crimes such as muder if the death penalty was brought
back.. The presence of a strzct dzsczplznary organizatzon greatly dis-
courages ‘people -from- dozng wrongful .acts. The use of harsh rules is a
good- way to prevent people from hurtzng each other.
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".Wonder land. Mother sat. me. on-a m;lk stool -near the back door whlle she.

e o A

TEXT # 2

< - EEE ]

This paper reflects strong composing skills, ‘but serious.problems ) :

with encoding. Aall of it$ many encoding errors are deviations from . -
print-code conventions. It contains no .errors in standard written English

which can be traced to-the writer's nonstandard dialect. *

»

, Growing up ‘in South Carollna was verry happy but it also had its
" sad points. I was born in the. rural area of- south carolina. We ‘were 12
in our family. Mother and dad worked share crops with a rich: man whose
name was Marsh, My early chzldhood was’ spent chasing pigs, chzckens and
cows, I enjoyed watchxng ny older sisters milk cows and feed the pigs.
I loved running through: the: clover covered flelds and fzelds of wild o
‘lowers. I also liked ‘playing in. the rain, 1t was so- much fun I would | o
Jump- from one - mud pudle to another and feel the ‘mad between my toes. Cold ‘.
days- were spent sitting: in the Kltchen neer ‘the woodburnlng ‘stove. Mother
all ways. had somethlng cookxng are bakzng. My world was small but happy ‘ :
and’ beautiful. . ‘
I will never. forget the day ‘my beautiful worldended. Mother washed :
for. the ‘Marsh famely, she ‘had ‘two baskets of laundry, .she carred one on ' )
top-of her head and I helped with- the other. The Marsh famely lived in R
-an 0ld georgidn mansion, it remlnded me in later years of "Tharrow in .
gone with the wind." as I approached the house I fealt like Alice in “K;y
-put. the laundry away, E"t By chllds*curxosty-wculd~not lett ‘this ) )
opportunlty pass ‘without explorzng each room, each room that. I explpred
wag more impressive then the others. In my littie mind I began to compare
this house with all its splendor to my house with its torn drapes and .
broken. w1ndows. That day changed my whole life, never again would I see
~oeaute in my world. I was, only, ix years old but I knew what poverty was.

‘ﬁ., caen s adea ot
L -
2n : ~ > LN

1».
WO

AAAAAAAAA




Provided

ERIC.

ity with.print-code. convéntions.

" was crosszng the 'street on the. green 11ght.

- TEXT # 3 ‘ B

.

,encoding-errors‘suggest thedirect infiuénCeof the writer's dialect.

< o

Other errors are hypercorrectlons, arlslng out of the confllct between

her d1a1ect and the grammatlcal norms of standard wrxtten Engllsh

- ’

some instances, tliese encoding problems are compounded by her unfamiliar-

;n

N
- . Y

A veryunsually 1nc1dent“happen one mornlng while I was dr1v1ng to
work. T made a ‘left turn off Hutchlnson parkway- onto Treinont Ave. After
stopolng at: the réd. light a small yellow ¢ar was in front. The chlldren
T stop my car qulckly
Dr1v1ng on Tremont Avenue, I drove into the Car Washer.
Being

upsetted over him accussing me of hitting his car I was attemped to call
the oollce. To my -suprise his car had a-dent in the back where the nose
of my car h1t it. I -still was not convened that I hit him. Cooling off
abitI real;zed that maybe this could have happen at the light. -
Dlscusszng my réactions to-the. .ncxdent its seem that I gotten all
work up over a small matter.
reallzed that I had hit thls car. The car was very small compared to my
car. The front bumper of,my car was hxgher than hlS back fender. . . .
w;_shouldn't have..had. suoh a reaction as I did.
me to_the car washed I’ should have been more understanding.. No one would
- follow you if somethlngs ‘had not happen. I will try to be more rautlon )
when- I. see small cars on the highways or streets in front of me. )

~
.o

'.In this paper, written by a nonstandard dialect speaker, most of the

_‘The small y2llow.
. car pulled in behlnd me-and. stopped to say I had hit it. i e

Eirzst of all I was upsetted because I didn't oo {

After the driver had follow

:‘w?’
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_through mean1ngfu1 Tanguage use.

_'1ods were taped.

V.:.// . | T _.‘, -
. .

7 T~

Teachers Ta1k1ng_to Learn

_The current T1teracy cr1s1s reflects the: need both for an examina-

tion of the language policies and views of language deveTopment which

‘underlie Titeracy instruction, and for alternative models of language

deveTopment to be proposed as (partial) solutions to literacy problems.

This descr1pt1ve study descr1bes and illustrates such an aTternat1ve
modeT one which embod1es the not1on that language development occurs
The study also proposes a veh1cTe for
1mp1ement1ng th1s modeT in the pub11c schooTs, throhgh the deveTopment
of‘a_Tanguage po11cy. . P

The iTTustration evolves out of a five year Stanfordésanggose,

Teacher Corps-Project. Two years of completed research and in-service on

Titeracy?related issues proVide the backéround for the study The illus~

tration documents five teachers, in a smaTT group sett1ng, over a three

_week period using "talk" as a tool for Tearn1ng as they set about the

task‘of deveTop1ng a language poT1cy The 1nvest1gator-was present as '

part1c1pantdbbserver in the roTe of '1nstructor' ‘ Five’discussion per-
Transcript1ons of recorded sampTes were analyzed by
1dent1fy1ng utterances that reflect concépt deveTopment (1earn1ng) and

increased ‘use of specia11zed vocabuTary (Tanguage growth) Detailed o i

observation notes suppTement the recorded data.

Ana1y§1s of this materna]xexam1ned the extent to which the Tanguage

policy the teachers are developing parallels the kinds of learning pro-

_cesses and uses of language engagéd by the teachers themselves.

.
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. The results of this study raises the issue of implicit Engl ish
]angﬁagé p_o]icies;_»documents -one 'mod'e'l, of in-service education; and

. 'pr‘ovides.infonna'tion abdyt,thé role of instructor as collaborator,

AN _ learning in a small group setting, andnatural language development. -
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! Rosen & Rosen, 1973)

- T Anne Haa$ Dyson

The Rolé of Oral Language in Early Writing Processes s

a\-];thdcgh ab].c ;sers of 55.1' lmgunge. -mcsf kindafgartemrs
.do not yet compunicate in conventioml writ‘ban language upon school
entry. Their initial attempts to- comunicato through writing are
accompanied by oral language (Britton. 1970 ‘ Graves, 1973. 1979;

King and Rontel, (19?9. -p. 243) suggest that

” clues to the lea.rning-to-write proeess my be found in the ways °

children "traverss theé. ‘berritory bo‘bween talk and writing. This
study explored the role of oral language in early writing processes
by intonsive examination of selected case st.udy subjects.

The pOpular bolief is that writing develops from an oral
language .base. Yet. ‘a 1itorature rovicw indicated that oral lan-
guage (talk) Ahad never been systemtically examined as an aspsct of
_thc early writing procegs.' How do childFen use talk in their early

‘attempts at writing?  Empirically-based answers.to :tixis question

should contribute to the i"qi':ging of both a theoretical framework of
" writing development (King & Rentel, 1979) and effective teacher strat~

egies for tosterix)g_writi:ig gr'aw_tin. ;

To these-ends, pnrticipmt'observation uthodology was used

B to gather- data over a three-month period in a self-contained. ‘publie

schbgl, kindergarton. Although 111 wonty-blo members of an intact

class were forxul participants in the study. five were chosen as case

study subjects. These five reflected the classroom's range of diffor-

-

ent types of child ‘wrﬁftcrs.
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B interviéws. ind informal assessment tasks.

'w?iting sﬁylo of each case study child. The dat.a indicate'd.(a)
' .qualitative. difforencos between proconventiona?c*tnd conventional

mticml)' writing processes, depending on the individual child's

_early approachu to- writing. and (d) the variablo rolo of oral
’languago. again dopending on tho individual child's writing purpose

. inforoncoa were rolatod to thoorotical work on oauy writing.

"’ “The process was portrayed as both govornod by- broad developmental

> Initial writing was described as a form of dnwing. Langusge (talk)

children's talk at a classroom writing center, their written prod-

Six types of data were collected: audio recordings of the .
ucts, observational notes, daily log entries, child and parent

. Analysis of data yielded a categorization of oral 1nnguago .
functions -during composing, a.description’of the components of pre-

conventional writing processes, and a narrative description of the '

writing processes. (b). the ‘'variability of these en'ly (preconven-

writing purpose. and his/her working knowledge of writton language,
(c) the influence of the child's general style pf functioning on

and his/hor working knowledge of written 1anguago.
.Based on thoso findings, inferonccs were made rogu'ding
tho~procoss of dovoloping control over. " written languago. These

principles and subjoct to the individual child* i’ stylo of tunctioning

-

may be uud to labal such writing--to invosf. it with meaning--but is

T

not the substaneo of that writing. 'rhou fint uuningc are. oﬁan

1abols for people; objects, or events. Ewntual]y_._ language permeates
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the process, providing both meaning (representational functiqn) and t:‘
o the means (directive mhnt.ion) for getting ‘that meaning on- popor; "5
’ *
S The ulti.uto goal of tho investigation was to eontribnu ' .o
developmentsl inromtion on lurning to.write. Upon tho inforu- '_ ‘ o ‘
. . ;31
. . tion providod by thia -snd othar studios. curriculu' doeisionl m -
o \ ;,, be based. The findings of this s%udy suggested thut tuchorl (a) ~ o
. "'z.ﬁs"»‘ ] "t N : . ,‘
: i acknm.‘pdgq variability in .\g-iting purposo&and ruulting proeon -, o
: in both their evaluating and their teaching, (b) carefully cbseivel, ' - .- |
- Coom ~o.nd participo.to in. young childron's nrly writing. and (e) recog- B
,j_.' nizo tho "basics" of writing--an understanding of written lmguago'
A ' ~pm'p<>s¢s and 1t§ ~f1§ndmn€al relationship with oral "language.
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- T Anthony-Pelligrim: . . ___

- The deve]opment of preschoo]ers' d1scourse skills in a

dyad1c context. . - .
. The general. intent of the study was to examine the*deve]opment of '
preSchoo]ers', i.e., 3-5 years old, use of oral Tanguage to regulate
peer's behavior in a dyadic probTem solving ‘context. )The'research of
Piaget (1976) suggests that. young children learn best from other
children. He noted that in peer 1nteract1on contexts, preschoolers!
typically egocentric. prob]em solving s*rateg1es are cha]lenged by peers. .
This conflict helps ch1]dren to decenter the1r prob]em solving strateg1es.
That 1s, they are able to- see problems from many po1nts of view, €.0.»
rea11z1ng that a problem may. be caused by a number of different factors.
Other researchers {e¢ges Murray, 1972). have found that preschoolers
work1ng in dyads. are .able to solve prob]ems that children work1ng alone
could not solve, -

The notion that children use language to regu]ate peer -behavior
is documented by Dore (1978) and .Ervin=Tripp (1972). Dore has described
the speech acts preschoolers use to "get things done" with language,
€sQes directives, regulatives, assertives. His and Ervin-Tripp's (1972)
. systems of speech acts were used in this study to examine- the deve]op-
‘ment -of preschoo]ers ability to regulate peer behavior with 1anguage.
Second, the development of preschoolers’ ab1]1ty to use these:speech
acts to initiate and sustain oral discourse to direct peer behavior will
be examired. These data should provide insight into the feasibility of
us1ng peer teach1ng strateg1es with preschoo]ers, and, more generally,
into the egocentr1c/soc1ocentr1c nature of preschoo]ers' language.

Th1rty-s1x preschoolers {22 girls and 14 boys} ranging in age from
38 months to 69 months were randomly chosen from a university preschool.
From this sample childrén were grouped ‘according to age: 3 year olds
(38-47 months, X = 42.1), 4 year olds (48-59 months, x = 53.64), 5 year - .
olds (60- 69|nonths, X = 63 46) . -

_ Same-age dyads were taken to an exper1menta] p]ay room and seafed

~at the same tab]e.. “They. were g1ven two age-appropr1ate jig-saw puzzles
each- and'told to-do bothwpuzzles.u The experimenter sat at an adjacent
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table transcr1b1ng(ch11dren S - utterances., Each sess1on, which lasted

15 m1nutes, was~v1deotaped ,
All children's ora] language was transcr1bed from the videotapes.
Exper1menter S transcrlpts supplemented the tapes when- the latter-source
was 1ncomprehens1b1e. Transcr1pts were coded accord1ng to a speech- )
act model developéd by Dore (1978) and Erv1n-Tr1pp (1972), !

- The major categories. and subcategories -follow.

Agreement on the

coding between two observers ranged from 58% to 92% (X =

78%) for major

categories.
Requests

-Résponses-
Assertives :

..Regulatives:

' .. Expressives:
Directives :

for choices, products, processes, act1ons, permission,
".suggestives,

yes/no, jproducts, processes, comp11ances.

identification, descriptions, internal reports,

evaluations, attributions, rules.

attention- getters, speaker selecting, rhetorical

questions, clarification questions, boundary markers,

politeness markers.. war

exclamations,- accompa1nments, repet1t1on. .

desires, 1mperataves, embedded imperatives, permjssion

'd1rect1ves, d1rect1ve questions, hints at directives.,
An age (3: 3 4, 5 year olds) x sex (2) x puzzle (2: puzzles) .
.unbalanced ANOVA, o51ng the general linear model, was calculated for
'each—major speech act category, Newman=-Keuls analyses, preset at .05,
were used for post hoc analyses. Pearson product moment corre]at1on
cdeff1c1ents were calculated between specific request/response pairs
at each age ievel. No significant main effects or interactions’ were -
_observed for assert1ves, regulatives or express1ves. S1gn1f1cant main
effects for age were observed on. d1rect1ves, F (2, 133) = 6,76, p <. 01,
5 year olngenerated more than both 3 and 4 year olds; ru]es and
exp]anat1ons, a subcategory of assert1ves, F (2,133) = 4. 79, p £.009;
5's- used more rules .and exp]anat1ons than 3's; responses, f (2,133) =
6.56, p <.002, 5's responded tofnore‘requests than both 3's and 4's.
There was a significant main effect for 'sex on requests, F (1,133) =
7.85; p. <. 005, boys posed more than girls,
~ - Correlations between’ choice, product, and process requests and
- - response for each -age level were calculated, Only for 5 year olds ware’
the correlat1ons stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant' choice, r(62) = .40,

+
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-stating rules -and directives guides peers' behavior,

3;441001 ~Qroduct,~r(62)—-—~495 p-<:00%; grocess;iQKGZ)'= 4795

p <0001, . '

' Analyses indicate that preschoo]ers, -despite age, are capab]e of
initiating discourse; their use of convefsatIOnal regu]at1ves and ex-
pressives .did not vary with age. However, only the o]dest,groupwas
able to-use the more complex speech acts, f.é., rules andmeiplanations;
_responding appropriately to reguests, and directives to regulate peer
behavior: The data on sustaining discourse are corroborated by the

request/response corre]at1ons, the-only group that cons1stent]y responded
to requests approprlate]y was the 5. year .olds. These data- indicate that

preschoolers -despite age, are capable of. using soc1a] language to.
1n1t1ate discourse using. requests, expressives, regulatives. However,

only the oldest group possessed the pragmatic skills necessary to sustain
- discourse and use language to direct peer behavior, using rules, directives,
and: responding to questions. Thesé data indicate that young preschoo]ers
, may .not possess the pragmatit“skills to engage in dyadic Tearning )
situations. They may hot'repognize the rules of discourse stating that -

speakers are obligated to respond to requests appropriately and that

that preschoolers’ are soc1ocentr1c to the extent that they are willing

This study suggests

and. somewhat able. to in1t1ate and sustain d1scourse. They do, however,

‘continue to refine their d1scourse Skills through out the preschool per1od.
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;" A-description of.Dprb1;~§y$temwfdilows {6). ) oot
i ST . Speech Acts~ - _ '
; S - s o S ~<:\
{ _quuéétive§:solicit*information~qr,acfionsf ““““ o —_—
S 1.. Choice Questions seek either - or judgments relative tot
s propositions: 'Is this.-an.apple??; “Is jt red or green?";
; “Right?". -7 L - .
{ 2, “Product Questidhsuseek,infbrmatidn relative to most "WH"
, interrogative -pronouns: "Where's John?"; "What Happeried?"
: ho?"s "When?" T : o .
3,J»Process.0uestiohs séekfexten&ed:desCriptipns'or explanations:
P “ "Why did he' go?*3"How did it happen?"; "What about -him?"
; ri e 4. .Action quhests;éeék the performanﬁé-df an- action by hearer:
o I ‘wGive me it"; "Put the toy downl!
b Se . Permissfon Requests,seek~permissfon;to perform an action: "May -
: . 'l‘go?ll‘ S ; . o . .
* 6. Suggestions fecdmména the- performance of an action by hearer or

[ -

1.

2.

3.

do it". .

Descriptions -predicate

speaker -both: "Let's do it “Why. don't you do it?": "You should

- As}enting'repopt facts, state rulqs,”honvey attitudes, etc.

Identifications jabel objects: events, people, etc.: "That's
' =~

acar."; "I'm Robin,"; "We have a béat." :
events,'properties,'locatidns, etc.

of objects of. people: "The car i%;red.“; "It fell on the

- floor,"; "He did it." " -

Internal Reports express emotions,:gensatidns jntents and
other mental ‘events; "I like itd* oW1t hurts."; “1"11 do it.";
"I know." ‘ O . . :

%

':.59

;. , _ .
N 7&
.

'6;
=% ultgoes -in-heres";-“We.don't Tight in school."s "That happens

‘Evaluations exbreSSnpersonal Judgménys-or—attﬁtudeS%——ﬂIhatis_gpod.“

Attributibq§;rgport,beliéfsAabout another's internal state:

"He does ‘not know the answer."; "He.wants to." "He can't do it."

. . a
jons, "Social rules,"-etc.:

Rules étate procedures, defini

later.” o e

Explanations state reasons, causes, justifitations, and predictions:
i, 4

“]'did it because.it's fun. . "It won't stay up there.'

 Slenin i




esponsives supply solicited 1nformat1cn or acknowledge remarks.

LT

*

A "YES 1]

Choice Answers prov1de so]1c1ced judgments of nroposxtaons

2

-3,

4.,

1.

2.

3.
4.

5.

6.

. "Thank you

‘l'o

2.-

Product Answers provide wh-1nformat1on.‘:“JBEnT§"here;“§‘"“’

llIt fe‘l‘l 1] .

Process answers provide so]1c1ted explanations, etc. "1
wanted to." : . —

Complianc~s. express acceptance, denial, or’acknow]edgment of
" requests: “Okay. . uyegh s "I'17 do it." -

2

Regulatives contro] persona] contact and convetsational'flow.

Attent1on-Gefters solicit attention: - "Heyl" -"Johnt"; "Look. "

Speaker. select1ons label $peaker of next turn: "John"; “You".

Rhetorical Quest1ons seek acknowledgment to continue: “know what?"

Clarification Quest1ons seek c]ar1f1cat10n of pr1or remark:
"Nhat’“ : -

~Boundary Markers 1nd1cate open1ngs, closings and shifts in

way."

P011teness Markers indicate ostensible po]iteness: “Please";

AY

:EXPTQSS]VES non-propos1t1ona11y convey att1tudes or repeat others.

Exc]amat1ons express surpr1se, de11ght or other att1tude5°
thhl “ ilwow

Accompaniments’ ma1nta1n contact by supplying information
redundant with respect to some contextual feature "Here

.- you are"; "There you go".

the conversat1on' “H1'“ "gyel®; "Okay"s. “A1r1ght“ “By the

3.

Repetitions repeat prior utterancest

Ervin-Tripp's (7) directive categories include:

2
3

~ _Personal desires e.g.,~I need that.

- ~ Directives

Imperat1ves, €e0es Get that.
Embedded 1mperat1vés, .g., WOuld you get that?
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Table I

‘ﬂéar{s for specch acts and Zl-i}'eci‘ives by age.

s

et

. : Age T .
‘Speech category .

(;> - . "X ) e o

W
Agc. TIT

X

L A Xk s v W 2 e

~Ré4ﬁeéts

o Asse:t’iVes;:
Responses :1.444
Regulatives. T.527
‘Expressives 4.027

Directives 472

2.774

8.758 -

3.741
" .806
2.306
2,661

2.911, - .

+ \ﬂ
7.330 \ . .
- . \v\ )

-1 2,639

.705 :
3.007 I
. 1.654 . 3
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L S o . y Anne Ruggles Gere

- _Abstract

__Writing to ggarn,in'the Humanities

w * . . - -

‘Purpose: This study investigates how writing functions as a mode of
~learning for high 'school students. Questions,addressed include these:

l) What is the relationship between using writing as a learning tool-

_and learning writing as a skill in its own,right?

4 —

2) What_kinds of writing tasks are most effective in enabling students to.

= . _ s - ~

leatn in content areas?
élm_;_l ' 3) Do effective tasks vary across ability groupings of students?
%i-n : ] : eogy This. study, part of a large project funded by NEH, builds upon

the growing body of theory which posits a relationship between writing

~

‘aand learning. vOdell (1973), Martin et al. (l976), Emig (1977), Britton

(1977), Graves (1978), Freisinger (1980) and Wotring (1980) are repre~

sentative .0f the theorists and researchers who have affirmed that .

!/
i

g; B . writing aids learning. The,conclusion of Wotring ] (1980) study is

\ ‘ lpar icularly important to ‘this work because Wotring found that only four
S " of 26 students vere able to write to learn about chemistry. Wotring
suggests that,the“majority of students in her study did not conceptualiae
'writing as a way of thinking, they saw writing as a final offering of
‘ideas to a)reader rather than a means ofsfiguring out for themselves.

{i Building upon Wotring 8 work this study tests three hypotheses° that

/;students'need direct instruction inﬂwriting-to-learn because cultural

[
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views of writing ptohibit them from using Qgitiﬁg for their own purposes;

that ‘some forms of writing-to~learn will be more effective than others;

éne‘thag s;udencé‘ ability levels contribute to the relatioﬁgiié Bétween

-

- writing and learning.
[ N .

Ptdcedurg:‘ Twenty two teachers of high school literature ard social

N -

.studies participated in the five-week 1981 summer program in which they

]

_ investigated various.procedures for writing to learn.. These procedures

3

include: .course journals, reading logs, loop writing, metaphoric writing,

-direct writing, precis writing, nutshelling ideas, tree}ng ideas, focuged _

~

. “free writing, staging scenarios, playing out analogies, .and dialogue

-writing.

The twenfy two teachers developed units of study which incoréorate¢

‘these writing procedures into existing courses in literature and social

Pl
4

studies.'vThe goal in every course is to use ﬁriting as a-way of learning

_ the content rove effectivélﬁ. Courses include American literature,

humanities, introduction to iiterqture, world civilization, frontier

America, U.S. history, Washington state history, and.Pacific rim cultures.

3

These units are being piloted duiihg the fall term. Monitoring of

student performénce in thege units includes: measures of student attitudes

toward writing, cross-class comparisons of content learned, task analysis

or=ouet it

- 6f‘writingéprocedpres—usé&—and~resultsQéchieved, and cdmparisop,of the

i

foﬁing and learning of étudents>in'regu1ar classes with that of students
in .special education classes. Findings available in November_will pro-

vide p:éiimihar§ answers to the three questions posed by this study.

Implications: This project is based entirely in the classroom. Teachers

;employ yrfgingrpfgcedqres they hgve'adaptedfto their .own purposes and

LN
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o - they monitor -.much of the learning which results from these procedures.
b . . , .
< ~ The most important aspect of this work is that it suggests ways of
: : "" incorporating writj.ng’-éo-leafh into existing classes, points to
: strategies which will be most effective in helping students write to
: learn and. explores how less able students can write to learn.
~ ~ R ;
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,.Hritihg groups u'il}'mect for cn_tire periode

 ‘Frot our roading of the journald of Bird and sradford,

Hancouts

Sample utits d-veloped to acilitate iearning through writing

¥

lednesdays September 16-

i

Activitys . =
Share_lbtters based on response to Jonathon Bdwardse \

Students .should remcmber to stick to assignmcnt' and """"
of onother student!s point of view gogccrni’ng Edvords
in the student!s _l‘etter. : . .

as reflected

- 13
Make comments and suggestions for revision.. S

Final draft-will be due
(BoP)e . . :

- * ~. . . \ "
fead William Bird, PPe 4A3=446; Williom Iiradford, pre 426=430

I-';ida&, Scptember 18 at l;)cginniné of period .

-

Assignments

Thursd Sentember 17

Focused frec write: Bird and Bradfoid cno:sc. n journal formot au the vehicle
by which they would. record “their responses to early colonial life. Choose
eithor’ Bird or Bradford. “hat aspects of colonial life and/or thinking -
emérge in the work of this writer thet do not show in. vhat we have read
of Jonathan. €dwards? -, 0
. - > " _",,‘\ﬁ )
‘After 10-15 minutes, siudents will summarizc entriecs with a word, phrasc,
or sentence. TR ] . oL

Share thece “capsules," differéntiating between Bird ind Bradford. .
love-death as il is evinced by Bradford's journale.

L S

Discur;é notion of

Disguss diffcrences

¢ betwoen Bradford!s responscs amd. whnt wae Lind in
Bird, .

t

"How mipht we account for differences? . ‘
Werccthcs%_ men nob concerned _ui_th orthodox relipion?

vhat may we conclude
apout,hou ‘a journal is written?

“

Present journal writinge

.

17
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Unit 2z The Mative: American Frontier

Pime: 12-15 days’ .

I 3
14
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' Learning Resources. .

_ Chapter' 2" and pp. 234-240..,

- El‘: ‘é175 . R — )

" American fleritd

7 UnitedStates: 48

-~ . The student ,s'houl’d'_:'. .. N ) . .
) 1. -Undérstand how: NativajAmerican ‘Cultures responded -di fferently to

:specific erivifonmental -conditions. ) . ‘ ol
Be aware of Native American .contributions to the development of America. .
conditions in the East motivated: non-lndians

to. explore and .¢laim land in. the West.

. - Undérstand how -changing.

Familiarize themsélves: with ‘the

uj. oo .
L]

.(e). Assimilation, (f).Genocide,

,.Ip,t:a"ngibeié Objects, (1)-'Stereotype, &
Be aware that -many Americans -have not shared in. our recent prosperitys:

A

o

e : 2o

‘peneral ~her1tn.gé,. of the American Indian.

‘Be. able to recognize, define and explain the following related: concepts:
(a) .Aggresgion, (b) :Reservation; (c). Multi-Culture, (d) Acculturation; !

(g) Artifacts, ‘(h) Tangible and
(3) Pantheism. :

[3 . -

»

Texts -Améffcan. Frontier: ‘.

. \,

v

. j}bna}@aﬂ; etyal., American Litetgture-
.*. The West;, pp- 50-51. o

. "

4,

Film:. End of the Trail,, .

L R
e

e liistorical Atlas,
‘(_?gil‘g,.jl\tlas of ‘Amexrican. liistory, &
Denoyer-~Geppert: outline. map -of .the.
qg?tés.

“
o
o, P ax ’-‘

. group's®conscnsus.. -

Leaming Activities’

lecture-discussion concerning liacky,rou_h@ e
factual material jpresenteéd in the text.
Objective test.over this -assignment at

- .about day 10. - : R

Using a Navajo prayer as a generating.
‘frame, students will translate this -prayer
to present 9‘:;9 languape, utilizing modeling. o

. o
‘ o techniques. . -
Reflexivé Vriting Exercise: -Topic: Chivington Massacre, students read
- Texty PP« 234-240 and the . selection in ‘thé text and’ view the film, s
Film; Indians, QSU #9480. .Then éach student will be' asked :to write :
e P a: dialogue;. taking both. sides, from the -
. : point -of view of the: Indian and also that:
: of the Ariy. = . L ;
. ; . i
- Letter writing assifuiments The student J
assumes ‘the role of am: 1ndian pfotgsting-the: - ¢
ok ‘breaking of several treaties and writes to-
A the government about this. s ;

Study ‘group vcrft‘lqucy-gf this two-part Ulm.
Recorders tell rest of the class. of ‘thelr

Map assigu:
areas of the major tribes in the Trins- :
‘Mississippi Uest. A test on this assiphment S
will be given toward the end of the unit.. R

wt?

Students ifocate the tribal 7~

Pl
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Student - .. - . N .
‘Goals/ ‘Purpose of thetatute L. _ Lt .. o
‘:‘::::::. Oj cctxvel' - Activity. (tg.dlna) writing Group Activity Teachier Activit,
i - — AZticulate  Honday: - "~ Distribute auto .
. - d atis . Undetstand .Articulate - Honday: . ] . dute autc
. ‘T:FJttu‘g" concept OF own valyes. o - Autobiopoem poem format.
‘{!3]_-“3";',‘ .values as ‘Examine own- - . .- :
writer's . gpplicable  values. . .. Jourrial = -
abxlexth. to. the - - ;Undetstand - . focused freewrite.
- .persudde. 1ndxv1dual; ~wdy of turn-. "Karma Repair . -
L ' , ", ing into  Kit: Items 1-4" . . . - . ‘Oral Reading.
is able to Analyze -setf}clagify (481) o o Discussion of poem. ¢ )
recognize.. ‘?d ‘literature” ownijobsta= Journal-focused. : .
:i;?g:gnio to .determine_. ‘cles%. _ freeurite. . . o
. : individual, vss TR : ’ - o
Jalis - 3 . .Understand Tuesday:- %
. values pre~ .y,jjes being ; 4ividual -uescsy ) Coa .
‘sénted’1n : d "Young ‘Puritan's - ‘Oral’ Reading.
1i . expressed. clarification . -8
literature: : N ersonal Code" (432) Co )
. «...  J.Clarify res- codz . Reedxng log -
is able to sponse to - ) . points of indi- . .
demonsttate' 1lue: -Compare with vidual agreement. ; .
values. . g
,"comprehension = g?“' Discussion.’ R .
of /ipplica- { £y -Lompare, : Journal - develo : .
.‘tion of the agizgzsz/dﬁn responses w/ . code (limit to 18). 2
.concept of values. Oth?ts' ' . K Assign Patrick kK-
.code by . : .Attxcuéate Speech to Debate
w:;;;zila Based upon own code. Speech Student.
)gode of given point  ypderstand Wednesday: - R
Eehavioti of.vxew, -persuasive "patrick Henry, . - (Speech student
o vrite  ‘language. Speech to the
ist able to ~expression .Compare - Virginia
‘work in small p;esantfng responses. Convention'
groups, an= that point .ldentify (120) ” ' Large class discus-
swefgné com-* of view, . points . - .sion questions. h
ptehensxon tei:o:d:ng learned in Reading log -
wi is- - . 2
comparison. 1 .
. gzzizligz agreemegg P _ reflexive _
) lltetatute. to gqpthe; Demonstrate Thursday: . - - - Introduce Direct
3 piece of valuing . Writing Topic.
literature. Direct write/

Henry's abil-
" ity to per=
suade & dev- .
- eloprown - -
tespOnse re-
presentxng

~

Fast write
(Individually)




'.'Daxs 7; .o roR

. mitis. ) Student 1ntroduccs and reads. *

?(25, Introduce student orally presenting specch.

Dctaxltd Plan tor Wc.k 1, Cﬁntinﬁdd'-» ) ' ) T
: e w .

Patr1ck uenry, Speech to “the ergxnla Convention

s e

4

,CIa§s,D1360331on Quest1ons: _ - _ -

I. "Some mewbers o£,the Vlrglnxa Convention were in favor of-
ariming’ themselves against England; othiers were not. What

,.: does Patrick Henry say ‘that should change the minds of . -

as ) those not in. favor? . Pick out those statements of his
that you-feel are: most éffect1ve.

2.. Do you th1nk Henry is appeal1ng .to_the hearts or to the
mxnds of ‘his listeners? . Cite spec1f1u lines or examples -
of his appealing.

oo 3. What are the cl;ches/phrases of the time that Henry' uses?.

Readxng Log

" Reflexive entry:

s

PRI

. W

List new learnings or things you learned from the readlng
and. dxscussxnb of the speech, .
.0r list p01nts/areas you had trouble w1th . .

. In either case, explore what you think Henry's thoughts might -
‘have to do wzth today. (If Henry were alive today, what might
_he be doing - what causes might he bo qupportln&°)

-

L] ~
.«

e - Sl e T
D1rect Hrltxng oxtcnded writing ass15nmont. -

(15 Introduce/hand out . topic:

mins.)

Not all members of the V1rg1n1a Convention were prcpared to. take
arms against-England. (As a matter of fact, the revolution was
supported by léss than a third of the Colonists). Patrick Heary's
speech was intended to change théir minds. Presumably it did.

But -suppose you had been there. And suppose that after listening
to ‘Patrick Henry's rousing specch, you did not change your mind.
-How would you have answered Patrick Henry? Write.a speech in

-which you present your side. Try to finish your speech with ‘a.
memorable Iast line. .

Inttoquce Schedulc'

R Day 4: Fast write. {45 minutes) :
Day 3: Revised write
Day 6: Wr1t1ng groups
Day 7: Turn. 1n formal drafts and all previous work.

" Evaluating Criteria: =~ = . ‘ . -

- Speech tone vs. essay tone
In the tone of llency's contemporary language.
‘Catches audtence (Henry .and Virginia Convention nmuhers)
-and keeps ¢ontact with audicnce. 4 -

~qudo xs Dlv‘ o o, wtth'answnb‘(o Barrick uou:v..
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Diane E. Deford. -

mer— —

- INSTRUCTIONAL EFFECT ON READING DEYELOPMENT -

' EffectiVe,instruction has been the concern of reading educators for
decades The purpose ‘of the first grade stud1es (Bond & Dykstra, 1967) i
was to f1nd the most _efféctive approach to teach reading. While this

<+ "

purpose was not met, and. has not been met in subsequent studies, reading

-

résearchers are still fascinated with the topic. Because of inconclusive

“evidence in studies seeking to prove the overall effectiveness of one @

approach- over another, many have been lead: to suggest that the teacher

is the 1mportant variable, not the methods used (Carro]] and Cha]], 1975;

use; not just pre and post test gains, and that these strategies are

Bond and Dykstra, 1967 Ramsey, 1962; Brophy and Good, 1974) Consequently,

~recent research has attempted to explore factors related to the teacher's

be11ef system and the environment deve]oped for the teachng of read1ng

Bawden, Buike and Duffy, 1979 Mitchell, 1978, 1980; DeFord, 19785 and

Hoffman & Baker, 1980). ' .
The -paper—to. be presented has at its basis the assumpt1on that’ -

" effectiveness in reading must be defined through the strateg1es readers

1nstruct1onal1y influenced a$ we11 as qualitatively d1fferent Three

~f1rst grade c1assrooms were stud1ed for a period of seven months The

teachers_were selected on the basis of excellence in teaching (recommended
by administrators familiar with their teaching) and represented. a phonics;

skills and whole 1anguage orientation to the teaching of reading. ?hese

oreentat1ons were confirmed through use of the Theoretical 0r1entat1on

to Read1ng Prof11e (TORP DeFord 1978) and through interviews and obser- .

42
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From th1s 11st, n1ne students (three highs, three middle and three.]ow)

éwere chosen for further study {N= 27) The children read four times

‘throughﬂmi§¢ue ana1y$is.» The phon1cs room depended ma1n1y -on: decod1ng - .

]), A ow percentage of om1ss1ons s . \ T

~2) H1gh graph1c and sound similarity in substitutions

_ to'the authors' texts. They used a greater variety of strategies, and

_the language they heard daily. :

~Vation§. ‘The'teachers rank;ordered their Classes as to reading abi]‘fy; '

dur1ng the year (September, Noyember; February and Maréh) on instructional

, and, pred1ctab1e materials. The readings were taped and subjected to h

;analys1s ut111z1ng the. Read1ng M1scue Inventory (Goodman and Burke, 1972) jrj;;

-Each- classroom e§h1b1ted c]earcut patterns of strategy usage 1nd1cated 3

I : i ;
strateg1es. This dependence cou1d be seen in several wayS' ;

~ A

3). Regress1ons, or repet1t1ons, on the word level, w1th multiple attempts :
at sounding out single words . . R _ ">,%
4) A high percentage of the substitutions were non-mords ;
Readers 1nstructed by a skills approach exhibited a high percentage
of omissions. The1r substitutions were real words that a]so exhibited
h1gh graph1c similarity ‘to the text. Further analysis of these substitu- R i
t1ons 1nd1cated that a h1gh percentage of them came from the word lists C o
the teacher had introduced in prev1ous Tessions, h1gh11ght1ng the depen-
dence on word recogn1t1on strategies. _ ' o or
The readers w1th1n the who]e language class tended to man1pu1ate
the text as if they were editing the message; mean1ng was h1gh1y similar

and acceptable, but miscues were lower in graphic simi]arityVWhen compared Lfé

insisted that what they read should make sense and should sound 1ike

-

- ) - . , 43 . .14'}‘-:;’
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 Aﬁ analysis -of studeﬁ+’compféhensioh suggested that a1l children

{qf ) ‘ had: better comprenens1on on, pred1ctab1e stories. It would appear fhat

contro]]ed vocabu]ary texts offer little for students" to comprehend The. ol

o . S R

whole 1@nguage program generated better retelling scores and the children <3

b . ' used,mbre story. conventions in their retellings. The consistent presenta- ,
< N - ‘ o

- tion .of well formed stories acted.as an aid to comprehension and a model Ty

N N R

*for future language experlences. '

These data would lndlcate ‘that -children's strategy usage 1s 1nstruc-

WY

txona11y rnfluenced, with certa1r patterns arising from the strategles

the. teacher suppgrted. I't was also suggested that the qua]ity‘of~¢he

g language interaction and the variety,o}.written materials was important.
to'expanded cbmpetepce. ?he contrived models fqr reading that were
provided did not offer the pﬁi]dren_the coﬁ?iexjgy of ipformation Fhey
_needed to understand what %hey read, Part of effective teaching, then,
e “is to a]]ow’chiﬁdrenfio-use the wealth of information they have available
: ’» to them, and not dti]ize instrhctional fechniques andzmateria]s that
’ ~w111 lnterfere with their use 5% the .process. '

en
>
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) . , Lee E;lda -, w
. : Abstract o — B
& T - sThe: Development of the _ ;
B ’ ;‘_Jﬁ Comprehension of Hetaphor Ta
:__ﬁ , The pur ;f f this study was: to determine the extent to which . «“ _____
] .ﬂchi idren can comrehend a verbal metaphor embedded in a story; the ex- ° a\':
’ tent. to which they can expiain 2 'verbal metaphor embedded within a story; e o
' r .and, how comprehension of end the abi'lity to-explain metaphor vary with T
5 | A sample af 36 (18 males and 18 females) was drawn from private ’
ﬁ “and public schools ‘in New York and New Jersey Children were grouped L.
3 according to age: nine ranged from ages 52-63 months (X-SS), ten from ey
- - “ 85-103 months (¥=93); eight from 128-160 months (7-147), and nine from
- 179-1% months (¥-186), - ’
;' Three stori‘e/s\were constructed in which the Ta—‘_s or targe‘t. sen- -
.tence wa\s contextually, rather than sententia'l'ly, anomalous, that is, S
the sentence was literally comprehensib'le when standing alone but meta- ?
,phoric within the context of the story. Fi ve pictures were drawn to . ) ' . ~
2 N accompany each story, two relati ng to the 'litera'l'méanihg of the target , s
sentence, two to the metaphoric meaning of the targeir sentence, and one -
wi th no apparent cofnection to the story‘at all.” _.The ianguage of the _ :
stories was controlled for. syntactic and lexical difficulty. All situa- = '
. tions‘presented in the stories were judged by the r'e‘s‘e(archers to: be 4 "
within the rea'lm of the partici pants experience. Questions were con- ) -
structed which asked about the meaning of the story * Each question o ‘
f o could he answered through pi cture manipu'lation and all participants were st
(A N L. s - '
) e . 5.«3% i T ; ;4;7_",_:..” -




also asked to explain “heir answers,

_ ‘%4, The data collection sessions were audio-taped and were transcribed

14

hy the researchers at the completion of that process. Notes were also
taken during the data collection ‘by the- researchers.

"the protocols were’ examined for: eV1dence of literal comprehension
through .picture manipulation; evidence of metaphoric comprehension ’

through picture manipuiation. 'vidence of metaphoric comprehension

' through"VQrbai explanation. These -results were then examined with refer-

‘_ence toz%he stated obJectives.

-

Six‘general modes of comprehension, 51m11ar to those observed .by

‘Piaget (?377), were observed in this study. The modes ranged from E

g . N |
R : . vy (RN P 4
“ . . . I
. ot . . L. - R
. . . N - Lo Lt
AR . V. N . } o t
ot IR AT L) i a% v omess P e o IR L L) « I R R T IN A

difficulty with 11tera1 comprehen51on to an immediate understanding and

verbal explanation of the metaphoric relation preSented in each story.

wThe modes ‘of comprehension ‘were developmentally linked in that depth of

—undnrstanding 1ncreased with age. Abjlitywto explain metaphoric struc-

%ures also increased with age.
The 2xamination of the protocols indicated that the comprehen31on
of metaphor seems to be a developmental phenomenon. Comprehension in-

creased with age, beginning with 11tt1e or no comprehension in the X=55 age

group~and developing. progressively until immediate and full comprehension )

appeared in the X-186agegoup. It was clear that metaphor is understood
before it can be explair d Children were able to construct the meta-
Aphoric pairs and even label the metaphoric re]ations before they were

able to verbalize the metaphoric implications of the. target sentence.._

A full discussxon of metaphoric relations appeared only with the acquisi-

| tion*of the language appropriate to this kind of discu551on.
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The sun went down.
stars became brighter.

,;b1agk;ve]veta

“- . Ppictures:

"~ yard~also.

were ready to beg1n.

zgﬁjgthres’

. . .
»e L o

L. . ) ":
° Yacation was. fun,

ﬁade,sahd éastles.
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"~ e -Story 1

"

Soon~1t was n1ght,
.

T e

\u

- v "

B

¢ -

»

Stars began-to shtne The sky darkened and the

The diamonds shone on the

~

3 .
stars, d1amonds, $ky, velvet, cat

l

.Story II

Joe bullt & snow fort 1n the backyard

Both of-them.made‘a b1gep11e ot snowbaI;s.

at

snowba]]s bul]ets. snowf1ght, battle, horse.

-

car returning to city, curtain down, beach, play, flower.

Story III

L curta1n cime down on. the play.

Every day Lynn went to the beach

©

T

The bulTets flew in both d1rections.

g ?

+

Nafiey built a fort §n-the back-
Finally they

She and her family

Soon.-it was t1me to dr1ve back to the c1ty The

3.
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.0 2 X3 3] 0 30
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no -

X

{ e
n A =t

o (x=147) _
 AgeV. 0 0 10 R 2 CW. 9 . 2%
o '(X=]86) ) ’

\
4

Means.and Standard Deviations
of Stages by Story and Age

Story 1 ' Story 2 Story 3
Age. ¥  s.D. X._  s.D. X  s.D.

¥=35  _1.625  .748 -2:125 - 640"  V1.875 640
Bk 2.400 .69 2.700  1.089  2.200  .632
X147 - 5.33 516 -5.166 - .408 4.666 1.366
- X=186. 475  1.28 5.375  .517 5375 .517

-50

:‘A “\
o - ,Er'equ_gpgy- of Responses By _Age'by S,ta,gé d .\\
;' - C ' Stage 1 Stage 2 ‘Stig'é 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 .Stagé. 6 Total'"
- Age T 9. 13777 4 0:. - 0 . " 0 - 26 ‘
X=55) ° I . .

ge 11~ .0 10 o %6 . &5 2




. Oné-Way. ANOVA Surmariés for Age

, 8§

MS

s
o

¥

.

»

H

I ~
© R
LN

& s

3.4+
3.4
3.4

i

Story 1

Story 2

Story 3

" 73.817

72,1100
65.192

X, =1.556
X, = 2.400

2

Xy = 5.375

~

X] = 2.1
X

3 = 5.125

Ky =187

¥y = 4.667

24.037

21.731

. 24.606

e

Y

.87

31.885
38,796
38.961

-Multiple Comparisons (SNK)u
Grouped at .05 Level

Xy = 4.889

Xo = 2.700

—

4 = 5.375

><
"

X, = 5.222

Xé 2.200

.001
..001
.001
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ABSTRACT . \ , "

Inasmuch as rea.ding. writing, listening. a.nd\speaking are all la.n-

gua,ge processes. one ‘c2n assume an interrela.tionshi among then, However, .

-
4

the exa.ct na.ture of these rela.tionships is unclea.r.

well as the role' of

lopment Unfortuna.tely, most . rea.ding research has been conducted with 1itt1e

<

* spective of tne relationship of writing to oral la.nguage. Again, most
writing research has been conducted without regard for reading ability as
a dependent or independent varia.ble. As a result. we know little a.‘bout

) the relationship ‘bet....en rea.ding and uriting ‘or whether each may enhance -~

the other s development, possibly in different ways at different develop-

menta.l stages. - ‘ - )

_i This pa.per offers an empirica.lly dexrived. framework foi ca.tegorizing
existing research on reading/writing rela.tionships, together with a review
b ' a.nd synthesis of the findings from the few correla.tional a.nd experimental
E4 Ly

N stu”dies,' in this a:rea.' The paper concludes vrlth a sumna.ry of wha.t we know
a.hout the rela.tionship between rea.ding and writing and with suggestions

" for future theoretical ‘and instructional resea.rch in this area. =
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suggest‘ ’that the resea.rch may be categorized in the following manner.

M 5 _: 5 S
o 2

o ,'_Studies cozi-ela.ting measures of reading with measures of writing.

A r‘/"
».\

,; -two types of studies can be found: those a.ttempting to improve wri-

*2’

\,

. 3% S ) \ i
; the»use of wrlting. _ :

X,
s, -

3. . Studies examining the influence of reading on_ writing. This catego'r,{r
ca.n also ’ne subdivided into two types: those attempting to improve rea.ding,, .

wlth effects on writing; those a.ttempting to improve writing through the

- use . of rea.ding. ? . .

Conclu‘sions

Severa.l issues emerge from this review of the literature, First, one
"is struck by the relative -paucity of studies in this area, compared to the,
vast num'ber of studies in either reading or writing research., Reasons for
the, la.ck of resea.rch on the inten'ela.tion of the two magor components of
literacy must rema.in speculative; possibly they relate to differences among
researchers in their professional training and experience, in their curri-

cul‘az:)emphasis, or in theoretical approaches, Whatever the reasons, our

done do tell use something and suggest directions for future research, .
‘ Fi_zzst, while the studies correlating measures of reading achievement

B with measures of writing achievement almcst all show high correlations -*?‘;
between good readers and good writers, none examined the traits of good )
rea:ders/poor writers or poor readers/good writers. An a.nalysis of these

- twc gr?ups of students in future experiments may she; wr;xore light on the

rgia.tionship between reading and writing, -
55

\1)\‘ ""'?7" “ ..’» .;:(\ T
- Y ~ R e

:Stuldies examni}: the influence of writing on rea.ding._ In this cate= W_.ﬁ-m.w;

_knowledge baz2 in this area is mininal; ‘yet the few studies that have 'been_ . :
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‘Second the exuerinenta.l studies are a.lmost unanimous in finding ef-

[

-,:ects of rea.din'r and writin;r upon éach other‘ imnrovement in writing a.bility

.n:itinfr ora.ctice can lead to improved rea.ding comprehensiom improvement

\in rea.ding, increa.sed reading experiences, reading instruction, or the

: study of 1itera.ture can lead to improved wrlting skills. However, some »

studies did.not measure gains in both rea.ding and writing, and none showed A
now ga.ins, in one may be systemtically 1inked to ga.ins in the other,

Third, many studies exanined only synta.ctic a.spects of writing a.bility
in rela.tion to reading a.chievement None. of the studies developed ‘or used

specific measures of lexical ma.turity or complexity in children's wrlting .

in order to examine the rela.tionship between writing voca.bulary and 'rea.ding

) achievemeni. Specific measures to define -and assess 1exica.1 growth in writ-

.
r

+ . ing are needed.

Fourth, all the'studies reviewed in this pa.per examined relationships -,

between reading and writing in native language speakers. There is apparent-

1y no research at the upper elementary and secondary level examining the

‘writino' of unglish-as-a.-Second—Language students and the relationship between

traits in their writing a.nd their rea.ding scores in English, Studies of the
writing of 3I'SL students’ of various language groups in relation to their
level of proficiency in English in both speech and- reading seems needed not
only from the practical point of view of error a.na.lysis but from a theore-

tical perspectlive as well, Research in this area might provide significant

" data with whichk to assess the relative influence of reading and speech on

writing.
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“duction of written texts and the nature of the tékts themr
selves. However, the need to assess both what we teach in '

the composition classroom and how'we go about -teaching it -
. persists:’ o - ~ ST R

.Stephen P. Witte

B4

TOWARD A MODEL.FOR WRITING COURSE EVALUATION

»
3

) For:manY‘years, teachers of writing and‘compbsitioﬁ

ing students to write. Indeed, Braddock, Lloyd-Jones;, and
Schoer reported in 1963 that the vast majority of studies in
written composition-up until-that time were pedagogical.ones;

specialists have sought to identify effective ways of teach-

on- Composing; the situationh had not much ciianged in the inter-

vening ‘decade and .a hdlf. In addition, both Research in

Written Composition -and Résearch on Composing: raise serious -

qggstions;apout~thggvalhg of pedagogical ;eSeg;éh on writing
instruction; .and .some researchers. have even called for what

faméﬁhgs‘tO'a‘ﬁoratofiﬁﬁ‘anpﬁd@gogical.;g$gég¢ﬁfnﬁ£i1JSuéh

time’ as some "basic®questions‘facinggcomposition specialists
have been dnswered,; questions having to do. with both the; pro-

————

€

At the present -time, this need is -more pronounced than
ever. In response to-the so-called "literacy crisis" and"
in response to recent research on written texts and text pro--
duction,- educators have.developed néw writing courses or mod-
ified existing ones. .These courses - embody new emphases.on -
curricular components and often require new instructional
methods. Among the curricular. components now receiving great-
er emphasis are a host of process variables, including prob-
lem-solving strategies and heuristics, revision, and composing
itself. Frequently, these curricular components are placed
in the context of one or another. taxonomy of discourse types,
taxonomies which often themselves help shape the curricula

of writing courses.- New curricular emphases and new ways of

viewing composition curricula often lead to the use of new
instructional methods; and in recent years a substantial body
of literature has resulted. on such methods as peer tutoring,
collaborative learning, workshopping, conferencing, and sen-
tence combining. .However, with the exception of the work of
Richard Larson's CCCC Comnpittee on Teaching and Its
in Composition,-very little has been done to advance the art
of evaluating college-level composition courses, either 'the
curricula they teach or the instructional methods used to do

so. - .
The type of research which leads to evaluations of writ-
ing courses differs fundamentally from the kind of research

which is designed to investigate "basic" questions on discourse

production and on written products. In attempting to answer
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. "basic" research guestions, researchers have the adventage
of controliing.many of.the vadriables which affect composing
or. written texts;.and well-designed "bzsic" research typi-
cally controls the variables involved so, that very specific
research guestions can be posed and answered. In contrast,
evaluation research séldom has .the luxury of so controlling
the research sitﬁagion.‘ Rathef;;it takes the writing ‘course

in dll-its.complexity and attempts to determine whether the
‘course is good or bad, adequate or inadequate. The present

‘. paper argues "that a number of crucial elements must be 'ex-

amined in order to arrive at an eskimate, whether formagive

or summative, of the wortn of a i}trse. These elements are
four in humber: (1) the context ‘in which the course is

%

;5 taught, (2) the content and focus of the course and their

»eﬁpregs@on*thgough goals and objectives, "(3) the instruction,
»arld (4) the performance of students as-a result of having

. gohe through the course. These elements, the paper argues,
copstantly interact with one another. Various aspects of
thlese various elements are delineated and examined, but spe-
cihl. attention is paid to the effect of context on the other.
thkee elements. .

_{ These elements and thé interactions among them consti-
tutle a model for evaluating writing courses The usefulness
of i{this model is explored in terms of’diffe%%nt approaches
to -evaluation, among them the "outcomes" approach, the "sys-
_tem_analysis", approach, the "adversary" approach, the "case .
study" approach, and the "goal-free" -approach. The paper
shows that regardless of what approach one takes .to evaluating -
writing courses, the four elements specified in the conceptual

model must be accommodated.
A ; !

w
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Sarah’ W. Freedman -

Student Characteristics and Writing Performance

"Most researchers concerned with the evaluation of student writing

have searched for those character1st1cs of essays that relate, to quality

rat1ngs (e g., H111er, Marcotte, & Mart1n, 1969; Nold & Freedman, 1977;
" Grobe, 1981) or that 1nf]uence qua]1ty ratings (e.g., Harris, 1977
Freedman,ﬂ1979) By def1n1ng the type of wr1tten prodUct that rece1ves

a high score and th: type that receives a low score, we learn what students

need to produce 1n order to achieve a high score. We learn about what to

teach. However, another important set of questions focuses on what stim-

_ulates a writer to write a strong essay as opposed to a weak essay. Answers

10 ‘these questions may give us clues about _how to teach. In the research
71 will report on, I'sought answers to the following questions: 1) Do
%

students percept1ons of the difficulty level of a topic relate to the

_scores they will receive? 2) Do students' perceptions of.thé interest

. Tevel of a topic relate to the scores they will receive? 3) Do students

‘with certain attitudes receive better scores? &) Do students with ceftain

attributes receive better scores? -

" To answer these questions I devised two questionnaires, one asking
students to rate the interest and difficulty levels of a set of topics

and another asking them about their attitudes about writing and about some

- of their attrfbutes; Then I collected essays from the students and had

‘them rated holistically on a four-point scale. Al11 information about the

writers was concea]ed from the raters.

- - e e e e e mae NBF s o nm k A e b -
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The questionnaires were completed by 167 students, all enrolled in
required freshman level classes in four colleges in the San‘Francisco‘Bay
Area, In all, eight classes participated, two from each schooT, each c]ass

taught by a different teacher. The colleges ranged in type from highly—

select pr1vate schoo]s to_open-admission pub]ic schoo]s "On a later date,

IR

R

after.I ana]yzed the students' judgments of the interest and difficulty

levels of twelve expository topics, six asking for an opinion on a current

¢0ntrovers1a1 1ssue and six asking Tor a comparison of two quotat1ons, I

& A

e11m1nated the four topics (two of each type) about which the students felt
most neutra] Then eachvstudent wrote an .essay on one of the remaining
e1ght top1cs ‘

After examining the 1nterre1at1onsh1ps between the d1fferent student
attributes and attitudes, I examined how the most independent writer attitudes
and attributes he]ated to the essay scores. With an analysis of variance,

I determined how the students' school, age, amount of pleasure derived from

writing, and amount of confidence in in-class writing performance, contributed

to the variance in holistic scores. School proved to be- the strongest
predictor of_how a student®s writing was judged. The more selective the

admissions standards of the school, the higher the judgments of the students’
: =2, TR nigner f ) .

———

~ writing samples (pg .001). But regardTess of where the studemtswent——— -

‘to school, self-assessments of writfng also were related to the judgments

of writing quality (p € .05). If students claimed to perform better than
their peers, they did; if they claimed to do worse, they did. The amount
of .pleasure the students associated with writing did not account for ratings

of their writing, nor did age. A separate analysis revea]ed that the interest

and difficulty level of the topic d1d not affect the scores, even though

65
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i one of the eight'topics (an opinion tggigzwﬁgggiyed~higher féf?ngs<tﬂén
mean T e .
Although certaiﬁ topics can stimulate better writing than gthers,*oqe
cannot determine which topics will be better by examining how interesting
or how difficult the students fjnd-fhem. It is important to continue to
search for variab]eglfhat contribute to the deéign of good topics. Wood-
worth & Kéech (1980) found that in narrative writing audience conditions
i made no differences in scores. We stitl have much to learn about the effects ' _uf
of writing topics. ‘ | ‘
g' _ Interestingly, students' confidence in themse]ves_as writers is the é
: only attitude variab]e‘re]afeg to performance. In promoting better. per- '-1é

formance, teachers should pay more attention to students' confidence than

to how pleasurable their writing experiences are (not that they should

" ignore this variable).
Overall, these colTege stuéents'saw writing as a di%ficu]t and interesting
task. But‘their interest level varied as a direct function of the teacher.
For the ﬁost part, the students come in to our classes with realistic, positive ‘
c ' attitudes{ and as teacher§, we must capitalize on those g}t?tudes and work B ‘“é

" to build the students' confidence. I suspect that we will build confidence

through helping them grgy~és‘writers and have good reason to become more

self-confident. Furthermore, we need to search for the variables that make -

some topics stimulate better writing than others.

‘e . - A . . . =




On the next three nages you will find the same 12 topics that )
you just rated, This time I would like to know which ones you i
fInd the most difficult and which you find least difficult. :

1o

2.

4,

If you have any questions about these directions, call your
teacher for help.

'~topics you find least gifficul or gasiest; o A

3.
- difficult, This must be one of the four topics you ou have
‘already marked with a + sign. )

INSTRUCTIONS
(Difficulty 2)

’

Place a plus- (+) mark in the left margin beside -the four .
topics you find most difficult.or hardeste

Place a ‘minus (=) mark in the left margin beside the four

Circle the number of the ggg topic that you find most

Circle the number of the one topic you find least diffigulto
This must be one of the four topics you have already marked
with a - sign,

e . P PR PR - o e e o - A - . LA e N emenzes s



o o O =
L . o . & H
- S School :
E Instructor _ ' _ e
. . 1. Name: : :
(. o -« last ‘ First Middle :
. _ 2. Birthdate:____ . '
;¢ R Montn Day Year
3. Sex: ) , o . : | y
i‘ . 4. Year (circle one):__Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior . 'j
g 5s Circle the appropriate number for each of the following. » é
i ; a) Do you find writing papers for school {
?_ - . pleasurable o painful?
SN 1 2 - 3 b
? N : bi Do you find writing .papers for school
' " difficult - } " easy?

S ) 2 3 4 -

‘ _c) When you write papers for school, how do you feel adbout
‘ the topics you write on? :

= _ ‘interested : uninterested

a; d) ‘hen you write in-class papers or esgay exams, how would

- : you rate your performance compared to your classmates? i
; worse than most ~ better than most 5
. 1 .2 -3 4 o ;
?_ 6. if you took the SAT or ACT before entering college, what was 3
B your verbal aptitudé score? - Your SAT English . ;
: Composition score? ) .

- 7. What are your- parents' occupations?

Father's

Mother's

68




" P

5* ) o : Bibliography ) :o‘f‘ ﬁ%; - i

Syntactic maturity, mechan1cs, and vocabu]ary asspredlxtors
-

- . Grobe, C.

P of qua11ty ratings. Research in the Teach1ng of English, 1981, 15

. "i;(
A study of the response
patterns of high school English teachers to determ1ne the bas1s for
m.
Research 1n the Teach1ng of Eng11sh

L '75-85.

5
&

- Harris, W. Teacher response to student writing:

i

)

{
-
%

[

-, d teacher judgment of student writing.

~

%

S 1977, 11, 175-185. .
. i
‘ Hiller, J., Marcotte, D., & Martin, T. Opinionat;on, vagueness, and

O A

.r," N . oy
specificity-distinctions: Essay traits measured by computer. Amer1can

1969 6 271-286.

Educational Research Journal, N

o

An ana]ys1s of readers responses to essays.

Nold, E., & Freedman, S.

Research in the Teaching of English, 1977, llg 164-174: " EREN %

Freedman, S. How characteristicsﬁof student esséis influence teachers’ § »f”'

o

Journa] of Educational Psycho]ogy, 1979, 71, 328- 338

\Q

Inf]uences on evaluators of expos1tory essayS°f Beyond the

L
[

text. Research in the Teaching of English, October, 1981, 1ntpress.

evaluations.

CoramsC sy

: : Freedman, S.

The write occasion. Classroom Resé%rch Study

Woodworth, P., & Keech, C.

Number 1.

Berkeley:

Bay Area Writing Projecty 1980. i.f'

3
I8 .




s RN P xR
. - et
N . i v

P

i " Glynda Hull
Deborah Arnowitz
- - William Smith

o . ¥ .
v e R £ - - !
s G VRPN S

-

2_Inter"rupting Visual Feedback in Writing .
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L ~In recent years it has become commonplace to talk about the "recursive"
h i

AN . nature of the compos1ng process. Several researchers (Perl, Sommers, Flower
i . . A, -

and Hayes) have pointed.out that composing doesn*t occur in a simple linear
%"- . g &

progression. Rather, movement forward whether to cont1nue text production
S

2 ) or to begin editing dr p]anning, occurs in conjunction with movement back-

wards, to read what one has. written and to ref]ect upon one's text.

oS 5 v

3‘ If cdmpos1ng is a recursive activity, it seems r;asonab]e to expect
2_ . behav1ora] man1festat1ons of that recursion, behav1ors ]1ke rereading one's
; - tex% 9r paus1ng,gperhaps to reflect upon what one has written. And in

i fact gresearchers have often noted such act1v1t1es, and have at times

kS % . corre]atéd the15 occurrence with good writérs. P1anko, for example, found
3;; - iﬁg . thab her tﬁaditional go]]ege,writers “re-scanned” their texts three times

g g“f more often thaﬁ her remedia] hriters and concluded that the reflective

3 act1V1ty 1mp11ed by such re- scann1ng is the parameter which separates good ",___;i
»/& - L

. ‘ and poor wr1ters.. There have been few attempts, however to experimentally
- " test the role of writing behav1ors 11Eé re-scann1ng.
";; ;2 order to des1gn such a test we have found it helpful to place the
wr1t1ng behav1or of. re-Scann1ng4and the not1on of recursion in writing in

R ‘the cohtext of a comprehens1ve learning theory--cybernet1cs or negative

feedback theory 0rig1na]1y defined by Wiener as "control and communication

,-;is o L AN the an1ma] and mach1ne,"mcybernet1£s has been app]1ed to numerous f1e]ds

R *{: and‘drsc1p]1nes, most popularly artificial intelligence. ég%fgge interested
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. - an action by continuously checking one's progress. It is‘negatiVé;feed-

-

back--or communicatien of change or error--which allows one to avoid making

e

the same mistakes indefinitely:
A feedback model of the wr1t1ng process pos1ts movement toward a

desired end‘product through a cont1nua1 1nterchanqe of wr1t1ng and exam-

5
ining and eva]uat1ng what has been written aga1nst 1nterna] standards Thus,

i B :Jx ’

based on the general notion of recursiveness in wr1t1ng.and the* research on
ot

.', g

[SITRE

feedback, it might be expected that situations wh1ch 1nterrupt feedback 1oops
; would interfere *vith composing Consequenily, the purpose of ,this research

; was to determine how interrupting one component of the feedback system--

- -

f visua] access to what one has written--affects the writing. of experienced,

« . e
N Lin S

good writers and inexperienced, poorer writers. © T - s

Eighteen subjects, 9 basic writers and:§ graduate students; wrote~ .
0essays in response to two topics, both of which Were des1gncd to e11c1t g’
persuasive writing. We allowed students 50 m1nutes for their responses to
the topics, with a one-week interval between tasks. The first essay was
written under “normal” conditions, agd the second under the experimenta]

condition of not being able to see what was'written--subjects,wrote in N

-

invisible ink. Thus, the first essay provided baseline data for comparison
with the second. .-. oo o B

.

We analyzed each essay using the standard global syntactic complexity

~ measures, words per T-unit and words per clause, and a fTuency measure,

"O

total number of words produced We also ana]yzed the types, placement, and
E “‘%___. frequency of‘c]auses, and we developed a taxonomy for classifying sentence
. -. level error. Last, we evaluated overall quality through holistic ratings.

7/

% K . ) 'bur:yesults indicated.no significant differences between tasks for

- e | X
e ) . - . - .
L . . «77 . ' 71
M ’ - Bl
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‘ - 3 - - ¢ o~ o . - :
N “ N .° b ¥ . :
T % : E
“ ) : ) q 3 ) ' N z
B0 e1ther group in. words per T- un1t, in cTause placement, type, and fre- . :
T , quency, or in f]uency However, both groups wrote s1gn1f1cant]y fewer é‘f
: o words'per clause ‘and made fewer sentence level errors per T-unit when ¢

ostre dw Ly

._feedback was_interrupted. In addition, those essays written in invisible

&
«

.Ok

ink’received'significant]y;15wer quality ratings.

Caee L
B o« o«

P

§ . Thus, the essays produced unéer conditions of 1nterrupted feedback
E,o - . did not differ as markedly as m1ght have been expected on the sentence

1 level: subjects experfenced no apparent difficulty in producing well- T
- formed, re1atﬁve1y=errgr7free siptences when they could or could not see )
what fhey had written. This sentence level constancy suggests that both T
levels. of writers have internalized & written sty1e~;an~habitua1 syntax ‘
perhaps--which they can produce automatically in a timed writing situation.
. - The reduct1on in clause length was perhaps a resu]t of memory incapacita-

tion. - When den1ed recourse to what they had written subJects reacted by
» decreasing memory"load by putting fewer words or perhaps chunks of infor-

‘mation into the basic perceptua] unit, the clause.

%‘ tﬂ...,,_‘ __The_reduced clause_length cannot, however, be used to account for the

’ ‘lower holistic rating of the essays written in invisible ink. (As Faigley
"has shown, words per T-unit and words per clause account only for 3 percent
of the total variance in holistic evaluations.) On the other hand, the fact
fhat sentence ]eve] error per T-unit decreased for both groups when feedback
was-fpterrupted'may suggest that during the second task subjects were attend-

more to micro-level concerns. If this is the case, then se can explain the

lower holistic ratings of the essays written when feedback was interrupted

by §uggesting that students lost control of their writing beyond the sentence

A and -beyond the paragraph.

~J
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- Error Analysis for Subject

Specify errors when necessary in the ,
space below. o

A. SPELLING SUM :
. 1. Capitals i
2. Apostrophes._ :

3. Written together ) :

Q. Written apart %

5. Morphemic T

6. Words %

7. Other T

B PUNCTUATION ' ;
8. Sentence boundary ;é

9. Question mark _ _
10. Semi-colon ’ ‘ ' ¢
13. Cdion , |
12. Dash . o ; .
13. 'Qdotation‘marksw,ﬁ
"4, B
15..° Commas-coordinators . -

"oy
&
a7

> © o

Commas-series - .

A
o \‘\s)

“1§. Commas-initial_
17. ﬁCommqs-meQial .
18. Commas-final___

et
Wy,

19. Cqm%a54qther o

OTHER

*

éb.- Véfb—tenée ‘e . o °
21.; Verb-inflection
22. Verb-agreeﬁént : ) . P
* 23°% Pronoun-dgreemént . .. . L ‘ - ‘ o
' 24, Pronoun-case__ ] B ‘
'25. Voc-Concatengtion’™

d »

SINTAX -

Blurred patterns, eic._;‘_ ' .
Word order _ -~ ° . . :
Omitted words__ ™. A . :
Added words..® v 2 . -

26.
27.
28.
29.

- - . - ——— _

. <. TOTAL . . T :

b
RIC - T TR
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