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iii 

This study investigated the effects of the Cognitive Strategy Instruction 

in Writing (CSIW) Cxrriculum on the knowledge and skills in writing 

expository text structures and metacognitive knowledge of the writing 

process and writing strategies in a group of learning disabled students (N=12), 

The CSIW curriculum is a writing intervention, based on the principles of 

instructional scaffolding. Students were taught writing process strategies and 

to write expository text structures through reciprocal dialogue, explicit 

instruction and procedural faciiitation. Results indicated significant 

improvements in the students' writings of descriptive report and 

comparelcontrast papers. The improvement in writing was accompanied by 

increased metacognitive knowledge of the two text structures, particularly in 

their ability to articulate how the text should be organized. There was also 

increased awareness and knowledge of the writing process, and of writing 

process strategies at posttest. Finally, students reported more positive 

expectatlvns for success when writing and made more attributions related to 

strategy use and effort. Maintenance testing six weeks after the conclusion of 

the study indicated in the metacognitive interview that the students 

maintained learned text structure knowledge, and their writing performance 

skills. 
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

Writing is a complex cognitive task. Flower and Hayes (Flower & 

Hayes, 1980; Hayes & Rower, 1980; Hayes & Flower, 1987) describe writing as a 

goal directed, complex and dynamic problem solving process. This process is 

accomplished through the integration of three mental processes; 

writing and revising. While these processes can be accomplished 

they tend to occur ir? interactive and recursive patterns in skilled 

planning, 

in stages, 

writers. 

The Writing Process and Skilled Writers 

Skilled writers possess both task specific knowledge as well as 

metacognitive awareness and strategies to proceed through the writing 

process effectively. For children to become effective writers, they need to 

have adequate declarative knowledge of text structure and must learn and 

develop a number of procedural skills and strategies. Besides the lower order 

skills and conventions, students must be able to: (l) generate ideas for their 

are using, topic, (2) organize thrise ideas to fit the frame or text structure they 

(3) be aware of the needs of their reading audience, and (4) be able to revise 

and reformulate their gods and plans as needed (Bereiter, 1980; Greenberg, 

1987). Further, students must also be able to produce language without 



immediate feedback and input from a conversational partner or listener, as is 

the case in oral discourse. This requires the student to be self-regulated and 

metacognitive, and to do so independently (Graham & Harris, 1989). 

Writing - and Learning Disabled Students 

Learning disabled students have a number of difficulties with written 

language. Many learning disabled students do not have the mechanics and 

conventions of writing developed to automaticity. They also tend to 

demonstrate difficulties with generating content, producing shorter 

compositions than their normally achieving peers (Nodine, Barenbaum & 

Newcomer, 1985). Learning disabled students have poorly developed 

understanding of text structure, particularly expository structures, and poor 

metacognitive awareness and knowledge of the writing process and strategies 

(Barenbaum, Nodine & Newcomer, 1987; Englert & Thomas, 1987; Englert, 

Raphael, Anderson, Gregg & Anthony, 1989; Vallecorsa & Garris, 1990; Wong, 

Wong & Blenkinsop, 1989). In the context of the writing process, learning 

disabled children have been described as being "teacher dependent" (Englert, 

1990; p.194) in that they demonstrate neither strategic, self-regulatory 

behaviors, nor self-talk to help them as they work through a writing task. 

Clearly, instructional approaches which develop task specific knowledge, 

metcognitive knowledge and understanding of the writing process and of self- 

regulatory strategies are needed for learning disabled students. 



Components of Effective Writing Instruction 

The current educational zeitgeist casts learners as active participants in 

the learning process. This has resulted in a reconceptualization of 

instructional practices and methods in most curricular areas, with a particular 

impact on reading and writing instruction. Traditionally, instruction in 

writing consisted of teaching a series of isolated skills which emphasized the 

mechanical and grammatical aspects of language, and the regurgitation of 

previously studied material (Applebee, 1984; Bos, 1988; Wong, in press). 

While lower order skills such as handwriting, grammar and spelling are 

necessary for effective writing (Graharn & Harris, 1988; Isaacson, 1987), there 

has been a shift from this approach to one with a focus on writing as an 

intentional and social process (Englert, 1992). Such an approach develops 

writing skills through an emphasis on the processes writers use to constuct 

meaning and demonstrate their thinking (Applebee, 1984; British Columbia 

Ministry of Education, 1990: Bos, 1986; Englert, 1990; 1992; Resnick, 1987). 

Components of effective writing instruction include providing: clear 

objectives, models of good writing, explicit instruction and modelling of 

strategies, guided practice with feedback, and opportunities for student 

interactions with teachers and peers through dialogue (Englert, 1990; Hillocks, 

1984; Isaacson, 1987). These components are part of what Hillocks (1984) 

termed the environmental mode of written language instruction. The 



environmental mode casts both teachers and s tden t s  ix? active roles and 

allows for principles of instructional scaffolding to be part of the i n s t r x ~ ~ i o ~ ~ .  

Langer (1984) contends that instructional scaffolding should bu ihc 

preferred mode of literacy instruction in our schools. The positive effects o f  

scaffolded instruction and shared dialogue have been demonstrated with 

reading comprehension in the studies of Palinscar and Brown (Palinscar, 

1986). By providing supports or scaffolds through modelling, sha rcd 

dialogue, explicit instruction and procedural facilitation, adults iacililcztc 

children's acquisition of knowledge and strategies by gradually increasing 

the demands on students to take control of and responsibility for thcir 

learning. 

Instruction~?i Practices with Learning Disabled Students 

Research studies have shown that writing instruction for 

learning disabled children tends to be characterized by an emphasis on pencil- 

paper tasks, a lack of instruction in writing process strategies (Christcnscjn, 

Thurlow, Ysseldyke, & McVicar, 1989; Englert, 1992; Isaacson, 'lY87), a n d  

inadequate instructional time allocated to the teaching of wri i ten lai~gui~gc 

(Christenson et al., 1989; Isaacson, 1987). Isaacson (1987) suggtsts that the lack 

of written language instruction for exceptional students is the result of two 

misconceptions. The first is that writing is an extension of oral language and, 



as such, does not need to be formally taught. The second is that writing 

s h d d  not be taught until students show some proficiency in reading. 

Englert (1992) found that teachers of learning disabled students felt their 

students lacked sufficient lower order skills and the maturity to deal with 

expository writing and writing process strategies. Despite having had in- 

service training in teaching writing through a process approach, many 

teachers continued to focus on, and emphasize the mechanics of writing 

rather than the strategic and cognitive aspects. Their instruction was 

respresenta tive of what Hillocks (1984) calls the presentational mode which 

is characterized by teacher determined objectives taught mainly through 

teacher led discussions and lectures. There is neither modelling, nor 

opportunities for shared dialogue between teachers and peers. Feedback 

comes primarily from the teacher. 

The Cognitive Strategv Instruction in Writing Curriculum 

Englert, Raphael and their colleagues (Englert, 1990; 1992; Raphael & 

Englert, 1990) have developed a writing curriculum, Connitive Strategv 

Instruction in Writing: (CSIW). The CSIW curriculum, an example of the 

environmental instructional mode, is a socially mediated intervention, 

based on principles of instructional scaffolding and includes shared dialogue, 

modelling. explicit instruction and prccedural facilitation. CSIW was 

designed to be used in regular classrooms and to support teachers in teaching 



both cognitive and metacognitive strategies of the writing process. CSIW was 

also intended to make different forms of expository text structure visible to 

students (Englert, 1990; Raphael & Englert, 1990) and to induce in students an 

awareness and understanding of the writing process and strategies. The 

CSIW program procedure is described in detail in chapter 3. 

Components of the CSrW curriculum have been tested with a group of 

140 low to high achieving intermediate aged students. It proved to be 

effective for improving in students: (l) knowledge of text structure for the 

purpose of planning, organizing and revising, and (2) awareness of audience 

and the processes used in writing (Raphael, Englert & Kirschner, 1989). Morc 

recently, Englert, Raphael, and Anderson (in press) have conducted field 

based research with the CSIW curriculum. 

The studies of Englert and her colleagues have clearly demonstrated 

the positive effects of the CO itive Strategy Instruction in Writing 

curriculum with both learning disabled and non learning disabled students. 

The learning disabled students involved in the year long intervention study 

showed improvements over peers in expository text organization as well as 

changes in cognitive and metacognitive processes related to their knowledge 

about writing (Englert,Raphael, & Anderson, in press). Published reports of 

their studies have, however, indicated a relatively small sample of learning 

disabled students. Clearly more research is in order on the process writing 



approach for learning disabled students. The current study was designed with 

this purpose in mind, by studying the effects of the Cognitive Strate~v 

Instruction in Writing curriculum on a sample of twelve learning disabled 

students. It was hypothesized that, through writing instruction which 

emphasizes the writing process and which employs instructional scaffolding 

procedures, learning disabled students would show improvements in their 

writing of expository text, in their awareness and knowledge of the writing 

process and use of writing process strategies. 

Research Questions 

This study undertook to examine five questions. The first four 

questions examine the efficacy of the CSIW curriculum training on students' 

writing, knowlege of text structure, metacognitive knowledge and use of 

strategies for planning and organizing, and awareness of the writing process 

and revisinglediting strategies. The fifth question was designed to determine 

if the CSlW curriculum effected any change on students' self-efficacy and 

attributioas of self competence for writing. 

1. What was the effect of CSlW intervention on students' 

writing of expository descriptive report and compare/contrast 

passages? 



2. What was the effect of CSW intervention on students' 

metacognitive knowledge of text structure organization 

for descriptive report and compare/contrast structures? 

3. What effect did CSIW have on students' metacognitive 

knowledge and use of prewriting strategies? 

4. How effective was the CSIW curriculum in inducing 

metacognitive awareness of purpose, audience and editing 

strategies in a group of learning disabled students? 

5. Did the CSW effect changes in students' self-perceptions 

of competence and related attributions for writing? 



CHAPTER I1 

Review of the Literature 

This chapter will review the literature that relates to the questions 

posed in Chapter One. In the first part of the chapter the components of the 

writing process and knowledge required to be an effective writer will be 

examined in more detail. In the second part the literature dealing with the 

knowledge and characteristics of learning disabled students in the context of 

the writing process will be reviewed. Following that, instructional issues and 

the Cognitive Strategy Instruction in Writing curriculum will be reviewed. 

Components of the Writing Process 

The first step in the complex task of composing involves planning. 

This requires writers to have knowledge of both why and for whom they are 

writing (Flower & Hayes, 1987; Englert & Raphael, 1988; Odell, 1980). Idea 

generation, which it has been suggested is "the heart of the planning process" 

(Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986) follows. This means that writers must be able 

to retrieve from memory relevant knowledge related to the topic and apply 

strategies that assist in retrieving knowledge. For skilled writers, selecting 

content is dependent in part on the writer's knowledge about his/her 



intended audience. Organizing ideas is another component of the planning 

process. This requires that the writer have knowledge of text structure 

needed to fit the goal. 

During the translation process, ideas are put into visible language 

(Flower & Hayes, 1980). At this stage writers attend to several conventions of 

written speech. This requires knowledge of "lower order" skills or 

conventions, such as grammar and spelling, as well as knowledge of the 

organization of the text structure being used. Skilled writers monitor their 

writing and, as needed, edit and revise to fit with their goals and plans. 

While the sub-processes of planning, writing and revising may be 

called up and produced in a linear fashion, they typically are used 

interactively by skilled writers. For example a writer may revise plans during 

the planning and organizing stage, or while writing, or plan and organize 

while revising. 

Knowledge - and Writing 

Text Structure Knowledge 

The organization of ideas according to a specific text structure is 

important in writing. Knowledge and awareness of text structure provides 



the writer with a map or frame which can be used during each stage of the 

writing process. Text structures delineate logical connections in text, and 

include the superordination and subordination of ideas. For example in 

writing a descriptive report, knowing how subordinate ideas or details 

elaborate and connect with superord.inate ideas is important to constructing 

well organized and coherent prose. 

What a writer chooses to say must conform to the structure imposed by 

his/her purpose (Flower & Hayes, 1980; 1987). By organzing text to fit a 

specific structure a writer lays a map for the reader and facilitates 

comprehension. It is important for a writer to be cognizant of this, since 

confusions and ambiguities in text can cause difficulties for the reader. For 

example, Olsen, Mack and Duffy, (1981) found that comprehension of college 

students was impaired when the text organization did not meet readers' 

expectations for text structure. 

For writers, knowledge of text structure involves an understanding 

that different strlxtures pose different questions, and are signalled by 

different key words. Expository structures serve a variety of purposes and 

have a number of forms (Olsen, Mack & Duffy, 1981; Stein & Glenn, 1979). 

These structures include (a) explanations, (b) compare/contrasts, (c) 

descriptions, and (d) expert forms such as essays and reports (Englert, 1990; 

Meyer, 1975). Each of these text structures answers a specific set of questions 



arid is cued by key words (Englert, 1990; Englert & Raphael, 1988). For 

example, the compare/contrast structure asks the questions "What is being 

compared/contrasted to what, and how are they alike or different?". The key 

words that signal this structure are words such as "alike, different from, and 

in contrast to" (Englert, 1990, p.187). 

In summary, writers who have specific knowledge of the conventions 

of the various text structures are able to generate, organize and revise their 

ideas more successfully. Howe17er, effective generating, organizing and 

revising during writing is also dependent on a writer's rnetacognition. 

Metaconnition and the Writing Process 

To be a good writer, one needs not only task specific knowledge and 

skills, but also metacognitive awareness and knowledge. Flavell (1976) coined 

the term metacognition to describe the knowledge and awareness of cognitive 

processes, of cognitive strengths and weaknesses, and self-regulation that 

learners bring to a task. Since writing is a such a complex task, how a writer 

manages to incorporate and juggle all of the processes is reflective of 

rnetacognitive and self-regulatory knowledge and strategies. Effective writers 

use metacognitive awareness and knowledge during each stage of the writing 

process (Wong, in press). They have a well developed executive or control 

sfructure which oversees and manages the overall writing process (Bereiter, 



1980). Good writers self-regulate and self-monitor their writing performance 

through internalized self-talk (Dauite, 1985; Englert, 1990; Flower & Hayes, 

1980). By engaging in self-talk an indiviudal mediates his/her own thought 

processes during the stages of writing. 

Metacognltive knowledge about ihe writing process refers to the 

knowledge that writers itam about the purpose and goal, and of the need to 

plan, edit and revise. There are three forms of knowledge subsumed under 

metacognitive knowledge: declarative, procedural, and conditional CEnglert & 

Raphael, '1988; Paris, Lipson, & Mfixson, 1983; Rapheal, Englert & Kirschner, 

1989). Declarative knowledge refers to the knowledge that writers have about 

the purpose and goal of the task. Knowledge of how the various strategies 

and procedures which assist task completion can be implemented is 

procedural knowledge. h writing, this includes knowledge that there are 

strategies such as organizing, or revising. Conditional knowledge implies 

understanding of when, why and where to use specific strategies (Paris, 

Lipson, & Wixson, 1953; Levin, 1986; 1988; Rabinowitz, f 9814). In the writing 

process this includes knowing when and why to plan, organizeI monitor and 

revise. Having conditional knowledge helps writers to generalize and 

transfer the strategies to other contexts. Thus, to be a good writer, one must 

have task specific and metaccg~itiw knowledge, and be a'lrfe fa self-replate 

and self-monitor one's cognitive processes. 



Studies which have examined the written language problems of 

lieanring disabled sbden& show us that these students have cmsiderably 

mare difficuft-ies &an their nomalfy achievi~g peers. 'in the context ~ t f  the 

writing prwss, kaming disabled children have b e n  described as being 

"teacher dependent'" {EngIert, 1990). Besids h a ~ r a g  difficrtitics with Iowa- 

order skills, they lack knowledge a b u t  and terms fur describing the writing 

process- Thev have a gaor understanding of what good : a t  look like and 

how to create it- Their scritrtm cornpostions often refleri a "knowledge 

tel.IfingW strategy, which is writing in a linear and associative fashion whatever 

comes to mind, with fittEe thought given to the text oqpnizaticm and the 

intended audience (ScardamaIia & Erereiter, 1986). Further, they demonstrate 

poor metacopition and self-regulation, lacking the internalized self- 

regulatory speech that characterizes gaad writers. 

Comparative studies of learning disabled, rozmafly achieving, and low 

achieving students on their hatvEedge of sensi:it.ity to :he various 

patterns of text organization, both. narrative and expository, haw shown 

Iwming disabled shdenns to lack awareness and understanding oi varisus 

text stisrmres (Baenbzurn, Ndirre, & XewcomerF 1987; Nodine, 

Barenbaumn & Newcsmer, f 985; Englert & Thornas, 1987; Engiert & Raphacl, 

1990; hgEert, Rapha& hdermn, Gzegg, & Anthony, f 989; Vallecorsa & 



iiithcsugh .i&d%c* which have examined Iearsirrg CSsafikd stubeats' 

knowledge of e x p i a m y  tmf  stmctuaes are more limited (Englert# Raphael, 

h d e r s ~ n ,  Gregg, & hthany, f 9819; Engfert & Thornas, 1987; Thornas, 

E ~ g h t ,  & G r w  3987; IVong Wong & Henkinsop, f 98-91, these studies have 

shown learning GiwBEed sfuden& ta :;a& knowlege of haw expositmy text is 

stmctttred. ER@& and TEasmas, (19W presented leanring disabled, low 

achieving and rtmmakfv achieving sttmdents in grades three, four, six and 

sawn with two senkence~ 1~-1ki& signalled a text structure fe,g, "'Dogs have 

s have beaksw"" (p,9nf, Students were asked to fmish the paragraph 

by wriking two sentences ar.EeicK fitted the topic. Whereas 68% of the nomalfy 

achiu_\ping and 53% af the Esw ;acEeai.ing students confumed to the structural 



Englert and Thornas (1987) also found that the learning disabled 

students differed substantially in their ability to use test structure to recognize 

inconsistencies in the material they read. However, the learning disabled 

students found the reading task easier than the writing task. This suggests a 

lack of transfer and generalization of what knowledge they did have about the 

text structure for reading to writing. 

In a study by Thomas, Englert, and Gregg (19871, normally achieving, 

learning disabled and a group of normally achieving students matched with 

the learning disabled for intelligence and reading ability were compared on 

their ability to generate ideas for four different expository structures- The 

performance of the learning disabled students resembled that of younger 

students, and indicated a knowledge telling approach and their papers were 

not organized to fit the structures they were asked to write. 

Englert and her associates (Englert, Raphael, Anderson, Gregg, 9r 

Anthony, 1989) further examined learning disabled, low achieving and high 

achieving students' reading and writing performance of expository material, 

m d  the potential relationship between text structure knowledge in reading to 

writing. Siudmts were asked to Cl j compose two types of expository texts, (21 

read and r d  romparisonicontrast and explanation passages, and (31 to 

write summaries from multiple sources. The learning disabled students 

praduced mare poorly organized compositions and recalls which contained 



fewer ideas. The greatest performance gaps were on tasks where they had to 

select or generate a text structure for both their own ideas or for summaries 

from reading sources. 

Wong, Wong, and Blenkinsop, (1989) compared grade eight and eleven 

learning disabfed students with a normally achieving grade eight and a 

normally achieving sixth grade reading age control group on performance of 

essay writing. Their results also indicated developmental delays, and showed 

that the learning disabled students did not improve with age. Wong and her 

colleagues found that the learning disabled adolescents performed at a level 

similar to the normally achieving grade six children. 

Studies examining the rnetacogntive kn~wlege of learning disabled 

students in relation to the writing process have shown that these students 

lack awareness of the purpose of the task and of strategies to execute the task. 

They do not think in terms of text structure when they plan their writing. 

Part of the Englert et al. (1989) study discussed earlier also examined the 

metacognitive knowledge about expository text and strategies for producing 

and monitoring such text. The metacognitive interviews used to examine 

:hew va:iab!es ;.evea!d the Iear~rtg disabled students to be !acking in 

metacogntive knowiedge about text organization. They were more concerned 

with the rnechanicd and surface level features of text, and had less 

knowledge related to planning, organizing, categorizing, and revising 



expository text. 

These findings were corroborated by MacArthur, Harris, and Schwartz, 

(1991) in a study examining learning disabled students' knowledge of 

revision. On interview and performance measures, the learning disabled 

students showed a limited understanding of the revision process. As in the 

Englert et al. (1989) study, their predominant focus was on correcting 

mechanical errors and changing surface level features of text. 

The study by Wong, Wong, and Blenkinsop, (1989) also examined 

metacognltive knowledge of the writing process. The results showed the 

grade eight and eleven learning disabled students lacking in the knowledge 

that writing is a goal directed activity that involves planning and organizing. 

The learning disabled students were more like the normally achieving sixth 

graders in that they indicated that writing was "knowledge telling", and were 

more concerned with the structural or lower level cognitive components of 

writing. 

The stidies reviewed have shown learning disabled students to be 

more like their younger achieving peers in their writing perfomance and 

knowledge of the wrihg process ~f text structwe. Learning disabled 

students tend to write what comes to mind, and their thinking about the 

writing process fotlusses on the mechanical aspects of the task. Instructional 



approaches which emphasize the writing process and strategies while 

I teaching specific text structures appear to be in order for these students. 

Motivation, Self-Efficacv, and Attributions 

How students perform academic tasks is dependent upon the cognitive 

resources they allocate to tasks- Cognitive resources depend not only on a 

student's capacity for learning, but also on cognitive processes and strategies, 

and motivational variables. Motivation is an essential component for 

students to be actively engaged in the learning process. 

Research dealing with motivation within academic settings has been 

approached from a diverse theoretical background and has been concerned 

with why students choose to approach classroom tasks as they do. The 

components which affect children's motivation can be examined through self. 

efficacy and attribution themy. These theories assume that students form 

perceptions of their abilities to perform a given task based on their 

retrospective or prospective troughts and that these cognitions and 

perceptions guide behaviours and motivation. 

M-eificacy themy (Smdura,t,f 377; Schwrl=,1989) rests on the 

assumption that individuals hold beliefs about their ability to learn and 

perform tasks based on a number of cues. According to Schunk (1989, self- 



efficam for learning cognitive skills is an important variable in 

understanding students' motivation and learning. Schunk (1989) 

hypothesizes that in schml settings beliefs of self-efficacy are mediated by a 

number of "task variables which make efficacy cues salient" (p.23) and 

subsequently affect the amount of effort expended on a given task. These task 

variables include god setting, performance and attributional feedback, 

modelling, the nature of instructional presentation, strategy training, con tent 

difficulty, and cognitive processing. Schunk contends that individuals attend 

to cues which they prxess and appraise cognitively, and from which they 

farm self-efficacy expectations and subsequent actions. Cues include both 

antecedent and consequent thoughts which are the result of personal and 

situational variables. Personal cues include information from prior 

experiences in a similar task, and attributions of ability to perform a task. The 

situational cues that students process during task engagement include 

performance outcomes, outcome patterns, attributions, peer comparisons, 

persuader credibility, and bodily symptoms. These cues affect subsequent 

efficacy when faced with a similar task. 

Attribution theory (Weiner 1986) suggests that the ascriptions an 

individual makes to explain success or failure in achievement settings result 

from &&er internal or external cues which are viewed either as stable or 

unstable, and as controllable or uncontrollable. Weiner's model suggests a 

dear relationship between causal ascriptions and expectancy, and subsequent 



behaviours and motivation. Thus, for students to make the effort to use 

strategies, a sense that the achievement outcome is controllable through 

effort or strategy use is required. Having a sense that ability is an unstable 

component, one that increases with learning and strategy use (Dwedc, 1986), is 

also importmt. 

Learning disabled children encounter more difficulties learning and 

more failure experiences than do their normally achieving peers. In the 

context of the writing process, this can be attributed to their difficulties in both 

lower order skills and lack of cognitive and metacogntive knowledge related 

to writing. As a r e d t  of repeated failures, many learning disabled children 

begin to perceive themselves as not having the ability to succeed, and that 

their efforts are not worth much (Licht & Kistner, 1986). In their attempt to 

protect their sense of selfworth they may exhibit helplessness and a sense 

that it is hopeless to put forth effort. Over time, negative motivational 

attributions and beliefs k o m e  the norm for these students. It is important to 

attend to motivational variables when designing instructional interventions 

for these students, combining strategy instruction with performance feedback 

that emphasises effort and strategy use (Wong, 1991; 1987). By giving feedback 

which emphasises effort and strategy use, students come to realize that by 

using h& appropriate strategies they can control their learning outcomes 

Won& 11991). This should result in improved self-efficacy and increased 

motivation to use strategies and put forth effort. 



Instructional Models 

The shift from product oriented to process oriented instruction in 

writing has been previously discussed in Chapter One. Process writing 

instruction is characterized by two different approaches, the "naturalistic 

mode" and the "environmental mode" (Hillocks, 1984). f n the "naturalistic 

mode" there is an assumption that writing processes are seif learned. 

Students are free to write a b u t  what they choose to, and there is no direct 

instruction in the strategies that writers use during the writing process. While 

this mode is more effective than the "presentation mode" which teaches 

writing as fragmented subskills, Hillocks, (1984) found it to be less effective 

than the "environmental mode". Hillocks (1984) found the most effective 

mode to be the "environmental mode". This instructional mode includes 

clearly defined objectives and goals which are set by the teacher, and a high 

level of student involvement. Task specific composing procedures are taught 

through explicit instruction, and interactive dialogue. Teachers and students 

work and dialogue together to solve problems related to the task. Further, 

there is ample opportunity for students to practice the new skills and 

sfrategies with feedback coming from both teachers and their peers. The 

instructionaf feahrrrs of the environmental mode are important elements in 

effective strategy ins&wtionI and will be discussed in more detail in the 

secfion of this chapter dealing with the Cognitive Strategy Instruction in 



Writing Instruction and Learning Disabled Students 

There exist currently, two major lines of research which emphasize 

improved knowledge of text structure in writing instruction for learning 

disabled students. Graham and Harris (1 989) contend that learning disabled 

students can be taught to improve their writing through a combination of 

appropriate composition strategies and self-management training routines. 

Two studies by Graham and Harris, (1989a; 1989b) focussed on 

improving story and expository writing in learning disabled students. In the 

Graham and Harris (1989b) study, learning disabled students in grades five 

and six were taught to write narrative stories independently through specifc 

strategy training in story grammar elements, and self-instructional 

procedures. First, students were taught the strategy for narrative structure 

through the mnemonic "W-W-W" (Who, Where, When?); "What=Z1' 

What does the main character want? What does s/he do to get it?); "How=2" 

(How does the story end? How does the character feel?). Following this, a five 

step strategy designed to help the students execute plans for writing was 

taught- For example, one of the self-directed cues of the strategy was, "Write 

down the s t q  part reminder" (Graham & Hanis, 19Ff'3bf p.357). Thus, 

students were cued to generate content in response to self-generated 

questions. At posttest the researchers found that the learning disabled 

studen?s who used self-instmctiond procedure did not differ from the 



normally achieving students in their ability to include story elements in their 

compositions. Their stories, fiowei~er, were not as long, nor as interesting as 

the normally achievieng students. The students also showed improvements 

in their self-efficacy for writing stories. 

In a second sfxdy, Graham and Harris, (1989a) taught learning disabled 

students to write the argumentative essay structure, using the strategy 

mnemonic TREE (note Topic sentence; note Reasons; Examine reasons; note 

Ending). The first self-instructional prompt in this study was, "Think, Who 

will read this and why am I doing this?". The second was, "Plan using 

TREE", and the third, "Write and say more". Graham and Harris, (1989a) 

found an improvement in students' ability to plan their writing and to 

include elements required to write effective essays. 

These two studies show that self-instructional training is a powerful 

tool for teaching learning disabled students to plan and write compositions 

which adhere to specific text structures. They have not examined, however, 

changes in students' awareness of the writing process, and of strategies which 

will help them to execute t?e compkx task of writing more effectively. 

The Engfeft et d. intervention program (Englert,1990; 19921, the C S W  

cunidum, is based on research which has recognized the social nature of 

cognitive development Englert & Raphael, 1988). It is based on Vygotsky's 



theory of "proximinal development"Wygotsky, 1978). Instructional scaffolds, 

which include diaglogue and procedural facilitation, are used to teach 

students cognitive and metacognitive strategies. In this model, writing 

instruction is seen as a hclistic and social enterprise. The CSIW curriculum 

will be discussed in more detail in the next section of this chapter. 

The Comitive - Strate~y Instruction in Writing - Curriculum 

The Comitive Stratew Instruction in Writing curriculum (CSffi17) was 

developed by Englert and her colleagues (Englert, Paphael, & Anderson, 1991; 

Englert, 1992; Englert, 1990; Engler' Raphael, Anderson, Gregg & Anthony, 

1989; Raphael & Englert, 1990) after extensive study of normally achieving, 

'IOW achieving, and learning disabled students' expository writing, knowledge 

of expository text structure, and knowledge of the writing process and related 

strategies. 

The Connitive Strategy Instruction in Writing (CSW curriculum, 

based on current concepts of the writing process, is a socially mediated writing 

intervention (EnglertJ992). In this model, based on the principle of 

instructional scaffolding students are taught to write expository text 

s_tructxres atria writing process strategies though teacher modelling, 

reciprocal dialogueI procedural facilitiation, explicit instruction and guided 

practice. As such, the CSnV curriculum includes the critical elements of the 



environmental mode of writing instruction. 

The rationale for scaffolded instrltction rests on the assumption that 

adults facilitate children's acquisition of knowledge and strategies by 

providing them with opportunities for discovery through modelling effective 

behaviour and gradually increasing the demands for studon t controlled use of 

strategies (Paris, Newman, & Jacobs, 1985). Its theoretical base is in Vygotsky's 

notion of the "zone of proximinal development" (Vygotsky, 1978). Teachers 

assist students to move from one level of competence to another, the 

ultimate goal being that the student is able to be independently strategic 

(Englert & Palinscar, 1991; Englert, 1990; Paris, Newman & Jacobs, 1985). 

The essence of scaffolded instruction is its communicative process 

through which students interpret and develop an understanding of how the 

teacher identifies the relevent aspects of a given task situation (Stone & 

Wertsch, 1984). The critical feature of scaffolded instruction is the reciprocal or 

shared dialogue between students and teachers. This is a collaborative process 

between novice and expert, which gradually gives the novice control of the 

cognirive strategy being taught (Palinscar, 1986). Through reciprocal dialogues 

around strategies students begin to see how experts think. Through the 

gradud transfer of the process to the stzdents, they begin to inter~alize and 

tranfer strategies and knowledge to their own cognitive schema. 



The positive effects of scaffolded instruction have been demonstrated 

by the studies of Palinstar and Brown (see Palinscar, 1992; Palinscar, 19%). 

Based on the scaffolded instruction model, Palinscar and Brown (19%) 

developed an instructional method for teaching expository text 

comprehension strategies calIed "reciprocal instrurrtim"'. fn this procedure 

students and teachers together used dialogue and took turns assuming the 

role of teacher for a given text passage. Using expository text, Palinscm and 

Brown (Palinscar, 19%) successfdly taught learning disabled grade seven 

students to surn,marize, generate q w s  tions, ask for da&ic&on, and make 

predictions. The strategies ~ t ~ e r e  taught through modelling, dialogue and 

shared questions. As t\e students improved in their ability tci use the 

strategies, the teacher transferred more of the responsibility for the dialogue 

to the students. Results indicated that, with guided practice$ students became 

skilled at using the strategies independently and showed significant: 

improvements in reading comprehension which transferr-4 to social studies 

and science classes. 

The effects of the reciprocal teaching procedure were extended to a 

study of listening comprehension with at risk grade one students (see 

Palinscar, 1992; 1986)- The results showed that these young at risk students 

k a m e  inmeasin&- more able to spontaneously use the strategies to assist 

with listening comprehension, 



As has beEtn stated pre-\riousfy,., several forms of instructional scaffolds 

are used in the CSBV mr~rrutum. Throughout the process, students and 

teachers engage in &&ague around test structure and strategies- Explicit 

instruction far tasks ;and sepategies is provided though mental modelling 

of the strategies king taught, students are also given explicit instrttcticm 

effects ot- including such a conditianaf knowledge mrnptinent in strategy 

instruction have been studied in severall experiments by OSulIivan and 

P r ~ s l e y  (1984). T h e  rearchers iutmd that strategy maintenancc and 



revision training skills which f w s d  ai? writing as a recursive p r o t ~ s  artd 

induded planning, text organization and revising, Wong et al. laid the 

furmdaticm fur the revision strategy &&ning. To eliminate possible effects for 

p r  handwriting the students were first taught a ward processing program. 

Following this, they were tau@ a three step strategy designed to facilitate 

planning prior to writing. Ta demonstrate that writing is a recursive process, 

the students were engaged in dialogue a b u t  the satisfaction of their plans 

and encouraged to &urge them as needed. When the students had written 

each of the papers ensued. "ihe resu&s of both studies indicated significant 

imp~a~ements in fhematic safience in students' reportive essays from pretest 

to pasttest.. The? epf t5e Wortg et d. studies lend further evidence of the 

&X& of interactive dial ague in Iiteracy instruction. 



thinking and acting until thev internalize the cognitive process being learned. 

Two recent studies by Graves and Muntague and their colkagues (Graves, 

Montague, & Wong, 1990; Montague, Graves, & Leavell, 1991) have shown 

improved writing performance in learning disabled students who were given 

proceduraf prompts. Graves and Montague and their colleagues (l 990; 1991) 

gave students cue cards containing spec:fic story elements (e-g-setting, 

character) as they wrote narrative passages. The results showed the learning 

disabled students making significant improvements in the quality of their 

written stories, ttitkt little difference in the inclusion of story grammar 

elements between the learning disabled and normally achieving students. 

In the CSW program the procedural prompts take the form of "Think 

Sheets" designed to cue and assist students to carry out specific strategies (e.g. 

planning, or organizing) and to assist with the retrieval of the the mental 

representation of the text structure being written. The "Think Sheets" direct 

students' attention to the text structure during planning and organizing and 

during the editing/revising process. The questions which accompany each of 

the 'Think Sheets" (e.g. %%y am 1 writing this? Who am I writing this for? 

How clan I organize my ideas? What parts are not clear?') also make visible to 

modelled are reinforced. 



The CSlW curriculum was developed through extensive studies with a 

large number of elementary aged students. To determine which instructional 

foci had the most effect on students' metacognitive knowledge about the 

writing process, Raphael, Englert, and Kirschner (1989) tested components of 

what would later become the CSIW curriculum with a group of 140 low 

average to high average students. The students were divided into four 

groups: ( l)  Communicative Context, (2) Text Structure, (3) Communicative 

Context/Text Structure, and (4) Control. Instruction was based on the 

"environmental" writing instruction mode, and included instructional 

scaffolds. In the the Communicative Context Group students learned and 

practiced writing in a writing process environment that stressed purpose for 

writing and awareness of audience. The Text Structure group received text 

structure instruction which did not emphasize the communicative aspects of 

writing. The Communicative Context/ Text Structure group received text 

structure instruction in the context of writing as a goal directed and 

communicative act, which stressed writing for a purpose and audience. 

Finally, the control group took part in the school's regular language arts 

curriculum. Results indicated that the Communicative Context/Text 

Structure group increased their awareness of the purpose for writing and of 

Tfie findings in this study emphasise the importance oi writing instruction 

which emphasizes the communicative aspect of the writing process. 



Engert and her colleagues (Englert, Rapheal & Anderson (in press) 

examined the effects of the CSIW curriculum on a group of learning disabled 

and normally achieving students' metacognitive knowledge of writing and of 

text structure organization, The effects of the intervention were tested 

through a metacognitive interview similar to the one used in the Englert, 

Rapheal, Anderson, Gregg, and Anthony, (1989) study, and through writing 

samples and reading recalls. Post intervention assessment indicated that the 

the differences in rnetacognitive knowledge of the writing process, which had 

existed between normally achieving and learning disabled students at pre 

intervention, were no longer evident. The learning disabled students who 

participated in the intervention did not differ significantly from their 

normalIy achieving peers in their ability to talk about writing, about how to 

plan, organize and revise text to fit the text structure and to assist with the 

execution of the task. Intervention students also articulated an increased 

awareness of self-regulatory strategies, and a reduced reliance on the teacher. 

The learning disabled students in the intervention group also demonstrated 

an improved ability to write more organized text. 

Summary 

The CSfW fEngkxtr Itaphet Pz hdercon, 1992; Raphae! R. Engkrt, 

1990; Englert, 1992) curriculum was designed to improve students' expository 

writing performance and metacognitive knowledge and behaviours by 



making visible to students the processes and knowledge that skilled writers 

have and use. The research reviewed here indicates that students can acquire 

knowledge and strategies for writing through interactive dialogue, explicit 

instruction, and procedural facilitators. It has been suggested that these 

instructional components help students to see and work through the 

knowlege, skills and self-talk that expert writers use. As students begin to 

improve their knowledge of the process and use of strategies, they begin to see 

that strategic behaviours affect performance outcomes. This should lead to 

increased feelings of self-efficacy and attributions for effort and strategy use, 

leading to improved motivation and self-regulatory behaviors. 

This chapter has lmked at the theoretical foundations of the CSIW 

curriculum. Chapter Three will explain in more detail the exad procedures of 

the C S W  curriculum. 



CHAPTER U1 

Method 

Subiects 

who had been identified as learning disabled. The students came from l1 

schools located on the north to south eastern side of Vancouver, British 

Columbia. This is a mixed area socioeconomically, with low to middle 

income households. Tne socio-economic backgrounds of the students in the 

study reflected this diversity. 

The students ranged in age from 10 years 6 months to 13 years, with an 

average chronological age of 11 years 4 months. There were ten boys and two 

girls in this study. This ratio of more males to females is typical in programs 

for the learning disabled. Of the twelve students in this study, two were in 

grade five, six in grade six, and three in grade ses7en. One of the two girls was 

in grade six and the other in grade seven. During the course of this study the 

twelve students attended a Diagnostic Centre for learning disabled students. 

The Diagnostic Centre is located in an elementary school in the 

southeast area of Vancouver. It provides a multi-faceted service for 



elementary students (grades 1-7) who are suspected of having learning 

disablities or have been identified as learning disabled. A maximum of 12 

students attend the Centre for one term (10- 12 weeks) at one time. Students 

who meet the eligibility criteria have support from their school based 

Learning Assistance Centre, including an Individualized Educational Plan 

(I.E.P.), and have received psychological and speech and language 

assessments. Students are referred for placement to the Centre by the school 

district's Central Screening Committee, and their names are placed on a wait 

list for entry. The Student Services Handbook, published by the Vancouver 

School Board (1981f), determines that students are efigible for the Diagnostic 

Centre programme when they: 

- possess at least average intellectual ability; 

- exhibit at least a two year delay in achievement; 

- show a significant discrepancy between their estimated 

potential and actual performance; 

- exhibit extreme dificdties in some of the following areas: 

at tention, perception, memory, reasoning, co-ordination, 

communication, reading, writing, spelling, calculation, 

social competence and emotional maturation; and 

- have learning problems NOT primarily resultant from 

factors such as: 

(a? sensory or p k ~ s i c d  impaiment 

bf mental retardation 

(C) emotional disturbance and / or lack of motivation 

to learn 



(d) environmental or cultural disadvantage, including 

a second I m p a g e  factor 

(e) lack of opportunity to learn; poor attendance or transience 

The goals of the Centre are to further assess the student's learning style, 

academic strengths and needs, and to remediate academic skill deficits and 

teach appropriate sfrategies. Based on formal and informal assessments and 

observations during the time spent at the Centre, recommendations 

appropriate to each student" individual needs can be made and are suggtstcd. 

Prior to their exif from the Centre, ithe students' classroum teacher and 

Learning Assistance Centre and/ or Resource teacher are invited to see the 

strategies and skills which have been taught. An action plan designed to 

continue with some of the instruction and to facilitate the student's re-entry 

into h0me schools is worked out collaboratively and agreed upon between 

the teachers ar the Centre and those at the student's home school. Students 

are folfowed up for a minimum period of six months by the Diagnostic 

Cenfxe staff- 

Since a sample of intermediate aged students was desired for this study, 

grades five to seven students on the waitlist for the Centre were selected to 

attend for the period of the s!iudy. 



School district policy does not allow students' IQ scores to be reported. 

However, a review of assessment data in the students' files indicated that all 

twelve students in this study had intelligence scores within the average range 

and met the aptitudeachievement discrepancy criteria. This included, for all 

twelve students, documented difficulties with written language organization 

and output. While four of the students came from homes where English was 

a second language, assessment and eligibility data had shown that this was 

not considerd to be their primary presenting problem. Three of the students 

were subject to mood swings and periods of non-compliance, and their files 

suggested some emotional difficulties as well as learning disabilities. 

Experimental Desinn 

A one-group, pretest-posttest experimental design was used. The 

physical organization of the Centre is designed for teaching in small groups 

and one to one- It is not set up to teach a large group of twelve students at 

one time. Therefore, it was necessary to divide the twelve subjects into two 

matched groups for instruction. Thus, each group had five boys and one girl. 

Tfie mean age for the first group was 12.0 (SD.99), and 11.7 (SD -46) for the 

second. 



Matching G r o u ~ s  Procedure 

Prior to the beginning of the study, the students were divided into two 

matched groups based on age, sex, reading composite scores from the 

Kaufman Test of Educational Achievement (K-TEA; Kaufman & Kaufman, 

19851, and scmes on the Spontaneous Writing Ouotient and Thematic 

Maturity subtest of the Test of Written Language-2 (Hammill & Larsen, 1988). 

These two standardized assessment instruments form part of the assessment 

for all students attending the Diagnostic Centre. 

The K-TEA, a standardized, individually administered achievement 

battery provides a reading - composite score which is derived by adding raw 

scores obtained on decoding and comprehension subtests. The K-TEA 

provides percentiles, grade and age equivalent scores and standard scores. 

The comprehensive form manual provides reliability and validity data. 

Reliability studies resulted in coefficients in the range from .94 to -98 for both 

grade and age level (Kaufman & Kaufman, 1985). 

Students' scores ranged from the fourth percentile, to the forty-seventh 

percentile with grade equivalent scores of 2.2 to 5.8. The mean grade score for 

the total group was 3.9 (SD 1.5). The mean grade score for each of the two 

matched groups 54as also 3.9. 



The Test of Written Lanwane-2 is a standardized measure which 

assesses students' writing ability through contrived and spontaneous subtests. 

Contrived, spontaneous and total writing quotients in the form of standard 

scores (Mean 100, SD 15) can be obtained. Percentile and standard scores can 

be calculated for the individual subtests. Reliability data reported in the 

TO'WL-2 manual indicate that averaged reliability coefficients range from .B7 

to .96 (Hammil & Larsen, 1988). 

Students' scores on the Spontaneous Writing Quotient and Thematic 

Maturitv subtests were used. These measures were felt to most reflect the 

writing skills and strategies which were the focus oi  this study. The 

Spontaneous Writing Quotient provides a measure of students' ability to use 

the elements of connected discourse while generating meaningful passages. It 

yields measures for thematic maturity (idea units) and vocabulary, syntax, 

spelling and style (conventions) in context. The Thematic Maturity subtest 

measures the ability to write a story in a coherent and organized manner, to 

generate a theme and to develop the characters (Hammil & Larsen, 1988). 

Students' scores on the Thematic Maturitv subtest ranged from the 

secend tc the sixten th pmentie.  The Svoritaneous W77ri tinp Ouotient scores 

(Mean f O(f ,  •˜D 15) was 77 (SD 8.32) for the first group and 76.2 (SD 8.73) for the 

second. 



Procedures 

All instruments and instruction in this study were administered by the 

researcher. Scripted lesson plans were developed to ensure that both groups 

received the same instruction. A portable casette recorder was used to collect 

interview data. 

Parents were informed of the rationale for the study by telephone and 

in writing before the study bcgan. Written permission for their children to be 

involved in the study was obtained from all of the subjects (Appendix I). 

The study began in the third week of September, 1991, and continued 

until the third week of December, 1991. 

Testing Procedures 

Students' ability to write a descriptive report and compare/contrast 

passage was measured by writing samples. A descriptive report was obtained 

at four points: pretest, immediate posttest, delayed-posttest and maintenance 

test. For the compare/contrast structure, writing samples were taken at three 

points: pretest, - postrest and maintenance test. 

Studentsr knowledge of the writing process and strategies and text 



structure was measured through interviews. Questions probing know1edge 

of strategies and the writing process were conducted at pre intervention, 

immediately foI low~g the second intervention (comparel'contrast text 

structure) and six weeks after the end of the study. 

Pretest Data Cofledion 

Pretest data were coIfected over a period of six days Btl data were 

collected in the mornings* Writing sarnpies were taken on two separate days 

between recess and noon. Interviews, which were individudIy administered, 

were conducted in the mornings over the remaining four days. 

Wri tinn Samples 

Students were asked to write a descriptive report on the first day, and a 

cornpare/contrast passage on Lfie fdlowirmg day. Students were iree to choose 

the specific topic for each text structure (Appendix 2). This was ta ensure that 

the topic each student chose was within his/her knowledge base and interest 

CBenton, Corkill & Khramtsova, 19532; Uoyd--Jones, 1977). No time limit was 

set for the task. Pis ss&udents were writing their papers, o'ascrrvarions were 

made and recorded a*but their overt use of prewriwg strategies. To &low for 

performance, the okrvat$ons were given a numerical code %a match the 



value given for answers to the paewiting questions in the interviews. Thus, 

a score of 3 was given if a student generated ideas and organized them prior to 

writing, a score of 2 if the student made a list of ideas, a smre of 1 if 3 sfudcnt 

demonstrated reflective thinking and O if the student kgm writing 

immediately after rtliting either a date or title, ar drawing a margin. 

Prirr'arv wait and iroiiistic scores were deveioped far each of the 

passages were scored on two traits; (a) topic identification and, (b) 

orgaization by categories with supporting details (Meyer, 1975; fiichgels, 

-Mffiee, Lomax & Sheard, 1987). The comparelcontrast passages were 

andyrzed on three primary traits (Englera; Raphael, Andersun, Cregg & 

&&any, 1989). These were: (a) topic clarity, how clearly the things that were 

description of how &e tavo things were alike and different; and (c) use of key 

words which signal compare~mntrast. Each passage was also given a general 

impression or holistic score tbr how interesting and informative it was. Each 

criterbma or trait was given an individua1 rating of four possible points. A 

score of O was given if the primary trait %-as absent, or students had written a 

different structure from the one asked h r .  The scores of 1,2 and 3 indicated a 

middle: and 



and editing strategies, and a b u t  knowledge of descriptive report and 



there was no response, m indicated no idea. 

For the second question, dealing with audience awareness, a score of 3 

indicated awareness of a wide audience. A score of 2 was far teacher, self and 

parents. A 1 was given if the response was teacher only, and 0 if  the student 

indicated no idea, or gave no response. 

For the quesfion dealing with knowledge of prervriting strategies, the 

foilowing scoring aiferion was used. Responses indicating prewri ting 

strategies which induded organization were given a 3. A score of 2 was given 

if the student indicated some prewriting activity which included listing or 

brainstorming of ideas, but no organization prior to writing a draft. One 

point was given if the student indicated the need to give the topic some 

thought, and a O if the response focxssed on writing the date, the title, and 

drawing a margin. 

Ihe question dealing with knowledge of editinglrevising strategies was 

scored from 0 to 3. Responses $%rere given a score of 3 if they indicated changes 

which would improve meaning, clarity and organization, and reflected some 

awarexes of axdiexe ;;.lds. 4 saxe of 2, indicated i iwb f~ ir  mm? details 

ad greater iengthI and some minor changes in ihe organization. k score of I 

reflected a response which suggested mechanics, and increase in length, and a 

d m s  on neatness. A 8 was given if the student had no suggestions, or gave 



no response- For more detailed scoring criteria see Appendix 5. 

To assess each student's metacogni tive knowledge of the organization 

of the descriptive report and cornpare/contrast text structures, vignettes in 

which the student was asked to help a fictitious classmate (Bifly/Debbie) plan, 

organize and revise such a paper were used (Englert, Raphael, Anderson, 

Gregg, & Anthony, 1989) appendix 4). All students were asked the questions 

dealing with the descriptive report structure before the compare/contrast 

vignette questions were given. Students were asked how Billy /Debbie should 

organize their information for each structure. Students were then shown the 

papers that Billy/ DeZsbie had written and were asked if the assignment was 

being done correctly and if the paper was complete. Finally, the students were 

asked how they could help Billy/Debbie fix/complete the assignment. 

The interview questions related to knowledge of text structure were 

also rated on a scale of 0 to 3, and reflected the same knowledge requirements 

as the writing sample organization scores. Thus, a score of 0 reflected no 

response or a lack of knowledge, l of IOW knowledge, 2 of medium 

Knowledge, and 3 of high knowledge (Englert, Raphael, Anderson, Gregg & 

For the questions d a t e d  to the organization of the descriptive 

ifmy passages a 0 score indicated either no idea of how to organize, or no 



response. A score of I, indicating low knowledge was given if the student 

provided details randomly. A score of 2 reflected better understanding or 

medium knowledge, as some attempts at categorizing were evident, but not 

consistent- A score of 3 reflected high knowledge of the organization of the 

text structure in that the student indicated the information should be 

organized by categories svkrich were suypo-ted with relevant details. For 

more detailed examples of the scoring procedures see Appendix S. 

For the compa-e/conrrast structure a 0 score reflected na knowledge, or 

no response. A 10%- knowkdge score of 1 was given if the students responded 

with random details for comparison or contrast. A score of 2 was given if the 

student indicated that the information should be organized so that either 

c~mparisons or contrasts, but not both were made, and if students 

demonstrated that they were not clear in the distinction between category and 

detail. A high knowledge score of 3 was reflected in responses which 

indicated the need to organize he comparisons and contrasts by categories, 

and use of paraffef stmdmes. 

The interview question which investigated students knowledge based 

(on the revisians they suggested was itfw aiven a score of O to 3- TfZl f~ ,  for 

besuig~ve report structure knowledge= a score of D indicated no h~wldl;e ,  

or no response A scare of f was given if the studertit suggested mechanical 

md surface f eve1 to the text A score of 2 was for responses which 



focussed mainly on the need to provide more details, with the distinction 

between details and categories nut being clear. A score o f  3 was given if the 

student suggested reurganization of infurmation by categories with 

supporting details. 

the descriptive report. A score of 2 was given if the student main suggestions 

were for more infamation a b u t  likenesses and differences, and showed an 

rmcercainky a b u t  the &stindim kkwem caktigories and details. A score of 3 

resulted h r r t  a rrrspnse that indimit& that the paper needed to be structured 

so that likenesses and d i f f m ? ~ ~ ~  were organized not only by categories, but 

in a paraffet fashion, and with key words induded. 

Self-Efficacy Measures 



(a) l worked had 

(b) The teacher likes me 

( C )  I used g& strategies 

changes in strubents"rceptions of their ability to write effective papers from 

a f m s  on abifity and exiitrnai factors, to one of strategy use and effort, or 

infernal factors. 

fnstrudisnal Procedures 

The instnxtiand period of this study was fen weeks. Instruction was 

b a d  on the Coonitive Stratm Instruction in Wri tinq curriculum (CSIW), 

CEnglert, 1990,1992; Raphael& Englert, 1888). Students were taught writing 

mmpze/contrasf passages. The decision to teach these two structures was 

b d  on the fad Xkpi~e 0) upper elementary school students are often called 

found to be h e  most diffimlt for elementary school students (Englert & 



*Here spent on the descriptive report structure and fhe sixth week to the tenth 

week on the cumpare/cuntfast structure. Lessons were forty-five minutes 

each and were conducted four times a week. The first group met the period 

before recess and the second group the period immediately following, 

Mental modelling, explicit instruction, shared dialogue, text analysis, 

and procedural prompts (scaffolds) in the form of "Think Sheets" (Englert, 

1990,1992) were used to teach students how to write descriptive and 

comapre/contrast s ~ ~ e s  and cognitive and rnetacopitive strategies used 

in the writing process. For each paper that they wrote, students applied all of 

the subprocess strategies (planning, orgarGzing, drafting, editing / revising and 

rewriting). 

Text Strumre Instruction 

Text AnaIvsis 

For each of tfte text structures instruction began with a focus on 

developing studentshwareness and knowledge of that partictar structure 

through text analysis. Students were presented with three examples of 

varying IeveIs of Ccompekence of each structure, beginning with a good or 

ideal exaampaEe. Each oi t"he other two exampIes became progressively F o r e r  

ar non-examples (Ap~pe:ndiu 89. During thls phase of the instruction the 

teacher nlobelld an e-xpertk thinking by verbalizing: (a) the purpose of the 



parficufar text structuref &B) what qrresG;,ons the passage might answer based 

on fhe tide md the first sentence andjor use of key tvords, (c)  whether the 

passage was organized properly according to its text structure and, (c) how the 

passage could be improved. Students were encouraged to give their opinions 

about each passage. This led to a reciprocal or "shared dialogue" (EngIert 

f 9%; Englert, 19921, tvhich included a discussion of the author's possible 

reason/purpose for writing the passage, the intended audience and its needs, 

and the organization of the passage. 

Explicit Instruction 

Explicit exampfes were given of how effective expository descriptive 

reports could be organized through categorization of information. Students 

were explicitly shown that, by asking "WH" questions (e.g. What?, Where?) 

related to the topic, the categories codd more easily be recalled and generated. 

The list of possible category attributes that the students and the teacher 

generated were put- m the b a r d  and later transferred to charts which were on 

display in the room. 

The categ~rkzfim of information which had been explicitly taught for 

r%re descriptive report structure was ccmtlnud for the compare/con&ast 

structure. Again the organization of the structure was charted and displayed 

h the roam.. 



writ in^ Process Stratenv Training 

When the text analysis was completed for the descriptive structure 

writing process strategies were introduced. The acronym, "POWER" (Plan, 

Organize, Write, Edit, Rewrite) was used to teach writing subprocesses and 

strategies. Each subprocess strategy included a number of questions designed 

to foster strategy execution as well as self-regulating and self-monitoring 

behaviors for the students (Appendix 9a). 

A wall chart with the "POWER acronym and the questions 

accompanying each strategy step was put up and made clearly visible to the 

students. Procedural prompts in the form of "Think Sheets" were provided 

for the Plan, Organize and Edit/Revision subprocess strategies (Appendix 9b- 

Each strategy was taught as part of the total writing process and was 

applied while students learned to write the two expository structures. 

Students were allowed to choose their own topics so that they wodd learn to 

apply the strategies ftexi5ly and adapt them as needed (Englert & Raphael, 

1984, p.119). At the beginning of each day's lesson the "POWER" strategy 

steps and related questions, the purpose for the strategy and the conditions 

under which one would use the strategy were reviewed. The importance of 



teaching conditional strategy knowledge along with declarative and 

procedural knowledge has been well documented in the literature (Levin, 

1986,1988; O'Sullivan & Pressley, 1984; Paris, Lipson & Wixson, 1983; 

Rabinowitz, 1988). 

Precedural F a d i  tation 

Think Sheets 

"Think Sheets" provided procedural prompts for each of the 

subprocess strategies, and for the text organization. Modelling of the thinking 

and procedures involved for each "Think Sheet" was provided by the teacher. 

The "Plan Think Sheet" focussed students' thinking about the purpose 

or why they were writing the assignment, the intended audience or who they 

were writing for, and what they already knew about the topic, through three 

questions: 

Why am I writing this? 

Who am I writing this for? 

What do I know about the topic? 

Because of students' interests in a variety of topics, but lack of sufficient 

background knowledge for some of the topics they wanted to write about, they 

were told that they could use library books to facilitate generating ideas if they 



wished. Students listed the brainstormed and researched ideas on the "Plan 

Think Sheets". 

The "Organize Think Sheet" was used to teach students to categorize 

and organize the information they had listed on their planning sheets. For 

the descriptive report structure the questions asked were: 

'How can I group my ideas into categories?" 

"How can I order my ideas?" 

"WH" questions were posed to help with recall of category labels and 

brainstormedlresearched ideas were grouped into categories (e.g., 

Appearance, Habitat, Behaviors, etc.). The categories were ordered beginning 

with the most important, as were the details in each group- For the first 

paper, which was on a topic chosen by the group, the teacher and students 

used different colored markers to highlight the ideas on the "Plan Think 

Sheet" that belonged in each category. The groups of ideas were then mapped 

on to the "Organize Think Sheet". As students became more able to group 

and organize their ideas, they took gradual control of the Organize strategy, 

demonstrating different ways of organizing depending on their learning style. 

Four of the students chose to use a linear form for organizing their categories, 

while two others, who had poor visual-motor skills and subsequently slow 

and poor handwriting skiffs, preferred to mlor code and number the 



brainstormed ideas by categories and importance right on the brainstorm 

section of their "Plan Think Sheet". In this manner the students were given 

opportunities to adapt the strategies to their needs and begin to make them 

their own. 

For the "Write" step of the process, the importance of an effective 

introductory or topic sentence, the need to use transition words, to include at 

least two to three categories of information and to write a concluding 

sentence were taught. Students used the information on their Plan and 

Organize sheets as they wrote their first drafts. 

The focus during editing was on meaning rather than on mechanics. 

The "Edit Think Sheet" focussed students' attention to how well they 

presented and organized their information for their readers. After reading 

their own papers, students asked themselves: 

"Which parts do I like best?" 

"Which parts are not clear? 

"Did f: - stick to the topic?" 

- use 2-3 categories? 

- identify each category clearly? 

- give details to explain each category? 

- make it interesting? 

- use key words? !for compare/contrast only) 



Students used mhed pencils a d  marked the part of their passages 

they liked best rvi th zsleriks or stars, and m y  unclear parts %with a question 

mark. In addition, the six questions dealt with organization of what 

was written were anstvered either Yes, Sort Ofj or No. Each student had a 

classmate read his/her paper and give feedback about the paper's clarify and 

Looking back over their 'Tdit Think Sheet" for parts identified as 

undear, and No andJor Sort Of answers, students planned their revision by 

answering the question: '%%%at parts do I want to change?"',. Just prior to 

writing their revised draft and completing the process CXewite"), the 

students corrected any s@Iing and punctuation errors. 

The students were atready familiar W-ith the "POf-VER strategy and the 

subprocesses of the writing process when the cornpare/confrast structure was 

introduced. With the exception of the "'Organize Think Sheet'* which is 

sh-uctured diffetentIy for the mmapref contrast structure, :he methods and 

approach for teaching the use of the aThInnk Sheets" were the same for the 

compare[ contrast structure as far tfie descriptive report slructure. 

Guided Practice 

Guided Practice Bor each nf the strategy steps was provided as sLudents 



learned to mite the desmiptitse repr t  and crlrnpii~ef mntrast passages- Topics 

for the first des&ptive report and compare/ con trast paper writ ten were 

chosen by the whole group- ihis was to allow for teacher modelling and 

guided practice of the strategy steps. Gradually students ttmk control, chase 

their own topics and used the "Think Sheets" indepc;~dently. 

After final drafis had been written, verbal and written 

feedback was given to each student by hisfher classmates and the teaciws in 

the Centre about the paper's organization, and how informative and 

interesting their readers found their papers to be. The adults reading the 

papers made comments which emphasized effort and strategy use such as, "I 

can tell that you worked hard, and used g d  straiegicts.'"You have a lot of 

good information which is well organized in this paper.'This fedback was 

provided by the researcher and other adult colleagues at the Ccntrr. to ctevclop 

self efficacy for writing and internal attributions based on effort and strategy 

use- Since the emphasis was on learning to write desaiptive reports and 

compare-/cmtrast stn~ctures and an $earning to use wrifkg proems strategies, 

the feedback did not emphasize mechanical aspects of writing. Students" 

papers were gtibfished, in Lhaf they were posted on a bulletin b a r d ,  and 

avidable far myme to read. Copies of each s t ~ d m " ~  Think Sheets, rrflugfr, 

revised and firad drafts were made and kept in individual folders. 



teachers came h3 the Came ta cohrve their studenlts and the, program prior 

ra #%re studcrrtskxik. The go& and a b e t i v s  af the tit-riiting program ryere 

rwie~kted and a mt"~.--Eri?l fmwn o f  " POIY ER'hstratev was demonstm ted. 

Thc students' %x*ti~lg folders. asrere made available to the teachers for 

exanrEnatit%n- Thu,c, the alii"ai'her?i were able to see haw their students had used 

and wcre =ing the "Thi~h S S. A package 

~tutf$bf'~fis' kt~iting was $ven t a  each feachgfa More &ev left the! Centre. Each 

s&dr"nt W L ~ S  a6*1 gizcn ,p capy txl &he X 2 5 V E R  QGESnQXS" cue she% and 



Writing samples of descriptive reports were taken inunediately followirtg the 

completion of the teaching of h e  descriptive report structure (first 

intervention). The second descriptive report was obtained the &V following 

compare/ contrast anfy one immediate poskkest writing sample was 

administered immediately following the conclusion of the intervext t ion 

mctnre. dealing with this particular st- 

Post intervention mefacognitive interviews were conducted at the end 

of the study, after the ~lrriting s m p k  had h e n  taken. 

Six weeks after the cornpietion of the study, writing samples were taken and 

interviews were conducted to study maintenance effects- T h e  were 

administered by the researcher in each students' home sd~oal. 



CHAPTER fV 

Results and Discussion 

frr this chapter an exarninaficm of the data and discussion of the results 

for each of the five qusaions ovill be made. Once df writing samples a d  

in&m&ws had k e n  scared, reliability measures were calculated, A colleague 

marked a random sample of 16% of the interviews and 25% of the writing 

the descritpive reporg writing sample and -98 for the cmgareJcontrast 

writing sampleii- 

What effect did the Cognitive Strategy Instruction in Writing 



first pasttest This suggsirs an improvement in students' writing of 

descripfive expif,ory passages which 1%-as maintairteii to the level of the first 



The comehted ttmli was also nxn to see if there was a detectable 

difference betwen pretest and maintenance test: there was (t=3.027, df=ll, 

p.;-Eil). Tfte irnp~ovemen& in writing descriptive expository passages were 

maintained six I~~~ after the end of the study. 

There am rwo p s i b f e  expfanations for these findings. First, learning 

descriptive passage had k e n  ~ ~ r i t l e f l  by the end of the f i s t  intervention 

completed by the s&udents.. Hence, insufficient time to learn the structure to 

mastery may amount far Ehe lack 01 detectable differences at posttest I.  

&sons Ibertaveen fhe pre, post and maintenance tests are 

pravidd by f%ae b x  plots in Figure 1. The box in each plot, which d s a i k  



Eigure I is a visual representation of the data which were reported in 

the previous paragraphs.. Th9 effect of the intervention is demonstrated by a 

higher median value at the first p t t e s t  and less dispersion of scores with a 

higher median valve at delayed p t t e s t .  Students' improvements and 



To iffustrate qualitaltivefy the changes in siudents' writing of 

descriptive report papers, pretest and postiest writing sampfes for three 

students are presented in figure 2. These samples are reflective total writing 

scores which feII within B e  the mean score 6.42 (SD 1- 29) at Phe second 

p i e s t .  

As the pretest samples illustrate, these students had difficulties 

sustaining their tE-tinEng despite ihe fact they had chosen topics they were 

familiar with and had a lot of inf~mmafion abu t .  Fur all three students, there 

was little structure to! tfie hfurmation that was written, it was merely put 

down in a Iinear fashion, suggesting that at pretest these students used a 

knowledge telling strategy to complete the writing task. 

The changes In the studentspapers at the posttest et4nce an increased 

knowledge af haw fa organize and structure their text to fit the descriptive 

report struciure Tine gapers adfiere better to the chosen topic and are better 

g They are also mare interesting to read Ni of this shows not only 

an irnpr~~emen; in 'rhrri ability to! write descriptive reports, but also suggests 



Figure 2: Pretest and Posktest Writing Sam~les of Three 
Students 

Student I: Pretest 

football 
footbafl is a sport you can make fccld g o b  or touchdown and it is tackl. ft is re1 good sprt and 
POW ~ O U S  pding. 

Student l: Posttest 2 

Spiders 
Spiders jive alf aver. arc many kinds of spiders. ther is a tarantula, woif spiders 

under grand spider, 
Spiders help p p l e  k a u w  &ey eat all the insets. If we didn't have spiders the 

earth will be filled with insets. Spiders catch there pray by making a web. I t  is scr stiky that a 
insikt cannot get away. When an i m t  get stuck the spidcr pirscs it with a 1% and thcn the 
spider wrap him 2 r 0 d  and eat it Fztw. 

Ther are lots of spiders- some of them ran bits and kill a human. Th~lsc are 
tarantuat and a woSf t;pi&er- 

Student 2: Pretest 

Student 2: Posttest 2 



Means in Tame 2 suggest there was an improvement from pretest to 

pus ttest.. The small difference between the means of the posttest and 

maintenance test suggests that the students maintained the effects for writing 

compare/contrast passages six weeks after the study. 

Table 2: Means and Standard Deviations of Studentst 
Rated Writing of @onpare/Contrast Passanes (n=12) 

------------------------------------------------- 

Pro& ~Mean S.D 

Pretest f 3.58 1.73 



above that of the pretest. From examination of the box plots in Figure 3, the 

improvements in learning to write compare/ contras t papers at pos ttes t and 

maintenance of those skills learned six weeks after the conclusion of the 

study are dearly visible. Examination of the raw data shows that the outlier 

scoring above the ninetieth percentile at the posttest and at maintenance was 

the same student. 

Figure 3: Boxplots of Students' Rated Writing - of Compare/Contrast 
Passages at Pretest,Posttest and Maintenance 

Posttest Maintenance 

Key: * Median 
" Ourfier 



To illustrate qualitatively the changes in studeni-S' writing of 

compare/contrast papers, pretest and posttest writing samples for three 

students are presented in Figure 4. These samples are reflective of total 

writing scores which fell within the group mean score 7.25 (SD 2.18) at the 

posttest. 

The samples clearly show the changes in the three students' ability to 

write compare/contrast papers from pretest to posttest The changes at posttest 

are evidence of greater understanding of the organization and structure of 

cornpare/contrast text. The students showed improvement not only in their 

organization of the text, but also in their ability to stay on topic and to make 

the papers interesting to read. Students' personal voice and attempts to 

engage the audience are evident. This suggests also an increased awareness of 

both writing purpose and audience needs. 

Question One Summarv 

The analysis of the data for the writing samples indicates an 

improvement in the students' writing for both the descriptive expository and 

the compare!contrast structures from pretest to posttests. Students 

maintained &e knowledge and skills learned for writing the two struttulres 

six weeks after the end of the study- The improvements in writing reflect an 

increasing use of text structure organization. The writing samples presented 

atso suggest an increased awareness of audience. 



Figure 4: Pretest and Posttest Com~are/Contrast Writing San~ples 
of Three Students 

Student 1: Pretest Vancouver Island and Vancouver 

There different k a u e  Vancouver Island has more beaches. There's more malls. We 
have the same cars and stores like 711 and Mac and Safeway. 

Student 1: Posttest h a v n e  and Mike 

Dwayne and Mike are both boys I know and hang around with. Dwayne has blond hair 
and Mike has brown hair. They both have brown eyes. Dwayne is short and Mike is taller and 
there both 14 years old. Dwayne lives close to me but Mike lives far from me. 

They both play street fighter 11. Mike can pass it but Dwayne can't. They both play 
Teh-iss but Dwayne dies faster and Mike can pass it. 

They are both nice sometimes. And they always ask me for money. I like thcn~ loth the 
same. 

Student 2: Pretest Bee and Wasv 

They both have something on their bodies and the bee can fly. They have a quen and a 
king. The quen lays eggs if she stops laing eggs they kill them. 

Student 2: Posttest Boxer and Pitbull 

Cid you know that a boxer and a pitbull arc two cind of dogs? The boxer is a much more 
nasier dog, but a pitbull is a much faster dog. 

The behaviors of the boxer and a pitbull are the same. They arc gard dogs. They likc 
to play games like fetch and running games mostly. They both eat dog food but they mi tc eat 
diffrunt food depending on there age and he1 th. 

Student 3: Pretest Ice Hockev and floor hockey 

They are like hocky but you use ice skate and one with shoes. 

Student 3: Posttest Friends 

Me and my friead. My friends name is Prince. I am older then him. We go to the samc 
school, but not in the same class. He is good in reading and he helps me with my homework. 
When I am sad he helps me to feel better. We like to play football together and nintcndo. We 
Eke music, and sometimes we make u p  songs. We both like junk food like hamburger. We both 
like to watch tv and owr favrit tv show is in living color. 



The effects of CSfW curriculum on students' text structure knowledge 

was determined through andyis of responses to the metacognitive interview 

questions "How should Billy/Debbie organize the paper?", ''Is Billy/Debbie 

doing the assignment right?", "Is this paper finished?': and '"What changes 

would YOU make?/ let's- fix this paper". .usr students' knowledge of text 

structure in terms of p2aming and monitoring/revising was investigated. 

Numerical values betrueen O and 3, wKi& reflected the level of knowledge of 

text structure organkzakion, were assigned to allow for analysis and 

comparisons to be made through Box and Whisker plots. Responses to the 

interview questions were also andyzed qualitatively to provide more detailed 

insight into the category of responses given 



Pf anning Monitoring 

To assist with the interpretation of the statistics, responses wrrc 



i.he paper was nclf o~galrrrzed dexly and logitrally, and suggested fiat more 

bc.aaiEs s v r e  needed- Ten of &e tw&e subjects, indicated that they tmdd 

make the p a p -  longerr a d  fix m d a n i d  errors. One indicated that there 

were spdling and pm&uati~n errors that needed correcting. 



that related to the need fr?r better ~rganization and defining nf informat-Ion 

by cagepries, two indicated &\at there was a need to make it longerf add some 

words and to suppfv punctuation. One student did not answer the question. 

At maintenancef half of the students suggested that Billy/Debbie 

shouEd organize infannagon for a report on cars by cartzorics, bc..e;inning 

with the most important, Three students mixed categories and detail 

information. The remaining three students, who scored 0, did not respoxid or 

gave extraneous idonnation, fn response to whether the paper was being 

dme correctly and finished, five students stated that is was being done 

correctly, whife e k w n  stated that it was nat finished. Twa students, 

suggested that DebBie/Bifl~~ should have given information by ca tegorics, 

such as type of car, its u s  and same of its features ar a p p r n c e .  Six felt that 

it needed more details that darrriw the car. Three students felt that 

BiIfy/Debbie needed to make it fanger, without giving any specifics , while 

anet said that spelling errors to be corrected. 

The b x  and whiske~  pJots in Egure 5 provide a viwal representation 

d fRe data presented in the previo~s paragraphs. The first box in each panel 

reflects the suggested arganizzriox and the second b x  indicates the suggested 

chmges in trrganizatian, The imgrar~emen ts in students' metacogni tive 

bowEdge are shown by the changes in the distribution of scores and higher 

median vdua at psttest. This reflects an increased ability to talk about how 



to pfan as well sts monitor text so it fits the desired text structure. At posttest, 

statable knowfedge scores on the the planning question were more narrowly 

dispersed, and had a higher median value compared to the suggestions for 

revision. The data show that improvements in metacognitive text structure 

knowledge were relatively well maintained six weeks after the study. 

Figure 5: kmlots of SFddents' Statable Knowled~e of 
Descriptive Reuort Text Structure at Pretest, Posttest 
and Maintenance 

Pretest 

Stated Stated 

Pianning Sevisinr 

- 
Pos ttest 

Stated Stated 

P l a n n i n g  Revising 

Maintenance 

Key: *Median 
"Ou tiier 

In summaryF the data indicate an improvement in metacognitive 

knowledge of the descriptive report structure. The students demonstrated 



4 mn-p i~provements in their ability to talk a b u t  haw text shou!d be p!anneu -*v-- -a 

and organized compared to how to revise it to fit the structure. This pattern 

was also evident at maintenance. 

Compare/Contrast Text Structure Knowledge 

Mean scores in Table 4 suggest there was an improvement in students' 

abilities to talk about how compare/ contrast text should be organized both in 

terns of planning and monitoring and revising to fi t  the structure. The 

improvements on the planning question were relatively well maintained six 

weeks after the study. The mean score for the monitoring/revising question 

was fractionally higher at maintenance than at pos ttest. 

Table 4: Means and Standard Deviations for Metacoanitive 
Knowledge (Planning and Monitoring) for 
Compare/ Contrast Text Structure 

Statable Knowledge - 

Planning Monitoring 

Mean (SD) Mean (SDI 

Pretest -25 ( -62) .83 (.M) 

Maintenance 1.42 (1 -38) l .68 (.99) 



To assist with the interpretation of the statistics, responses to the 

jnterview questions were anal yzed qualitatively for indicators of high, low, 

medium or no knotvldge, based on the scoring criteria discussed in Chapter 

3. At prestest students were asked to help BiUy/Debbie organize and revise a 

paper that compared and contrasted dogs and cats.. When asked how 

Billy/Debbie should organize such a paper, ten students' responses suggested 

a lack of knowledge of the the compare/contrast text structure. Responses 

included either, "1 don't know'" or extraneous and irrelevant information. 

One student gave a random list of details, indicating low knowledge. One 

other student stated hat  Billy/L)ebbie should put down all things that are the 

s m ,  then all those that are different, but did not make any category 

distinctions. This suggested medium knowledge. At the pretest half of the 

students felt that the assignment was being done correctly, while two students 

suggested that it was finished. Five students' responses to the monitoring 

question focussed on med-tanical &anges of spelling and punctuation, and 

four on increasing the length of the paper. Three students added details 

which told more about how the two animals being compared were alike and 

different, while one student added compare/ contrast key words and 

a i i m n  r -- fed to reo-romize o the hfoOmal;urtn i ~ t e  categories. 

At posttest students were asked to help Billy/Debbie organize and 

revise a paper that compared sharks and whales. On the planning question, 



five students rat& a high howledge score. Thee ~iudcj l? i~ \resy~~f i~~ 

indicated medium knowledge. These students suggested adding details that 

told how they were alike or different, but not both. The remaining three 

students either bid nut reply to the question or gave extraneous information, 

indicating lack of knowledge of the compare/contrast structure. Only one 

student felt that the paper was finished, and two that it was being done 

correctly. Three students suggested surface level changes, such as spelling, 

four on adding some details and on correcting mechanical errors, four others 

on providing detail and category information. One student suggested that 

the paper needed to be restructured by categories, which included details 

a b u t  how the tvhde and shark were different and alike, and also suggested 

the need for some key words. 'This suggested high knowledge.. 

At maintenance students were asked to help Billy/Dehbie organize and 

revise a paper that compared and contrasted frogs and toads. On the 

planing question, three students' responses indicated high knowledge of 

compare/ contrast text arganktion. Half of the students indicated medium 

knowledge, and h m  students indicated low knowledge. One student refused 

to respond to the question, resulting in a 0 score. This must be interpreted 

with caution, as it may not actually indi&te a lack of knowledge, but could 

indicate a Iack of motivation or non-compliant behaviour. Five students said 

the paper was being done correctly and three suggested that the paper was 

finished. Six of the skdents indicated and made changes which refieded 



medium knowledge of &e text structure. The changes suggested and made 

were to add one or two key words, to reorganize by moving sentences that 

belong together, and comparing the two animals by describing first one and 

then the other. Two students added details as well as cumecting spelling and 

punctuation errorsI while four student suggested and made no changes. It 

must be note& however, &at of these four, two had previously indicafed that 

the paper was not right because it focussei too much cn one animal. This 

suggests some understanding of the need to have parallel information in a 

cornpare/conirasi passage. 

Box and Whisker plots in Figure 6 provide a visual representation of 

the data presented in the previous paragraphs. The first box in each panel 

reflects the suggested organizatioi: from the planning question, and the 

second box indicates the suggested changes from the monitoring/ revising 

question. Improvement in stated knowledge of the compare/contrast 

structure from pretest to posttest is indicated by the changes in dispersions 

and higher median values. A wider dispersion and a higher median value is 

shown on the planning question compared to the monitoring question. 

While skudents' improvements and maintenance of knowledge of 

compare/cmtrast structure are clearly seen, the data suggest the students 

performed better m the monitomgfrevising question than on the pl-ing 

question at maintenance- 



Ouestion Two Summary 

Maintenance 

+Median 
" Ou trier 

In summary, the data and box and whisker plots in Figures 5 and 6 

dearly show that the students improved in their rnetacognitive knowledge of 

the two text structures. This improvement was reflected in their ability to 

verbalize abut how each text structure should be organized. At posttest, 

studentt ability to talk about how to generate ideas and organize them to fit 

the text strume showed mgre improvements than did their ability to 

monitor text and suggest revisions to fit the structure. 



Did the Cognitive Strategies in Writing Curridurn successfully 

induce rnetacognitive knowledge of prewriting strategies and actual 

use of prewriting strategies in the students? 

Responses to the interview question, "When you are asked to write a 

paper, what do you do first?", students' observed use of prewriting 

strategies were were analyzed to determine changes in students' statable 

knowledge and actual use of prewiting strategies. To allow comparisons of 

sta table knowkdge with demonstrated use of prewriting strategies, 

observations of strategy use were given a numerical code to match the values 

on the interview question. See Chapter 3 for more details. Mean scores in 

Table 5 suggest a notable gain in students' stated knowledge or prewriting 

strategies from pretest to posttes t. 

Table 5 : Means and Standard Deviations for Knowledge of 
Prewriting Strategies at Pretest, Posttes t, and 
Maintenance (n=12) 

Pretest Posttest Maintenance 

What do you do first? Mean .50 2.17 1 S8 
S.D (-52) (1.03) (1.17) 

Qualitative analysis of the kterview data was conducted to assist with 

the interpretation of the statistics. At pretest, all twelve students' responses 



indicated that the first thing they wodd do is either write the date or title, 

draw a margin, or "think and then write*'. 

At pretest &e refa~omhip between the students2aclc of sta table 

knowledge and actual pre'~.t-riti;lg strategy use was matched for both 

sfxrrcta~es. Tn ~+fing kbe descriptive reports, nine students wrote the date, 

their name and the title and immebiately started to write, while three others 

took some time to W and then started writing. i,tffien writing the 

comparef contrast papers at the pretest, none of sfurlents demonstrated any 

r&ecfive thinking 0;- use oi prewTiting strategies. 

At the students" declarative knuwIedge of prewiting strategies 

had shifted- At this time nine of the students indicated that they would do 

some prewriting activity. Six f those nine students stated that they would 

use prewrifing strategies whi& included organization of ideas by categcx-ies. 

For example, one d the six studenb said, "Put down my ideas, ta plan my 

ideas, then I organize my ideas, and put them in order and then write my 

rough draft.'"other stated, "First, ]I ask myself, who am I writing this for, 

why am I writing this, and then I brainstorm what I know, and organize my 

wordst*. Yet anuther suggested, "'Plan it, like ask myself what I know a b u t  ii 

and who I'm twitkg it far, and then write the stuff down in groups together." 

Three of them said that they would make a list of ideas or information, while 

the remaining three students said that they would think about what they 



were going to write and then write.. 

Actual observed strategy use at this phase showed ihat when writing 

the descriptive report papers, half of the students spontaneously listed their 

ideas, then webbed or categorized and ordered the categories according to 

importance. One student brainstormed a list of idezs, while the remaining 

five students did not demonstrate any prewriting strategies that were visible. 

When writing tire cuinpare/contrast papers, seven students made a 

compare/contrast organize sheet Sefore they started to write. Two made a list 

of ideas, md the remaining three students demonstrated no overt use of 

prewriting strategies. Thev wrote a title and began their compositions. 

Six weeks after the end of ihe study, seven of the students stated that 

they would use some form of prewriting strategies. Three of the seven 

indicated that they would organize information by categories, while four said 

they rvould list or brainstom their ideas before they wrote. 

At maintenance, four students demonstrated spontaneous use of 

prewriting strategies while writing descriptive reports. Three of those webbed 

nr 11-rapped their ideas and ordered &em by importmxe m d  one sixdent 

made a list of ideas More writing. The remaining eight students 

demonstrated no prewiting strategy use. One of these eight students did 



remark however, ''I could web first, but T won't because I'm not going to be 

marked on this." This could suggest that the motivation to make the effort to 

use prewriting strategies depends on the student's perception of the utility of 

the task. The lack of spontaneous strategy use for the remaining students 

supports the findings from other studies (e.g. Chan, Cole, & Morris, 1990) 

where students failed to use strategies they had learned without cueing. 

While writing the compare/contrast papers three students made a 

compare/contrast sheet, two others made a list of ideas and the remaining 

seven demonstrated no overt prewriting strategies. 

To allow for comparisons of statable knowledge of prewriting strategies 

with demonstrated strategy use, boxplots were constructed. Examination of 

the boxplots in Figure 7 provides a visual presentation of the differences 

between students' statable knowledge and actual use of prewriting strategies 

between the prettest, posttest and maintenance. The first box in each panel 

reflects students' stated knowledge of prewriting strategies. The second box 

shows their actual use of prewriting strategies while writing descriptive 

papers, and the third box actual strategy use while writing compare/contrast 

papers. It can be clearly seen that students' statable knowledge and strategy 

use haeased fmm pretest to p- ~sttzs:. 

The improvements in demonstrated strategy use at the posttest are 

noteable for both text structures. There was a wider dispersion with a higher 



medim score fur the descriptive report. The difference between pretest and 

posttest for the compare/cuntrast structure is dso notable. The lack of a 

boxplot at the pretest shosvs that students did not demonstrate any 

spontaneous use of prevvriting strategies when writing compare/contrast 

papers, Positive changes at posttest are indicated by the changes in 

dispersions and higher median values. The students' articlafaki~ns were 

more narrowly dispersed compared to actual strategy use when writing 

descriptive reports. The boxplots at maintenace suggest that statable 

knowledge of prewi ting strategies were maintained rdatively well. The 

negatively skewed &stn'butions and lower median scores at maintenance 

show a decline in the rrse of prermiring sfrategie. The bxplots atso show a 

difference between artidations about strategy use and actad performance- 

Question Three Summary 

In sunmay,  the data suggest that fie C S W  curridurn had a positive 

effect on students' m e t a c ~ ~ t i v e  knowledge and use ~i prewriting strategies. 

The data also suggest that students verbafizatiuns about strategy use did not 

dways match their psrformmce. hdaktenance testing s b v s  that there was a 

ddine in students' use of spontaneous of prewriting strategies, while. 

~erba1iaatim ai:mut, the strategies they wufd use was relatively weB 

sustained. 





To determine if there were changes in the sruden isawareness of 

writing purpose and audience, as well as editing strategies, responses in thc 

int~miew questions, Wrhy do you write?" 'WWI- reads your writing?" and 

""Whert you have written a paper, what changes could )mu make?" were 

analyzed qualitative1 y and through descriptive statistics. 

Table 6: lXeans and Standad Deviations for 
Responses to -Metacognitive Interview Question 

DO You Write" (n=12) 

Pretest Posttest Maintenance 

MFhy do you write? &dean 1-00 1.50 1.25 
S-D. (-60) (-15) (-621 

". 

The means in Table 6 for the question, 'Why do you write?" suggest 

improvement in awareness of writing purpose from pretest to post tes i. 

h d y s i s  of &e inten5ew data shows that at pretest ten students 

thought writing to be a task that 'Yeachers make me do", or that "help me 

learn'" me oher two stated, "Xeser thought about it'" and "So I don't have 

to printp" Posttest int-iew analysis showed a change in awareness, for half 



of the students whose r r ~ p ~ r n s  indirakd w r i h g  tn be a cammunlcative act 

Responses such as, "You write for, io teach people about things", "To teach 

peopk how to l e m  things"" T o  t& people what you've been doing", are 

indicative of tNs change. At maintenance five studexrtsbresponses indicated 

writing to be a commwicarir-t3 act, while the remaining seven suggested they 

wrote for the teacher arid to improve their skills. 

The box plots in Figure 8 further support this finding. The change in 

dispersion and the higher median score at posttest show improved 

awareness of writing purpose. The data show the changes in awareness of 

writing purpose ta have k n  relatively well maintained. 

Figure 8: Bornlots of Student's Statable KnowId~e 
of Writing Purpose at Pretest, Posttest 
and Maintenance 

Key: " Outlier 

Pretest Posttest Maintenance 



Table 7: Means a d  Standard Deviations for 
OL - 
"14%~ Reads Your Writing?" {(n=12) 

--- 
Pretest Pos ttest ,Main ten ance 

Analysis of pretest interview data shows a fimited a ~ w e n e s s  of 

audience. The majority of responses, eleven students, indicated that the 

teacher, and occasionally parents read studen tskri t ing.  The responses did 

not reflect any indication that s t u d m t s h ~ i t i n g  might be informative to 

ofhers. At the psttet, a31 twelve students had shifted their thinking about 

audience to include a wider variety of people. Posttest interview responses 

inducted such cornmenis as, '%nyone who wants to", "son~wne, or  kids who 

want to learn, get information'" and 'bother kids, teachers"'. By the posttest 

the students had experienced their papers being read by a variety of people, 

b t h  adults and children, providing them with evidence that there is a wider 

audience for o&s ttrltten produs& not just the teacher who set the 

assi,onment. At maintenance three students' responses suggested that their 

writing was read by people who wanted to learn or get information. Eight of 



Figure 9: BoxpIots of Students' Statable Knowled of Audience 
at Pretest, Posttest and Maintenance 

Pretest Maintenance 

Key: *Median 

The box plots in Figure 9 provide visual evidence of these results. At 

pretest half of the students indicated a limited audience awareness, with one 

outIier whose response reflected awareness of a wider audience. The outlier 

muId be explained by the fact that this student' S home school had put on a 

"Writer's Fair" the previmis spring. The changes in awareness of audience at 

the posttest are deady visible. The data suggest that students' awareness and 



audience were also reflected in the studenfsg writing as has been discussed in 

the first section of this Chapter. 

While one of the major objectives of the intervention was to improve 

use of prewriting strategies, editing and revision of papers were included in 

the intervention as p a t  of the total writing process. Since editing was not 

emphasized as much as prewritng, pretest-posttest data analysis of changes in 

knowledge of editing strategies focussed only on stated knowledge. 

Table 8: Means and Standard Deviations for 
Responses to Metaco~nitive Interview Question, 
"What Changes Could You Make?" (n=12) 

Pretest Posttest Maintenance 

What changes can  you make? Mean 1 .08 2.42 1 S8 
5.D. (-671 C97) C901 

-----------.------------------------------------------ 

Table 8 gives the group's mean scores to ihe question "When you've 

finished writing a paper, what changes could you make?" Means in Table 9 

suggest there was an improvement from pretest to postest. The mean score at 

maintenance suggests that the knowledge of editing strategies was relative1 y 

well sustained. 



Qrralitafiw analysis of the interview data was carried out to assist with 

the interpretation of the statistics. At pretest, seven students' responses to the 

question, refiected poor and low knowledge of editing strategies. The 

responses dealt with fixing mechanical errors such as spelling and 

punctuation, and making it longer to fill the page, or asking th2 teacher. 

Pustfest interview data reflects a shift from a focus on surface level features of 

text to more verbalizations about editing for clarity, the ~ e e d  for sufficient 

information and discussion about organization. Eight students suggested they 

would make changes that focussed on meaning, clarity and organizatio~. For 

example, one student stated, " Like a category that doesn't fit, you have to put 

it in the right placeee'. Another said, "Take a senience from one paragraph and 

put it into a different paragraph". Two students' responses suggested they 

would make sure they had sufficient information and details, while one 

student focussed on mechanics and surface level features. At maintenace, 

two students suggested they might make changes in the organization, and 

darit): of their paper, while four indicated they wouid add more details, and 

make sure thev had sufficient information. Five others focussed on length 

on15 and c?-> on mechanical features of the text. 

The box plots in Figge 110 provide opporfunities for visual 

examination of these rertlts. The increased awareness and knowledge of 

editing strategies at the posttest is clearly evident in the change in dispersion 

and higher median vdue. Maintenance of this knowledge was again* 



CSEV arriwfrrm was effective in changing students' awareness of editing 

and revising strategies. 

Figure 10: BoxpEots of Stude~ts' Statable Knowledge 
of Editing Strafenies at Pretest to Posttest and 
Maintenance 

Pretest Pos ttes t Maintenance 

Ker_: *Median 
"Ou tlier 

In summary ,  the analyisis of the data indicates an improvement in 

metacognitive knowledge of writing purpose, audience and editing strategies 

from pretest to posttest. The improvements in students' metacognitive 

knowledge were relatively well maintained. 



To determine @Ranges in the students' self-efficacy and related 

attributions for writing the students were asked to rate the descriptive report 

papers they had written at pre and posttests, on a 5 point scale (very good, 

good, fair, needs improvement, and poor), and give reasons for the expected 

mark. 

Table 9: Group Mean m d  Standard Deviation Scores 
for SeLf-Efficacv Ratings for Writing 
Descriptive Reports at Pretest, Posttest I, and Posttest 2 

Pretest 

Posttest I 

-Mean (S-D) 

2.5 -80 

3-25 1.06 

Means in Table 9 suggest there was a change in students' ~&-efficacy 

from pretest to each posttest. The boxplots in Figure 11 are a visual 

reyresenta tion of the changes in students' self efficacy ratings. The 

dispersions and higher median d u e s  at the posttest show the changes ir. 

students" expected outcome ratings. 



Pretest Posttest  1 Posttest  2 

* Median 

Qualitative analysis of the data shows that at pretest none of the 

students expected a mark above fair. Eight students expected fair, two 

expected needs improvement and two expected poor. At the first posttest a 

total of fou students expected either a very good or good rating, with none of 

the students expecting a poor rzting. The positive trend for expectations. 

continwd at the second posttest, with more than half of the students 

expecting either a very good or good mark, and only one student expecting a 

poor mark. 

Students' attribution statements were categorized for akility, effort, 

strategy use, and task ease/lu&. Thus, '? am smart': and "I am a good writer" 



frequency of responses for each of the attribution categories. 

An increase in attributions for effort and strategy use is indicated at the 

first posttest- 33% trend continued at the second posttest when more than 

half of the students made af3ributions fur effort and strategy use. 

Table 10: Frequenw of Reported Attributions at Pretest, 
Posttest l and Posttest 2 

Pretest Posttest 1 Posftest 2 

Abilitv 

Effort 

Strategy Use 0 

Task EaseJLuck 3 

Didn't wurk hard h 3 



This data suggests ,Eat students began to see the effects oi using strategies on 

their writing pdormance. Although attribution retraining was not part of 

this stc&dya it is felt &at feedback which emphasized strategy use and effort 

had an effect on this result. 

Ouestion Five Swmarv 

In summaryf the data suggest a positive change in students' 

performance ~t>cpecrtations for writing the descriptive papers. C h anges in 

attributions related to outcome expectations are also indicated as students 

made more attribution statements related to strategy use at the end of the 

intervention. 



h this study, the Cognitive Siratem - - Instraction in Writing - (CSItV) 

program developed by Englert and her colleagues (Engfert, 1990; 1992If was 

used to teach writing skills and strategies to a group of 12 learning disabled 

students. Of interest were ihe effects of the C S W  Intervention on students' 

knowledge and skiffs far it~iting descriptive reports and cornapre/contrast 

papers, on their knowledge and use of prewriting strategies, and their 

awareness of writing p~rpose, audience and editing strategies. Also of 

interest was the students' self-efficacy for writing and related attributions or 

self perceptions iihi1.t writing. 

Posttest writing samples indicated improvements in the students' 

overall writing of the two ~ " p e s  of text structures. Specir'icdly, at the posttests 

students wrote papers that adhzred to the topic, were better organized to fit 

the text ;frtrcttrre, and were more interesting to read. This replicates the 

findings of Englert and her colleagms (Englert, 1992; Raphad& Englert, 

198%. This improrerne~t in writing was accompanied by positive changes in 

the students' metacapitive knowledge of text structure, of the wriiing 

process, and of writing process strategies. 

Students' bowledge of the organization of the two fext structures 





they might use and their actual use of the strategies. 33% finding is 

supported in the iiterafure which has shown a non-linear relationship 

positive. There was a shift to tKnking a b u t  writing as a soda1 and 

rammunicative act for half of fie students- The responses of the other half, 

Izo~wver, suggested thw continued to cling to a nation that writing is 

wrnefhing done in schooI. The fact that the intervention induded 

discussions intended to improve conditional strategy knowledge of why, 

when and where -the students could use the **POWER" strategies strategies, 



pwess, more than Ekefy contributed to this result. Also, during the 

intervention the students shared their papers with other students and other 

members of staff. Completed papers were prominently displayed in the room. 

Through this sharing of their writing the students began to develop an 

awareness of a wider audience other than only themselves and their teacher. 

There were positive changes in the students' awareness and knowledge 

of editing/revising strafegies. The use of the "Edit Think Sheet" which 

fomssed the students' attention on the need to read their papers while 

thinking a b u t  the clarity, interestingness and organization, rather than only 

on correcting lo-swr order skifls, probably affected this change. 

Finally, there were definite changes in self-efficacy for writing between 

the pretest and the posttests. The latter were accompanied by more 

attributions for strategy use and effort. There were changes away from 

uncontrollable causes for outcomes, both internal and external, to con trollable 

internal attributions of effort and strategy use. This result may have been a 

result of the feedback which fucussed on how prewriting strategies help one to 

organize far m m  effective writing. 

The increase in students' knowledge of the descriptive report and 

compare/contrast structures, and the increased skills in writing those text 

structures were maintained relatively well at maintenance six weeks after the 



despite the teachers having been inserviced in the CSrW program, zone of thc 

students had actualfy been exposed to any of the CSIW methods and materials 

after they left the Centre. 

The improvement in students' spontaneous use of prewriting 

strategies was not well maintained. The students' verbalizations indicated a 

higher level of strategy use than they actually demonstrated. This may have 

been affected by motivational variables. The perception of the task as not 

being relevant to their classroom may have accounted for some of the 

students not applying the strategies and skills they had learned. One of the 

students actually commented, that while he could organize his ideas before 

writing, he was choosing not to because his paper was not being marked. 

More than likely, this student did not see the utility of expending energy on a 

strategy and a task which he did not feel was that important. While only one 

student verbalized this, it may well be that the lowered results obtained at 

maintenance could have been affez:ed by similar motivational variables for 

other students. Also, there is evidence in the literature that learning disabled 

students do not spontaneously use strategies they have in their knowledge 

base (Chan, C d e  & Morris, 1990; Gelzheiser, Curt &r Sheperd, 1987). 

In summary, the students in this study showed improvements in their 

writing of the descriptive report and compare/contrast structures. This 



irnprmement w a s  reflecied in Increased metac~gnitive know'iedge of the 

organization of these two text structz:es, z;,S ,,I prewriting strategies which 

facifitated such organization. The improvements in students' organization of 

the papers written, and staying on and developing their topic, indicate an 

impror~ment in metacognitive awareness and knowledge about components 

of the writing process, but in particular of planning and organizing. This 

resulted in an increased proficiency in the use of strategies needed to execute 

the task more effectiveIy. Finally, the students reported more positive 

expectations for success when writing their papers, and made more 

attributions related to strategy use and effort. These results indicate that a 

holistic writing process approach, which emphasises dialogue and procedural 

facilitators, is an effective way to teach writing skills and strategies to learning 

disabled students. 

Limitations and Suggestions -- for Further Research 

There were several limitations to this study. First, this study had a 

small sample. As a result, generalizations from this study are constrained. 

More studies on the effectiveness of the C5IW curriculum with larger 

samples of learning disabled students are in order. 

Second, while the efficacy of the CSW intervention was clearly 

demonstrated, the absence of a comparison group makes it impossible to 
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definitively say that the Enilf  approach is more effective than another form 

of writing instruction, To determine which process writing approach is most 

effective for learning disabled students, a study which compares the effects of 

the CSIW program with a different process writing approach, such as one 

which uses conferencing as a means of instructing students, might be 

conducted. 

Third, while 

longer time period 

differences between pre and posttest were found, having a 

for the intervention may have had stronger maintenance 

effects. Since writing is a complex task, conducting an intervention over a 

longer time would have provided more practice for students in using 

prewriting strategies, in organizing their texts and in writing their papers. 

Further, a longer period of instruction would have allowed more time to be 

spent on the revising/editing component of the CSTW intervention. The 

chances of students encoding the text structure organization and writing 

process strategies more effectively into their long term memory would have 

been increased. Further, by providing opportunities for peer editing, 

increased awareness of audience and audience needs might have resulted in 

even better text organization and overall more sophisticated writing. 

Finally, while the CSIW intenrention included as part of the planning 

and organizing step, reading and researching from various sources, no 

measures of possible changes in reading comprehension of expository 



materids mate ere included in his stud:;. To date, there is little empirical 

evidence of writing instruction leading to improvements in reading 

comprehension with learning disabled students (Bos, 1991). It is 

recommended that writing intervention studies which focus on teaching 

expository text structures, examine changes in students' compehension of 

expository material and explore the relationship between teaching text 

structure in writing and reading comprehension. 

Implications for Instructional Practice 

The positive results of this study have implications for writing 

instruction with learning disabled students. First, in supporting the findings 

of Englert et. al (in press) this study has dearly demonstrated that process 

oriented writing instruction can be effective with learning disabled students. 

Given the current trend to mainstreaming of special needs students, there is a 

need to find appropriate instructional approaches and curricula which can be 

incorportated within a classroom for the benefit of a wide variety of learners. 

The CSIW curriculum, which encompasses the spirit of the the Year 2000, the 

new British Columbia Language Arts program, and current trends in literacy 

instruction, meets that criteria. 

Second, while this study only lasted ten weeks, the amount of 

instructional time allocated per week was very intensive, four periods of forty 



five minutes each. By alIocating sufficient instructionaj time to writing 

learning disabled students can learn to improve their writing ability and 

knowledge about the writing process in a process oriented approach. This 

supports those who have called for more instructional writing time for 

learning disabled students (Christenson et al., 1989), and has implications for 

current practices in learning assistance. As delivery of service to learning 

disabled students is changing, many learning assistance teachers are finding 

that they are providing rotating and shorter terms of instruction to their 

learning disabled students. As such, the CSIW curriculum provided on an 

intensive, short term basis would be an appropriate and effective intervention 

for improving learning disabled students' written language skills and 

knowledge. 

For teachers contemplating the use of the CSIW program several 

suggestions are made. First, it is important that teachers who use the CSIW 

curriculum make eel-tain that they do not let the "Think Sheets" become 

merely "busy work" sheets. The "Think Sheets" are one method of making 

the writing process, its strategies and the organization of the genre more 

visible to students, thereby helping them access the strategies and knowledge 

from memory until they become automatic. Second, teachers must not feel 

that because the students have brainstormed their ideas they are ready to 

write.. The "Organize Think Sheet" is an important component of the 

organization step in teaching the students how to categorize and organize 



their thoughts according to the genre they are using. Third, it is important 

that teachers model strategies by talking aloud as they demonstrate the 

execution of the strategies. Fourth, while the C S W  curriculum foctisses on 

expository writing, the instructional methods seem appropriate for teaching 

other genres. Accompanying "Think Sheets" appropriate to other structures 

can be easify developed. Fi~ally, to induce in children the motivation to be 

more strategic, feedback related to how strategy use has had a positive effect on 

their writing performance is indicated. 
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Appendix 1 

Information to Parents and 
Parent Consent Form 



INFORMATTON TO PARENTS 

Instruction in written language is a major component of the 
instructional programme provided for students at the 
Centre. This term the focus of written language instruction will be on 
teaching students to become better writers by learning how to write 
descriptive and compare/contrast paragraphs, as well as planning, organizing 
and editing strategies for writing. 

This planned written language programme is part of a study designed 
to examine the effects of teaching specific text structures and writing strategies 
on learning disabled students' written language skills and their knowledge of 
the writing process. This study is designed to meet the requirements towards 
a Master's Degree for Mrs. K. Thomas, and has been approved by the 
Vancouver School Board's Student Assessment and Research Department. 
As such, this requires the informed consent of parents. 

Please indicate whether or not you agree to your son/daughterls 
participation in the study described above. Any questions regarding the study 
may be directed to Kathy Thornas at . You may obtain a copy of the 
results of this study upon its completion by contacting Kathy Thomas at the - 

Centre.  

Please keep this letter for you information and return the attached 
form wth your child. 

Kathy Thomas 



CONSENT FORM FOR PARENT OR GUARDIAN 

I have read the attached information sheet and understand the nature 
of the study. I understand that all data coliected will be confidential. I may 
direct any questions and/or comments as well as be able to obtain a copy of 
the results from Kathy Thomas. 

YES, I give consent for my son/daughter, - 
(Student's full name) 

to be part of the study. 

NO, I refuse consent for my soddaughter, 
(Student's full name) 

be part of the study. 

(Parerr t/Guardian 'S full name) 

(Date) 



Appendix 2 

Directions for Writing Samples Script 



Instructions from teacher 

For descriptive report structure 

I would like to see how well you can write a paper that describes and 

informs. Think or pretend that you are writing this for someone who knows 

very little about the topic. You might like to describe a sport, or a place you 

visited on your holidays, or your best friend. You can pick any topic you like, 

but remember it should be a paper that describes something and informs. 

For compare/cofitrast - structure 

I would like to see how well you can write a paper that compares and 

contrasts two things. Your are writing this for someone who knows very little 

about the topic you choose. It should tell how two things are alike and 

different. You can choose any topic you like, for instance you might like to 

compare/contrast your two favourite sports or two friertcis that you have, or 

two places that you have gone to on holididays. 



Appendix 3 

Scoring Criteria for Writing Samples 



Descriptive Report: Primarv Traits for Scoring 

(a) Identification of Topic: 

3 points: topic/what is being describedlreported on is clear: includes a topic 
or introductory sentence 

2 points: -while topic is evident, there is no effective topic sentence to 
introduce and cue the reader; topic is not fully developed 

1 point: topic not dear anti1 late in the passage, is poorly developed, 
may stray of topic 

0 points: topic never becomes clear, or use of a different structure 

(b) Organization 

3 points: information is organized by categories, which are supported by 
relevant details; categories organized so there is a good flow from 
one to the other 

2 points: inconsistent attempt to organize by categories; includes more details 
without a clear main idea, or category to support 

I point: provides detail information given in random order; gives unrelated 
ideas 

0 points: used a different text structure 

Holistic Scoring-Interstinnness: 

3 points: very interesting, had a good beginning, which made the reader 
want to read on; used informative descriptive words, good 
sentences, and conclusion that gave feeling of completeness 

2 points: somewhat interesting, attempts to use good sentences, and use 
descriptive words; all parts not clear 

1 point: not at all interesting, poorly written, with little information, so 
reader loses interest and does not have the feeling of being informed 

0 point: gave ody a list 



Compare/Contrast - Primarv Trait Scoring 

{a) identification of what is being compared/contrasted 

3 points: paper clearly identifies two things being compared/contrasted and 
includes an introduction which signals the structure; focussed 
and on topic 

2 points: what is being compared/contrasted is evident, but there is no topic 
sentence to cue the reader; incomplete development of the topic 
under discussion 

I point: some comparison/contrasts are made at some point, but topic 
not clear until late in the passage; may stray off the topic 

O points: no clear ida of topic/purpose of the paper; a different structure 

(b) description of similarities and differences 

3 points: organized by categories which are supported by relevant details; 
details explain both likenesses and differences within a category 

2 points: attempts made to compare/ contrast by categories, but not effectively 
done; categories indicated, but not supported by details, or details 
given which do not support a category 

I point: only details compared or contrasted 

0 points: incorrect structure, or descriptions only given 

(cl use of kev/simal words 

3 points: key words used to signal both similarities and differences (alike, 
different or synonyms); a variety of key words used in the passage 

2 points: attempts to use key words to signal a comparison or contrast, but 
minimal; not much variety in use cif key words 

I incorrect use of key words; tends to use "and" (e.g. Dogs eat bones 
and cats eat cat food.) 

0 points: no use of key words at all 



Holistic Score--1nterestingness 

3 points: very interesting, good beginning which makes the reader want to 
read on; uses descriptive words and makes some interesing 
comparisons / contrasts; paper has feeling of completion 

2 points: somewhat interesting, some attempts to take reade into 
consideration, some interesting parts, but no consistently so 

l point: not at all interesting; poorly written with little information so reader 
loses interest 

0 point: only a listing of information, no structure at all 



Appendix 4 

Metacclmi tive Interview Strip ts 



"One activity that you are often asked to do in your classes is writing 
stories, papers or reports. I want to ask YOU some questions to find out what 
you thinksad know about writing. So (hat I will be able to remember what 
you tell me, and because I probably can't write as fast as you can talk, I want to 
use the tape recorder. When we've finished the interview, 1'11 play it back 
and you can hear what you've said if you like." 

Knowledge of Process and Strategies 

1. Can you tell me why you write? Who reads your stories and 
papers? 

2. Teil me what you do first when you are asked to write a 
paper? 

3. Teachers often ask students to make changes to their papers to 
make them better. If you were asked to change a paper to 
improve it or make it better, what kinds of changes could you 
make? 

Knowledge of Text Structure (Pretest Interview) 

l. BillylDebbie has been given the topic "Cats"/"How Cats and 
Dogs are Alike and Different" to write about. 
How can you help Bill; IDebbie put his / her ideas together for 
his/her "Cats" / "How cats and Dogs Are Alike 
and Different" paper? 

2. This is the paper on "Cats"/"How Cats and Dogs Are Alike and 
Different" written by BillyiDebbie. Let's read it together. 
Do you think heJshe is doing the assignment 
right? Is his/her paper finished? What changes would you make 
to this paper to improve it? You can write on/mark the paper 
if you like, or use the empty space below if you like. 



Pretest Structures for Ouestion 2 

I like cats the best. Cat are nice and fwy. They have daws and c m  
scratch you if you bug them. they pun when they happy My cats name is 
panther and he is nice and he doesn't scratch me much. 

(b) Cats and Doas 

Cats have claws that help them climb trees, but dog don't. Dogs are 
man" best freinds, but some people don't like cats. Cats and dogs rue pets. 
You can take a dog for a wok. Cats go outside to catch birds and mice. Dogs 
only prtect you and sleep in the dog houes. 



Knowledge of Text Structure fPosttest Interr4ew) 

2. This is the paper on 'D~ogs"'/t"How S;Zjhdes and Sharks Are Mike and 
Different'Mtten by BiISylDebbie. Let's read it tugether. 
Do you think he/she is doing the assignment 
right? Is his/her paper finished? &hat changes would you make 
to this paper fa improve if? You can write on f mark the yaper 
if you like, or use the empty space Mow if you like. 

Posttest Structures 

I like dogs becuase they are man's best friend. they weag their talcs and 
lick your face They can growl when you bug them- They wag th& tale when 
they happy. My dogs name is spot and he is nice and he doesnmt lick my face 
tm much. 

%me ways that whales and sharks are alike and different. Whales live 
in the ocean. sharks have were shrap teeth and are dangerous. Whales are 
mammals. Tfre killer Ih.haIe is black and white and he is not reily a killer. 

le and even smaller bats .  



Maintenance S ~ c t u ~ e s  

Cars haw ingins. Ti.lev have tires a d  a steering whel. f would fike to 
have a a lamborghini or may& a porwhe. You can go places with cars. Like 
you can drive to the beach or to Stadey Prak in your car. 

&l Frws and Taads 



Appendix 5 

Scaring Criteria fur Interviews 



Why d s  vcsu write? 

ers 2 points: share ideas, keep records, communicate, teach 0th 
indicates idea of writing as a soci-cultural activity 

I point: to get a job, to improve spelling, etc., teachers make me do it 

0 points: never thought of it, SO I don't have to print, or don't know 

Who reads vour writing? 

3 points: wide audience, indicates idea of publication; audience wants to 
be informed or learn; communicate with reader 

2 pints: *'If, teacher; sometimes parents 

I point: self and teacher only 

0 point: nobody, or no idea, no response 

What do vou do first? 

3 points: indicates prewriting strategies and activities: planning and 
organizing: brainkstonning, putting down ideas and 
organizing them (may indude doing research as part of idea 
generation) 

2 points: indicates thinking maybe reading, but main emphasis 
is on listing or brainstorming of ideas, but no 
organizing of ideas prior to writing 

1 point: take time to think a b u t  the topic, maybe ask teacher 
and then rvrite rough draft, does not indicate 
any f isting 

O points: trrite date, We, draw a margin, then write 



What changes could vorr make: 

3 points: focus on organization, meaning, and clarity includes some 
awareness of audience needs 

2 points: focus on adding details, and adding more information 

1 point: focus on mechanics, spelling, punctuation, length and neatness 

0 points: no clear idea, ask the teacher 

How should Biliv/Debbie ornanize the information? (Description) 

3 points: talks about organizing ideas by categories and indicates knowledge 
of need to have categories supported by details 

2 points: mixing of details and categories in combination with no dear 
distinction between the'two 

f point: gives details, and does not attempt to organize them in any way 

0 pint:  no idea, or giving information extraneous to the topic and structure; 
they should ask the teacher 

Help Billv / Debbie chanp;e/fix - the paper.(Descrip - tion) 

3 points: 

2 paints: 

I p& 

0 points: 

need to reorganize it by categories,organize information that 
belongs together and add more information to support each 
category; take out extraneous information; 

add more details, move some of the sentences to make it read 
better, indicating the need for better organizaton; does not indicate 
knowledg of need to have categories more clearly defined 

make it longer, added random details, and fix surface hvel 
features (mdanics) 

mechanics only, or its's fine and doesn't need 
any fixing 



How should Billv/Debbie organize? (Compare/Contrast) 

3 points: begin with a statement that tells how the two animals are alike 
and different, then organize by categories and provide details 
of likenesses and differences for each category 

2 points: talk about all the things that are the same, and then all the things 
that are different, mixing of categories and details. 

1 point: listing of details of likenesses and/or differences in random order 
(They both sleep. They eat pet food. Cats don't like bones. Cats 
have fur.) 

O points: no idea, unclear to meaning, or extraneous information 

Help Billy / Debbie &ange/fix the paper. (Corrtpare/ Contrast) 

3 points: reorganize the information into categories and add details, need 
to talk a b u t  both animals, there is too much about one; include 
more categories on which they are both alike and 

different and support with details; suggested key words ( indicates 
knowledge of parallel structure in comapre/conirast) 

2 points: add more information about how they are the same or different; 
but organized so that distinction between categories and details is 
not clear 

I point: make it longer, add some details, and fix mechanical errors 

O point: mechanics only; it's fine 



Appendix 6 

Self-Efficacy and Attribution Scak 



Suppose I were to mark the paper you just wrote. How good a mark 

would you get? 

Here are some possible reasons you would get that mark* Which one 

do you think is the reason for your getting that mark? 

Ca) I '~tforked h d  (bj the teacher likes me 

(c) I am smart id) I used good strategies 

fe) the work was easy (e) I am a good writer 



Appendix 7 

Sample Passages for Text Analvsis 



Descripfive Report Structure 

Flving Squirrel - 

The flying squirrel is an unusual animal. It is the smallest of the 

different types of squirrels. The longest it grows is about 25 centimeters. It has 

extra skin on both sides of its body. When it jumps its legs and the extra skin 

act like wings, letting tke squireel sail through the air. Most flying squirrels 

sail about 15 meters, but some have sailed as much as 45 meters. These litle 

animals are hard to see because they are active only at night. They are found 

in both Canada and the United Sates. 

Vancouver 

There are many tall buildings and a lot of traffic in 

Vancouver. Many x)eole five in houses with gardens, but there are 

many; apartment buildings too. You can go swimming at the beach. And 

Stanley Park is very big and popular. It has a Children's Zoo, the Aquzrium 

and Lost 'Lagoon, lner is a bridge across to ~ o r t h  Vancouver. Some people 

say i f  is the most- beautiful city. 



Compare/ Contrast Structure 

Honevbees and Bumblebees 

Bumblebees are larger and fuzzier than honeybees. Moneyb=es and 

bumblebees use their antennae to smell and hear. Honeybees and 

bumblebees use their tongues to drink nectar from flowers. They turn the 

nectar into honey. Both are busy, but bumblebees don't work nearly as hard 

as honeybees, because they don't have to store food for the winter. The nests 

of bumblebees are smaller than those of honeybees. While honeybee nests 

can have up to 80 000 bees in them, bumblebee nests only have about 50 to 

100 bees. 

Two kinds of lettuce 

Two kinds of lettuce we often see in the store are head lettuce and leaf 

letfxce. Head lettuce grows in a firm round shape iike a head. Leaf lettuce is 

friiiy and leafy. People use head lettuce to make salads. They ran both be 

grown in the garden. 



Appendix 8 

Sample Lesson Scripts 

a: Text Analysis Script 

b: Strategy Teaching Script 



Text AnaIysis Script 

Direct students' aitention to the "Flying Squirrel" paper. Ask if anyone has 
any idea bout what this paper will be about? 

Model thinking, by saying, "I think this will tell me about the flying squirrel. 
I'm going to read the first sentence, to see if I can get any clues about what 
information about flying squirrels might be in this paper". Direct the 
questions so that the students begin to see the questions the teacher has as she 
reads the model passage. 

After reading the passage, direct students to the organization of the structure. 
"As I read this p a r w a p h  I thought that this was a very interesting 
descripiion. There were some key questiens that were answered. For 
instance, I was wondering what ~ ~ o u l d  make this animal unusuaI? One 
thing that makes t%lis animal unusual is its legs and the skin flap ." 

Encourage students to participate in the dialogue, by asking them what other 
information was given that made it unusual (it can "fly", they are very 
small). 

Continue modelling and think alcud, by asking, "You know what I'm 
wondering it there isn't some information that was left out? I'm wondering 
if the length of the squirrel includes its tail?" Encourage students to express 
any information they are wondering about. "Are there any other questions 
you might be wondering about?" (e.g. Can they be found all over Canada and 
the US., or just some regions of these countries?) 

"That ti7as excellent. I think that whovever wote this would have a lot of 
information about what things could be put An or taken out. This paper is a 
descriptive report. It informs us about something, I could tell right away, 
from the first sentence that this was going to describe or report on something. 
m e n  f read the title and the first sentence I thought of the information and 
things that the writer who wrote this would have to include. The first 
sentence indicated to me that the writer was going to answer the question 
"What makes this little animal so unasual?", and in my opinon, the writer 
answered that question, although helshe could have been a little more 
specific in telling where the extra skin is located. I knew that the writer 
would probably include some other information about what this squirrel 
Iooks Eke, or its appearance. Let's talk about the other categories of 
information that were included in this description. This leads to a discussion 
about the organization of the paper. 



"Yes, it talks about it fives. That3 c d k d  its Habitat. What okher kind 
of information does it give us? Yes, it talks a b u t  some of what it dos,  or 
how it acts, we can cdf that Ekhavior." 
As students come up with the categories of infornation# list them on the 
board. 

"We've just looked at a paper that is a description and informs. We call 
it a descriptive report. You might be thinking that it's a bit short for a 
report, but it has the same parts as a descriptive report you might be asked to 
write in your daffroom, Let's rwiew the parts that this report had." 
At this point review the paris, Winat it is, TjL'here it iiveb, What it looks 
like). Tomorrow we21 *be looicing at another report." 

Analysis of the s a n d  sample, which is not as well organized and 
informative wodd be done next. 



This lesson f d l o ~ ~ = s  the test analvsis lessons. Review what good descriptive 
report papers look like, what kind of information they should have, and 
how it is organized to meet the needs of readers. 

Direct students' attention to the "Plan Think Sheet" on the d ~ a r t /  overhead. 

'We are going to learn how to write descriptive reports. To be able to bu this, 
we need to follow certain steps. To follow the steps we will use the POWER 
strategy. POxHER stands for Ran, Organize, Write, Edit and RevisejRewri te." 
Direcf students to the FQWER QZTESTIOhTS chart 

'Today we are going to learn about the first step in writing a descriptive 
report- The first thing I do when I write a paper is plan. That indudes 
thinking about my topic and a b u t  why I am writing the paper and who f am 
writing it for. The planning strategy has three steps and three questions that 
1 ask myself. The fist step is to ask myself, 'Why am f writing this?'The 
second step is to ask, am I writing this for?'" 

'Since we've decided that I will write a short report on eagles, I think f'm 
writing it to inform others don? t o w  as much about this topic. Who 
m f writing this for? f guess you could say for anyone who tvants to learn 
a b u t  eagIes. Maybe someone has seen one flying near the h a r b r  and is 
interested in learning more a b u t  them, like do they live around here? So 
h e  also answered the question, 'who for?', since it's for people, who want to 
Iem a b u t  eagles"". Teacher fills in the questions Why? and Who? on the 
Plan Think Sheet. 

'The third step is to ask myself and think about what d o  I know a b u t  this 
Vic? f m going to use this sheet (introduce the PIan Think Sheet) to put my 
ideas down so I won't forget them. If f don't know enough, I might have to 
do a f i trk rea&.'"The teacher models the brainstorming. At this point 
students shortfd be encouraged add information to the teacher's brainstormed 
ideas. 

Referring to the hiled in Plan Sheet say: "I have all of this information, but X 
canWt just write it down the way I've got it listed on my Plan Sheet I think I 
need to do something to it. Dcfes anyone have any ideas what I, might have to 
do next?" 



Dirwt studmts attention %a the POWER QUESTION chart. " me next step is 
to srrrganize my ideas. Ekes anyone what &at meam? I have fa ask 
mys& how can 1 put my ideas into =me sort of groups or categories, 
Since I'm wriiing a dexxiptiutr report, fall see what ideas &at f have here go 
together into rategeries &a!: describe Let's see, f have information here that 
tefb a b u t  where: the eagle fives. That could be one category, and f'll label it 
'Habitat*. I also have indomation a b u t  its looks, or "Appearance', that can 
be another category of idcwrnakicm. Ilo I have any orher ideas that go 
together? 

As the categories are derided upn, label them and kt &em on the "Organize 
Tkink Shef', m d  fill in the details to support them from the brainstorm 
sheet. Ali the while ralk through what you are doing. Again, encourage fie 
students to h invoked in the didaiogue as you model the steps of organizing. 

"NOW f have all of this infornation organized into categories- How am I 
going ta write this? bFlrat part wif! I put first? X need tr, think about how to 
order thee  categaries, so that thev wilt flow nicely, and make it interesting 
fix the perwn rirzdi~rg my pap, I iwndm how can f aider my ideas? I 
think I will start with the categuzy that fells about what the eagle is. That way 
f am also going fa 'Ere. intr&ucing the topic to the person reading this. Now I'll 
p ~ t  all the ideas fhat: I braimsiurmed about what eagles are. m a t  category 
could f indude next? feg. LmksiApgearnce) That's good# I think appearance 
fcrllows nice1 y here." 



Appendix 9 

Think Sheets 

a: Power Questions Think Sheet 

b: Plan Think Sheet 

c: Organize Think Sheet 

d: Compare/Contrast Organize Think Sheet 

e: Edit Think Sheet 



W-HY am f writing this? 

WHO am f writing for? 

WHAT do 1 know? (brainstorm) 

Oqpniu,e. 
HOW can f organize my ideas into categories? 

HOW can I order my categories? 

rough draft. 

Which parts are not dear? 

Did I: stick ia the topic? 



PLAN THINK SHEET 

I. WHY? 

2. WHO? 

3. WHAT? 





- -  

A l i k e  t 

i f * 1 Alike? 9i Cferent ? 



EDIT THINK SHEET 

Name ...................... Date ------------- 

READ to CHECK YOUR INFORMATION. 7EdINKIlr 

Which part do I like the best. (Rrt a + by the parts I like best.) 

W-hich parts are not clear? (Put a ? mark by uncfear parts.) 

UUESTION YOURSELF TO CHECK ORGANfZATfON. Did I 

Stick to the topic? YES SORTOF NO 

Use 2-3 categories? YES SORTOF NO 

Identify each category clearly? YES 50RTOF NO 

Give details to exphin each category? YES SORTOF NO 

Use key words ? YES SORTOF NO 

Make it interesting? YES SORTOF NO 

What parts do I want to change? 


