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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
T R N O T . co WAl
A PT R L Sy e Ty . [ R 1}




.
Nt

g

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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having had the opportunity to write with the aid of ,
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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\‘ .
\
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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

[



- . o

-

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 research period, each child's

writing was analyzed and the number and type of revision

——  "“recorded. This data was then compared to the data on ' .
age, ability, typing speed and facility of use of the
word processor to determine significant relations}mips.‘
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CHAPTER 4 : T

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROCEDURE

——

For this chapter of the report a more anecdotal,

.

narrativé style has been chosensin which the use of the

firstepgfson is intended to make the desériptiqn of the

pfoceadre more méa;ihgful to;gﬁé reader, to tell éhe

.story.df the data so that the research’information )
written here might be more easily transferred to the 5\
classropﬁs of interested teachers. It is with the above

thought in mind that I embark on the remainimarts of

thié reéort, hoping that this information will be able

to be used by others eager to investigate the use of | .o

- ——

. computers as writing tools by chiT@ren. ' .

o —
-

Procedural Feétures
The Site

The site for this study was a priﬁhry/elementary
school housing grades kindergarten to six with a student
populatfbﬁ of approximately 57% and a staff gf

.- twenty-nine, It 1s located in a fast-growing modern
town, -whose families are mainly middle class with high
educational aspirations for their children.

The school has a very active P,T.A. which has ‘

raised money to purchase néérly'ail'the computers used

]
- -




-y

.
ga
(2% i

»‘.A..\‘ .
Wi gy

A
fyper s
R Lol v

'extensi_on to the classroom and it is the rule, rather

: research-or iepted,

by the school, The parents have expressed a positive
interest in their children's use of computers in the
school, T .

"

The library in this school is treated as an .
than the exception, for children to be seen busily.
working on various curriculum-related pro:ed:t:s at all
times of the* school day in the library whether they be

reading for pleasure, or computer

‘activities.

Equipment 2
F

Six of the school's Commodore 64 computers are kept
in the lrbrary. They are used in conjunction with |
#lassroom activities not only to provide a computer
literacy aspect to the curnculdm but to help meet
curricular objectives in the most efficient manner, .' As
weli, I lprpvided-f two other Commodore 64's for the \
study--my own and one borrowed from the school board's
media 'r:entre-'-for a total.of eight,

At -the present time, one of the major student uses

of these compute‘rs is for word processing. The word

processing program Bank Street Wrirer was chosen for use 'l-.
by the studenrs because of its ease of use and

menu-option ediltiné features. One copy of the program . V- -
disk was available for each computer ‘s was a data disk

for the daily saving of student work Printouts of the
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-students--sixteen. girls and fifteen bpyéf-—r:nging in age

42 K

students' work were made on a dot matrix printer giving

acceptable print quality for xeroxing,

Personnel

As librarian I was

in a posi¥ion not only to

arrange time for the sub]ects to wrlte but also. to .

observe the students "3 4 1t1ng as part of my teachlng

was a colleague in the schooL.\

The co-operating classroom teacher in this study

study mainly because of her_positive attitude toward

s

flexible schedulipg', use of library facilities and

Her class was chogen for

personal interest in the use of computers in education.

Her co-operation v

were prereq‘x ites for involvement in the project as it
ao

meant a five

The Sample

AY

nth commltment

" i

-

.

' d

The sample for this_study consisted of a

keen intgrest and professional opinion
. .t s vy

heterogeneously-grouped class of thirty-one grade five

_from ten years to eleven years, eight months on January

1, 1986,

-years, nine months,

-The average age on January l, 1986 was ten

The measure of ablll.ty used was the language

composite score from the Canadian »'I‘est of Basic Skiw

admninistered when the children were in grade four.

percentile scores ranged from teh to ninety-nine..

As 1 expected, the attitude toward beginning to

._"_ )

The

-ﬂ-‘

—
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wrcite with the help“of Q@ computer was ver;{ pos itive.

]

None of the children had any prior exposure to word

- )
processing at the beginnings of the project, although

eighteen students, Soqge sixty-two percent of the class, '

‘'

-had-computers of some sort at home. In tap;ed interviews

.on December 2, 1985 when I asked mfeﬁ if the'y thought
computefs would make any difference to their writing, ) '
comments such as Paige's, T '

express your sentences be

because it makes .you
or Hilda's, "Yes,

A

the right places,” were typi.cﬁ‘ None of the children
=

had had any previous 1nstruct10n in touch typlng at the

begmrung of the study

Assignment of SubJects to Observation Levels

In the three level pyramid design of thlS study,

the entire class of thirty-one students servei as the
L]

- base of the pyramid and is referred to hereaf-ter as the

level three group. Much c’f the data gathered from this
large group was-product rather than process in nature.
Each student's writing was analyzed daily to ascertain
.the number and.t;(pe_g_f’/revisions which were being ma/de 3

‘from one day to the next. Only informal observatiods of

’ )

" the wr\;ting processes of these studenhts were made,

v

’,-'Fou‘r-children (three lboys and one girl) were chosen

-t

'ran@omly from the alphabetic class list using a table of

random numbers for level two of the study. After
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consultation with the classroon teacher ‘and a peripd..of

.

cbservation, one chllq was chosen from the level two
- . group to serve as.the subject of most intense
observation, a level one. This boy was chosen because
he was of average aballty andhlt appeared, would give

. more than the usual amount of 1nformat10n about his

\vl.

processes of writing. To protect the identity of the

- <

subjects, their real names are not us}qd in _t);i.‘s"-feport'

. N /
of the project. . t\/

Scheduling Time to Write

It was necessary to divide the original thirty-two
studenté into fouf groups of eight because of the
limited number of computers available. (One student

b A transferred out during the school year and was therefore
not inclﬁded in the final analysis of data.)., Because I
want'ed\_tpelshildren to write daily while worki;g on a
piece of work, it was necessatry to arrange for some of
the children to do their work outsidelregular school
hours. Perlsuading them to do this was not a problem -
because of their very high motivation ‘t:_owards doing some
of their school work on a—conpiter. This did, however,
malée it necessary for me to consider such facto'rs.as
bussing, lunch arrangements and walking distance from”
school. In consultation with the ' classroem teacher,
‘four half-hour time‘ periods were reserved for the

» / ’
children to write. Omne group was to work in a before

v | v

H
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school slot--from 8:20 a.m, to 8:50 a.m. (slot A); a

second éroup‘would wriée in "class time" during the day ,

(slot BS third group wrote in the second half of

-

their lunch break from 12:40 p.m. to 1:10 p. m. (slot C);
the fourth group wrote after school from 3:30 p.m. to

4:00 p.m. (slot D Chlldren .who lived close enough -to

walk to school or who could get early rldes to school ''''

®
~

were suggested fot time slot A. Those students who

.stayed in school for lunch naturally fell into time slot ', o
C. Students who did not’ travel by bus and who lived

. \ - ) ® . € © ‘
close to. the school were selected‘for slot D. Late N

afternoon winter darkness was a concern so only'those
students who got rides heme, who i;Jed very close to - o
school and who were not involved ®n other

e o "
extra-curricular activities were chosen for slot D. 3

« ’- . . ) '
Slot B wa§ reserved for '.those students who could not

“ come-early in- the.morning or stay after: school.

It was arranged for each of'the four students in -~

A - . ’

lezrsg one and two to be placed in separate time slots
-thus making for easier observatlon of - their writlng.
Orientation to Typing and Word Proce551ng

Actual work with the students began on December 2,

L]

1985, three weeks before their Chrlstmas break. 1In that
three week period the chirdren each completed the five K
legson tutorial that comes , WIth the Bank Streét Writer

program, That tutorial included lessons on entering

1y
e )HS‘



text, curgor movement, erasing and "unerasing"

‘}-
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. :
(recovefiqg erased text), moving blocks of text and

»

~ searching/replacing. I brovided exercises ‘designed to’

have them practice the editing features as well as

sav;ng and retr1ev1ng thelr text files to and from thelr

“data dlsks.° . - x

IR The children were brlefly exposed to a touch typing

- -

tutorial program frqm which they learned the home Trow of

keys, cotrect'finger‘placement, énd the division of .the

keyboard 1nto left hand/rzght hand halveg. Time did'not

permlt an extended perlod of practlce W1th that program'

but I prOV1ded them with cutout paper keyboards om.phlch’

to pra:;&pé’flnger placement, *
Teache? as Model . B B

A
Just prior to the Christmas break, I provxded the

students W1th a short 'story whlch I had wrltten and‘
saved to dlSk. In a "'round the computer conference 1
read thed the. story froﬁ thevscreenhand then prompted
tte'etudents to ask me questions wﬁiéh would require me
to‘éive more detail or'méke_changes in the story to 4
tlarify the intended meaning. In’ thls way I introducnd
them to a) reV1sion as a natural part of the process of

writing, b) the ease with which changes" could be made

“with, the help of a word processor, c) the

’

confbpedce—prooess approach to the teaching .of wr{tihg,
¢ - ) ’ '

d) the importance of having a sense of'@udience'(tfied'

AL \- . - . ) L] .

o
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to impress upon them that other's perceptions of my
writing were. important to me), and e} the notion that
the initial draft was only the first step toward a

finished ploduct. I

The Writing Folder P ' Y

‘ After .the Christmas break, in the first week of
Janua®y, 1986, éach student was provided. with a '
.iette}-sizé file folder computer-labelled in large-

-~ - letters with his or her name. It was explained that

they would be provided with a‘compuper prihtdut of each

—

day's writing aﬁd that they should keep their work in

the fol@er in their classroom, bringing the fglder with

them to the library for their writing session. They.

were told to feel free to pencil in any changes or make

‘ény notes they wantqd to make on their printout between

writing sessions.

I dated E;;“ptintouts as Ehef-were produéed and
sent tﬁem to the classroom where a student prefect
sbrﬁed thém: The studénts then fasténed :them in

- _chronological order in their folders. The teacher

provided space on a table in her classroom for storage

.of thé folders.

Topic¢ selection

.Although I realized that students are more likely

to revise personal narratikes than either fiction or

content area writing, I wantedfzheir‘writing in this

o ¢ A
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study to be directly related to writing they would be
routinely asked to do in.their social studies.class.
This was partly because fwriting acrbss the cur;icuiﬁh',
not just in "language arts class", hds received recent
emphésis in this province,

It was decided in consultation.with the

co-operating classroom teacher that the first topic of

. '
Wwriting would b€ an entry in the diary of a settler at

John Guy's settlement at ‘Cupids in the year 1613. Early

explorers{énd settlers were being studied in grade five
<

at the time and the students had some limited background

knowledge of the history of the Cupids settlement.

. The topic.of session two, written when the students

were studying the "grandparent's days" section of the
social-studies curriculum, was a last will and testament

of a Newfoundland outpd:t resident of theJl920's. This

trip to .the Newfdund;and Museum, A mpjor part of the
myseum's display is'made_ug\oﬁ household and fishinq
wstage effects from the early 1900's., As well, these i

5

bhildren.had gathered old items of interest and set up

their own classroom museum,

Writ{ng-session three, K set to begin the day after a

. visit from local folk musician-story teller Kelly

Russell, was a retelling (in writing) of one of Ted

Russell's "Chronicles of Uncle Mose® that they had heard .

'was to be written after the students had been on a field |



" that they keep the same computer whenever their‘giapp

' .
told by Kelly Russell.

Methods of Data Collection ’

From.the middle of January to near\the end of
April, primary emphasis was placed'on gathering case
study data on the studernt in level one the design end.'
on the three others in level Qwo. Secen ary emphasis
was élaeed on éathering data from the laf r level three
group. Data were-collected from.a) the natur@listic ;
observatien of the four children while they e wfiting .
at ehe computers, b) tape ;ecorded-cbnferences with
those four students, c¢) informal interventions while ‘the-
childreﬁ were writing, d) a'questionhaire designed to
determine attitpdes toward writing with computers at the
end of &Q; third writing eession, e) a test to determine
typing spded, f) a test to measure the students' .
facility in the use of the Bank Street Writer word
procedssing program and g) reV131on~ana1y51s.of the
writings in the folders containing some ninety pieces of
writing.produced by the‘ent;re group with the help of.
tﬁe computer. - . ;

\\\?hls method of data collection made it possible ‘to,
follow findlngs from the larger .group to an indiV1dua1

» c— L 4 ® .
case and, conversely, from the case and/or small group

findings to_ the entire group of children studied, -

~ I assigned each child to a work station and asked



'writing process in addition‘to the_actual writing
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came to write. In that way I could assign each child in

level two to a computer which would allow easiest visual

access by a researcher without it being obvious to the .o
students, When observing the children write, I

positioned myself sitting about two ‘metres away from the
1

child under observation (see Figure 2). This position -~

allowed me to see noﬁ only the level, two student's

[y

screen, hands and profile, but the screens of four other
stu&ents at ‘'the same time. It was therefore not obvious

to the students which of the five monitors I was

«
E]

observing at any.one time. I would occasionally

pirculate around the room in order to observe the other

\
. _three students' screens.

Observing and.recording a revisigm on a word
processor requires a more intense vigil than watching a-
writer use pencil and paper, that is, omne must 'Be
there”™ at the time the revision is mﬁde as there would
be no obvious indicator such as an eraser smuﬂge;
crossed out words, or arrows indicating insertions_on
the screen as there would be on paper. .Howéver, the
vertical orientation of the computer monitor makes it |
easy'to keep;ﬁne's distance while still observing any
changeé being made in the text. - |

I tried to record behaviors associated with the
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- retrieved their files from the data disks. 'While

"t ;‘-3:311

-
52 . ’

itself. Long pauses associated with rereading or

contemplation of .ideas, pupil interactions,

interruptions, researcher interventions, verbalizations, -

resource use (dictionary, thesaurus, etc.), and approval

solicitation werq‘all‘examples of observable behaviouls.

Wheﬂ a group positioned itself at the computers t =
write, a few minutes were occupied while they loaded th ’

Bank Street Writer program into the computer and then .

‘waiting for the program to load (about two minutes), -the "
4 . -

reséarcher observed. pupil interactions and made notes as
these interactions related to discussions of their
foldersﬂ drafts, wotd processors, topic, éLory content
or revisions, It was %n this prewriting phase that many
interesting~comments were noéed. .
f%eld notes were recorded on pagés in a épiral
notebook ruled horisoptally about half way down each
pégei The name of,thg student being’ observed, the date"
and the time was written at the top of the page. 1If thﬁif”
student made. any reviéions to the previous day's A
writing, these showed ﬁp as Qisfble changes on the
printout—of the cd%rent day's work. As circumsﬁéﬂcgs
permitted, as the student yrﬁte, I recordsd his or her
exact words on the top Haiﬁ of my field note page. ,
Because of the.rate of typing of most students,'About
ten words a minute, it was no£ difficulﬁ to keep up with

("
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their text entry. Any changes (additions, deletions,

« substitutions or reorderings), rereading, interruptions

-y

(solicited or unsolicited), resource use, or use of

//// language (&g., whiséering), eere then numbered at the

eiact place in the text where they occurred'and'then\
i‘ : 'humbered reference was made to them on the bottom hallf ‘)
|. . : of the field note page. - ; . ' g : :/r/

o ‘ '1 From time to tlme, the researcher 1ntervened and‘

e11c1ted 1nf0rmat10n from the Chlld when he of she was

engaged in a writing episoden he purpose of this '
procedure.;as to gain understanding ofrthe child's
rationale for a previous’operation or insight into his
strategieS'tor future'operations.. These interventions
were infreguentlj employed to minimize the observer's
effect on the child's writing, |
Each child was ashed to save his or her work’on a
data disk using a'comﬁon identifier followed by their
init{als. 1 had used the letters XX as an identifier i
for the orientatlon 393510ns SO my work could easily be
L identifed_pg the students on the disk directory. As
well;.the children liked to use the password protection
feature--of the Bank Street Writer which prevented
—- . unahthorized Qiewing of their text files, Thus, the .
K ,‘ three pieces‘of writing were saved on the data disks '
3 . using GUY xx, WILL XX and MOSE.XX as file names (where
xx-equalled the child's initials) an}’%IVEC as'a common

.
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password. °.

)

_ At the end-of each writing session, there was
always a little’time while the students were"SSVing P
their files on their ‘disks for observation of further
pupil interactions. Time slots.A, C.and D permitted -
this more so than slot B because ‘the students often-dame
earlier than necessary in the morning and lunch- time, and

AN
often stayed later than necessary in the afternoon. The

" afternoon dro&p often liked to observe their files being’

prihted out on the printer. Since two copies of their
writing was printed, a printing §essi§n at the end of
Lhe day would result in many metres‘of\fanfqlded paper
being produced, They delighted in seeing how far this

would stretch across the library before being éeparated-

into individual printouts.

The taperecorded conferences allowed me to

"accurately record student fee}ings about how they felt

about their own pieces as they were developing,

4

permitted recording of some peer-coﬁ"’%ncﬁng as well as:

4 .

some other interesting interactions.

-~

\7 "~ For example, in one recorded conference during the

iwriting of the first piece, when discussing what the

settlers may have eaten éuring the winter, Wanda
suggested to Evan that the settlers might have eaten
bacon from their pigs. This suggestion~tbén turned up

in Evan's next day's printout of his story. When Evan

— i

. : . : .

P
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was asked what time he got up on the morning in his
story,'he.replied, *I didn't have a clock." This led to
him attempting to clarify his intended meaniEg that he,
"woke up with the sun shining in the window." - When

someone 'asked Mary the same question, it was suggested.

that she say the leaves blowing in the wind and brushing.

- »

- against the house woke her. She then incorporated this

A

idea into her story Evan rea11zed after readzng his
story to hzs group that he probéﬁiy wouldn't. be plantlng
crops in November. This indicates that peer rﬁ/eractlon"
is an important area of the wr1t1ng process to observe,

The questionna1re was’ admlnlstered at the end of

writing session number three. It solicited from the

students opinions about writing with a word

processor--their likes and dislikes, ease with which

they learned to use the computer, perc'ptions about
their own typing epeed, the importaqoe oé revisions in
the writing process, and their feelings on whether théy
would like to continue to use a word‘processor in grade
six. An analysis of the questionnaire results ig found
in éhapter 6. ‘

Two tests of the students' typing speed were
administered. The first was given before the ‘first
piece'of writing in January. The second.was givén after

the third piece of writing in April.

' A timed test of the students' facility with. the use
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. —

of the Bank Stree£ Writer prbgram.was administered after : v
‘the third piece of writing. First, the students were

tequired to retrieve a file from a data diék. They were

then asked to make revisiog§<to the text.p;ssage which

reduired'fhem to dse each“of the editing featlires of the -

word Qrocessor. 'Finally, they were asked'tb'save the

. ‘

- altered file backeonto the disk using th¥ir initials aé

e

" an identifying file name. Their completion' times were .

reéorded‘by the researcher. . .
‘Method of Revision AnalySis - )
When all students invlevél thrge.of the design had
finished their third piece of writing on the computer,

the researcher began analysis of the revisions from one

day's printout to the next for each of the three

A methlod of analysis adapted from those used by

i

Faigley and Witte (1981) and Sommers (1980) was employed
to pategor;zé eéch revision. No attempt to distingﬁish B
beéweén tﬁose revisiéns thét affect meaning and those
that leave meaning inEact:is made in this study of
younger writers. Although lengthy pausei in w:iting,/h
wé{e noted in the case study of Evan's revision
processes, thié stud§ does not delve to any great

.extent intd that which Murray (1978) refers to as
internal révision. The~revisions‘were,categor%zed -

as either &) formal changes (i.e,, changes
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in spelling, tense, number, aSBreq}ation, punctuation),
b) additions, deletions, substitutions, or reorherings
at the word, phrase or sentence level, or c¢) textual v
changes (i.e.? major chandes 'in content or direction).
In essence, the significance of revision was quantified
accg;aing to the length of change.

The categorized revisions were then tabulated. Ffor

. - . -
the purposes of comparison, measures such as the number

of revisions per hundred words and the percentage of

revisions other than at the formal level were

. 3 f .
calculated. ' -

Gathering the Data: Level 1

The most intense observations in the study were
made of Evan, the student chosen for level one. The
data included notes not only on his written product'and.
writing processes, but also on his behaviour, attitude
togard writing with'a computér, interactions with his
peers’ and conversation with the researcher before,
during and after the writing sessions.

Evan had been choseﬁ from the level two group as
the subject fo; level one oﬁ_the_desfgn based on
observation by the researcher and discussion with the
ciassréom teacher. Evan was a student of at least
average academ@c ability. He seemed eagér to

co-operate, was receptive’to conference suggestions from

the researcher and his peers and was not reluctant to

L




58

\giffuss.aif'feelings about his writing. rthermore,
Evan was ege of those students who always wanted td help
out around the school in whatever way he could--not as
solicitation of attention but from genuine caring.

This was Evan's first year at this scﬁgol and he
hadq £it in right away. He had a witty sense of humour,
waé'emotiqnally mature in many ways’and-had none of the
"cockiness" associated with some of the older students.
He seemed a natural-for opservaﬁion.

when I arrived qé school at “about eight o'clock,
Evan would either be waiting at the frg;t.dodr of the
school,foffgring to help the school's caretaker with his
'ﬁorning duties or‘just!arriving in his dad's truck,’
'having gotten a ride with his dad on his way to work.

Evan, physically small compared to some others in
his.class, bookbag held secu;ely to his back by twg
straps over his shoulders, would run over to my c;r as I

.péfked in my usual spot. He knew that I would often
have ﬁ& briefcase, paper-bagged lunch, printef,
computer, disk drive, monitor, box of student folders
and other assorted odds and 9nds to carry into the
school, especially on Monday mornings after I had taken
my own computer equipment home for the weekend. He
would open the rear door, reach in to lift)out the
nearest item to be carried, give his usual cheerful

-

greeting, and launch into a desfription of some
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earlier morning event or bféakfast, often before I Aad

unfastened my seat belt and« turned off the motning radio’

news. Evan always referred to me ae "sir". It'wae
*sir's dis&j or "sir's printerf.‘ I assumed- he had
acqu&red this ;efreshingly ;espeetful salutation at his
former more_tural school, as it was an unusual practiée
in the current setting. Untfl'they got used to i¥$>nis
cl;ssmetes'could often be seen guietiy chdé%linq to
thém;elveé mhen~Bvan'q'¢é "sirc",

0nce~1nside, Evan would dep051t his hurden bes1de

my desk and ﬁhstle off to his classroom ‘to take off his

B winter boots and hangqup hls-coat. 'Juigyas I was

getting-things qrdanized, he would often arrive back in

time Eolload all eight program disks into the cdmpute%@i ‘.

As he knew'where eyéryoné sat in‘hieJdEoup, ne sometimes
would have time .to retEieVe the entire group's ﬁtles on
the screens before the rest of the group arrived\in ones
and twos. It-had not taken Evan ‘long to figure out
everyone' s initial- identified file name and .common
"secret password." The data disks*were_nnmbered aSrQete
i__the domputer étations; 80 Ehey wene easily metcned}
Evan was ten years;eld-in Januery, 1986. Two
‘ others in thé'class were the same age; none was younger.
_-On the typing speed assessment administered in ipril,
' 1986, he scored 14.3 WOrds per minute, the fastest in.

the' class, on the test used to determine their facilityr

4

»
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|11ked the role. ‘ S

with the use of the Bank Street Writer program, it took
. . 3 n N
Evan three minutes fifty seconds to complete the
requiremehts, again:the fastest. in his clasé.~ On the

. meéasure of ability, Evan had scored in the top twenty
. : 1
percent., . . . ) f _ .o

]

" It quickly became evident that Evan enjoyed using

. the computers. During the course of the study} he.

became a whiZ at using all of the features of Bank

Street'Writer and often was calied on by mémbers of his

»
—

group to be the re51dent word. processing consultant. He

=
P
~

L3

"Evan was scheduled to'write in time slot A--the |

before.- school group. However, he also was one of
students who_étayed at school for lunch. Whenever, one

. - . ; ¥ i

of the slot C étu@ents,yas absent, Evan would Volunteer-
to "fill in® for :that .person.. ST

Evan began working-onnﬁié first writing assignment

in slot € on January 14, 1986 The first session's .

+ . N

‘observations - are documented below-'

E -
s

. The Badest Winter (1) Ever
One day in .cu Cupids.(2) a big storm .came (3).up (4, 5).

It killed eight people =nd the (6) horse, cattle and (7,
8) »

THE BADDéST WINTER EVER (9)

(10) One: day in, Cuplds a storm came (11) giant

~ storm came up. - It was terrible it killed eight people
“(12) and all the*sheep, ‘cattle and pigs John B (13) Guy-.

brought pver from England (14) -In" between all this

(15) a baBy (16) was born at the same time, (17) After'
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that horrible winter We planted potaes (18) potaces and
other kinds .of vegtetables. (19, 20)
Researcher's notes:

1. changed lower case "wW" to upper case“‘w"' in title |

2. deleted "cu" and writes- "Cu" for Cupids
‘3. note that he 1s typmg with two hands, two fingers

4. .paused about 60, seconds thinking . . . .
‘ 5;' dec:.ded to end sentence here L - -

6. looked around at what others are writing -

. 7 'move-d-cursox back to efafe "horse” --verballzed ERASE
'commands while gmng through the ERASE:\procedure 2 ‘

8. ,dec1ded to.start from beg;nnln? w:L-thqut eras‘lqg ' .
previous. te'xlt‘ . ) ’
9, typed tltle in all capltals | ‘ ..
10. sk:.pped 11ne and 1ndented paragraph '_.

11. deleted "storm came" to inserted "giant®™ storm came

12 stopped ;nd rocke:i chair back and forth for about 15

seconds; '

13, deleted "B" and typed "G" - . . L !
14, stbpped, looked around—-appeared to be .thinking B

15. paused for about 15 seconds /ppear:lng tcr_gearch for ’ .,

correct wording __f

16. asked researcher when the bal_:y was born i.e., if it
was in the winter. - 'Researcher suggested w-inte/r ‘ |
17, distracted by sound of melting ice dri‘gpihg orni an )

outside vent hood and heard thrbugh the libx,'én:'y
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ventilation duct--commented to Edward about ®he sound it
makes .

18. deleted 'es'/,and adds "“oes"

19. Teld .Scott Jhow to get to the transfer menu to save
his work on the data disk

20. After saving his o(wn..work t.o disl;, he asked if he
m}ght "see if it is on the cataiog' and céllgd up the
catlalog bf files,én that partic’u‘lar disk to see if his

had actually been se_wed

[End of Writing Session One, Assignment One]

~—

A group conference was held prior to the ne‘xlt .
writing session on \:'Ianuary ‘15 in slot 'A. The group -
members r‘ead what t;xey had written thus far- and had
s_uggested how they‘ were going to proceed with their
stories. As a result of the conference, Evan decided to
concentrate on giving the detgils og one day's
activities at Cupids instead of a g:neral view of the
whole winter. ';t was also in this conference that Evan
receivéd the' suggestion from a classmate that he should
write what time he got up in the mo'rnin'g. Evan'replied .
that hée would not have had a clock. He proviged the

requested information by indicating that he woke up

" because of the sun shining in a window. '

—

The writing phasge was rg_ther short because of the

time taked up by the first conference. Evan retrieved

1

" ' b

R
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- ' _his file and, used the ERASE function to erase all that

he had written to that point. His draft now begani_

]

THE BAD DAY IN CUPIDS v

One day I woke up with sun shining on me,

‘ [End of Writing Session Two, Assignment One]

Evan's third vwriting session was on January 17 in

slot A. He retrieved his file and addead:

!

So I decided to work out in the field. About noon a
huge storm came up. (1) I had a great piece of bacon , 4
from a pig.+ Then I took a nice hot bath. After he (2) . o
I (3) heated 7 pots of water, I got out and driied (4)
myself (5) with a rough towel .

Then I decided to do my winter chores. Go out and

cut down ssom (6) trees N .

Researcher's field notes: ‘ '

l, Intervention by’ researcher: .

Researcher: Evan, vfhat did you do just after

-

you were awakened by the sun shining in

through your window. .

~

-

Evan: I guess I had breakfést.

]

Researcher: 1If you were going to tell

»somfething in your story about your breakfast,

where would you put it?

g T . Evan: (indicates by pointing to screen)

-

2. changed he to I
. . ‘ .

- - 3. paused to look at printout in folder

. 4 ’ .,
s -, <
. . .
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4. deleted one "i" from driied ’ -
5. solicfited information fr})n researcha about whether
they would have had tow\e'fé S .

6. corrected spelling of "some"

[End of Writing Session Three, Assignment One)

—
¢

On January 20, Evan added:

After my fifth tree the sky turned (1) black as tar. T

All of a sudden a storm swarmed'up. (2) It killed one!

(3, 4) person some of the animals, Everybody shut their ‘ )
— - shutters and stayed (5) Everybody 'rushed into their home .

shutting their shutters. (6) For super (7) supper we : ', ' . -

had meat from a cattle. ah:-that was great. Then I took . - -. .

my mind of£ the storm and went' to bed. : R

Researcher's notes: - : ’ o

1. reread using finger on screen as guide 3

2, went over to Melanie to help her insert a word, told

her she forgot to.space '

3. .turned around to look at thefish in the aguarium -

4, paused to listen to others interact

5. said, "Must get them home before they shut the

shutters.” Deleted "shut their shutters and stayed” and )

continued - : o L

6. said, "Now suppertime. Did I skip dinner?”

. changed "super™ to “supper" after telling differencq,

F »

etween the two words

[End-of Writing Session Four, Assignment One) L
: 4 ‘ | .

Evan had another‘OPportunity to write: in 8lot C o'g—-r*"”"'-'_ .

- i

. i o :-'§\vr_l-2‘
L ) . .. . o
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" Janvary 20, In an effort to gain more back ground

‘information for his story, he read a chapter about John

Guy's settlement from Fouirteen Men. As he read, heé h

ex_claimed,. *Goats!™ in a surprlsed tone as 1f he
intended to insert it into his story. He read about the

pirate- Petet Easton's role in terrifying the settlers,

.commenting aloud 'as he read, "We read about Peter Easton
. L}

A

im geography.™ In ‘his reading, Evan came across the

i

word "severe™ and cepmmented, "Severe. . . s—e-v-e—-r-e, .

. I knows how to spell severe now,"

At that point Evan retrieved his file from the disk

and changed his title to:

~

THE TERRIBLE WINTER IN CUPIDS COVE

[ J ’ - v
- [End of Writing Session Five, Assignment One]

-

In slot A on January 21, Evan reread what he had
written to date then erased a sentence éelllng about the

animals and people being killed and inserted in its
place the sentence: ’ ‘ '
W
" I dropped the axe and ran'as fast as I
could, I fell down where I had no snowshoes
on. I had seen everybody rushing into their

home and- shutting their. shutters. '

-

He then reread again and deleted the phrase " from a

-

plg' from the beginning of his st(y and inserted "The

wind blowed harder and harder.," \

A}

[End of Writing session Sizr, Assignment One])

W
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January 24 was Evan's final session wquing on the
R . - -~ \

fjirst piece of writing. He felt that h1s story was

- finished and felt qu:.te ‘proud of t& f:n.rst story wrxtten

usmg the computer. Because of an mterruptlon, I Wwas -

not able to dlrectly observe Evan s final edlting but_ ST

any changes were ndted on the f1na1 pr 1ntout:

-

[End of Assignment One]

- Work on. ~the se-cond assignment did not begin un%':ii

_March 10, Evan began writing in "s}ll_o!: A on that day:

.o - q -
To my oldest sonjdake (1) I shall leave my fishing
boat (2). TOmy (3) ' ‘ '
To my (4) second son,Fred shall (5) leave (6) all B
of my £ishing gear. . \

’

Researqher.'s notes:
1. changed lower case "j" to upper .case "J"

2. paused, thought, tubbed hands together, turned around

to look at me and paused a further 30 seconds before ',f._
continuing S .

3, deleted "TOmy® and startéd new paragraph

4. ;séid, "I want t& change oldest." He went back and

ct'langed oldest to.eldest.

5."said, "Wait I got.to have a house, 'I“knov_d_, I'll give
the.third son the boat and the first son thre—he

6., verbalized text :as he wrate

-[End of Writing Ses_sio.n One, Assignment Two ] '
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On March 1l Evan reread his text and commented,
"I've got too many shalls, maybe I'll put in a will."
He changed "shall® to "will" in Fred's sentence. He

continued to write:

?
LY

To my £ifth son, (1) Garry I will leave all the
furniture down stairs of the house, (2) :
. To my only dauqﬂ;er I shall (3, 4) Donna I shall
leave the three rooMs of furniture upstairs of the ., . .,

1, stopped to consider énot'her name
2, stopped to help Gail and Paige

3. deleted "I shall" to insert a n;ime ‘
. AT r—
‘4, reread, rocked on chair, looked around, looked at

keyboard-30-45 seconds and said, "Got itl"
[End. of Writing Session Two, Assignment Two]

After a conference on March 12, Evan decided that
he \qoulé like to make chapnges ,whicri wo;fd leave
furniture to different people rather than all to two
people. ' He .changed Garry's bequest to tables and
chairs. He then reread his text and.inserted commas to
separate the names from the rest of the text |

| Evan then declared that his will ‘was complete,

At this point Helen was overheard to say, r'eferring

to the édi"t .mode menu, "I want to fit a word in but

.

thgrefs no fit_s on ﬁére." .
[End of Assignment Two]

A

f . P R
St .. v et ., [ A ] .

-
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Writing on the third and final assignment l.)'egan on

April 16 in slot A. Evan wrote:

” [
Babysittin'

One joy that I will never forget is babysitfin'.
{1) One night Suz, x, 2z (2) went to the {3) wanted to
do to the Woman's Aso (4)- .

Researcher's nqtés:
1. paused to think"*
2, decided to use x and y for names of characters and to

use the REPLACE function later to change them

*

3. deleted "went to the"

/

4. went to dictonary to look spelling of association

\ .
[End of Writing Session One, Assignment Three]

\ .
On April 17 Evan first used the REPLACE function to

change x and z to Aunt Sophie and Grandma Walcott. Then

he continued:

-

"

Liz was the baby sitter but she would come over and
chew bubble gum and play her dumb records (1)

1. checked to assure he had left two spaces between

sentences

[End of Writing Session-Two, Assignment Thtee]

"

‘' puring his April 23 writing session, Evan decided

to use "xx" for 'Gfandpa Walcoét" and "qq" for: "the

T

e

N

g
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w

baby®". At the end of the session he made the
appropriate ‘replacements before saving his work.
{End of Writing Session Three, Ass‘ig;men; Three)
On April 25 Evan asked the researcher, "Should I
put in the. part about the formula? I think it goes
B befg'r\e the fat."™ He then thought aloud, "What was the
formula they knew?" Ag'ain when finishing' up this fina.
i)iece of work he thought aloud, "I'v;e_ got ) to replaée one
thing," and replaced an over looked "zz" £or a commonly
' ' ¥

used name. ' . .

-

[End, of Assignment Three]

1 believe late in the period of this study, it

{ - became clear that Evan -had begun to revise internally.
) ' ' His drafts?%re fewer in number. The first drafts were

of higher quality and he begafi to be able to articulate
\ ~ more about the composing process. A summary of ‘Evan's
revisions obtained from analyzing his writing from day

to day is shown in Table 1. ’ . ’ .
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Table 1

Summary of Bvan's Revisions

Assignment 1
Formal Word Phrase Sentence Text

8 1 .
Additions C 0 4 )
Deletions - 0 1 2 © .
Substitutions 4 1 3
Relocations .. 0 0 0 >

Assignment 2
Formal Word Phrase Sentence Text

s : 6 ‘ -0
Additions 1 0 r 2 ) ..
Deletions - 0 0. 1
\ ' Substitutions 3 2 .0 :
Relocations 0 0 -0 i ’
. Assignment 3 ‘ . i ‘ ' o . )
Formal = Word 'Phrase  Sentence  Text
0 , , 1 :
Additions ' 0 1 3 o
Deletions 0. 0 o T
Substitutions 4 0 0
Relocations 0 0 .- 0
Gathering the Data: Level 2.
' The level two group of students consisted of three . '

children (Hiﬁlda, John and Howard). The small size of -
this group allowed for t'heiif writing processes.to be .
observed and notec{ in More detail than those, c;f the»
large level three group.- In addition, 'i'nter"act'i.ons with c

’ )
their peers, and analysis of their vfritbe’n products. also
contributed to the data.
Hilda . - , '

i C ) " Hilda's first piece of writing began on January 15

L

in slg C. It went as noted below:
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ﬁ' . - £
"THE WORSE DAY OF MY LIFE ON MY" TRIP

Well every thing was all right when that day came.
| I was out getting wood for the wood stove and I met the
biggest hairyest bear in the world, I {1, 2, 3) took
of £ leaving all of my chopped wood behlnd. Then I never
~ went that way (4) trail again.
. ' Researcher's field notes: '

1. _inserted comma between “"biggest hairyest"-——reread

LN . . |

2. insepted_"'cold and wet®™ after-"that™ line 1 -
3. inskrted."black dusty" before, "wood stove™

4. deleted "way"

Hilda's.day two was on January 16. The session -

betjan with e":grohb 'cgnference where the pieces were read .

alqu.id ,fo the other members of the group and plans for

continuing discussed. Hilda described how she was going -
n [P -

to say that it was cold in the morning because the fire

-

was out.. - b

'

. ' .. It was so cold in my feathered sleeping hag that I woke . :
: T up {l). 1 new.that i had to perk it up even though it Y
. Was so (2) misherble (3) out side (4).

0 ‘1. paused to reread and aske(d the researcher how she
should pro;eed. I suggested tha»t she consult her folder ' _ -

“. . for any_ideas she mlght have 'noted. She remembered the

[

"f£ite out" idea and iqute "the fire must have been out”

-

coe after "I woke up . She then paused and rerea-d agaiﬁ. . _ /

K} -

A -

2. noticed the lower case "i" and. changed it " to upper

-

case. She asked how' to spell "miserable" : .

3. ‘'paus€d and reread ' A | . e

oo iy LT e
o e



72
.

4. insefﬂd "when water and snow fell on' top of my head"™

then delete’d "my head" reread and put it back again
Hila¥ hggan session three by rereading and |

im;nediately making some revisions. _

l. inserted "red and wite", erased "wite" and wrote

"white" then éauséd»to reread

2. erased s:éntence aﬁd substituted, "When I was running

back to my hut I met my Indian friend Kowosoki," then

paused and reread several times.

I ® '

3. verbalized that she doesn't want the story to get

dull

i
o .- - -

4. deleted "Indian friend Kowosoki" and wrote "my Capton°
‘Jhon Guy™ - o - '
- 2. .

5. paused to help Gregory read his story and suggested
thast ‘he "fix his spelling”
6. expressed concern about how her ending is less

. ) . ¢
interesting than tpe ‘beginning
A s,umr;\ary of Hilda's revisionsg is fepresented i’n%

-Table 2 " .

John

‘John begar; writing on January 17 in slot C but I
was unable to observé him directly} because of requests i
for help by several other child en,.‘ 'As it turned out,
John tended to revise externally v y little: He typed
‘with two fingers.aﬁc-i wrote :for' longer- e’rio'ds wiéhout

- .
' pausing to reread than the others, On January 21 John’

]

= N
4
" »
!
. (\
:\i ‘
¢ Ve |
- !
P
i
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Relocations

‘AssignmenE 2

* Assignment 3

"Reloca;ions

“did,
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t

. +. - then yon would have to find food for your

family and that would (1) bé& hard in winter because the
_ deer would.be inland. And the fish would be gone south

for the winter, and the birds.would be gone south to,
After _you got home 1t would be dark and you . . .

1. paused to reread

-

o

Table 2 | .
.‘sunimary of Hilda's Revisions -
Assignment 1 o B ' ‘ )
. " Formal ~ Word Phrase’ Sentence Text
\'- ) 2 R . ¢
Additions . 1 3 3 .
Deletions 0 0 2 .
Substitutions 1l 2 0
0 0 0

Formal Word Phrase ,Seqfence Text

o 0 0
Additions | . . 0 .0 -0
Deletions .= * . ) 0~ 1 - 0o .
Substitutions ' 1 - 0r 8

) »

Relocations ‘ 0 0

]
¢

Formal ~ .Word Phrase Sentence Text

o 0 Ly 0
Additions 0 N R 1 '
Deletions K 0 0 ;;A{
Substitutions 2e 0o - 1 . &0

0 0 0

) 7
.‘ . ! & B
On January 2@ John read his story to me.’ When he

]

came to the part about the fish going south for:the

+ Winter he commentedvtnat he "put that in for fun"
because'he couldn't think of anything else, .1 made 'a

,méntal note‘to‘seé if'henkept it in his *£inal draft. He

L [
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A summary. of John's revisions is-shawn in Table 3.

-

Table -3 .
Summary of John's Revisians
’

Assignment 1 . '
Formal Word Phrase Sentence Tgbp
. : 1 .
Additions - 0 2 0
Deletions - -0 - 0 1 R
<: - Substitutions 0 1 0
Relocations 0 0

, *

Assignment 2 .
Formal Word Phrase Sentence Text

. 0 ~ 0
" -~ Additions ., 0 0 0
Deletions 0 0 0
Substitutions 1 0 0
Relocations 0 0 0

L}

. Assignment 3 , . |
. Formal ' Word Phrase Sentence Text
16 - ' 0
Additions
Deletions
Substitutions
Relocations

cooo

oo o
[ = =2 =)

Howard
Like'John, Howard too wrote. fqr Ionger sustained

périods‘than either Evan or Hilda.,, Furthermore, Howard

4

had acquired thglwriting skill of trying a variety of

~

t
lead sentences, \_Op-January 17 he'wrote:.

. ll * . N £
, ' AR . - . . »
+ . ' . 0 B .

";ka-:r‘—- B
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'l. deleted. "When" to begin again - - . o

75 ..

"When I Lived in 1613 :

: ﬁﬁén (1) 1t all started 50 days ago'(Z)'DAY i,
. I just finished (3) About S minutes ago we hit
land. The men are still getting the animals off the

“boat. We brought, sheep, goats chickens, cows (4)

2. deleted bhis'séhtenée and tfied-anbtﬁgr
3. deleted this and 'tried again o

4. Howard was called away to help another mehber of his

\

slot D group
A summary of Howard's revisions is shown in Table
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" Summary of Howard's Revisions
. 7

Table 4

}

Assignment 1

Formal-- Word Phrase " Senténce  Text.

-0

oco0o0oo

b

0
oL -
\ g\“\‘:lr T

, AddZtiqps : 0 0
S . -.Deletions C 0 0
Substitutions 0 0 )
Relocations 0 0 \
. \
. Assignment 2 . \ - .
' —_ . Formals _Word -Phrase §entence Text
. . 0
Additiohs 0 2
Deletions . 0 0
Substitutions -0 0
Relocations 0 0

L]

=. oAssignment 3

Additions 0: .0

: . Deletiong - : 0 0

W _ Subsgitutions N 0
‘Relocations 0 0

Gathering the Data: Level 3

' , o \ :
.Formal Word: Phrase Sentgece Text
o\

\(l

0

[aNeNa

_Level three—data came from the entiré class, from

which level one andalevel two children were selecEed.

Some interesting revisions were recorded e

.. D
~informal. observation of these sgpjécts or

ither through

through '

, product analygis of their workf A few are ;epb:ted '
below: | o
L Tacy | | | { |
- ' ,tacy"_s first assignm*znt began 6n Jan}ary 15,- I‘9J86' I -
\ ‘ .

as‘follows: ' ) N L

~,

\ " Dear Loulise,

‘e
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‘more revisions to the previous day's work: ’ Lo
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-

We are haveing a sevor winter - The .wind is very cold °
and there are people dieing,We met someé Iandians.The '
Iandians were animal skins for there clothing and use
there own homemade tools.I will bé sending you an
Iandian vase.We are scracely running out of food We will
be comeing back in a matter of weeks.
: R
PLEASE WRITE
YOUR.FRIEND
, TRACY
P.,S., Our ship is being - ~.
repaired, '
. - - N .
The second day's writing included adding new )

information and some revisions to-the previous day's

work, .
oy, . =

Dear Louise,. T . -,

., We are haveing a sevor winter here at' Cupids cove,

(1) The wind is very cold and there are people

dieing We met some Iandians.The Iandians were animal )
skins for there clothing and use ‘theré own homemade
tools.* I will be sending you an Iandian vase, We are
scracely running out of food.We will. be comeing back in .
a matter of, weeks.Whern I got up this morning there was a
knock at the door,It was my best frigpd Dana,she had¥

come to tell me there was a baby b orn to a (2)

%

PLEAS® WRIT
YOUR FRIEND
TRACY

P.S. dur ship is being
repaired. = .
. . ‘ . ' . . . \
Researcher's-field notes:
1. inaerted "here at Cupids cove" . I
. N oV

¥ ' . -

2. insérted two sentences . L e

— S . , '

1

Day.;hree'ausessions produced additonal material and . :

+

* * .
< . -
. B



.

e

The wind is very'cold and there are people and animals

‘weeks.,

8 s | F/)[“
. ' « )
Dear Louise; ' (fﬂf

We are havéinq‘a sevor winter here at Cupids cove,.

(1) dieing.We,v (2) met some Beothic (3) Indians.s. (4)
(5) .I will -be sending you an Indian (6) vase. .be’

. sending you an Iandian vase.

We-are scracely running out of food.We will be comeing
back ‘in a matter of weeks.When I got up this morning
there was a knock at the door.It was my best friend

.Dana,she had come to tell me there was a baby born tc.a _

¥

PLEASE WRITE
YOUR FRIEND
TRACY

P.S. Our ship is being
repaired. ‘

Reséa;cher;s field notes:
l. inserted “"and animals"
2, changed "We" to "We,v"
3. inserted ™Beothic" |
4, changed"Igndians' to "Indians.s"

5; deleted sentence "The landians were , , ., tools." :

6. changed "Iandian” to "Indian". ' - N

Day four produced the following revisions:

¥

-

Dear Louise, , _ ) .

When I got up this ‘morning there was a kno¢k at the
door.It was my best friend Dana,she had come to tell me
there was a baby boy born, (1) {2) Well anyway. (3)

~ We aare haveing a sevor winter here at Cupids cove,
The wind is very cold and there are people and animals
dieing.We,v met some Beothic Ipdians. (4) I will be
sending you an Indian vase. (5) We are scracely rinning
oup 6f food.We will be comeing back in a matter of

< ‘ PLEASE WRITE
- YOUR FRIEND

v




EELO /

79

Vs ; . ~ TRACY .

AN

Researcher's field notes: . . ' - : N

1, moved two sentences to beglnnlng of story ' _n 
2. deleted 'to\a' ' > ’ i - ST
Lo - 3. inserted fWell.aﬁyway.'

. . 4, ehanged "Indians.s" Ep "Indians?

\ 5. deleted extra "be 'sending you an Indian vase" .

* * 4 . \

The fifth day of writing for Tracy resulted in a

Pad

major change in her story .

a ' Dear Louise, _
) When I-.got up this morning there was a knock at the
' door.It was my best friend Dana,she had come to tell me
there was a baby boy born. Well anyway.
; We are hayeing a"sevor winter here at Cupids cove.

- (1) Last year at cupids was very mild and there are not
as many people dieing.In cas€ you did not know we did
not have any animals at that time. The third winter was
an_unpredictable.We all ran out of food so we had to

, rap fox and muskrat.The winter was so severe that

‘#_,.wfﬂgeople began to catch scurvy and pneumonia Allthe
- animals died. -
- . [
Researcher's field notes: '
] . . ®
1. major .change in direction of story .

e Day five resulted in a title being added and other

reviaions. ' . . S R .

A HORRIBLE WINTER AT CUPIDS (1)

2 . when. I got up this morning there was a knock at the

e . . door.It was my best friend Dana,she had come to tell me

Lo . " tHere was a baby boy born, Well anyway. '~

P * ‘We are haveing a. severe winter here at Cupids cove.

3 _ (2) vast (3) winter was unpredictable.We all ran out of

A "', food so we 'had to trap fox and muskrat.The winter was so

: : severe that people.begdn to catch scurby and

S, : . pneumonia.All the animals died.We will leave for home ’

A .
. .
Sy < . . . . R .

3 . o, - "
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tomorrow and we wAll never leave our home town ever
again.Oh, by the 'way the baby's fathep‘is Nicols Guy.

Researcher's field notes:

1. added title

‘a3

2,~deieted'two sentences

-
4 3. changed "the third™ to "last"
Day six of Tracy's writing resulted in her final ‘ '
] "
product for the first assignmernt. -
A HORRIBLE WINTER AT CUPIDS . e , ’ .
by Tracy (1) .
AWhen I ‘got up this morning there was a knock at the
door.It was my best friend Dana,she had come to tell me
there was a baby boy born.. (2) \! ,
' We are haveing a severe winter here at Cupids cove )
.Eight of my people have died. (3)
- Last winter was unpredictable /Wwe all ran out of food so .
we had to trap fox and musktat.The winter was so severe
that people began to catch scurvy and pneumonia. All
.the animals died.We will leave for home tomorrow and we
will never lave our home town ever again.Oh, by the
.way the baby's father is Nocols Guy.
Researcher's field notes: , ¢ =
1. added byline o 4 .
2. deleted"W¢ll anyway."
3. added "Eight of my people.have died," -7
Helen " . . . - . »
Helen's first assignment qontainéd'many examples of
revisions at the word, ph;ase'and eenteﬁces levels, The .
'product of the first'wrfting session follows: = . ‘¥f - =
L ' . ST .
A DAY IN THE CUPIDS & - . . Sl “%
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“\
One day while John Guy was in the garden p1ck1ng
vegetables -a real bad storm came up.This storm was\the
'storm of 1613 and wads the first very bad storm.John! Guy

‘was about ‘40 when this happened

On daY two Helen added new material !nd\rn:ade/o e . oo

rev151on to her previous day's. wdtk

A DAY IN THE CUPIDS

-

One day while John Guy was in the garden picking
vegetables a real bad storm came up. (1) When John Guy
relized the storm was getting worse, he went home and .
closed the shuters. (2) This storh was the storm of 1613 '
ang. was the first very bad. John Guy was about 40 when
this happen.d 8 people died of food shortage and some of
the animals died. Although this was the worst- winter -
ever,it was-good- to because a baby boy was born.

. N 3
Researcher's field notes: ‘ Co

1. {iferted extra séqce between words

2. Inserted sentence, "When John . . . shuters."

Day three saw the addition of new material to the

end of her previons day's work and two word -additions: o

-

Researcher's field notes:

1. Inserted "October" before.1613 ' )

2. Inserted Mone" after "first very bad"

On da* four Helen added more new materxal to the end

, Y \\

of her writing and made two revisions at the word 1eve1

¢

L]

. - * -
to her“preﬁious day s work. | ) . R
- " I ) . . .
L . g R
Researcher s:fleld notes: : "
',_ I ' Y ! v . .. -
1, InserEgd "third" before- “storm' S W - o
’ M Wit ) ~ e . .
2, Inserted *1612" to becomg "1612 1613" o o o, e
y ‘\ o, ) a ~ ' ) T l . \ E:
’ oo . .-4"‘ p Lo 15
*’” ," ’ ' - RS
P * o s 1 + hd ‘, . .;ﬁ_ Ja
N {**.lf.:"-. et LM e e e s L VAN IO .l . it P
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On day five Helen made one word substitution in her

previous writing.

Researcher's field notes:

1. Changed "bad" to "severe"

w
* = .

. On day six Helen made several revisions to her

previous day's writing.
<+

Researcher's field notes: . ",
1. Changed "garden" to "field"
2. Deleted\"picking vegetables"”

3. Changed "October”™ to ‘Deéembe:%
4, Chapged.“40' to "forty"

: .

. Changed "8" to 'eight;

" 6. Changeé "3" to "three"

+

On‘day seven a by-line was added along with

material.

»

Day eight saw two revisions to earlier work.

Researcher's field notes:
' 4

1. Changed "“born" to 'deliyereé'

2, Inéerted "to the wife of Niéholasreuyl4.

some new

: ) - \ Sl "
Helen's finished product (after twelve writing

sessions) appears below:

. 4 \

A DAY IN cgpms

- i

S

_ One day John“ah{ was in the field and a real bad

ey

R
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storm came up. When John Guy relized the storm was
2 getting worse, he went home and closed the. shuters.
FL This storm was the third storm,of December, 1612- 1613
B and was the first’' very severérone. John Guy was about
forty when this happened Eight péople died of food-
shortage and some .of the animals died. Although this
~ was the worst winter ‘ever, it was also a good .winter
* ‘because a baby’ ‘boy was delivered to the wife -of Nicholas

"Guy. The storm lasted 3 weeks and John Guy stqyed in
' the house, This was going. to be borind staying in the
- . house, all three weeksso John Guy made some town rules.
- EXAMPLE:No person was permitted to light a fire in the
woods. 2. No ship captain was permitted to receive
deserters from the colony. 3. No damage to stages,
flakes or cook-rooms would be tolerated. Then John Guy
called the people to a meeting and they talked over the
rules., ASs they were talking the rules over, ‘the wind
died down. John Guy looked out the window and saw the
storm lowering,John Guy called out to his people and
told them that the storm was lowering. When his people
heard the news, they shouted for joy! Then in March,
John Guy 'left for England. John-Guy's crowd began
seperating because they couldn't work without him., Then_
another person came to control them,.but he couldn't do.
it. That was starting to be the end of Cupids.

: h ,

Darrell ’
P Darrell's first day of writing on assignment number
O one produced’J |

the following text:

We have come over from England. We have only 1
house,. 2 or 3 storage buildngs and 2 or 3 boats. The
fish are good, the soil is not, In a year we returned
to England for wemen and livestock.

Day two on assignment one saw some new material

——-—=-"—"gadded to the end aS'well,aé a couple of revisions to the

- L

" previous day's.wdrk: ) ,

John Gux'(l)

, .
“We have come. over from Bngland We 'have only 1

; _ - house, 2 or 3 storage buildings and 2 or 3 boats.” The
o | fish-are good, the soil is not. 1In'a yar we returned to
o England for women (2) and livestock,The winter of 1613
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was the worst ever. 8 of our men died. That winter the

first Europen baby was borh on the island. After 4

years Guy went back to England, The new leader was

Captain John Mason but because of his lack of leadership .
the colony failed. e

Researcher's field notes:

1. Added title o , )
o .

2. Changed "wemen" to "women"
Below is the text after the third day of writing on

assignment one:

:’ 4
. : John Guy o .
We are settlers and (1) have come over from England.

Our leader is John Guy. (2) We have only 1 house, 2 or 3
storage buildings and 2 or 3 boats. We havercalled tis
place Cupids. (3) The fish are good, thesoil is not. In
a year we. returned to England for women and '
livestock.The winter of 1613 was the worst ever. 8 of
our men died. That winter the first Europen baby was
born on the island. After'ﬁ;years Guy went back to
England. The new leader was Captain John Mason but
because of his lack of leadership the colony failed.

»

Researcher's field notes:
1. Inserged *fare settlers and"®
2. Inserted "Our leader is John Guy."

3. Inserted "We have called this place Cupids.”

At the end of day four, Darrell's text had taken on
a new look, "'He had inserted seéen sentences and added

an "epilogue."

John Guy
~ o
We are settlers and have come over from England.
Our lader is John Guy. We have only 1 house, 2 or 3.
storage buildings and 2 .or 3 boats. We. have called this
place Cupids. The fish are good, the soil is ndt., My

4
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,job is to patrol the island Today we found natlves..
'bedq.’ We're homesick. (1)

L Epilo‘e-

.livestock. ‘The winter of
- Eight of our men died. That winter the first Europen

85

-

P

THEY WERN'T FRIENDLY1!11111! They are going to.be a
problem. It is very cold. We have to sleep on straw

i

2 B

n a year we returned to England for women and

‘Livestock: The wirter ofs 1613 was the worstgever. 8 of

our men died. That. w1nter the first Europen baby was’

England. .Thé new’ leader ®Was Captain John Mason but
becauseigf his lack of leadership the colonly failed.

. born on the island, Aftea;Q years Guy went back to

Researcher's field notes: . v

1. Inserted seven new sentences . g

2. Added "Epiloge"™ heading

Déy five saw significant revisions to Darrell's -

o

previous day's work:

o

John Guy

We are settlers and have come over from England.
Our leader is John Guy. We ‘have only 1 house, 2 or,3
storage buildings and 2 or 3 boats. We have called this
placé Cupids. The fish are good; the soil is not. (1}

My job is to patrol the island. Today we found "
natives. THEY WEREN'T ERiELDNUY!!!!l!!I They are going
to be a problem.

As for fpod, we have only what we brought with us.
We are hoping to start agarden in the spring. There are
also .a lot of fish and wild animals.' (2)

It is very cold. We have to sleep n straw beds,
We're homesick. It would be nice to go home for a
while. Someday. (3) ' ﬁ

‘Epilogue: {

. In a year we returned/to England for women and -
1613 was'the worst ever,

baby was born. on the island. After four years Guy went

back to England. 'The new leader was Captain John-Mason

but because of his 1ack of leadership the colony failed.
! . /

_Researdher 8 field notes: s .o -

-



. 1. Made paragraphi

2.'Inserted'£hree‘

Fe
ng changes .

sentences

3. Insef;ed two seéténées
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S . . CHAPTER 5 . S
by ANALYSIS OF RESULTS - 0t R

.t ... Analysis of Revisions * - o S
N ' . - . - T
Total Number, of ReV151ons BRI - . T Y

. g
- ks 1
~ ’ ] . ] '

w o~

i \) AR _~:‘° total number of reV151ons made during each . \\g/p
- "“ a ! ' ' . . -
gL piece of writing by\each student was calculated (see - o ’

-:, .-.-Table 5) On the first. a551gnment, the number of ,f: R ,);' fTh

R HreV1sipns‘ranged from 1 t\ 66 with’ the mean be1ng 16 7

révisions. ,dn\the sepondeiiece og writing the number of . .\\‘
reviéions r;nged‘from 0 to 19 with é“mean of 5. i On

—— -

L ) the final writing a5519nment the numbfr of revisions fP Do

e

A

'ranged from 0 to 23 with a mean of 5.7 revisions.

d .. " Revisions Per Hundred Words e ' . .
'. ' - Because of the»nature or the assxgnments, the first
' piece writtéﬁ\bi\\hchletudent tend to be the longest : .
\;\\\ The number .of revisions. per hundred words was calcylated T

\\S\\\\: *  for each assignment.of'each'student'(see ?ahle 5). “ |
: NG X _ On the firEt assignment the number-of revisions per

e . \f hundred words ranged .from Tracy's 21.4 te Scott's'or
| The mean number'cffrevisions per hundred words for{the

»

v first-assignment was 8.6. The second. assignment showed
: . H ~

K . the number of revisions per huhdred words ranging from f““;) L
Adam s 14.3 to several cases of 0 giving a mean of 2.8../ /

'The third piece of writing revealed a range of from a*g

~_

Sandy's 11.4 to several . cases of-ﬁ‘mq;éiions per hundred

A\ ‘ : N * m— .

. , vy
} . , . o . R
- o : . v . » . 4y



Table-5— - ¢

Total Number of Revisions and Revisions Per 100 Words on Each

-’
Asd&gpment
Assign.
No. L
-/ Total _Rev. Per.
e - Rev, 100 Wds.
Name- : o ﬂ
Adam Y R - P
Ben . . T31" R 7 9
Bob . M5 6.9
Brenda, 25 >« 19.2 .
. Brian. . 2 1.6\, "
... BrifBiget 6 5.0
_ '*.Colin "~ 3 2.5 °
Crystal 22 - 15.0
barrell “13 . 6.6
Douglas 2 . 2.0
-Edward 11 14.3
Evan™ 29 16 (6
Gail .6 4 2.9
. Gloria*- -v—3— 0.7
° .Heather 8 3.7
_ Helen 19 7.0
Hilda 14 . B.3
Houston 9 7.1
Howard, - 2 1.0
John = - 5 o 4.0
Mary - 20 14.3
Melissa 24 ., 10.7
Paige. ' 21 - 9.7
- Paula 18 14.3
Rebecca 35 14.7 "
Safndy 66 15.2
Scott N 0 0.0
Sean . .2 0.3
Tammy 11'-+ '6.8
Tracy . 24 21.4
. Wanda i 48 , 19.0
e ¢ -

. Rev, 100 WwWds..
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x ~ words’ resultlng in a hean of 2.2, ‘As a summary measure

0 of the number oirrev1s1ons per hundred words”, the
: e
]
ave;?ge number over 21 three ass;apments was computed

for’each student. This calculation saw a tange.of from

’.;\\_ - Sco|t's.0.1'to Wandd's-9.5 revieions per,Pundrei7zérds-
? glv1ng a'mean of 4.5 %or Ehe class, | 0

:j‘i”o T o .Revisions atTVarlous Levels L -* -
ST | The rev151ons made-by the children in their wrlflng
T — :were categorlzed«as either a}ﬂfotnal changes (i.e.,,
T . changes in spelling, tense,\number, abbreV1ation, ‘ ‘
‘ punctuatlon), b) add;tlons, deietlons, substltutlons, or

reorder;ngs-at the word, phrase or sentence Ievel or c)

l

M . ¢ .
textual changes (i.e., major changes.in content or

— -

direction). ’ ' . .
. ‘ *

_ Revisiong.at.the Formal Level

. The number 0f4formiafievisfons on assignment number

X : %ne~ranged from 0 to 57 resulting-in a mean of 8.8. A
L N o \ . . . - :

formal ‘revisions (see Table 6}, On assignment number

two the range was from 0 to 12 resulting in a. mean of

2.21formal révisions. on the third assignment “the range
was from 0’ to -16 giving a mean of 2.2 formal revisions.
For each pieceJof Wtitind the pércentage of N
revisions at the formal letel\yae calculated (see Table
N 6). For'as§ignment number one\the.pércentages ranged
.from Seag{s'and Gloria's 0 to Hpéatalg 100 resulting in

- . ’ \

e a mean of: 46.3‘percent; In assignment dumber twd the



‘ Table 6

N ‘/\ . L . — ’..
Number and Percentage of BQrmal Level Revisions on each Assignment

Assignment - Assignment ' Assignment
No. 1 . No. 2 . , No. 3
" Number -Percent, Number Percent Number - Percent
- Formal Formal Formal = Formal Formae Formal
* Student . R - oo i T .
Adam- 14 51.9 3 23.1 | 1.\ 14.3
Ben . 28 ° 90.3 - 0 0.0 30 | 0.0
.Bob 12, 80.0 T - 8. 61.5 — o \. 0.0 ,
.Brenda . 21 84.0 0 " 0.0, .2 'V "66.7 -
: Brian. 1 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Bfidget 2 33.3 . 4 57.1 1 R
Colin -2 - 66.7 0 0.0 0 7 0.0
Crystal -~ 12 54.6 5, 71.4 .1 s loo-
Darrell 3. 23.1 3 0 - 0.0 1 25.0°
Douglas 1 *50.0 - 3 100 - 6 . .100 ,
Edward 1 9.1 0 B0 | 0 .. 0.0 -
Evan § 27.6 6. 40.0 0 \ 0.0
Gail 1 16.7 0 0.0 1 8.3
: Gloria 0 0.0 — 0 0.0 0. 0.0
- Heather 5 62.5 Y 0 0.0 1 100
Helen o1 5.3 - 7 41.2 .0 0.0
Hildaf 2 14,3 0 0.0 0 0.0
‘Houstdn 7 77.8 0 0.0 0 v 0.0
. Howard 2 100 0 0.0 0 0.0 .
‘John \ 1l - 20.0 0 0.0 1 . 69.6°
MAry - 7 35.0 3 .50.0 g\“““\\§§c3
Melissa® 15 62.5 - 4 50.0 .~ 1 9.1
Paige 13 - 57.1 2 28.6 ' __ 1 12.5
* Paula 7 38.9 » 100 0 0.0°
Rebecca - 26 \\ 74.3 12 63.2 1. 20.0
. Sandy - 57 86.4 2 66.7 17 85.0
jScott , 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0°
i sean 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
. Tamqy 8 * 72,7 . _...0 . 0.0 5 - 62.5
"—Trggy\ 4 16.7 o 2 1 50.0 . 1 25,0
Wanda vol4 29}@ 3 30.0 4 36.4

s
-



N %

. . . ' PO
.. range was from several cases of 0 toé‘gzzg¢s and -

Sean's 0 percent to:Ben's 90;3,per9ent with a mean of CoL.

revisions giving a mean of 1l.7. ' - o L

"level was calculated (see Table 8). For assignment

i Co i -~ S o ) P : ) T i
P . . N . . R

) : o
R . 91

NN . L] - ’ , - s
N . - . »

Doaglas' 100 giving a mean of 33.3. For the final . . L

4
a531gnment the percentage of revisions at-the formal

level ranged once agaln from several cases of 0 to

several cases of 100 with a mean of 32. 2 percent. S r
hgaln, as a summary measufe of the percentage of

rev131ons,at the formal Jlevel, the average percentage of - I - ﬁ'

revisidns,at,the formal &evé¥~was calculated: (see Table _ T

7) .. The: average ranged ftom Glor1a s, Scott s and

o .
. -

f

39. 6 percent for the class’ as a mno;eu nFor twenty-one

>

of the students, the average percentage of reV151ons at.

-

ehe formal leveiwwas—éess than 50 percent ~—;néee67—£er—w——_~ﬂe_u_n____

~h

18 students that averagqe was less than, 40 percent. : Yo

Revisions at the Word Level

R mhe nnmber of revisions. at the'qud level for:
assignment number one ranged from zero to 18 giving‘a‘
mhannof 2.2 word level revisions fsee Table 8).
Assignment~number two saw a range of from 0 to 5_wcrd ._ | ":/
level revisions resulting in a mean of 1.1. The third '1/
assignment resulted in a range of -from 0 to 7 word level '

For each piece ofowriting of each'Student the = - )/

percentage of their revisions which were at the word.

- - i ,

‘-number one, that percentage ranged from.several cases of

F

-
Phoant
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Level
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H

L 4

Average " - ‘ R -
. Pergentage Students
: '0-10 6 | L ‘
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= 21-30 ey ( - .
31-40 7 "y
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R

zero to Helen's 68 percent giving a mean of 13.7 | S .
4 - .
f o rpercent. Fdt assignment number two the range was from v '

- ai;o to 100 percent with a mean of 23.7 percent for the
c

ss, For assignment number three the range again was
. Ed o «

LAY

from zero to 100 percent giving a mean of 29.6 percent

. ¥ Y ‘ g
‘rev1sions at the. word level : ‘ 1
o The average percentage of reV1sions at th\\word - , '”
;—>—”“‘ :
level /was calculated as a summary measure (see Table QI

X . The range was from zero to. 75 percent with a mean for, N
-

the class of 21 9 percent Thlrty students had an

" - ;average‘of fifty percent or 'less. TWenty-two students
.o \ . :
. . had an average of thirty percent or less. . '

-

Percentage\of Revisions at Both the Formal or Word

.o Levels : , , o \bl\’ h .
. o ¥ , S . . .

. - s Eor a551gnment number one the average percentage™of

revisions at both the formal and word 1eve1s was 60 1
'percent (see Table 106, For assignment nUnmber two it
'was 57 percent and for assignment number three 1t was
o 61.8 percent. » ) . . ° B
* The average percentage‘of reuisions,at both the Do .'1
ﬁormal and word levels for all three assignments wds . |
59.1 percent (see Tables 10 and 11). . - " ‘ 1m

Petcentage of Revisions at Both the Sentence “and Text .

Os \

® . : . -'_-_r

Levels )
~ [ o "‘—"*]1 - . O
., The percentage of revisions at both the sentenoe _

and text levels ranged from zero to 53 percent for
» .

L "f'.':”f{\.:;




! ' Table 9

o

i

- P
v

v

’&

'95

- i ~ ) . N
; 7/Average Percentage oﬂ Word Level Revisions Over the

-k;:) Three Pieces of Wirit

Each LeVel

AVerégé
Percentage

: . 0-10
: 11-20 "
- 21-30 >
o .= n31e40.
oo 41-50
S 51-60 :
R .. 61-70 ' ~
' , 71-80
= . 81-90
N 91-100

T

¢

1

Student% -
l
|

cCoOoHOWMW®NN

. . e

FRLA

ng Showing Number of Students at




it

Percentage of Formal and Word Level Revisions on Each

Wanda

AT
Table 10
Assignment
. o ‘
student. WNo. 1
‘Adam 77.8
_ Ben 93.6 .
Bob . 86.7
Brenda -‘® 88.0
Brian 100.0
-Bridget 50.0
Colin +100.0"
Crystal 72.7
Darrell 23.1
Douglas 100.0
Edward// 9.1
.-Evan | 4l .4
Gail 33.3
Gloria 0.0
Heather 62.5
Helen 73.7
Hilda 28.6
Houston 77.8
Howard 100 0
John 20.0
Mary 35.0
Melissa - 70.8
Paige 57.1
Paula - 38.9
Rebecca 91.4
Sandy 87.9
»Scott 0.0
Sean 0.0
Tam '90.9 .
Tracy 25.0°
66.7
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Table 11

Kverage Percentage of Formal and Word Level Revisieﬁs‘
Over the Three Pikces of Writing Showing Number af

Students at Each Level

Average

Percentage

0-10
11-20 -
21-30 *
31-40%
41-50
51-60

8190 - "

< .+91-100
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agsignment numbef‘pne_resnlting in a mean of 13.7

percent (see Table '12). For assignment number two the

percentage ranged'from zero to 80 percent resulting in a
mean of 14.2 pergent.’ Assignment number tpree produced

a range of from zero to 50 percent with a mean of 13.1'
‘ e

percent.  ’ . -
. L]

Oonce again a summary measure, was calculated. The-

avggage percenuage of revisiens at both the sentenCe'and

]

- tekt levels for all three assrgnments was 13, 7‘percent

Indeed, fift/eﬁ/students had an average percentage of 10

.percent or/less (see Table 12{ ‘ ) o -
other Vari,able's ‘ : L
R - : . . - .
For a summary of the other variables used, see \'

. -«
Table 14. - 7

Age. .The chlldren ] ages ranged from 10 years 0

[ ] o

months to 11 years 8 months. The average age ‘on January

o

1 1986 was 10 years 9 months. ' i N

Measure of ab111tY' Tﬁe measure of abrllty

percentile scores used in thrs study ranged from 10 -to
99 giving a mean score of 61, 9 @ ' -
- Typing speed The three-minute typ1ng speed test

administeted in April resulted,ln scores of from 4.0 to

14.3'words per minute with a mean of 9.6 words per

- ’ B ~

< minute. ) , , . —_— s

il Facility of use,’ In the test bo measure ‘the

k] )

- students' facility of use of the Bank Street Writer word
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‘1 Table 13
: Average Percentage of Sentence and Text Level Revisions
over the Three Pieces of Writing Showing Number of
: Students at Each Level '

. . v . Average - - o .
o+, -'Percentage, " Studeffts .
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Table 14

Age, Measure of Ability (CTBs)ﬁ Typing Speed (WPM), and
Time (in seconds) to Complete Test of Pacility with the
Use of the Bank Street~ Writer Program

4
\ s .
Student Age CIBS . WPM BSW Test
Adam .  10.02 .80  13.0 " 360
Ben 10.08 94 © .13.3 280 oy
Bob 10.02 74 11.3 . 380
_Brenda 10.10 50 9.3 430 -
Brian *»11.08 25 9.0 . 560
“Bridget 10.02 67 8.3 ~63;
Colin 10.11 10 5.0 583.
Crystal 1{.40 25 10.0 593
Darrell 10.1l1 99 7.0 39¢4. y
Douglas - 10.04 67 130, +.300 -
Edward 10.00 18 4.0 - 828
Evan 10.00 93 14.3 230 v ,
Gail 10.08 93 10.0 . 320 K i
Gloria 10,05 50 10.0 592 : ‘-
Heather 10.04 67, 9.7 260 - .
Helen - 10.03 82 11.0 274
Hilda 10.05 46 13.0 255
Houston 10.10 10 5.7 575
Howard 10.09 88 - 9.3 300
~ John 10,09 64 . 10.7 420
Mary 10.04 46 6.7 480"
Melissa 10.05 74 10.0 357
Paige 10.01 . &7 11.3 280
Paula 10.04 67 7.6 401
+ Rebecca - 10.11° 39 9.0 510 )
“sandy .  10.05 57 7.3 480 . :
.Scott . 10,09 70 7.3 563 | -
Sean _ -10.11 98 11.3 240
Tammy 10.08 64 9.0 470
" Tracy . 10.11 70 - 9.0 480 * .
67 % 12.6

- Wanda 10.06

270 -
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processing program, the times ranged from 230 seconds to

828 seconds with a mean of 414, o

Relationships
' Table 15 shows the correlation between each of the
variables noted in this study and the numbers and levels

of _revisions in each ‘of the three pieces of writing.

£
4
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Table 15 i
rd
Matrix of Corrrelation Coefficients.
* ) Age
" No. Formal Rev. Assign. 1 o -.13
No. Formal Rev. Assign. 2 -.20
No. Formall Rev. Assign. 3 -.09
$ Formal Rev. Assign, 1 ) . .05
._% Formal Rev, Assign. 2 \ " 23
$ Formal Rev, Assign. 3 -.15
‘ r
% WOrd Level Rev. Assign. 1l N .34
% Word Level Rev, Assign, 2 -.13
% Word.Level Rev. Assign. 3 w47 -
] FormeTl%Word Level Re\;. Assign. 1 .23
% Formal/Wor:d Level Rev, Assign. 2 -.30
§ Formal/Word Level Rev, Assign, 3 .21
.% Phrase/Sent./Text Rev. Assign, 1 . ~--23
$ Phrase/Sent./Text Rev. Assign, 2 -1
% Phrase/Sent./Text Rev., Assign, 3 Co=-.19
.% Sent, and Text Rev. Assign.'] -.18
$ _Sent, and Text Rev. dssign. 2 . s ~—-10
% Sent, and Text Rey., Assign. 3 -.14
Rev. Per 100 Words asstgn. 1 N ) ~-.24
Rev. Per 100 Words Assign. 2 -.27
Rev. Per 100 Words Assign, 3 W~ .15
Age A ©1.00
_.Typing Speed (WPM) ~.09
Facility at Using-BSW - .20
Measure of Ability (CTBS) .01
Note. .
\ .
Rev. = Revisions -
Assigrn., = Assignment
Senk . = Sentence
BSW = Bank Street Writer
CTBS = Canadian. Test of Basic Skills
* WPM =

Words Per Minute

WPHM

.05
e 24
-.06

. -.03
.04

.28
.13

..'12
- 20
.15

- .03
.07
.38

-.07
.31
.34

-.01
.41
.09

-.09
1.00

-.75:

.55

.26

\ S

.10
. 26
.16

.20

.75

;_a

.00
.15

CTBS

-.20

.04 -

-.03

-.16
.02
-cll

-.09-

- 01.2
21

-019 ;

.06

.05,
.16

.14
.32

.13
.39
.18

—-.14"

-.21
.12

.0’1
.55

-.75 .

1.00
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CHAPTER 6 -\
P
ATTITUDE SURVEY
. . Questionnaire Results -
After the chlldren had f:.m‘s{xﬂed then: third writing -
- a551gnment, an attitude survey 1n the formmaf a . e .
ol K 'questlonna':.re was admlnlstered The-chlldren s ariswersa '
revealed some 1nterest1ng data regardlpg their attltudes
about writlng with computers (see Table 16, p. lll) 'Q' & 1 ,
These results confirm those reported earller ‘in_ ghis '
' report-. The answers to’ each- question are,'-’reported
e A 3 ; o -
e below. (An asterisk beside the scale-indicates Evan's : '
/ ' i . . ) : -
G : answer.) ~ S ’ . »”
' . 1. How well did you like writing using a computenmg
"y ' Scale . Students Percent \
m * / i
! " 1 (a lot) .21 728, T .
' . 2% - 6 21% . :
3 \ ‘ 1 3% * . ‘
4 0 o .- :
S (not at all) 1 3% —— -
! . 2. How difficult was it for you to learn to use %he Bank
Street Writer program? "
) \ ' ,
—— ’ .
1 . ' ‘ ‘
‘ \--..‘\
]
- B ]

A ' ’ B L '
Lot ‘ S \, , ,
5 LT : . o ! . . S
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Scale . Students Percent )

1l (very easy) 9 ’31%

2 . 14 48%

3 6 21% :

4 - : 0 0% .
5 {very hard) 0 0%

3. Is it easier to prite with a pencil or on the

computer®? . _
t ' , '
Scale ‘Students Per‘éent ’
1 (pencit) 4 14%
2 l' i 3%
kR 3 - 10%.
4 _ 2 7% . . -
5 (computer)* 19 ! 66% I S —

. » : '
4. Is it easier to make changes in what you have written
when .ypti are using a pencil and\ paper or when you are‘,

using a computer?

\

Scale Students Percent
1-(pencil) 1 3% . e
2 - 1 3% .
3 1 . 3% C aully
-4 ‘ 0 0% .
5~(computer)* . 25/. o 91%

5. How important do you-think it is to be able to mak

chaffges in your stories easily? . A

s. .nz,‘g;l‘.j
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‘\‘Scale‘/__"_“ Students .Percent -
. ! 1 (very important) 18  62% /
‘ 2 6 ’ 21% .
3* 5 178
4 . 0 0% -
5 (not important) 0 « 0%

""" v
6. How quickly were you able to type when you started

using thé computer?’ ‘

- Scale Students Percent '
1 (very quickly) 0 0% ,
2 : 8 28%
L 3 4 8 28%
4* - . - 12 41% :
.- 5 (very slowly) 1 3% ’

7. How quiékly are you ‘able to type now? '

Scale Students Percent
. 1 (very quickly) 4 T 14%
' 2 16 55% . .
3* - 9 3l% . ‘
"4 - . 0 .oq 0% '
’ . 5 (very slowly) 0 0%

! 8, Would you 1like to use the computer to help you write

o when you get in grade six?

Yes* 28 97% {

\ No 1 3%

9. Do you have a computer at home?

- —

g; . Yes*
No

18 62%
11 38%

‘g
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10, For what reasons would you prefer to use the word

processor over handwriting? A .

. ” B
& - ‘ . .
Some typical anmswers to.this open ended question > '
b " “ . .
were: . .
You can replace things easy and £ix things a - ' ”

lot easier., Also you won't have to sharpen '
yodur pencil. (Evan S answer) '

) -\
It's much neater., 1It's l?e:tter for doing
assignments. You can put ,things in without
erasing. ) ' '

Handwriting hurts my hand'. /

I prefer to use the word processor’ becauses ’ e
it's alot easier and more °fun. L ' ‘
v . 2 - A
' I would _prefer to use the word processor
* because if you make a mistake and erase a word ‘
_ Qobody will see, where you made the mistake.

The main reason is because I'm not a very good
handwriter, You don't have to waste time
erasmg and blowing the stuff off the paper -
you just press one button.

LY e
What you write can't be wrinkled when Yyou work s
on it. . - ’

You'don't run out of space.

. \ , -
You can hand your paper in clean. L
11. For what reasons woyld you prefer handwriting to.the
word pxoceés_or?
No reasons, I hate handwriting so I would
- much prefer the word processor,

I like handwriting to the word processor - ‘ , s
because handwriting is faster for me,

I would prefer handwriting to the word,
processor because you don't have to walt for
it to—load. ‘v

) "“ L
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You can use your pencil to practice writing,
(Ev‘a.n 's_answer) f ' ‘

12%1f you were a teacher, how would you use Bank Street

Writer witshh your studénts?

I would do cértain‘assignments on the
computer. (Evan's answer) )

"Well I'd start them off with short stories .
then they'd work their way up. And by the
time they were up to big stories they'd be =
o good at it. . - T
) - . ’ J

I would\do it the way I m doing 1t now.

13, What did you find most difficult about usmg the Bank

/ s

Street Writer?

i ; . .
B ? PR .
- & U

- I found learning how to use the ‘cursor.

‘I found the most difficult thing affut the
Bank Street Writer was finding the right keys.

I didn't find anything Qifficult.

Well at first was loading the program but
now it's very gasy to me.

' Learning how to use it wgs the hardest and-
finding the keys. ' , .

14, What did you like best about usi;qg the computer for
" . ' “

.writing? - - -

You could do things easier like erase, move,
replace and moveback. (Evan's answer)-

It is £fun .‘

[~}

I like when you have a mistake probably hal
'way up the page and you don't have to rub all
your work out,

1 like how easy it was to use the most.

N
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The best thing was that you could pick out_
everybody's writing,

Learning to write.
. e . .
- The answers to question one indicated that the

majority%of the children liked to write using the
computer. Ninety-three percent of the class circled
either one.or twa on the scale.

.

'JAnswers“:\to quest{iio‘n two revealed that th ehildren \ T
foun"d_ the. Bank'Str‘eet‘ ‘Writer program -reflatively easy to |
learp One hundred pe;,':cent of the ch1ldren c1rcled
either answers one, two ‘ot three on. the scale

Sixty six percent answered in questrén three that )
it was eas:.er to wr1te witlt a computer than with a .
pencil and chose answer number five. Fourteen percent :

felt it was. easier to write with a pencil and circled /

rl

answer number one. It was indicated to the children
. .

that they should cirele answer two if they thought it

i o - -~
was "only a little easier" to write with a pencil and-

@{le answer four if they thought it_wasﬂx‘].y a little
easier” to write with a computer. ' .
Ninety-one "percent".of the class felt it was easier
to make changes in what‘they had written when usi;)g a
computer than ‘;Ihen using pencil and paper. They citcled -

answef five on the scale of quest ion number four.

On ‘'question numbe r five, sixty-two percent of the

&

l

{

|

° \ ) \ i

class circled answer number one indicating they felt it I
' |
{

1

C ik
IR
R
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A /
- was very important to be able to easily make chéngeg in
= their writing., One hundred ‘percent of the class )
, ° - I . ey
answeredjeither one, two or three on the five point ‘
scale. i ) ' oo Y
The answWers to questions six and seven indi-cate the -
children felt their typing was slow when they first/
started us:.ng the computer but that the speed 1mpr¢ved
~ . .. ‘as they became familiar mth using the word prot:e%sor:. . ~ .
Ninety-seven .percent of the chlldren felt "that they
would like to .continue using a word prdc,essof in grade
sixk. ' :
’ o
: L £
‘ o
.v a4 .
- .L ¢
. p , o
Y
,'{ a . Vsl y
e ' = ‘
. i 3

- . Ve oo ” * ot . . -
5 . .. oL T e T p . S ! C
. 0 . . L A . . i AT . . - ’ T -
LN TP R T T L I S ot S L N T RSP TR
i IR R A e, L LR S T L U | [
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Table 16
.S'gmna_ry of Questionnaire Data )
. rgDA
zrﬁ/ - Answer Answer  Answer Answet ) Answer
E : 1 2 3 4 5 b
“~  Question 1 21 6u. 1 0 1
~ 72% 21% 3% 0% 3%
Question 2 ° 9 - 14 . 6 0o . 0 ~
’ ’ 31% 48% , " 21% . 0% . 0%
. Question 3 4 1 - 3« 2 19 ‘
© 148 3%« 10% 7% 668
: Question 4° 1 1- ST T
- 3% 3% 3% 0% 91% .
Question 5 18 6 5 0 0 ‘
: 62% 21% 17% 0% 0% R
Question 6 0 "8 8 12 - 1
. 0% 28% 28% 4l% 3%
. 9. )
Question 7 4 16 . 9 0 0
C14% 55% 3% . 0% - 0%
* Yes No * ) v
1 [ . . ’ i
‘Question- 8 28 B! ' . )
_ . 97% ;3% - -
* ! '-' ( ' o}
~. /  Question 9 18 15
‘ 628 = - 38%
. ‘
o, ~t
/. ”
b ™
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CHAPTER 7
S SUMMARY, CONCLUS’IC{S'ANDLRE:COMMENDATIONS

- Concligions

- R . r - < -

) ! ) _ Based on the results obtained from analyzing the .

‘. o revisions in the three pieces of writing in this study, ' L

one cannot say that there are significant correlations
between-either the number or level o'f ravisions made and
e ’ - eJ.ther the students' ages, typing speed, fac:.lity at _'

r'
using thefﬁord processor or ab11ity.

¢
T

e

Y : Lo ‘ However, many . of the children made 1nt\erést1ng :

.

. r . . = )
‘this researcher's teaching expe:tence and the experience

? . higher levelf revisions to their work, revisions that
"of others (as noted in earlier seotioﬁs,of this report)
hai'e shown are not r"eadily.made by children using -pencil ) | .
aqd paper isee Chaﬁter"éf Ga'thering the'bata:' Level 3). S !
Adc'iit"ions,‘ deletions and substit‘utionsl it the phrase and- '

senteh;:’:e levels were not uncommon in this stu.dy. |
Deliberate shortcuts using the "reolace"f-unction of the . -
word: processor were \becoming more frequent toward the l S
end of the period of study. A child of ten years usmg
'xx' for a commonly used - name and then replacing it with
. - that name. at the .end of the writing session shows “an . f\
attempt at usmg the word processor :m a manner thought .

of as uncommon by t:he tesearcher before the - study began,

Revisi;ons at the text_ual -l'evel, ehovumfa, ma jor change . o ' ) w:';
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in direction of the piece of writing, however, were not

common . o . *

- .

Close obseérvation of the students in levels one and

’

two of this study and avna,lysis of the ‘written products’
of 'the chlldren in level tm:ee 1nd1cated that t he

general wrltlng pa“ttern was to wrlte on. the flrst day

\\

"simply to get their initial ideas "down on paper.
Revisions at the formal and word leveld were common on
; , by : .

m spel'l'ing Mistakes were ipnediately corrected

[

and synonyms chosen'sometimes immediately after thing

a wdrd Subsequent days seemed to produce a d;.ffel:ent

pattern in wr1t1ng behav:.or.. JAfter work_was retm‘eved,

students would reread their previous day's work (perhaps

J ~

"to see if ‘it was all there) and: this was a time when

.intended meaning seemed to become more important than on

day one, Sentence level addition®, deletions and phrase

substitutions were more common after day one as students

tried to 'fiésh out" their story ot cllar'ify, points wh»i'ch‘

seemed vagué or not coming across as intended, - It was
14 . ¢ S .
in writing sessions after day one -that thé.walue of the

editirg features of a word processor became most
. : : 1] .
evident. The children would generally move on to add
™
new materlal to the end of their story after working on,

revis:.or}s to their previous. day s work. Ve

R Constraants of the Study

e

_Finqjirig time for a class of thirty students to

I

Te., tafs

il L
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[
write using word processors each day of the week for

several weeks was somewhat ©f a dzfﬁlculty.

A 11m1t of

" thirty minutes to a writing périod. was also a negative

-

N, o

aspect’ of the study. ~'Indeed, once time was allowed for
retrievihg work and savihg work, even less than thirty

minutes ;emalned for writinge The Hfteszchool group -

suffered lost, wrltlng t1me more than any other because

o

o

of ‘teachers' meetlngs, stormy weather,‘spec1al student
act1V1t1es and the llke. Actlng as part1c1pant

researcher (L.e teacher and researcher collectlng data)

' 1mposed constralnts on’ the amount and quallty of data

P

ot

co;lected Because&the lxbrary at the 51te-of tPlS

study is a busy -student work area, there were often

A Y

1nterruptions to- the atmosphere\sondu01ve to wrltlng.

- Keyboardlng skills ¢i. e touch typrng) offer a

N4 A
definlte advantage to writers. The stﬂdents in thlS )

study were eﬂposed to a m;nimum of touch typlng

lnstructiOn before embarklng on this pro:ect Although

many could type at ten. words per mlnute, many otheﬁ

were slowed considerably by thelr 1ack of typ1ng skill

For there to be any real comparlson between these

students and those written about by Graves (1983), these‘

+

2
students would have to have ‘had much more exposure to -
the process—conferenoe approach to writing. 'To make
process writing natural to the students. it must be a

daily, extended commitment on the part of the teachers

PR

-

. -

4
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of those students. .

Another constraint of fhis study was the

small number of students involved.

&

a

reratlvely

Several classﬂ%‘of

L

students tréated in'thefsame way by several reséarchers

-
may ‘have been a more effectlve apprcach¢

3 A .
@ T , v

'This researcherjwould like to see more such stndies

-

car,;éd out over a longer perlod,-perhaps two yearé,

-

) w1th a Iarger number of, students.

¥

Recommendatlons for ' Further Study

- PO

‘e

1.

Slnce research lndlcates that students are more apt

-~

.and better able to reV1se personal narrative writing

—

than wrltlng on topics chosen by the teacher, 51m11ar'

>

studles using student-chgsen tOplCS Shoqld be carried

OIU't . [

“

Many of the students of greater ablllty!dld not

appear to make many reV151ons at all

A study to.

determlne the typ‘*of 1nterha1 reV151on-of younger

students who use word processors may prove 1nterest1ng

. -

¥

- ‘. .
P o«

-

A
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