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. . Abstract

R & .
An'investigation was carfried out to determine-
. Whéther 'ten-year old students who are able to use a word

processor and who have beeﬁ’Eﬁ?ﬁsed to the
. A Cy . N . .
* process-conference approach to’teaching writing do

. indeed use the-capab‘l?ties of the 'word protessor to *’
pabId , \
make higher level revisions in their written work'

\ . ' *

.instead-of superficial‘revisions. -

a v

L4

The level of reVL51ons in three writing assigninents

Y
was compared to .other fﬂgtors such as age, ab111ty,

typrng speed, and fac111ty with the use of the Bank

Street Wr tter wotd processing proéram 1q/order fg

determlne the relatlonspup of these factors to the
\

extent chlldren revise their written work.

Lt A case study approach involving the observation of

T thirty-one grade five students was_folloWed{

t

fhildren's revision stretegies were mapped .through a

‘The ‘
) focus ‘on one child; a more peripheral study_oﬁ three
other chlldren and 1nformal observat1ons and product
S ana1y51$ of twenty-seven other students. . o
: | ; ! This study lends support to the findings of others
that limlted exposure to the uss-of a word processor

do?s,not in itself result in young wr;ters making-hxgh’

] ) ' ’
-~ level revisions to their writteﬁ’ﬁork.
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. T - CHAPTER 1 -
A T R - INTRODUCTION -
? The impetus for the study reported in 3h1$ documerit

came’ from t\B recent developmehts in the teachlng of

2

-,—1—/

'wrltlng SklllS to chlldreﬂf (a) "the
L ,6”
\ process-conferencg proach to writing and (b) the use
' l' of a word processor as a writing tool by’ chlldren.‘ The
wr1ting§‘ of DPnald__Gx’aves (1975, 1978, 1979,. 1981, 1982,
1984), Lucy McCormick Calkins (1980, 1982, 1983) and
Donald Murray, (1978, 1982) among others, have
contributed to the interest in "process writing." The

- -
Egtggr's desire to learn‘more about- what' happens when

¢hildren arefexposed to word processors has been kindled .

a‘primarily by the flood of arg}cles in-the educational
journals on the topic of 4sing computers as
" "productivity tools", coupled with a personal interest

in the educational use—of computers and the writings of

Colette Daiute ]1985), in particular.
. _ iy
° Process Writing
"_*”*"’ “ o In commenting on his report, Balance the Basics:

Let Them Write, for ‘the Ford Foundation, Donald Graves

reporteda;' . . . it wad clear thét\tgsﬁgiiy emphasis in

- schools was on the ability of children to receive

r~.

’ '*.55
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~ Wide acceptance throughouf North America, Australia and
A P Y P

‘w . e
. o T 2 . ( : . P k
- T — " -
.ianEmatibnr-NQt to send it" (Graves, 1984 p. 62). - -
Graues' report sought to address the necessity of | .
restoring a .alance gn co@mupicstion'in the.schools,. i :
principal 'éhrough writ;ng..*Since that time, GraVes _ ._.' :.3 {
é§;\ and his colleagues (Graves, 1981, 1983, 1984 Calklns, ';(g’,;

:w'1983q Murray, 1982; sowers,., 1981 Glacobbe, 1981) have )
Py
emphasized an approach to teach1ng.wr1t1ng called 'the T

process—conference' approach--an approaqh whlcblhas.seep,;' d
Q : ° a

Burope. e K o L
. e g— Y ' . 7.

Teachers using ‘this method help students by <~ R

. . 4 — ~ . g ' '
inTtiatfng brief individual conferenceS'dGring the -

kd . * . ¢ . .
. Process of writing, rather than by agsigning topics in

advapce of Writing and making extensive corrections "
o ) - .

\ (5gter the wrﬁtlﬂg is finished. Thﬁsgpcus is on content,

*not .on mechanlcs. The student discovers what.- he or she

- has te say by putting ideas down on paper: The .teacher

‘then provides guidance by, specifichquestioning intended e

to~alléw the student to clarify his or her own 1deaSl
- ) V-
abodt the. 1ntended meanlng of the plece of writlng. A

gneat deal of id\eractlon among studenté is encouraged o

' .

‘in this approacﬁj Children’ regd their texts to thelr '“‘“‘~j

peers, receive feedback énd revise them.
~

‘Through such

. o~ . .a'
’ sharlng with geacher and fellow students, phe yriter.is : . 'tx ﬁ
thus led ‘through successive drafts until the megning is. ‘“ -72
: o - - D - 3
clarified and the topic fully expressed. Teaqhgrs who BEVRE:
1 ' ‘ ) 4 -,;":
' v ' : “"S

] ; . ' N

’ : ¢ N ‘;l;‘L'a
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‘use this method never v1ew the students' writing as
wrong--only unﬁ1n1shed

In the process apptoach to teaching writing, B

“ children's revision of their worh'is seeqkis an |

important component Rev1sion refers to :the act of

.

.changlng somethlng that is’ already comﬁosed ’ It may be

-

v the 51mple changing*of a 1etter or the more complex

W
) . ' o
L N

removal, relocatlon or restructurlng of a phrase or

”;; - sentence. Chlldren show what is 1mportant -to them in

thelr writlng by the’ rev151ons they make.. Revzslons.

—

'5;\ z should be their attempt to convey more &learly their

' L 1ntended meanxng through wrltten expressron, therefore,
- s .
a- major goal of teachers of processrwritlng is to _t? . Y,

encourage chlldren to make meanlngful revisions to .their

-

work, to see thelr wrltlng as somethlng to be reflected-
. . 3
upon, reshaped and reconsidered until their lntended . ' Y

he chlldren should be

meanﬂhg ii ekpressed fully.

- =7 . helped to see that their wriffing should not be
o I . f
considered as. permanently fixed, as if it were carved in
! ) ’ Lot étone 'y

P

.Computer as Writing Tool - , C

- Daiute (1985) commented that writing has become R

- } «

-

'-_ - -. more changeable with ‘the change 1n writing tools.

Writing tools have always affected the process
~ 'of writing, .People have written on cave
. 1 ~-«'Walls, animal skins, clay stone, papyrus, and -
: e ', . paper. They have made their marks on these: - ' :
A AP materials with animal hairs, ‘sticks, chiselgy ‘
e L quills. printing presses, gens, pencils,

rar’ ' .
! .o - . ' -

. . N
.’ 2 N
‘ o /’ ' » ' ' ’
. ' . o - T - ‘ ' R
. . . . . ) . - . . ' . . ‘.-,',,‘1
s, . o . . e - w 7E
. LR S . . REEERR - . R . Wt
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typewriters and now compoters. {p. xiii)

Donald Gtaves and his colleagues have shown that
teachers and children caﬁ work together Eroductively in
writing classes, and recent Work with computers~has
suggested that,,as Ehe coméuter makes the writing
(proceSS~more’pub1%c for-children( they welcome their

teachers into the collaboratrge processan.

Daiute sees the computer as a catalyst for _changing

the writing clasSroom from a teacher-qentered room with

lectures, to a stu@ent-centered'room with a great deal
of writing-going on, In‘such a settina, childreh ahd"f
teachers work together; they share tools, and they
‘harness the power of the machine to thelr own ernds.

In using the computer as a tool in the‘wrrtlng.

class, we exploit its interactiveness and other 'unique
. rhai .

capacities, The "tools" model of)computrhg in education

~is based on a cognitiveédeveloﬁmental approach to

learning. According to this view,

erters learn to write. by/wrrtlng—-by creating’
texts, listening to others' reactions to their
writing, and revising. o-
. . . Because we gp not‘haveﬁdonélusive
research indicating that using a . T
word¥processing program increases writing - ’
quality, computers should be* used-in.
conjunction with thé more plentiful tools: . .
pencils, paper and dictionaries. Even if word
processing were found to be related to better
scores on writing tests, the studies would
.+ . probaply show that such improvement takes

- longer than a school term (Daiute, 1985, p.

18). : . . +

Many ‘educators, however, have declaredztheir,belief_

-
r 2
-

+*

4
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that the word processor would be an invaluable aid in v
. < N, .
allowing young writers to more easily make revisions to

—~their work than with:pencil and paper, thus making that
. part of the process of writing less onerous (Daiute,
1983, 1985; Cronnell and Humes, 1981; Bruce et al., -
* 1985; Olds, i985- O'Brien,fT984- Shostak, 1964: Madigan, -

1984; Newman, %984 Rlchqrdsf 1985- Withey, 1983 Watt,

1983; Levin arld Boruta, 1983- Kurth and Stromberg, 1984-
< ’

*3rpdley,_1982; Greenh 1984; Colllns, 1983; Kane, 1983;
Appleby, 1983;.Pipef}_{983; Schwartz, 1982; Fisher,
1983; and Wheeler, 1985.)

. Donald Graves has been quoted as sayxng

The aesthetics of editing really bothers kids,
far more than I.ever dreamed when I started
the last study. . . . The computer helps with
this whole process of adding and deleting
_ informatiofi--a proces% that is such a hump for
young and old writers to get over. You can
take your manuscript and really chew it up
without ruining the look of your printed page. P
At the same time, of course, you can keep "~ ' -
R n ~files of your old drafts.
From a research starndpoint, the marvelous
. thing you can do with a computer is record on
I - disk -all the changes that a kid makes in the ~
. process of composing..., . . What you can do is :
1 store these changes and also classify the
. nature of the changes.’ You'll have a
y ' .marvelous chance to study a writer's = .
development, to look-at the evolution of the . :
kinds of changes he's able and wilding to make - S.
~ in his text., . . . You'd get the whole :
s . revision profile of the writer overatxme
'« (Green, 1984, p. 28).

This: study explores the propositions of Graves; it ' oo

—

»?

investigates the nature of the revisions that a group of
. - L -~ . ..
_ten yga;-olds made in their writing, having expgriegﬁéd

i . . . .
" 1 L . . . - . LY o i
oyl D R . - K . ' . ) . . .

-J?-a.‘..:b‘......w“ PRSI - . . . -
EH X
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the process approach to the teaching of writing and
having had the opportunity to write with the aid of ,
computers as writing tools. ) N -
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

' ' Wr1t1ng

A study of the 11teraturé hgg\revea ed that most of

Ehe‘early research on writ1ng~(19 \5-1972) .involved

the teaching of writing.® Only twelve percent of the ' o
studies were concerned with looklng at what chlldren . '

actually did when they Wwrote'(Graves, 1984)
) —-

ilFurthermore, much of the descrlptlve data that have-been

gathered to Qate on ch11dren s ertlng has come from | e
analyses of children's writteﬁ proﬁucts aﬁﬁ notjfheir . ’
processeéj In the past.decadé, however, research on
composing has shifted from a focus on the @ritter®
product to oné on the writing process. Recent studieg
have ;lso atteﬁpted to'document'children's composing
processes as they write (Lamme and Chllders, IQBQ)KV

The Writinngrocess

Early theories of the writing process often

a

described éhe prdcess,as linear, in terms of a
three-stage model comprisiﬂg‘planning,'wri;ing, and ./

. 4
revising., ' But current research indicates that these

)

models are inaccurate becauée:writiné is not linear but.

[
i

* . g <%,
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ursive (Humes, 1983). Those linear models, "are

ccurate - ‘because they actually describé the growth of
written product, not the 'inner process of the

[

I
]son producing the product'® (Flower Tand Hayes, 1981,

| )
+369) . As more and more such research information on

t o ) .
writing process has become -available, teachers

. . ] »

ormation in their instruction'on Writing and'to’
v )

vide more writing practice.

The recursiveness of the wr1t1ng process is also

‘bnbed by Nold (1981) and'Perl (1979): "Planning,

nscrlbing, -and reviewing are not one-time processes,
thelr texts grow and change,\ writers plan, S
n‘scnbe, and review in irregular pattetns' (Nold, .
1, p. 68); "Composing doés not occur in a

. . . " Y il .
aightforward, lirear: fashion. The process is one o

unulating discrete *b:‘,té down on the paper and then

ing from those bits tg reflect upon, structure, an

331).

¥

e Studies of the Process g /

)
con

Because interest in writing as a process is a
* - "t
ewhat meager and consists primarily of case stugdies,
The earliest study of the composing process

ducted in 194'6, when John Van Bruggen inw’esti ated

reasingly been expected to be aware of and apply this

n further develop what one means to say” (Perl, 1979,
_ 4 oo .

atively recent development, the amount of researfh is



' the rate of flow of words during‘e:rnposing for 84 junior
\high students., Van Bruggen found that goq/d writers® as
measured by scores on standardlzed tests, spen‘t more
time in long pauses; less compet:e'nt writers paused for
briefer intervals } Addltlonally, good er.t:ers often .
paused before they wrote whole segments of text, whlle

) poor wr1ters frequently paused before sentence and°
J\l\ word-level tasks. Van Bruggen also dlscovered that
students %ho had mastered the mechanlcs of writlng ‘Wwrote
‘at a rapid rate between pauses, students who had not
mastered these skills wrote more slowly (see Humes, 1983
for a further description).. S - | .
The next major research was undertaken more than
two decades later by Janet Em1g (1971). Janet Emig's
case study has hroadened the context of invéstigation.

) ! Her rese;rcr} and the rese.arch' of Graves (1975),  and . - '
Graves, calkins and Sowers (1578-80) focused
specifically on what writers did during the cofnposing o | _
process. Descriptions were also given of tne contextsr‘ -
in which the data were gathered% Although this is a nel
research area in terms of a histqry of writing research, :

¥ s there is growing interest in tl’re datf coming from t‘he_
. studies, Emig's Study is particularly significant .J' ’
because it has served es s'prototype for sub'.seque;?u?.

-

projects. . Emig found that students did little of their

L]

planning before they began translating on paper, and ' .

vr\ 4
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_high school student. His subject paid little attention

conclusion was predicated on evidence that the good. -

10 .

" they seldom outlined. She glso found that students'

compos ing processes for self-sponsored writing (i.e.‘;

writing students decided to do -themselves, such as

narratlng personal experlences for frlends) differed
from those for ‘school- -sponsored wr1t1ng (i.e., wrlting

ass1gned by teachers)., The students planned longer and

o,

reformulated more for self-spon'sored Wr1t1ng, probably
becau;e of ,their comnitment to the task, and they showed
more J.nst:ances of clearly dlscermble startlng and
stopping behavior. Emig concluded that students shotild
be a\llowed to do more self- sponsosred writlng in order
to encourge goqd writing behavior, such as' planning and
revising,

Mischel (1974 ) feplivcated Emig's design, with

similar results? in his study of a seventeen year-old

‘to revising, although he did spend some time on not

reordering -groups of Words,
In Stallard's_(1974) sbudy, longer planning time
distingquished the writing process of good writers. He

goncludEd that "a major behavioral characteristic of the

good writer.is a willingness to put forth effort to make

_ communication clearer to a reader" (p. 216). This

\

i .

writers planned more, istopped ;onger and more ff:eqhently

to review what they had written, and revised.more than

'

5
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did the poor writers, . '
<. 1

In her 1979 study, Per)l examined the compésing
processe; of five unskilled college writers. These

subjects generally revised to fix s"t-u:face features such

'as’_EEé—ll ing and punctuation.

. Revision -

Until recently, revision was ignored because it was
< _ a component of the writing process that was not
available for inspection through traditional research

strategies (Mhrray, 1978). sSommeérs {1980) suggests that

the absence of research on revision is a fuynction of a

theory of writing which makes revision both\ superfludus'

T-rand. r‘eduhda_nt. Writer.:s and textbd33W authork who
believed they were dealing wigh revision often 'were
‘dealin'g only igith one of i sub-pr ocesses, namely
editing (Nold, 1979},

- : Studies of revi310p in ﬁhe, school setting sugges-t '

T t‘tzat methods uéea to teach r . SiO;"l -and audience

-+ awareness may bé incansistent Xith current research on
-the nature  of Fhe writing process in general a%d on
‘revision and dudience in particular. Both teachers and
students may. have miéconceptions about wHat rev._ifson
fe-$~11y is, and.consequ'ently, students may iquat;e

" revision with ‘punishment (Emig, 1971; Spear, 1980).

Teachers may encourage students to revise at

e , iriapprop;iate points in the writing process (Pferrer,

. ' !
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1980), and students may. confuse. revision and rewritiné
(Burnette, 1980). Monahan (1984) reported in his study °
of the.fevision strategies of‘basi.c and competent
writers as they wrote for different audieﬁces, that all
the writers in the study made most of their fevisions
during the ?roductionslbf drafﬁs.‘ The compdtent - F o~
writers, hdﬁgvg{,_we%e far more likely than the basic'

_ writers to revise after a draft was cémp;ete.

. ' 1 ?ere.méjor mgr% recent studies treated onl§ one’

‘ | element of'cémposihgj-the process of reQising; These =~ . :

studies were reported by Bridwell (1980), Faigley and

Witte (1981) and Sommers (1980).

.

SOmme;s’(l9BU) studied the revising behavior of
twenty freshmen college students and twenty experienced
F——*—~**f“ adult writers, Each participant produced thfee essayé.
. All drafts were analyzed for the fféquencynof”revfsion-

[ 4 . .
(f—ogéiations (i.e., deleting, substituting, adding and
p !h

-~
reordering) and for the levels of these operations \‘

(i.e., word, phrase,"sentence,‘theme).‘
’ Analysis of the revisions indicated that the.s£udent
\ writers did net employ either reordering or adding
.operations, Rathér, they generally viewed revisiné as a ' .
rewoéging activity, and one of their greatest concerns : )
was wortd repeti£ion. Although students reportedktﬁey
sensed the need for more global revisions, they.had.not‘:

learned strategies for making them. The

-



-experz.enc writers revised most frequently by adding
and dj}etl g at the sentence level, although as a group

’
they employed all rev1s:.on operatlons at all levels.

_ Bridwell (1980) exam:.ned the revising of .

twelfth—grede,etudents. The analysis .of their wrifing -
- shoyed that sorface and, WOfd-level cﬁanges a,ccount’/ed for
more t;hen' half of t:.he students' ;eil;'.sions. When
s}:udents made any sentence-level chenges, they usually
made multi-sentence revisi’ons.. Fur'thermore‘, the most
- changes were made h;hile students .w'ere composing the
final draft. 'The final revised versions.were rated
NN higher in'quality than were the early drafts, verifying
the importance of the r'evisao‘n process.
’ ' In a similarly des}g’n'ed.st':udy, Faigley and Witte
©(1981) examined the revising processes of six -
‘.inexper'ienced' etudent wr.ite'rs, six advanced student _ )
writers and six éxpert adult writers. Faigley and Witte
found that expert writers revised at a higher level than
did studeot writers. The inexperienced students .

primarily corrected errors and made meaning-— preservmg

changes, most frequently \bstltutlng synonyms.

Advanced student writers made _many similar ¢’ . g

i\ meening-preserving changes; however, they also made

j e, ~~structural changes that altered the meaning of their .
;» text. Although the expert adult writers made a ‘

' . substantial nomber -of meal_n‘ing-preserving changes o, they a

., ,
3 ' M L P -
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also made substantially more changes that affected

meaning than did either group of students.
et
.¢3;S'"

The research provides some 1mportant information

o

‘.a-

a'beu’f: the compos:.ng process.

processes of writing are -rg(‘cursive and that the .

It indicates that the

compos.in'g ,proéesses of successful writers are g:‘?fferqnt -
from those of unsuccessful writers. Successful vriters
spend more of their comp'os.ing time in the planning

prtocess, and the£r|plan'at:;a"EiQt}er- level. “Furp;‘hérmore,
successful wri.tejr:s do hot consciously la'ttend much .to the

surface levels of ‘their texts as Ehey compose, Rather,

they are concerned more with global aspects and thus
work more on these higher-level elements when they
revise, )
S‘-tudents need to learn how to get beyond an

| When

existing text (Bereiter and Sc#rdamalia, 1982).

students overcome the idea. that the first draft {s ‘the 7
only dra;t, they become revisers, as is evident from ;:he
. previously described research of Donald Graves. .

'Provid‘i'ng feedback on elements in students' text can

encourage students to change text and‘'can provide them" - PN
with insights on how (,-t‘he'ir writing can be improved.

‘Peer critics can aél:.;ol‘ providé feedback that will help

students- make egfective revisions. ’

L 23

Revisions of Youngér Wr it@rs |

/

Most cale study\reéarch has . been done with older
—

’ ) hd - -
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students, notably the woxk of Flower and Hayes -
(1979-80), Sommers ‘ (1980) ,tgd- Perl (1979). Donald

Graves (1944) wrote: S

-

Far more needs to be done with -younger
"children. We need more information on child _
$ behaviors and decisions during the process,
) “rather than through  speculation on child
activity during, writlng from written products.
alone. (p. 93) "

rly study of primary school students was conduc ted by
" Graves and hl?‘ associates Calkins and .Sowers (see '
Graves. ‘1983, 1984: Calkins 1980, 1983 Sowers: 1981)
x L The researchers speént t:hree 'years. (1978-1980) studying*

. the writing of students in gtades one t four. These,
students engaged in extenswe ertmg practice that
,fostoted the-ir composing abxlltles. Children were
observed before, during and after writ'in'g”'é’(:t ivities in

o . their regular classrooms, and the researchers kept

detailed records of the students’ writing behaviors.

" e

Thg researchers' reports on the behavior of the -

young writers in the Graves project prov;de a rich

- source of data on the composing’ process, Redrafting was-

-

partioularly evident when teachers discussed the
compositions with their student -authors(i.e.,
confe'rencinq) and when students were e“ncoﬁi:'aged to read

and discuss .other students! writing. The focus on
¢

' ‘vision helped students to deveIOp a sense of audience
o =
b . and of clarity and cohesion as well as to acquire-

revlslon skills. The First revision skills Ehat

[ . Qe Le
- —— LI o P I N R e T
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students mastered were mechanical changes such as
correcting spelling and pur{ctuatiao&
.more confident with the nechanical aspects of writing,

theé students revised content, addj.ng information and

reformul

became at writing.

R.

@

4.

D. Walshe (1981).

-

16

whole texts.

\'!

4

A!they became

rs

Furthermore, the more the—

quoted Gravés as havipg said: .

N

~revision.

e»x erience and craftmanship- sh

piecks,

reorganize,

s drafted and revised, the/nore proficient they

' Conference on thefTeaahing of Pmglish, August, 1980.

Al

Writing only truly becomes writing in
A professional
often not much better than - anyone'else's,

h].efly in revision-that thg professional's
w.

.« . Young

ritérs need to learn ‘a whole repettoire for
messing up their first drafts as they ‘change
insert ;" take out,.
‘children stop erasing’. and instead cross out,
draw lines and arrows, ‘or change' handwriting
from careful printing to a functional scrawl

first draft is

When

(knowing this to be only a draft) they sghow
awdreness that draft writing is temporary,

v malleable, meant to be changed.

The feason most children grase is to -preserve the

appearance of the. paper.

revis:.ng prqcedure. \Children erase because they want

the. text to be right the fFirst time.

(p. 13)

Revision, however, presents an aesthetic barrier.

b

Thi's occurs even in rooms.

The following summary of the Graves' team 'S

prelimlnary findings on revision may prove to be

/

It

*

reported on Donald Gra\)'es visit

to Austraha and his speech at the Th:.rd Internat:.onal

He

.

where . teachers stress lining out or drawing arrows as a

o
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useful';oﬂgome readers as beckgfound information for

. , i}
this study (see Walshe, 1981, p. 62).

d. Children-rewise*in other media\forms such as

block building, dréwing and painting befoge

they revise in writing. Children|who

- ——

demonstrate an nverall learning .s ance

revigion in one area are more likely to
_.demonstrate it in another such as'writing.

2. When children try ‘a new approach to wr1t1ng,n

other areas in which they have been competent

.

~

may suffe: temporarxly.
3. :Beginning writers do not revise:» Gehting the
“ . new step down iskenough. _ - |

.4, Early w:itlng is often 1mpress1onlst1c.

Children put words down for exsertaln feeling.

"Feelings are revised oniy if the child senses

: » . A

[

the;feeling is not accurate; -

5. inwenuedfépellfnds,go'through*stageéiof
dewelopmenh'alqng,with the child. They fall-
into different classifications<-first
inventions, words in transition, stable
inventions, sigﬂ%vworde.‘ wOrds'that‘ere moae.
stable, as in stablé 1nventions -and sight
wordq, are more likely to bé~rev;sed

6. Toward the end of the'primary'years many

Y children reach a point of equillbrium when

[¢]

. - . [ . . L

.
.- e

b
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handwriting and spelling problems are behind
. o 3 ‘ ‘.‘ .

them and mesSages flow easily onto .the paper
Children d? not revise thebe hessages. \\‘

¢ ) - 7. Eight-year¥old children find it easigr to

« revise topics abouE/personaI ekperiences than

oL \ fthe experiences.df otheré. 'They find it

- 4 \

easxer to recall thelr own experlences than

: o 1ﬁ, the eXperlences of chers. o L
8. Revlslon begins when_ghlldrén choose their «own

-ﬁtopice; 'Children @ho quickly arrive at a
number of tOplCS, learn to exclude some topics

N 2

' : | and wrlte on others, are learnlng to revise.

»

. ** 9, Children who can gquickly list persona},topics~

for writing, and writ® a series of ‘ledds about
N . R »° . .,
the same subjedt, demonstrate a strong .

o

capacity for revision.

10. Peer audiences have. an .effect on dhildren's
revision and their use,of new approaches to

. S

the wr1t1ng process. CL Coa e .

° . A,

ll Teachers can play a 51gn1f1cant role in‘

releaSLng a chlld's potent1al for revision.

4, L d +

12, When ¢hildren no longer erase, buy cross out,

Y

- draw anes and arrows for new 1nformation

ﬁsiﬁ\_\- _ ' arrangements,_or'change their handerting to a

scrawl, they indicate a’'changed view toward '

‘3 words .. wOrde, for theee,phlldren'are now




7

)

temporaryr malleable, or clay= ~like. The words
can be changed until they evolié.toward the
.‘right:meaning for. these children.
lj. Children who wrfte répidly are mQre likely to
tevise in lerger‘units and sustéin'a single =
composition fon’a Ionger perrﬁd'of time tnan_

those who write slowly.

- o ComputerS’as'Writing Tools

13

‘ “\ The study of chlldren 'S 1nteract10ns W1th-computers

is a relatlvely recent phenomenon. The assert;on of

Papert (1980)‘that the‘oomputer environment may enhance

-logical thought sparked much of the current research on
b3 - )

the impact of the'computer on children's cognitive
development. This research was aided by the
.1ntroduct1on of such computer software*;: Bank Street
erter: which eas&d*the'chlld 's access to the computer.
" Wolf (1985) wrote that researchers working on
- Sl

computer learning have had -.to reexamine questlons about

the focal or generallzable nature of human thinking

‘skills by asklnguwheth%r-an ability, sueh as computer
. L

programm?ng, is_ap isolated. skill or‘a fact of some

'broader planning ability, wolf proppsed that cértain '
o : )

cﬁ;racteristics of word processing, such as easy, rapid

input and‘cut—and—oaste'options may releasé'writers £ rom

‘drudgery and in so doing reveal dimensions of the

'..writrng processes that were almost 1nvisxble in the

-

ahe
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past.

Benefits ¥f Writing with' a Computer

Daiute (1982) identifﬁeﬁ-ééverai reasons wﬁy
writing on computers seems-td'benefit cﬁildren: '
l.-Leésbcohcern-ébout‘mékihg mistakes
2. Texts look better. . a .
3. Fewer m;tor—controi problems |

" 4. Sstudents produce longer papers
)

.7 .'(
. 5. Students revise more

\\‘\< ?iper (1983) p&intéd out several qualigigs of
wfiting with the microcomputer which“make iﬁ a viable
tool for writing iﬁstructionf. Among these qhalitié;'are
the f011;$§ng:-- i

1. Enhanced student motivation and interest
2. Enhanced student ;wérenéss of the manipulative
qﬁality of langiiage
3. Increased likelfhooq of student revision of_
}'writing C L

4.‘The provision of immediate feedback through
1pript—outs and'épqﬁtaneous interaction with video
display S - 7“ o ‘
. 5. Easy sto’tagg and ready availabildty of actual
studeﬁt_writing samples ‘. |
Eronnell and Humes'(1981, p. 2) ﬁrote; "What's

»

thingshydﬂ can do with yéqn text-afte; you've typed it

v .
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.{or while you're typing it).'

You can delete text--from a single letter up
) to a page or more. When you've deleted -~
5something, the text closes up so that you
can't even tell there's been a Jeletion..
Similarly, you can insert any. amount of text,
and the word processor accommodates the added
text. You can also rearrange text. For
_instance, you:decide that you want to move a_
" paragraph; with a few simple operations; you :
" can move that -paragraph anywhere you want it ‘ \
{even into the middle of -another paragraph) . <
With a word processor you can also do minor - : ’
athlngs like change capitals to lower-case and i
, vice versa, Then after . you've made your S
\ changes,you can print’ out your final text .the
. way you'want it. If you don't 1liKe what comes
out, you can go back.and -change some:more. In '
other words, the word processor is a great .o
machine for rev1s1ng (Ctonnell and Humes, s ! \
. 1981,,p~_2 3Ny © o, :
® d
# .
In his now classic Mindstorms, Papert"4£980) wrote:

For most children rewriting a text %s so :
laborious that the first draft is the final -
copy, and the skill or rereading with a )
critical eye is never acquired., This changes :
dramatically when children have access to

* computers capab\e of manipulating text. The o :
first draft is composed at the keyboard. re N
Corrections are made ~easily. The current copy’ Tl
is always neat and. tidy. I have™seen a chilgd- )
move from total rejection of writing\to an_ e =
intense involvement (accompanied by rapid_ L ‘J\\“~\ \\;
improvement of quality) within- a few weeks of ) ' o
beginning to write with a computer. {p. 30)

Writin§ with a word processor has many advantages ) .
(Newman, 1984). It allows writers ‘to become more

willing to take risks, to be tentative about meaning ‘for

longer, to consider organization and word choices more , - -

&

freely than ever before, What this means is that’

' #ildren (&and adults, too) can learn ’=great deal about

language and the writing proceSS‘each time they engage :

l\‘ .
\



GoaTren

4

22

in writing.
Revision

Considerable research (reviewed in Gentry, 1980F o
has indicated that revision is one of the most 1mportant
parts of the composing process. But research has also J?" x\
indicated that students do not receive very much : \
instruction on the“revising process and that they do not
rev;se very much (Applebee, 1981; Bamberg, 1958; Hoetker
and Qrosseli, 1979; Murrayy 1978):“ One reason that' *
students do not reQise‘rs that it is a lot of mgrk.' It

is-easy enough to mark ub a paper with all the

changes--crossing off, drawing lines to-move pieces, and <\

inserting new information. But it is quite another -
matter to recopy the whole paper., It is a very time .

consuming, tedious and unrewarding task.

ReV151ng W1th a‘jord Processor —

Schwartz 2) stated that word processing

programs’ h;lp alleviate the painful process of rewriting '
" - e
because revisions, deletions, general corﬂections and

- . -
even movement of.blocks of text are made with relative
ease; R . \

By allowzng learners to generate language
without the penalty of recopying or retyping,
teachers can encourage students to be-more - :
reflective and to employ more decision- -making . %
about how to communicate ideas. The writing

act no longer need be largely a mechanical

one. With the mechanical process made easier

by .the microcomputer, students can afford to

become more creative and discriminating jin the’

'generation and expression of ideas (Schwartz,

- »
¢
> -

A
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1982, p. 27).
With a word processor, the work of revision is much

easier. Major .and minor changes can be made withoult

having to recopy. The changes take plabe right before N

your eyes, and you can read your ®lean revised text

immediately. In fact, with a word processor, revi%}on

can be fun. !
Piper (1983) 1ndicated that in order for the

computer-tool to be used most effectively, it is

*important that students understand the processes behind

the revisions they make. "Without proper .instruction,
student papers may improve meéhanically . . .'but may
not improve in content (Piper, 1983, p. 5). °Schwartz

(1982) called this pheﬁomenon.(smokescreen revision" aqg

©

-]

cautioned Ehat _ teaching students to strive for substance
in content is a role thé teacher must £ill.

Word proeessing is being used to free‘people from
the laborious revision and cleandp work needed in 3
writing and thus to encourage them to focus on ideas and

the playful use of language rather than‘on the

-

mechanical aspects of written language {McWilliams,
L/ .
1982; Paisley, and Cheny 1982). ' ) N

Microcomputers may pfove extremely useful in the
study of writing prec1se1y becau§e of their power to

reveal editing behaviors (Daiute, 1984; Papert, 19€0).

Y
. 0 e
I"t

. Because electtonic text is endlessly fixable,
writing at a microcomputer can occur in a

Bnn
Vel iy
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climate of risk taking. Since nothing a
—. Writer does is irreversible, it is safe to try .
a new word or to attempt a rephrasing.
Moreover, microcomputer software makes text .
not only,fixable but flexible. Unlike static . ¢
text, in which lamge-scale.editing is clumsy,
electronic text can be reshuffled, expanded,
‘or contracted with relative ease. . . . Thus,
microcomputers make it possible for fairly
young writers to attempt ‘radical forms of '
editing on their own works in progress. 1In
this way, microcomputers create the
opportunity to analyze a very revealing level
of editing behaviors’ even in relatively young
writers (Wolf, 1985, p. 39-40).

[ g ,

The- Study of Revising with Computers“ x

“Daiute (1984) commented- v
Rev151ng is an 1nterest1ng cognitive activity
to study because it is difficult, and pdny
writing researchers and teachers have found it
to be important. Children's revising
behaviors offer evidence of cognitive
processes. As children revise their writing,
we can see evidence of their intellectual
development, such as the ability to reflect on
their own thought processes, and eq;dence
suggestive of effective writing instruction - o : '
smodels.

‘ The computer seemed to be an appropriate
tool for stimulating revision because word
processing programs allow writers to change

. their texts py giving commands rather than by
recopy;ng. ‘Young writers usually report that
writing is easier on a computer because "You
don't have to recopy"; "recopying hurts your
._hands and is boring." (p. 132)

- Thé interactiveness of program commands and. -
messages heighténs writers? sense of the audiénce: '
(ﬁaiute, 1983). Some researchers have reported that” i

displaying wdrd ppocessipg commands.for deleting or
moving Jfext can suggest to young write‘rs that they
revise. (Daiute, 1984).

~—
-
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In a stuqz,inolv?ng eleven and twelve year-old
writeqs'EE'wel; ds,nhifteen to fifteen yéar-olds} Wolf
(1985, p. 45) reported that the.younger writers maée
revisions only when they Z;me uéon "glaring errors or- .
discontinuitiestf Furthermore, Wolf commented. that -
without ;xélicit }evision time or promptihg, '1;ﬁe - )
editing" (Graves, leET'was the rule. Even when
proofqéading tﬁeir narrati;es, both groups bf_g;iters
.confined,themselves largely to qéérades at the level of_
individual words or phrases, Tﬂé olaer.writerg in that
. . study‘aléo made two other typés oE minor revisions.
First, they del%;ed words and phrases in Ardgr to make
their writing more coﬁpact and seécond, they attempted
/;ome within-sentence reoFderings. , q.h
The research on writing and rebision indicates that
a major difference between skilled and,unskilléd writers
_lies in the way in'which they edit their;éexts (Beach,
1976; Sommers, 1978). Poor wxiéers appear to make AR
- — changes only at the wbrd level, whereas better writers ' - .o
o -Eonsider'the overall effect of their document, inserting |
and deleting large segments of text before combinipé the
sentences for wQ;d—level errors.(ﬁolf, i985). ‘ .
¢ Wolf also pointed out that when young writers are
asked to insert additional sgggy material, they

typically adq material at the beginning, at the end, or
L — at subdivision boundaries within their'narréfivgs. “b '
. B [ s
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Moreover, they usually add new events or dialogue
instead of expanding on existing events. In co;trast,
adoleécent writers were found to add mategial at any
number of points within the text. Older wrixers insert

tegt,thht thickens the portrayal of individualNevents

and that often multiplies the ties to egrlier portions*

of the text.

The tendency of many students to concentrate their

rebiSion efforts akisurface and word 1evels has been,

,conflrmed by studies of the writing process (Bridwell,

1980; Perl, 1979)

Bruce, Michaels and Watsbnjéégeo 11985); in theéir

research involving the QUILL writing software, reported,

~ ' . 2 "
on the value of word processing as 'a factor in learning
. A

to write insofar as it allows gase of revision and the

-
ability to read printed output easily. They also

comment on _what appears to be another very impdrtant

factor in the writing process:

~

The most important impact of microcomputers on'-
writing may be changes 'in the larger classroom
writing “"system" rather than chahges in the
technology of- writing (e.g77 speed, printed .
output, ease of revision). In "mflling
around" the computer waiting for their turn to
get on, students read each other's writing and
. interacted over, it.. These interactions
' affected both the content and form of student
writing. Similarly, peer interactions during
writing on the computer, student access to
other students' work stored in the computer), -
. and programs like "Mailbag" in which students
send pessages to each other, can affect
‘~students' understanding of purpose in writing,
and t;?ir sense of audience. {p. 147) g
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Madigan (1984), in dréwing from some of his earlier
- writing, summarized the case study research that had

been done on the composing process as he saw it when

: , students compose with pencil and paper. s *

When given topics -under in-class conditions,
" students start writing within 2-3 minutes,
Plan and revise text during pauses while they -
' wiite, and afterwards minimally correct .
: , grammar, mechanics, punctuation, and spelling
- before recopying. The visible, larger stages
of their composing process appear ag a linear
series of steps, ‘and the products emerge
! : sequentially. What they compose first :
) generally appears first in their final drafts; , ¢
what they compose last generally. appears last. . o
Student'writeqs do not generally reorganize or ‘ -
- rethink their text. They complete a paper in
arm—r : 30~-50 minutes. _ &{ .
' When revising, students usually work at
- the sentence ‘level. They correct spelling.
- ' . - They subspitute words and jinsert or delete -
) _phrases d punctuation marks, Occasionally Z -
they ingert or delete whole sentences.
Sometings they rearrange sentences. Seldom do
they insert, delete or tearrange ﬁlocks of
text, paragraphs or larger. Almost never do
they re-think a paper, re-see it in the sense
of re-vision, and change. their text )
accordingly (Madigan, 1984, p. 145).

When students get on a computerf at first they seem

to do what they have always done. initially'they think

%. of the computer in traditional terms. In one study .
e (Kane, 19§3), e;ghth graders changed spelling,;added, R
deletéé-br‘;ubstiéuted.words and phréses,';nd altered
,punctﬁation. They spept more'timg on,theié;Papers but ’ ~
did not chaﬁéb their‘revision straﬁegies. The first

‘parégtaph they composed appeared first in their c

e . | final drafés: the last paﬁfgraphs appeared last,
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The process was linear and the pfoduct sequential,

- Changes were initially cosmetic.
[

! pd )
Q. S But as students discover what ‘'word processors can

do, their 'processes start changing. The tools shape
- them further (Madigan, 1984). ! A

) ’Kane (1983) noted that all five eightﬁ gtaée'pupils
. deléted sentences and.paragraphs, That kind of revisioﬁ
is'gnuspal for school writers. Kane_ihfgrreé‘thqé the
- 'pupils felt their prose was more transient on a word
processor than in handwritten copy. While all ;he;;
'\\A pupils kepgrted thét thex.never‘voluhtgg%*y reoxéanizgd
their handwritten.texts, four of tpe-five redefined or
rearranged paragraphs. Bradley (1982) noted similar
resuits. children aged séven to sixteen fi;st wrote
more often and.wrote ionéer papers, thén édited surface:
features, then edited and :eofganized to clarify .
meaning. : - ‘
It is important to remember, however, that

étudents"composiné processes vary with a number of

factors: (i) the gzme they have for writing, (ii) wha
_decides they wil wzite, (iii) how_intellectually mature
they are, (ib) what they have written before, iv? what
they are to write now and (vi) what the teacher does to
- : help (Maéigan, }981&._ Like théir pen and paper
procesygg,.students' computer processes will sometimes:

.

' be-productive, and sometimes not.

L
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The motivational asbeots of writing with a computer
reported by Bean (1983), Qradiey'(19§2), Daiute (}983)
and Schwartz (1982) were confirmed oy the questionnaire
responses of the students in the class studied here.
Madigan wrote that~computers contribute phy51cal
drstance' to the sEud’nts' more extensive reV1510n‘
serategies. That phys1ggl distance then contributes to
aesthetic distance. Since the éohputer-produoed text is
less bart of us, we feel freer\to oritiqhe and revise
it.  "So rather than ;eﬂt as's;one or.quickdry cement,
.it's more like wet sand, ready to change with whatever
eleotronio.wave we may send its wey' (Madigen; 1984,‘9.
146). .
It has been found that'learnerE_seem to have had
little difficulty in learnfng how to use a word
.‘processor when the emphasis.'has been 93 exploring the
meanlng of wvhat is be1ng wrltten and no:\on the
technology itself {(Newman, 1984) L‘. ' o
Writing on the microcomputer seems'to,caose the
elimination of the 'end—of-the-oaper, end of the story
syndrome® since there is no.visible end of the paper.
Since they seé,ho paper, they'are not cuéd in for
closorel' ~This is probably one reason why children write
longer tett (Jacoay 1984). .. .
Kleiman and Humphrey (1982) reported that 1earn1ng

dieabled children seven to sixteen years of age, mmany of

_'; ' . " e . .-
. - . N . .’ 3 . s -+
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whom had refused to do any kind of writiang, began -

-,

writing enthusiastically when permitted to use word

processors. : ’

) The most immediate result is_that stbdents
. ) want to'write more often and produce longer
4 compositions. Teachers of young children have
reported that the lengtg/éf the average essay *
doubles. The next can e occurs when the
children become familiar with the editing
" capabilities of the word processor, First they
start being more careful to correc@’fﬁplng,
spelding, and punctuation errors. Then they
begin to change words and sentences. Finally :
they learn to reorganize the material, moving ) 3
“adding, and deleting large sections of text. : : )
L. They no longer just edit for details, but also
\ . B pay more attention to the meaning of ideas and
‘the order of presentation (Kleiman and '
Humplirey, 1982 p. 96). ' “

-

Daiute wrote that computers could help reduce the a

constraints faced by writers because of the ability of
the computer to store lots of information, correcting
spelling, reEopying and reformatting text, Letting h' ~

. . ?

computers'do this type of work, writers free themselves

for thinking (Daiute, 1983). E :
Collins (1983) reported on a study done 1nvolving ' ,jf?
fifth-grade children. It was found that children using -

a word processor paid ﬁqre attention éo low-level . ',f. if

. editing skills suép as punctuation, capitalization, anﬂy
spelling, and made greater use of -the digéionarf. This
was e%pecially strikidg amoné child;en.witﬁ spelling : '

d%fffcult;és." Students noticed errors more when the ;

) . .

printing is'on a screen rather than hand written.. It
\ ' )
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was also reported that the children who berefited most
were the ones who had problems with neathess and
_ spelling. It I§ not the childrep who are most gifted

that benefit most; rather it ;s the ones who have the

-

-

.
A [

most difficulty in learning to write thgi benefit most .

Teachers Make the Difference

H
iF

: . - Kane (1983) éoints out that unless 'students have’

. standards of good writing and can;evaluate'énd févisef-
~ : ' » -
‘\\ their own work in ter@s of--these standards, changes will

- - 5 . . -~

\ 13 S (] » * . i
- not be improvements., A major conclusion of Kane's_ study “

. of éightﬁ~grader§‘who usedléord processqrs wanthat--
—Sinitia;ly students assimilate the technology to tﬁeirf o
f.‘ ‘ moéel for coépbsigaff They use it as they ‘use paper and
pencil, Prddu?tion is ggimariix lintfg.ana sequential@ - : N .
- Most-revisions are correciions iﬁ‘spellipg and
Qunctuation, though occasionally-a single word of phrasé - A .
,ﬂ y ¢ is inserted or’reélaced. Kéne (1983} suggested tha£ o
\ : “althougﬁ ﬁriting skills develépﬁaSJStuaents commuﬂigaﬁe
‘ﬁ thréugh writing;‘tﬁéhwordxégocessog may Qfovelio be a
useful curricular tool. With a tgpl'that eliminates the " =
‘tedious recoéying‘gﬁat is now.pagt of }evis%ng,ustudents

At ]

. q : ,-—/ '
may be eager .to develop strategies. to evaluate and . .

improve their texts,

b , "
Appleby (1983) wrote that it is in revision .that
.o ) A . v
the microcomputer offers most to us in the teaching of.
_ writing, Being able to réwork materials withouh- b ' -

s, ° BN u

-
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- retyping each time allows a writer to come closer to

\

. a try. Many find that reV151on is less parnful“

see{ng the words as a’'reader sees them while still

1

worklng as a wrlter and this {s a major goal of all of

us who teach wrrting (Appleby, 1983)

In comméhtlng on current research Wheeler (lqps,

-—

P. 58) wébte-

B -\
A A [

- Not surprlsingly, current research lndlcates
~ that-without proper teachlng, inexperlgnced
_+ writers do not improve. their Writing by~using
‘ ) a'word processor. 1In fact, these w iters’ are

-3 'somtlmes fooled ‘by the illusior of %the

[ professronal looking copy. - They tend to

o compose longer documents and’revise more
. freguently. But their revisions focus on’
~ making changes at the word level, which don‘'t
.necessarlly add to the quality of the text.

; on reyrsron Hockrnq.ahd ‘'Vieniesky (19§3, p. 8)

wrote- g .

Once the rev151on balls gets rolllng, 1t is
catching. When students start- to.change
wording and see how easy it is to move.words
around, they want to Keep going. They, get
very critical and. some, fortunately, end up
changing all the wording in a.paragraph or‘:
completély tethlnking the original version,
When, less: motivated-'students see those around,
them\busily delétihg, adding, and moving
words, they are prodded by peer pressure to

than they . thought.

v

syilma Bell (1983) wrote that reviSioh’ﬁeans much

more than”correcting oircled spelling errors and

rewrlting sentences marked "awkward". She believed

) Iy

v

that

" revision is the area 1n Wthh tO'build skills that’ lead

to clarity, logical development and'style) 'the sine qua

nons of good--not just correct, but effective-—writing

) Y - -
v
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Correct is not only too low a standard for G
writing: it engages the writer on too low a
"' cognitive level. Effective writing requires

the writer to move up to the highest
cognitive activity.

levels of

7

The word processor can be used to free

the writer to climb up the cognitive

scale;

there are word processor utilities that will

=

support the writel's performanceZat“thei}evels

of analysis, synthesis, and evaluation.

{Bell, 1983, p. 20)

A

Word processing programs, unlike either grammar or

writing, assistance CAL, combine technology with the

i

talents of teachgrs'in-fostering the writing craft . -

(Miller, 1984). Authors such as Graves (1983) advocate

a master/apprentice relationship between teacher and

‘

pupil. where the_student is led through multiple drafts

to a polished piece of writing.

Wotd pr&éessors carry no explggit or

theory of how the writing.process should be fostered.

R

implicit

The word processor would appear to facilit&te & whole

- .

_languége approach to writing (Miller, 1984).

If children revise just because they

aré told to

revise, they will not find out what good writing is all

about. Successful writing requires a sense of purpoée

e

™and a vision of an audience. Children should learn to

realize that revising is needed because thqg have not

gotten across their ideas to a partféular

audience. The

computer jtself does not teach: this attitude toward h

revigtom, but it does make revising a lot

fﬁeaching-the stage at which children know

. -‘ ¥ ."J ,
Ny

o

easier. -

what they mean

[
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and want to write it tequires a good teacher who creates

a sense of audience. The computer is only a teol; the - ’
12

teacher is the guide.

\

Donald ‘Graves states that the point at which

children sense the gap between their wo;:ﬂﬁs_ and their. . ©

" intentions is a qrucial breakthrough in wreiting--a

bfeakthrough that a computer can advance,

Research has for a long Lime suggested that to
improve writing, one needs” to write, For :
several reasons, all of them well known to
- -experienced classroom teachers, it is :
difficult for students to produce the number
and variety of composition assignments
necessary. Current reports suggest that the
K -use of 'word processing\in teaching writing is
: beginning to €rcourage/ students to compose -
more and longer texts| Although there is no b
~ clear-cut evidence yet\that students are.
writing better, the motivatjon to write is
high, and students' affective responses to
writing .assignments are positive (Shosték,
. 1984, p. 9).

— o ——

In §n interview reported in Classroom Computer - \

Léarning, Donald Graves said,

From a research standpoint , the marvelous
thing you can do with a computer is.record on
.disk all the changes that a kid makés in the
process of composing. . . . What you can do is
‘store these changes and also classify the

. nature of .the changes. You'll have a
marvelous chance to study a writer's
developmént, to look at the evolution of the :
kinds of changes he's able and willing to make .o

\ in his text" (in Green, 1984, p. 28).



CHAPTER 3 -

/L/

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND bVERVIEW OF PROCEDURE

- ) . ' ¢ l )
. {
il ~ L]

Statement of the Problem

~ It has b_een_shovm that cur'r.engspholar;y wriéing
_points to .r.evi‘sion- as being one of the -most iméort;ant
‘but least taught ‘aspects of children's writing. Even
when chi'ldreh.do revise the'ir': irork, resear.ct.m indiéatqs
B —} that revisions are genefally at only a supe}:ficial

’} .level. . -Once a draft is written, changes are difficult

’ ,. to make without tedious recopy_ing. Studen\ts tend to see
the first draft as ihe final draft.

Recént' reéorts on the use of word pracessors in the
writing procesé point out the ease 'with which students
may m%k; higher level rev—isidns such - as additions,

. éel‘etions or ;earrangemeni: of material. There has been
* relétively. littL\é research, however, of the revision
- prdcesses of youhg writérs who use word proqe’ss'ors.' -
Even less reseatch” i)as been of the case-~study variety
\ whereby indj:vidual students are observed to.determine
writing behavior while they write'using woré processors.
- Research 't:"o date has been (a) product .rather than
process oriented., and’(ab) with older students.
Sinice relatively little research into the writing

process using word processors has been done, especially ’ Y

. .

e Vo . .
'-,';" . - ' .
{ '
Ah . . v -

. .
.
.
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at the level of the elementary school, the use of‘ word

[4
processing programs on microcomputers to help improve

- =

students' writing is an area deserving more att?ion
than is now. the case,
A question Worthy of further investigation is .

h ?
whether grade five students who have learned to use a

. word processor, and who have been exposed to the

. \ ’ N "
process:conference approach-to teaching writing, do

. indeed use the capabilities of the word proceséor to

make h}ghér level revisions in their written worki
instea;'c] ’of superficial word level changes. It is this
questio'r; that is addressed in this study.

The level of revisions was compared to other ’
factors such’ as age,.abl:.lity, typing speed, and facility
of use of the word processor to determine the
rlelationship of these factorsto the extent to which
children revise their written work,

OVérview of'.Metﬁodology
~ The cas'e-s‘t‘udy method of research was chosen for
this pr'oject because of the recen.t- call for more studies
of this ‘nature and because it seemed a most effective |

means for determining the ,yari.ables that seem to bear

upon a child's revision processes,

4

+ A pyramid design, Zimilar to th_at used by Graves
and ‘Calkins in their New Hampshire study (see Graves,

1984; Calkins, 1992). was used (see figure:l)

)
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Level Two
Three Students

Level Three
Twenty-seven Students

; Pyramid design of the study °*
\

e
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whereby the children's revision strategies were napped
.through a focus on one child (level one of the design},
a more peripheral study of three other children (level
i two of the design) and informal observations and product
| analysis of twenty-sevep- other stu;ients (lévei three of
t-h‘e design). E‘;om the comparative hase ::t levels one
. and two, one was bettet able to interpret and assess the

revision processes of the other twenty-seven children

ool o studied less intensively.

periocd from December, 1985 to April, 1986. Included

o A

were data from difect observation, product data and

e
. ( interview-conference data.

\ First, the children were provided with a minimum of

. N

touch typing instruction prior to beginning to use the °

. ) o —
\ word®processor. Each child received an orientation to
word processing by means of the .programs's built-in
[ = G .
tutorial and researcher-designed activities. For the

L 4

most pairt, these activities were -designed to facilitate
the learning of the word proces‘or'sediting features,
- In consultation with their classroom teacher, time
was provided for the- children‘to complete three pieces

L ] : ,
of thei& regularly scheduled writing using their

¥ ]

+ school® 9mmodore 64 computers and the Bank Street:. .
Writer word processing program, | - "

When working on a particular piece, the children

Data were -gathered for this study over a five month

v
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wrote daily in !ne of four half-hour time slots reserved,

for th_em. Printbuts weré& provided for the children each

. , /
day and these were kept by them in their classroom in /

individual writing folders, -Copies were also made of /
3 . . — X

each child's daily work by the researcher for later
. . : v

ana.iys is.

Information regarding typing speed and the

students' facility in the ude of the word processor was
- - q L

gathered, A measure of their overall ability was ‘ o
" obtai\néd.
At the end of the r