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Chapter One: Introduction

Thinking Maps (TM) are visual organizers that have been used in various
California school districts as a way to improve students’ thinking and writitlg. 9k
a principal, | learned about the program at a Ready to Learn Confereteredkdtin
2007. Six months later, my district had a presentation where we looked at Thinking
Maps’ implementation in a high poverty elementary school located in Califdrnia.
looked at paragraphs written by the school’s kindergarten English LanguagerL_ear
(ELL) students and was impressed by how well developed they were. Theiapasagr
were half a page long and contained at least five complete sentences.

Also, | liked the fact that the Thinking Maps Program was developed for
teachers in grades kindergarten through five so students could be instructed in how to
build on these skills as they advanced through the grades. If students at oungchool
trained to write like Cahuenga’s kindergartners, our students’ writing slalléovbe
well developed when they entered middle school. So in June 2008, | talked to the Staff
Development Committee at my school, composed of four teachers, about participating
in this program, and they agreed. Two months later, the school’'s teachers began the
program.

Statement of the Problem
While TMs appear to provide great benefits, there is little empiricdkage on

which to base this claim. Some school districts using this program maintaihetina



standardized test scores rose because TM was used in their schools. This study
provides research using t-tests to determine whether the expository ri¢bets oy
students using TM are more effective than those written by students usiferendif
writing strategy. This research presents a tighter, more groundednsgp between
the effectiveness of TM and its impact on students’ expository compositions than
previous investigations.

In the next section the problem that drives this dissertation, students struggling
with writing, will be presented. Following this discussion | will describiing
programs in my school district as an example of the current status of writorgum®
in Bay Area elementary schools. In addition, TMs will be described as afwiajpong
students, especially ELLs, organize their writing.
Description of the Problem

Many elementary school students have difficulty producing grade-lev&l wor
(Leinemann,Graham, Leader-Janssen & Reid, 2006; National Commission on Writing
in America’s School and Colleges, 2003). The extent of this problem can be
documented by the results of the latest federal writing assessment #saireae?
grade writing skills. Three out of every four students achieved only partidnynas
the writing skills and knowledge they needed at respective grade levels. @ripQ i
students attained ‘advanced’ writing skills (National Assessment of Eolaht

Progress, 2003).



English Language Learners, in particular, struggle with writing bedangksh
is their second language. According to the NAEP (2003)rade writing results, while
almost half of Hispanics scored one grade level below only 37% of white students did.
In the South Bay School District, 51% of students are Hispanics. Of that number 38%
are ELLs. Therefore, ELLS’ writing challenges represent a protiendistrict as well
as others in California need to address.

Because the last year NAEP measufBgrade writing was 2002, another
measure was reviewed to provide more current information abayriedie writing test
scores. This measure wdgrade writing expressed as a subtest of the California
Standards Tests (CSTs). According to the California Department of Educ8tion, 4
grade writing scores rose 22 percentage points from 2003-2009 (from 39% proficient in
2003 to 61% in 2009). Looking at this data, one can see that California students
performed better than the 2002 NAEP tests with slightly more than half of the student
considered proficient in writing.

Writing in California

While the NAEP and CSTs are two different assessment tests, there has been
some progress in student writing since 2002. A possible reason for this growth is
writing has become a subject that is taught in schools. Before the NAEBhassEm
2002, writing was not taught as a separate subject from Language Arts. Students did

engage in writing but generally teachers did not present instructional models f



students to follow. When the NAEP test results were published, the report
recommended “...writing become a central focus of school reform effortadenss’
educational and occupational success will be impeded if they do not learn to wirite wel
(National Commission on Writing in America’s Schools and Colleges, 2003; Linemann,
Graham, Leader-Janssen & Reid, 2006). As a result, every state but Idviiahesda
writing standards indicating that students at the elementary school level Secatble
to produce narratives, expository reports, letters, persuasive essaysatnagtories
and occasionally, other forms of writing (Isaacson, 2004).

In California, a major impetus for writing instruction at the elementargac
level was assessing students’ writing at least once a year. Up until 2@ for 4"
and 7" graders was assessed statewide as part of the California Standésd€$e&s).
In my Bay Area school district, writing in grades 1-8, excluding grades 4 arde/ w
assessed annually at the district using a writing rubric. The resrissivared with the
schools’ teachers.
Writing in the South Bay School District

Teachers in my school district taught various genres of writing such as

narrative and persuasive essays to their students in preparation for takmgitig
tests. To help teachers address the writing genres and skills necessaugdnts to
perform well as measured in each rubric area, the district distributed ditnd=ach

grade level. The binders contained writing prompts for the various genres andsoutline



teachers could use with students when they practiced various types of writing. Also,
teachers used various writing programs like “Step Up to Writing” to help tigiests
write organized text. This program presented explicit writing strategiéstep-by-
step guidelines along with examples to use with students. Students receivedeayinidan
various areas including writing topic sentences, writing thesis satsnorganizing
ideas or information, including accurate, clear, detailed support, connecting key ideas
with transitions and writing conclusions (Auman, 1999).

Currently, the South Bay District is using the “Six Traits of Writing” (Guth
2003) This is a writing program in which assessment characteristias talts guide
teachers’ writing instruction. The six writing traits include the followinhdeas,
Organization, Voice, Word Choice, Sentence Fluency and Conventions. According to
Culham (2003), teaching students to practice and internalize the traits helpgathem
control and confidence in their own writing. So the purpose of the program is helping
students become better writers by helping them evaluate and practing wsing
these characteristics.

However, | found at my school that even with these writing programs students
were not getting ongoing, systematic instruction to organize their pahasgeapecially
at the upper elementary grades. As a result, many students had trouble veliting w
organized compositions. One reason for students’ writing problems is that teachers

must spend most of their instructional day teaching reading and math. While vegriting



no longer assessed statewide, students are tested annually in reading anchenath. T
results of these tests could have dire consequences for those schools whose students a
not meeting proficiency targets in these academic subjects. As awdsldtteachers

spend at least three and a half hours a day in Reading and Math, writing may not be
getting the systematic attention it deserves.

Also, some teachers may not feel comfortable about teaching writing becaus
they need to design a program that is coordinated with the curriculum themtstace
studying. Culham (2003) maintained that while teachers want one source like a kit or
curriculum guide that will meet the writing needs of students, they quicldg\is this
is not possible. As a result, some teachers do not offer an organized and effective
writing program in the classroom.

Thinking Maps

The Thinking Maps Program represents a way to help students write well-
organized expository compositions. The program was created by David Hyerle in 1990.
He based it on the belief that people’s ability to learn visually is gréeteraur other
senses (Hyerle & Yeager, 2007). Like concept maps and graphic organizers ithe na
of this program is constructivist in that students can make meaning of an abstract
concept by reducing it to paper (Hyerle, 2004). It represents a common visugdang

where students can focus on critical thinking and use it as a scaffold to impromg wri



skills, among other proficiencies (personal lecture notes, Ready to Learnébaefe
Anaheim, October, 2007).

There are eight kinds of Thinking Maps, each concerned with a specific skill
such as showing cause and effect or comparing and contrasting. An example of the
Tree Map appears in Figure 1.1 below. The top of the map is a horizontal line where
the title is written. Underneath this line are vertical lines that &ftiam the top line.
Each vertical line contains details about the topic sentence. The ideasgddosi
each vertical line would form a paragraph when the student begins writing.

Figure 1.

The Tree Map

Main Idea
I
I I I
Supporting Idea Supporting Idea Supporting Idea
I I I
detail detail detail

Research Questions
There are two research questions. One, what is the impact of using Thinking Maps

on elementary students’ expository writing, especially text writyeBll_s, as compared



to writing where a Thinking Map is not used? Two, how do students believe that
Thinking Maps impact their writing.?
| am using a causal comparative design for this study. This type of studyatooks
the effects of a treatment that has already been given to a group appati@and
compares it to those not getting the treatment (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009). Forrtre cur
study, the treatment is Thinking Maps. | will be comparin§ grade and a™%5" grade
combination that are using Thinking Maps to structure their writing versif$&' drade
combination class in which the teacher is using a different writing sgratiéiy students.
Significance
According to Short (2000), students, especially ELLs, need three specific
skills to be successful in school. They include using academic English, understanding
concepts in content area subjects such as social studies and science and producing
required papers and projects. This triad represents gatekeeper skillsdbatssshould
possess to attain their academic potential as represented by successipligting
college. Based on this information, it is important to study those programs that will
help students, especially ELLs, attain those skills. Unfortunately, vergttelies have
examined practices helping ELLs procure these proficiencies. This stiidy wi
contribute by exploring ways to help ELLs be academically successiill It
investigate whether a visual organizer like Thinking Maps can help studentsalgpec

ELLs, understand how concepts in the content areas relate to each other and use



academic language to explain this relationship in a well-organized exyosit

paragraph. In particular, this study will look at how translating a Thinking ikta a

writing outline will organize students’ expository paragraphs. Thus, the géeetis

of using Thinking Maps as an outline and paragraph organizer will be measured by the
quality of students’ expository compositions when they use Thinking Maps versus
those compositions written by students who do not use Thinking Maps.

This study’s results will contribute more information to the literature
about how teachers can accelerate ELLS’ learning so they can achieae#oemic
potential. If the results indicate that the Thinking Maps Program is moréieffdtan
other writing strategies at organizing expository paragraphs, espedillZLLs, then
this program could be used more extensively especially with this student population.
This study may also engender more investigation about how visual organizers can help
students, especially ELLs, comprehend concepts and demonstrate what they know in
writing.

Outline of the Dissertation

In Chapter 2, the need for writing models to help struggling students will
be explored. Studies of these earlier models examined the effectivettesis of
methods on the writing of students with various problems including Learning

Disabilities and ADHD, among other learning challenges. As struggligrs; the
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academic challenges of ELL students will be discussed as well as théswaly v
organizers can assist them to improve their writing.

In Chapter 3, the methodology for the study will be presented. The information
in this chapter includes who will be participating and the data sources that wiéte
This dissertation is a mixed method study containing both quantitative and qualitative
sources. The quantitative sources are rubric scores derived from asegsing
compositions written by students in three classes. The qualitative soultdeswdeo
interviews of six students and the researcher’s classroom observations.

In Chapter 4, the data from the quantitative and qualitative sources will be
analyzed. The findings will be synthesized and the researcher will eitéiqw these
findings relate to the research questions posed by this study.

In Chapters 5 and 6, the implications of the study’s findings will be discussed
along with an examination about how these conclusions may affect teaching and

learning. Also recommendations for further study will be presented.

Chapter Two: The Literature Review
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Introduction

As stated in Chapter 1, many students have difficulty producing grade-level
work in writing at the elementary school level. This assertion was documentssl by t
results of the NAEP study in 2002 of fourth grade writing. It showed that only &quart
of the students tested were proficient in writing (NAEP, 2003).

The goal of this literature review is to examine several instructiociahigues
that have been empirically studied with different groups of students who have been
identified as struggling with writing. They include students who are Learnseapl@d,
academically challenged, English Language Learners (ELLShasd tvho are regular
education students--meaning those who have no identified special learning needs.
Knowing the results of these studies could help determine which instructional
techniques are the most effective with certain groups of students. Thus, thegpest
have the potential of improving student learning for those students who have difficulty
in writing.

One approach, Thinking Maps, shows particular promise especially with.ELLs
It is based on students understanding concepts by mapping them on paper. Students can
use these maps as scaffolds to break down the meaning of concepts and create outlines
that will structure their compositions. The power of this approach lies in students being
able construct their own meaning by representing the relationship amomgptsoon

paper.
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Methodology of the Review

The focus of inquiry for this study is looking at the various writing stragegi
that help struggling students write expository essays more effgcti8ekecifically, the
effectiveness of using writing models and visual organizers such as gragdmaers
and Thinking Maps with struggling writers is investigated. The sourcesisostudy
included quantitative studies that determined whether a particular wnitggam
helped students write more effectively. These studies were found fyimareer-
reviewed studies and books. The key words used to search the literature were: (a
thinking maps; (b) concept maps; (c) graphic organizers; (d) expositdiygy(e)
struggling writers; (f) ELLs’ writing challenges; and (g) wrdgimodels. The following
electronic databases were searched: ProQuest Educational Jourh@)sG&éyle
Scholar and Academic Search Premier. A writing source was used if nieckse
study that investigated the use of a writing model on students’ exposittingvat the
elementary school level. The key terms that emerged from the literewuszes were:
(a) writing as a process-writing seen as a series of steps theowarntpletes; (b)
writing models-an outline or schema presented to students prior to their cognpos
that helps them organize their writing and structure their thoughts; (csRhgihguage
Learners (ELLs)-students in the beginning stages of learningsirag a second
language; (d) expository writing-writing that explains, describbelsirforms; (e)

scaffolding- reading selections’ major concepts broken down to be understood more
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easily; (f) visual organizers-instructional strategies like graptganizers and Thinking
Maps that students can use to scaffold main ideas and details in preparatatirfg.
This chapter is organized into five sections. In the first section, the tlvabreti
framework for writing instruction and the writing process are preseieithe second,
writing models are discussed as an early attempt to help struggling stwdentaore
effectively. In the third, the challenges ELLs face in acquiring awedeading
comprehension and writing skills and the strategies used to help these students are
examined. In the fourth, the benefits of using graphic organizers and conpsgbma
help students write more effectively are discussed. In the fiftrosethie way Thinking
Maps fit in as a way to help students structure their paragraphs is presentegallibe
to discuss a variety of writing instructional strategies and their eféaess with certain
groups of students. Finally, an overall summary and assessment of therétarat

presented.

Writing as a Process

Designing instructional strategies to help struggling students is basedaamgvie
writing as a process. Hayes and Flowers (1981) visualized the heart of teisspasc
generating ideas for writing. Their theory is based on cognitively oriergedrsh and
focused on the interconnections among thinking, learning and writing. Their cognitive

processing theory rests on four key points:
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(1.) The process of writing is best understood as a set of distinctive

thinking processes which writers orchestrate or organize during tbé act

composing.

(2). These processes have a hierarchal, highly embedded organization in

which any given process can be embedded within any other.

(3.) The act of composing itself is a goal-directed thinking process,

guided by the writer's own growing network of goals; and

(4.)Writers create their own goals in two key ways: by generating both

high level goals and supporting sub-goals which embody the writer's

developing sense of purpose, and then, at times, by changing major goals

or even establishing entirely new ones based on what has been learned

in the act of writing ( p. 366).

Thus, writing instruction based on the authors’ theories focused on a clear
understanding of the organization of cognitive processes underlying the act mad.writi
The performance of writing contained three elements: planning, translating and
reviewing. For example, a writer would come up with an idea. Then from plaheing
writing, an outline would be formed. Paragraphs would then be generated from the
outline. In the final step, paragraphs would be reviewed and necessary revisims m
Using a Thinking Map reflects the writing process because students woatlel aneap

to delineate the characteristics of a concept or its relationship to otheptsonce
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Students would then create a writing outline from this map and use it to organize their
compositions.

Scardamalia and Bereiter (1986) extend the writing process theory of
Hayes and Flowers (1981) by suggesting that students could learn how to write
effective compositions if their teachers modeled the steps of the wriboggs. In
translating the ideas of Scardamalia and Bereiter into classroonteraleé students
would write the paragraphs about their chosen topic and then revise what theyrwrote. |
Hillocks’s (1984) meta-analysis of effective writing models, the writiragess model
in which the teacher modeled the writing process for students was judged more
effective in improving students’ writing than when teachers only talked about how
paragraphs should be written without showing them how to write. In the Thinking
Maps model., the teacher models the writing process by demonstrating a Thii@kng
with students and shows how they can take the information from the map to form a
writing outline.

Currently, the writing process method is still being used in classrooms.
However, certain instructional strategies have been recommended to help students
effectively (Bromley, 2007). One recommendation is that writing and instructite i
conventions of grammar and spelling should be taught simultaneously (Bromley,2007;
Peterson, 2000). In that way, using terms like “purpose”, “noun”, “verb” and

“adjective” with students as they write give them a common vocabulary farssisg
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and improving their writing (Bromley, 2007; Peterson, 2000). ). Bromley (2007) also
recommends the teacher’s creating a community of writers. In thaxtostudents
help each other write collaboratively. Further, students can learn frormgieamcrete
writing passages presented to them on the board. Teachers can present sahgptes of t
own writing as these concrete examples and talk about why they made wentzi
choices. Teachers can also ask their students to suggest possible charngdsvaly, t
students can learn from real-life examples of writing. Also, Gersten akel §2001)
stated that, other than the teacher’'s modeling the writing process, téachers
conferencing with individual students about their writing helped students improve.
Another method for helping students write more effectively is teachingttextige to
students. That is, the structure for writing paragraphs is modeled for studentsyand the
work on translating it into their own compositions (Isaacson, 2004).
Summary

The writing process as theorized by Hayes and Flowers (1981) has been
presented as a series of steps students need to follow to write an effetipasition.
These steps include coming up with an idea, creating a writing outline thasfaghe
that idea, translating the outline into a composition and revising the writidngtr
Several authors, including Scardamalia and Bereiter (1986) suggest that stadents
write effective compositions if their teachers explain the steps and mdaetiem.

Currently, Bromley (2007) and Peterson (2000) concur that teaching the writimggroc
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to students is an effective instructional technique along with creating a cotpmiuni
writers in the classroom in which students can collaborate on writing tasks. These
studies underlie using Thinking Maps as a writing strategy because seguaity
students in concretizing their understanding of concepts by creating hahapplains
the elements of the concepts. When teachers help students create sowtlitiegrom
the map that they can use to develop a composition, they are modeling the writing
process theories of Hayes and Flowers (1981).
Writing Models to Help Struggling Students

A group of students who have been identified as struggling with writing are
those with learning disabilities and other academic challenges (G&r&aker, 2001).
These students struggled with writing for several reasons identified inettegure. For
example, their papers lacked planning and organization (Hillocks, 1984). They have
problems monitoring their own writing especially when they wrote expository
compositions ( Englert, Raphael & Anderson, 1992). Also, students have difficulty
knowing how to adapt their writing to the assignment being presented (Englat, Zha
Dunsmore, Collings & Wolpers, 2007). In addressing these students’ needs, writing
models have been developed to help them improve their writing. A writing model is an
outline or schema that is presented to students prior to their composing that helps them

organize their writing and structure their thoughts. The following preseitisgv
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models developed by two groups of researchers: Graham and Harris (1989,2005a) and
Englert and Rafael (1992).

The Self-Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD).

In 1989, Graham and Harris introduced the Self-Regulated Strategy
Development (SRSD) model of writing instruction.. SRSD involves explicitishieg
students strategies for completing specific writing assignments. Tingeg®es
include knowing the specific attributes of a writing style, such as how to compose a
expository paragraph. Students are also taught self-regulatory préktogsal-
setting and self-monitoring to motivate them and keep them on track as theyteug wri
The emphasis of this instruction is showing students how to adapt a writingystoateg
particular writing task. (Graham & Harris, 1989).

This process (SRSD) devised by Graham and Harris (1989) was used in several
guantitative method studies involving students with special learning needs. (hamem
Graham, Leader-Janssen & Reid, 2006; Lane, Harris, Graham, Weisenbacle, &nohd|
Murphy, (2008); Reid and Leinemann (2006); Goddard and Sendi (2008); Torrance,
Fidalgo and Garcia ()2007) Means and standard deviation were used that cheasure
students’ writing scores before and after they were taught the SRSBgrobe
following studies showed that the use of SRSD process improved students’ stories in

both length and quality of writing.
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In a study by Leinemann et al. (2006), the participants were ten second grade
students identified as being at risk of writing failure. The authors usedrte s
elements in the SRSD instruction as those mentioned by Graham and Harrisighcludi
strategies for planning and writing and the knowledge needed to apply tlasgiss:

The authors found that the quality of these students’ writing increased at least 100%
from their baseline scores. They concluded that these findings indicaterthat ea
intervention with specific instructional techniques like the SRSD model could have a
positive impact on students who had difficulty writing. The study might raiseadever
guestions. One, how much time was spent with the students on the process? Two, how
could one determine whether the SRSD Program or intense work with studenelaffect
the difference in the writing scores before and after they participated program?

Lane, Harris, Graham, Weisenbach, Brindle and Murphy (2008) studied six
second graders identified as having emotional problems, and used the SRSD model.
These students’ ages ranged from 7.5 to 8.3 years of age. These studentsélQs we
measured. as part of a screening process to identify students with behawialexhpr
The students’ writing was evaluated before and after the instructionahérat In
measuring the quality of writing, the mean for the pre-test was 2.5. Adtstutents
were taught SRSD techniques the mean was 6.5. The authors maintained the data
showed a distinct improvement in the quality of the students’ stories. One thing | would

guestion about this study is the large degree of improvement between the anettest
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post-test. One reason for this difference may be that the pre-test resgltsxtremely

low to be begin with. That may have occurred because the students may not have been
getting the attention they needed to learn effectively before theyipat#id in this

study.

Also, Reid and Leinemann (2006) used this model with three children. One
student was in third grade and two were in fourth grade. All were identified aghavin
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). Using SRSD stgs, these
authors helped the students plan and write a story. The students were alsbiassiste
using strategies to help them stay focused on writing. Before the SREEYy&s were
used, students’ stories were evaluated. The mean score was 1.5 on a rubric where 4.0
was the highest score. After the treatment, the mean score of the studeiets s
2.8. The authors concluded that SRSD helped students with ADHD improve their
story writing.

In a related study by Goddard & Sendi, (2008), four fourth grade students with
LD were taught self-monitoring strategies in writing that followesl $RSD Program.

The major finding of this study was the quality of the students’ writing implréve
three of the four participants. The pre-test scores ranged from 4.5 to 6.5 from a total of
15 points. After the students participated in the SRSD program, the scores ranged from

8.0to 8.5. Also, quantitative measures showed students’ compositions were longer.
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SRSD emphasized teaching students the writing process so they could monitor
their progress as they wrote. The SRSD writing model was used almastieigl
with students who were struggling or who had identified learning problems. As the data
showed, students’ writing improved when they were taught to use this processy Equall
important, students were shown strategies to monitor their writing procdssioovn.

However, the SRSD studies have several shortcomings. First, they tend to
support very small numbers of students involved in this intervention--from 3-10
students. None of the studies had control groups and were not able to separate the
amount of individual attention a student was given from the SRSD process. In other
words, it was not possible to isolate any of the gains that students made to the SRSD
method. Second, those who presented the program were highly trained: that engenders
a concern about how much training teachers would need to implement the program
successfully with their students.

Cognitive Strategy Instruction in Writing (CSIW).

CSIW was another writing program designed to help students write effectively
In presenting this program to students, teachers gave a writing prompt tautients
with a writing outline the students would complete in preparation for writing. €each
would then respond to the prompt themselves and use their writing as a model to share
with students. Then the teacher would help the students complete the writing outline

and guide them through the writing process.
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The studies investigating the use of CSIW used t-tests to determine whether
writing improved when students were taught this method versus those were not taught
this method. The results of these studies showed that students who were taught CSIW
wrote more effectively because they were taught how to organize thegrgahs using
writing outlines.

Englert, Stewart and Hiebert (1988) studied 62 third graders and 61 sixth
graders. They measured the students’ abilities to complete unfinished phsagya
generating main ideas and/or specific details for three differentrszetizat the
researchers gave them. They found that if students knew how a written pagsage w
structured and organized, they were able to use that knowledge to write walkedga
compositions.

Englert, Raphael and Anderson (1992) studied 63 studenfsancd4%’ grades.

Half were Learning Disabled (LD) students and half non-LD students. Twenty
students were in the control group with ten LD and ten non-LD students. Thirty-two
students were in the experimental group and, like the control group, were evenly
divided between LD and non-LD students. The experimental group was taught the
CSIW program by a trained researcher while a teacher taught the gpatrplnot

using this method. This was a mixed method study. Both groups were interviewed
about what constituted a good paragraph. Their knowledge about paragraphs was also

measured by t-tests comparing the responses to the two groups. The resuiltatve
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students in the experimental group were much more knowledgeable about the writing
process and using text structure. While the authors stated that the quality of the
students’ writing was measured, no results were presented in the study.

Another study by Englert, Raphael, Anderson, Anthony and Stevens (1991) used
a think sheet with students writing expository paragraphs. The study particigaats w
183 fourth and fifth graders from twelve lower-income schools that represented a
variety of ethnic groups. Both the control and experimental groups contained low and
high-achieving students and those identified as learning disabled. The expariment
group used CSIW in paragraph writing. In the control group, the teacher used the
district’s writing curriculum that did not contain CSIW. The authors used tttests
determine differences between the experimental and control groups in writing
paragraphs involving compare/contrast and other types of expository paragraph type
The pre-test scores for the experimental group ranged from .83 to 1.11 while those for
the control group ranged from .95 to 1.48. The post-test scores for the experimental
group ranged from 1.27 to 2.06 while those for the control group were 1.10 to 1.85.
The data show that the differences in the scores between the two groups were
significant.

Finally, a study by Torrance, Fidalgo and Garcia (2007) used CSIW wikh sixt
grade students who attended two Spanish-language private schools in the Uniged State

The students participated in a ten session , classroom-based CSIW prograasthat
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designed to teach the students writing skills such as preplanning, and revisiag.. As
result if this treatment, the authors found that the quality of students’ paragraphs w
much greater because the students were more able to regulate their wdtaypby
writing strategies effectively as a result of using the CSIW @ragr

There are gaps in the CSIW studies. One is that the method of conducting the
studies varied. Some used experimental and control groups while others used small
groups of students. Thus, the results could not be generalized regarding tiseoéffec
CSIW on student writing. Also, the studied populations varied with some studies
including LD and non-LD students. Others used only LD students like those in the
SRSD research. Consequently, the results of these studies proved to be inconsistent.

Two studies investigated using SRSD and CSIW with students. The authors of
these studies found that students benefitted from being taught both programs. Students
were able to use text structure as presented by CSIW to organize thag amid in
using SRSD, they were able to monitor their own writing progress.

Guzel-Ozmen (2009) examined the possibility of using the same two programs
(CSIW and SRSD) with mildly retarded students on an individualized basis. Four
mildly retarded adolescent students were taught writing and revisitgsitih a
modified version of CSIW which contained elements of the SRSD program. The
effectiveness of the two programs was determined by examining the stuégistshns

generating problem-solving compositions using a multiple probe design. Thesstudy’
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findings indicated that students’ texts improved in quality, coherence, textocke

and text length. The author’s conclusion was these two programs could be silgcessf
implemented with students who had identified cognitive challenges like mental
retardation.

A study by Deatline-Buchanan and Jitendra (2006) looked at the impact of
SRSD and CSIW on the way fiv& grade LD students wrote an argumentative essay.
The authors used a planning sheet that helped anchor the students’ arguments and
helped them self-regulate their writing processes as defined by Gralkdaragis
(1989). In this quantitative study, the authors evaluated student work based on rubric
scores and other measures such as number of words in the composition on pre and post-
tests. The results were mixed. There was great improvement in the number of words
written. For example, while the pre-test mean for the number of words was 39.20, the
post-test mean was 141.60 words. However, only three of the five students made gains
in clarity and cogency.

Englert (Englert, Wu & Zhao, 2005; Englert, Xhao, Dunsmore, Collings &
Wolbers, 2007). published two additional studies regarding writing. Both involved
using a computer program, Technology-Enhanced Learning Environment (TELE-Web)
to help students in fourth and fifth grades to write. The purpose of these studies was
determining whether a computer program could help the students organize their

paragraphs by providing assistance in creating a writing outline. In bothsstudie
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statistical measure was used to determine if students using the computamprogr
produced better quality paragraphs than those who were taught the conventiongl writi
curriculum. The results of both studies were that students using TELE-Web wrote
better-organized paragraphs because they used the outlining assistance pyotWided b
computer program
Comparing the SRSD and CSIW writing models.
Since the SRSD and CSIW Writing Models are the two major writing models
helping students write more effectively, it might be helpful to define thereliftes
between the two models in how they help different groups of students struggling with
writing. The first difference is that while SRSD emphasizes teachidgsts the writing
process so they could monitor their progress as they wrote, CSIW relies mbee on t
interaction between the teacher and students. The program entails teachérgtiele
writing process with their students and giving them think sheets as outlinasctargtr
their expository writing. Another difference is the SRSD writing maslekied almost
exclusively with students who are struggling or have identified learnolgems. The
CSIW model is used with larger groups of students who were LD and non-LD students.
Thus, while the SRSD strategies target students with identified learnibigmi
(LD,ADHD), the CSIW techniques could be used with a student whether he/she is
identified as having special learning needs. . Based on these studies’ ressilés) &al

Baker (2001) and Gersten, Baker and Graham (2003) offer several suggestions to help
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students write effectively. They include (a) teaching the writing psoeeglicitly and
(b) giving feedback to students in a systematic way.
Another study looked at the effects of a different writing model, the Demand

Writing Instruction Model (DWIM), with fifth grade students. The study®utes are
significant because a state writing test was used to measure D\&ffietsiveness as a
writing model. Bui, Schumaker and Desler (2006) examine whether DWIM would
improve the writing of LD and non-LD students as measured by their scores ¢n a fift
grade state-wide writing assessment test. This writing programiyDM/Eimilar to
the CSIW program because students were given a planning sheet that provided them
with an outline when they wrote their paragraphs. This study is important, because
unlike those previously cited, it uses a standardized measure, a statewrdgtestt
that compared the students’ writing with that of other fifth graders in tteeddta
California. This study’s results may have more credibility becausethpasitions of
students receiving the experimental treatment were being compared nat thay t
writing of the control group students but that of other fifth graders in the stee. T
other empirical studies only compared the results of the students participatioge
investigations using assessments administered to individual students. The authors
found that although the average of the writing scores on the fifth grade statg test
were higher for students who were taught DWIM as compared to those in the control

group, the differences were not statistically significant.
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The literature review has highlighted the impact of using writing moittels |
SRSD, CISW and DWIM with students who had various learning problems and those
who did not. The Thinking Maps Program has certain similarities to the CSIW and

DWIM models in that both of these programs feature giving students a writimgeoutl
that they can use to write compositions. When students use a Thinking Map, they
create a writing outline from that map to use in structuring their text.

The writing process theory that Hayes and Flowers (1982) and Scardamalia and
Bereiter (1986) propose is with students who generate writing ideas and write
paragraphs using a framework or structure. These ideas have provided the foundation
for the writing models that have been presented. Much of the work done in using this
process with struggling writers has been advanced by Graham and Harris (1989, 2005a)
and Englert and Rafael (1992) with generally successful results. Also, anotivey wri
model, DWIM, is discussed that represents an adaptation of the SRSD and CSIW
models. However, there appears to be some disadvantages in using these approaches
The instruction is very intense and is often focused on working with small groups of
students. Also, those who present the program to students are highly trained. This
engenders the concern of how much training teachers would need to implement the
program successfully with students. Finally, not only do these studies represent an
implementation of the writing process theory, they also answer several questeas

by the literature review. Specifically, what writing models have beehingbe past?
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And, which student populations participated in these writing programs and what were
the results?

Earlier models focused on helping students with learning disabilities who
struggle with writing. Their writing difficulties stem from their inatyilto perform the
cognitive tasks associated with writing like being able to choose a topicraaciout
it in an organized way. The writing models include SRSD and CSIW that regearche
used to teach students text structure so they could form their compositions based on the
assignment’s writing requirements (Englert, Wu & Zhao, 2005; Englert, €19811).

Like many Learning Disabled (LD) students, many English Language&es
(ELLS) struggle with writing. The challenges of ELLs are diffeffemn those faced by
LD students and others who are under-achieving. While LD students face challenges
with structuring their writing, ELLs face language difficulties whieeytwrite
compositions in their second language that is English. Thus, these students nead to lea
academic English by being able to understand and write about concepts in tlegit cont
area subjects like social studies and science.

ELLS as Struggling Writers

English Language Learners (ELLS) have particular struggléswyiting
because of their challenges with reading and writing English fluently. db@ot have
the same literacy skills in English as their classmates whoseahgdge is English.

(Echevarria, Short & Powers, 2006) Without oral and written proficiency in English,
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these students are not able to show what they know in content subjects such as
mathematics and science (Echevarria, Short & Powers, 2006; Banks, Cowctitlan-S
Moll, Richert, LePage, Darling-Hammond, Duffy & McDonald, 2005). As a result,
ELLs struggle with writing because of their challenges in reading amdgvluently.

Viewing ELLs as struggling writers was buttressed by national stdizédrtest
results. According to the latest NAEP results, there was a significan dgaprith
grades writing scores between White and Hispanic students (NAEP, 2003). For
example, while only 10% of White students were two years below grade levebf23%
Hispanics were. Further, almost half of Hispanic students scored one lgsaigbede
level as compared with 36% of White students (NAEP,2003). While ELLs form a
subgroup within the Hispanic student population, those students with beginning levels of
English fluency usually did not take the test. Beginning in 1998, this group of students
was given accommodations when they took the test. The accommodations included
students’ using a glossary that would translate English words into Spanish andrsee
without defining the words. (Grigg, Daane, Jin & Campbell, 2003). The result was more
ELLs were tested but were generally below grade level in writing.

Methods to Address ELLs’ academic challenges.

Various authors have recommended approaches like scaffolding to help ELLs
learn English and help them write academically (Echevarria, Short &B02066;

August. Beck, Calderon, Francis, Lesaux, Shanahan, Erickson & Siegel, 2008; Novak &
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Canas, 2008; Rosenshine, 1997) The Education Alliance: Teaching Diverse Learners,
2006; Cobb, 2004). This method takes a reading selection’s major concepts and breaks
them down so students are able to understand them more easily. These scaffolds then
become schema or skeleton outlines students can use in comprehending written
passages and seeing the relationships among the vocabulary words in thenselecti

Visual organizers.

Because many of the strategies developed to help ELLs learn English involve
visual presentations like scaffolding reading selections, visual orgamifer a means
of helping ELLs in two ways. One, visual organizers can help ELLs learn important
concepts by showing their relationship on paper. Two, these organizers, particularly
TMs, can help ELLs transfer the conceptual relationship created on papernesoutli
they can use to structure paragraphs that discussl#t®nship among the concepts
(Echevarria, Short & Powers, 2008;gust et, al., 2008; Novak & Canas, 2008; Jiane &
Grabe, 2007; Cobb, 2004)

Graphic Organizers.

Graphic organizers represent a way of presenting the relationship among k
terms on paper. These images, originally known as structured overviews, loo&dike tr
diagrams (Moore & Readence, 1984). It is based on Ausabel’s (1963) theory of
meaningful reception. Ausabel believed that new meanings are acquired whem they ar

related to previous learning. Further, this learning is enhanced when the new
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information is clearly and concisely organized. He suggested teachers eritjgsiz
information graphically to facilitate student’s acquisition of this knowledgecoAding

to Stull and Mayer (2007), graphic organizers include hierarchies, matrices, ®atlohe
lists. The elements in a graphic organizer contain words or word groups. Relationships
among elements are shown by the spatial arrangements of words on the paljg. Fi

the graphic organizer represents the text's conceptual organization.

The benefits of using graphic organizers with students as a whole have been
documented in several studies. Simmons, Griffin and Kameenui (1988) studied the
use of this strategy with sixth graders who were studying science.ot@haumber of
participants was forty-nine. They were divided into three groups. Oneraepéai
group was given a teacher-made graphic organizer before the scisoreves read.

The second experimental group received the graphic organizer aftelettimsavas

read. The third group was given the conventional instruction in reading theoselecti

The authors used quantitative measures to assess the pre and post-test thsults
students. A post-test was given to the students eleven days after the grapizerga

had been presented to them. The means on the test of the group getting the pre-reading
graphic organizer was 15.86 as compared with 11.00 for the post-reading graphic
organizer. The authors considered the results statistically signifiicathe graphic

organizer groups because the data demonstrated that a pre-reading graplaerorgani

helped students recall reading selections more effectively than sepdstg graphic
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organizer. These results are important because they buttress the idaadtats will
remember knowledge if its key points are presented before they are tdoghat
way, graphic organizers set the stage for learning by lettingutierds know the
components of what they will be learning.

In a related study by Griffin, Malone and Kameenui (1995) the authors
investigated the use of graphic organizers and explicit instruction withrgsuasing
social studies texts. The participants were forty-seven fifth gtadergs who were
placed into one of five groups. The four experimental groups received a mixture of
being taught a graphic organizer coupled with either explicit or irhpigtruction.

The fifth group was taught the curriculum in a conventional way. The authors found the
group who received both graphic organizer and explicit instruction did the best in
comprehension and recall measures.

These studies’ results are buttressed by a literature review of goaghiazers
presented by Stull and Mayer (2007). They stated that various investigatidrttgtosi
students benefit from using graphic organizers because this strategy breaksgiow
level knowledge and concepts in a way students can understand. Also, when learners
use this strategy, the focus is on integrated ideas rather than isotasg@RfeH.

Hall,1994; Hall & Saling, 1999; O’'Donnell et al. 2002 cited in Stull and Mayer (2007).

Concept Maps.

According to Novak and Canas (2006):
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Concept maps are graphical tools for organizing and representing knowledge.

They include concepts, usually enclosed in circles or boxes of some type, and

relationships between concepts indicated by a connecting line linking two

concepts. Words on the line, referred to as linking words or linking phrases,

specify the relationship between the two concepts (p. 1).

Chang, Sung and Chen (2002) maintain that concept maps are a type of graphic
organizer. Further, they state that concept maps are usually used to migfcscie
concepts but they are used less often in comprehending reading selectionsnple exa
of using concept maps with students to help them learn scientific conceptsdg hyst
Stoddart (2006) who used concept maps with ELL students in science. Participants
included two hundred students in grades two through five. These students were
attending a summer program and were children of migrant workers. TiyisiE
language fluency ranged from beginning to intermediate. A teacher andlibe a
taught the students how to create these maps. They were scored by two trained
researchers in the areas of scientific accuracy and depth of explanatiog.gtaphs,
the author found that ELL students were able to show their understanding ofiscientif
concepts. Also their knowledge of science vocabulary increased from 14% to 53% in
the pre and post assessments. The author suggested that students were @able to lea
both science content and the academic language of science by using copsept ma

(Stoddard, 2006). This is an important study because it shows how a visual organizer
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such as a concept map can help ELLs learn content area concepts and vocabulary
Being able to learn content area knowledge and demonstrate that leatnedpw
these students succeed academically (Short, 2002)

Conceptual framework for Thinking Maps.

As mentioned previously, TM is a visual organizer teachers can use to help
students think and write more effectively. It represents a visual langtiagnts can
use to focus on critical thinking and use as a scaffold to improve expositongwriti
skills, among other proficiencies. Advocates of TM believe a major advantageg
these maps is the student’s ability to translate the information from theomaiping a
paragraph. (Hyerle, 2004; Yeager, 2004; Jackson, 2004). In that way, any of the
Thinking Maps can be seen as a writing outline the students can flesh out into
paragraphs.

The idea of using Thinking Maps to help students, especially ELLs, write
organized expository paragraphs is based on the theory of Vygotsky’'s (1978) Zone of
Proximal Development. He believed students had two developmental levelstutile a
development level and the level of potential development. The actual development
level represents skills the students already possess. The problem-skiNsrihe
students develop with the assistance of an adult represent potential develoghaeat a
in the zone of proximal development. He posited that the zone of proximal

development is important because it permits educators to determine the child’s
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immediate future and his trajectory of maturing. Further, “The zone of pabxim
development can become a powerful concept in developmental research, one that can
markedly enhance the effectiveness and utility of the applications of diaggnof
mental development to educational problems” (p. 71). So if we know how children will
develop cognitively, we can develop programs that can help them reach dleimac
potential.
Feuerstein (1980) extended Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development by
maintaining that when an adult mediates a child’s experience by dgiviiger a
learning set and operational structures, the child’s behavior cizssaitito sets and
habits that form the prerequisites of proper cognitive functioning. Thus, dleetea
trains a student to solve a math problem and uses an intensive, well-organized process
the student will be stimulated to solve the problem using higher order thinking skills
He gives this example of a mother or caregiver giving instructionshitda c
On a higher level, when the mother, or other caregiver, uses verbal insgucti
interacting with the child, and these interactions transcend the use cdtivgse
by including explanations and generalizations, the effects will beptigriean
the nature of the child’s approach to reality...the child learns to recageize
implicit in the content of the expanded verbal instructions (Feuerstein, 1980,

p.21).
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Feuerstein termed this intervention Mediated Learning Experience)(Mi&
maintained that these types of interventions help the child transcend the here amd now t
new modes of functioning and the development of new ways of acting appropriate to
new situations. Further, Feuerstein states, “. . .MLE produces in the organism a
propensity to learn how to learn, by equipping the organism with the tools necessary f
this facility” (p. 25). Feuerstein’s ideas about the nature of leaargngignificant
because a key purpose of education is teaching students not just essdatiideskil
reading and math but also learning how to learn. The Thinking Maps program
embodies Feuerstein’s beliefs when teachers use these maps to help shabrstand
concepts

Thinking Maps represent a concrete example of Vygotsky's ZPD theory and
Feuerstein’s MLE theory because the maps produce intensively organizdd thate
students can use to accelerate their learning when they depict concepgsraampa
discuss the relationship among the concepts by writing a paragraph. Whersteacher
help students construct these maps in a systematic fashion, they arengnduati
students’ learning about how concepts are related to one another. Furtimer, whe
students write about how these concepts connect, they are developing acaugistic E
that is needed to be successful in school. The Thinking Maps program contains certain
elements that help students translate their ideas onto paper and wragwedlired

compositions. These elements are scaffolding, constructivism, and aitoeleil he
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following sections will explain each of these elements and how they help students,
especially ELLs, become effective thinkers and writers.

Scaffolding.

As previously mentioneanany authors state that scaffolding is an important
instructional strategy in helping ELLs learn English and manipulate higtel-I
concepts (Echevarria, Short & Powers, 2006; August et al., 2008; Novak & Canas,
2008; Rosenshine, 1997; The Education Alliance: Teaching Diverse Learners, 2006;
Cobb, 2004). Typically, scaffolding is an instructional strategy teachers he#pt
students comprehend reading material. However, scaffolding can also be asbdras
on cognitive strategy. It can structure related concepts to makeeit Easstudents to
represent paper. Scaffolding can also make it easier for students to add incoming
information to these concepts. The use of scaffolding as an instructionalysisateg
supported by research that maintains the importance of teachers initcititgea that
require students to process and apply new information (Rosenshine, 1996). Scaffolding
can be readily applied to Thinking Maps in the way that concepts can be reproduced on
paper. Teachers create a Thinking Map to connect related concepts and akbrgraff
to help students form a writing outline from the map. In this way, a scaffold can be
used by teachers to help students process information by taking the coroaptsefr

writing outline and fleshing it out by writing expository paragraphs. An exaofd
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Thinking Map used as a scaffold for writing is the Tree Map that wagdtad in
Chapter One.

Constructivism.

According to Brooks and Brooks, (1999), “Constructivism is a theory of
learning that places the quest for understanding at the center of theadhlcati
enterprise” (p. 150). Part of this process of understanding involves scaffolding in which
a concept is broken down into its essential elements by using skills likéyeragsand
compare and contrast. In this way, constructing understanding involves $&eeing t
relationships between the components that make up a concept.

Constructivism and scaffolding form the basis of Thinking Maps when students
use a map to illustrate a concept, and make meaning when they break down a concept or
idea into its component parts on paper. According to Costa, “It is not the contetht store
in memory but the activity of constructing it that gets stored” (p. 95). Thus, fginki
Maps allows students to focus on critical thinking and use the map they creatgro des
writing outlines that could be fleshed out into written paragraphs.

Acceleration.

In the past and continuing to the present time, remediation strategies are used
with students who achieve below grade level. These students include those who are
considered at-risk because they qualify for Free or Reduced Lunch or who speak a

language other than English as their first language. The remedial phyasoph
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teaching students at their level in the hopes of bringing them up to grade level
Unfortunately, students in remedial programs are more likely to fall behhmet than
reach grade level. (Stanford News Service, 1994). Stanford Accelerated Szd®ols
started in 1986 by Henry Levin at Stanford University. He based this pragrdme
philosophy that “How you define children has an awful lot to do with how you work
with them” (Stanford News Service, 1994, p. 1). He believed that all students should be
considered gifted, and the instruction they receive should acceleraés,then
remediate, their learning.

For several authors, the accelerated instruction concept is spec#igglied to
how vocabulary is taught in the classroom, especially those who are ELLs bafcause
the direct effect vocabulary instruction has on student achievement (GeBtder,
2000; Marzano, Pickering & Pollock, 2001; Feldman & Kinsella, 2005). In particular,
Gersten and Baker (2000) state that English language instruction muspaogo
“...thinking through and then verbalizing, in English, students’ ideas regarding content
areas” (p. 459). Rather than having students learn vocabulary words by lookiegn t
up in a dictionary and using the words in a sentence, the recommendation is for
students to have more in-depth experience with words. This might involve students
keeping vocabulary notebooks, in which the students define the word, come up with

their own explanation of what the word means and create their own non-linguistic
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representation of the word. Then, the teachers would have the students periodically
review the words’ meanings (Marzano, Pickering & Pollack, 2001).

Feldman and Kinsella (2005) give an example about how vocabulary words
could be used in a written and oral activity with students. Students could be given a
sentence starter about bullying. They could write down concrete examplekyioigoul
on campus. Then they could compose two sentences elaborating on the prompt and use
this information to present their examples orally. The acceleration modeliesdee
Thinking Maps Program because students are taught how to create visual
representations of concepts appearing in their content area subjects aathowite
them in well-organized expository paragraphs. Further, the maps repretentagic
instruction that takes students from their present learning state and heshee t
higher cognitive levels as they figure out how concepts relate with dasmhaot paper.
Equally important, the idea of using visuals like graphic organizers to help students
especially ELLS, use higher order thinking skills has been mentioned by sevieoas aut
(Gersten & Baker, 2000; Marzano, Pickering & Pollock; Jackson, 2004).

Studies using Thinking Maps.

Various sources have reported that using Thinking Maps have improved test
scores. As part of a doctoral dissertation 92 students taking two collegss ¢assvo
semesters were divided into experimental and control groups. The study’s puagose

reading to determine whether using maps with the experimental group wadd aff
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their scores on tests compared to the performance of those in the control group. The
variables were fast reading, phonics, comprehension, scanning, structure yvgcabula
and word parts. The results were the students who used TMs had statisticatly highe
scores in five of the seven variables used. As a result,, the author concluded that
mapping made a significant difference on reading test scores (Ball, ile Hyer with
Alper & Curtis, 2004).

In Mississippi, Pass Christian used Thinking Maps for one year with middle
school students and reported their writing scores increased afteraoise ye
implementation from level 2.2 to level 3.0 (with 4.0 being the highest level) (KHyerle
Ed. with Alper & Curtis, 2004). Nicolson School ( a K-6 school) used the writing
program “Write from the Beginning” (based on Thinking Maps) and achieved the
highest scores in their district on the state writing test. RosakeiRdheir second
year of implementation and Westside in year three of implementatioivegdhie
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in all areas (reading, math, sacl@stnd
indicators—growth index) as per federal guidelines in 2003 (Hyerle, Ed, witlh Alpe
& Curtis, 2004). While TMs may have had an impact on the test scores at Rosalie
Park, Westside and Pass Christian, the findings at Nicholson Schoahcaey
weight because writing progress can be more directly attributablegatanent
based on using the writing program, “Write from the Beginning.”

Comparing Graphic Organizers and Thinking Maps.
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There are several similarities between graphic organizers and Thivikiog)
They present the information graphically in a similar way—usindesi@nd boxes.
Both are primarily used for reading comprehension. Also, they deal witlarsgkills
like compare and contrast and cause and effect. Teachers use graphiedamiz
various instructional purposes. The teacher chooses which graph to use witls student
depending on the skills he/she wants students to learn. The Thinking Maps Program,
however, is presented as a staff development program that trains tea¢hérto use
these maps with students. The goal is training students to use these mapsoemthei
as an integral part of their learning. Further, not only would students userthps to
graph the relationship between content area concepts, they would use themm@s writ
outlines to represent the concepts’ relationships on paper. Thinking Maps, inlgartic
can help ELLs organize their writing and develop academic English in twa v@ye,
using a Thinking Map allows them to communicate with precision, to use the “codes of
power”: higher order thinking skills and advanced literacy skills (Jackson, 2004).
Equally important, the Thinking Maps Program provides cognitive terminandya
vehicle for capturing this language so ELL students can build their repetoi
cognitive skills (Jackson, 2004). Two, when ELL students use a Thinking Map to
depict the relationship among concepts, they can use this map as an outline that

delineates these concepts’ meanings and how they relate to each other. h€hus, w
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these students write a paragraph using these outlines, they are devalagargia
English in explaining the concepts and their relationship.

Summary.

Regarding ELLs and the techniques in helping them read and write in

academic English, several questions are addressed in the literatuig. On

asking what are the challenges ELLs face in learning to read andnnagademic
English? The other is what techniques have been used or suggested to @ccelerat
ELLs’ writing abilities? The answers to these questions alsoatthére theory of
writing as a process. In using graphic organizers, concept maps or §hvdms,
text structure and instruction are explicitly expressed in visual focoraepts. As
well, these maps can be used as outlines, that students, including ELLs, can use in
producing expository paragraphs.

Summary

This literature review presents a theory of writing that has been used as a
framework for writing instruction. The ideas presented by Hayes and Bl¢h882)
and Scardamalia and Bereiter (1986) state that writing is a process tmast welyi
generating an idea for writing, translating this idea into paragraphsesaising the
compositions that are produced. As well, they maintained students would be successful
in this process if a teacher models it for them. National data show that a large

percentage of students, including ELL students, are not able to produce grade-level
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work in writing. This review presents several writing models that werewilad
students having writing problems especially those presented by Grahamrasd Ha

(SRSD) (1989,2002a)and Englert and Rafael (CSIW)(1992).

Also, challenges ELLs face in learning academic English and using this
knowledge to write effective expository paragraphs is examined in thedrerdhe
techniques helping these students acquire and use academic vocabulary involve
scaffolding and creating outlines linking concepts. Visual organizers kanigr
organizers and concept maps have been used with ELLs. These strategieb scaffol
concepts students can use to form outlines they can flesh out in writing expository
paragraphs. Thinking Maps have been used in several school districts in California.
Their chief benefit for ELLs is constructing a writing outline from mappettepts.
Using this outline, students could write well-organized paragraphs that dertenstra

their understanding of the relationship among content area concepts.

Implications

An important reason for doing research in effective writing approaches is
determining what methods will help students, especially ELLs, write mimetigély.
The question is, do using visual organizers like graphic organizers and concept maps
help students work more effectively with concepts and use them to write more
structured paragraphs? The empirical evidence is scant regarding asmg th

strategies with ELLs. The same finding could be said for Thinking Maps as well.
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These strategies need to be studied empirically so their effectivarfesdping ELLS

can be more authoritatively determined. In successfully implementingiagwrit

program | think ongoing staff development for teachers is needed to implement thes
writing models. This idea is reinforced by a study of eleven teachers whdeaehing
process writing (Lipson, Mosenthal, Daniels & Woodside-Jiron, 2000). They studied
the methods eleven teachers used when they taught process writing ttuttegitss

The authors found that there was a great degree of variability in the wag¢herte

used different approaches. The study’s authors believed that variation in
implementation occurred because teachers were doing the best they could without
sustained training. In this way, a writing system like Thinking Maps may take hol
because it has been presented as a school-wide staff development program. Ongoing
coaching sessions with teachers are offered during the first yeaplefmentation.

This type of model, coupled with in-depth and consistent staff development could help
make research about writing models become a reality so students, especlaly EL
become more effective writers under their teachers’ knowledgeablengaida@hus, the
Thinking Maps program represents a significant step forward to helping stud#ats w
more effectively. Because it is presented as a K-5 program, studenecenle

ongoing, organized instruction about how to deconstruct concepts on paper and create

writing outlines to structure their compositions
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Chapter Three: Methodology
Introduction

The Thinking Maps Program is a commercial staff development product
elementary schools can buy. Teachers in K-5 are trained to teach thede thaps
students. The maps are visual organizers that students can use to map concepts on
paper, and they can also be used as writing outlines that help students to conceptualize
this relationship by writing compositions to describe this connection.

There are several questions that frame this study. One, what is the impact of
using Thinking Maps on students’ expository text compared to writing where a
Thinking Map is not used? Two, how do students believe that Thinking Maps impact
their writing?

For this study, three fourth grade classes at three elementary schoolsegre
in a school district that is located in a suburban area on the West Coast. Two of the
fourth grade classes were from schools that use Thinking Maps school-widafés a st
development program. Each of these two schools was experimental. The other class
was the control group. For the experimental groups at both schools, the teagiests hel
students create a Thinking Map they used to write a composition. In the cootno| g
the teacher had students write a composition without presenting an instrudtiaiealys

before they wrote.
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The chapter is divided into three sections. The first section presents background
information about how the Thinking Maps Program was implemented at School B,
where | was the principal. The second section presents demographic information about
the district and each school that participated in the study. This information mthede
ethnic background of the students, the percentage of students who qualify for free or
reduced lunch, the current Academic Performance Index (API) and foada griting
scores based on the California state-wide writing test. The third secti@insxgata
collection. One source of data was quantitative and dealt with the proceshé&rimgat
writing samples. Also the way these samples were analyzed will bebdesciiihe
analysis includes the statistical tests used to measure the effessivénsing a
Thinking Map to organize a students’ expository writing versus those compositions
where another writing strategy might be used.

Data Sources

There were two qualitative sources that | used. One was classroom obssrvati
when the three writing prompts were presented to the three classrooms andgbservi
students write at least once every other week in these classrooms. Tliatasurce
included interviews with four students from each of the three classrooms about the
writing they completed in class. In each classroom, the teacher chose a low
achievement ELL student, a high-achievement ELL student, a low achievement non

ELL student and a high-achievement non-ELL student. When | observed in the
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classroom, these were the students | looked at as they are writing. iAtsoyiewed
these students directly after they wrote the third composition. The key questjon was
how does a writing strategy as presented by the Thinking Maps program itojplactt s
writing?
Background

When | was the principal of School B, | began to implement the Thinking Maps
Program by arranging for the teachers to receive two full days dfistatlopment
training. At this time, they were given binders that contained the eight thimapg
and procedures to use in presenting each map to students. As principal, | came up with
an implementation calendar for teachers. Kindergarten teachers wemewgo weeks
to implement each map because it would take longer for them to orient their students to
work with these maps. Teachers in grades 1-5 were given a week to implestent e
map. Teachers were told to display the students’ products in the classroooukb | ¢
see them when | visited their classrooms. During the year, teacherseleased from
their classrooms so a Thinking Maps consultant could model a lesson using a Thinking
Map and address teachers’ implementation problems.

To study teachers’ implementation in the classroom, | chose two upper grade
classrooms. | visited each classroom for three hours. At that time, | wadelobeérs
present a Thinking Map to students and watched them write compositions using the

Thinking Map as an outline. | also asked students what they used to organize their
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writing and if Thinking Maps offered a strategy that helped them. In the fofirth/f
grade classroom, the teacher had the students use a Thinking Map when they were
responding to literature likEheLion, Witch and the WardrobeThe teacher in the
fourth grade class used the map to help students write expository compositions like
writing a composition about the California deserts.

When | was observing students work in these two classrooms, students probably
felt a little awkward around me at first—at least the first timeitedsthem. This
awkwardness demonstrated itself as shyness when | was intervieweahieim
writing. However, | do not think my presence had a discernable impact on theigwri
because it was clear to the students that their teachers were difeetasgignments.

As a result of classroom observations, | looked at the work the students in these
classroom produced using a Thinking Map. Students’ work appeared to be well
organized when they used the Thinking Map as an outline. This idea was confirmed
when | used the same fourth grade classroom | had used to study program
implementation as a case study six months later to compare compositionsl#mtsst
wrote before they used a Thinking Map with two compaositions written on two separate
occasions where a Thinking Map was used as an outline before they began whiing. T
teacher of this class agreed to participate in the case study and | wantetdoalass
because she had the most experience with using Thinking Maps. 1 think the teacher

agreed to participate in this study because she knew | was focused on howsstudent
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were helped to use a Thinking Map in structuring their writing rather than @aglua
her teaching ability.

The two groups of students | used for the case study were ELL and non-ELL
students. | assessed their compositions using a rubric that measured how @rganize
their writing was and how often they used complete sentences in their paragraphs. |
comparing the pre-and post-test results for these two rubric areas,weestused to
determine if the differences were statistically significant. | fountitheacompositions
of both groups of students were better organized when they used a Thinking Map than
when they did not. This difference was statistically significant for bathys.

District Background

For purposes of confidentiality, the school district in which the two schools are
located will be known as the South Bay School District. The total number of students it
serves is 31,918. The main ethnic groups are White (26%), Hispanic (51%) Asian
(13%) and African-American (3.4%). Also, 38% of the Hispanics are ELL students.
The district is now in Program Improvement because, as a district, it hasstezrthe
English Language Arts (ELA) targets of 35% for the 2008-2009 school year and the
46% ELA target for the 2009-2110 school year. The percentage refers to the number of
students in each major ethnic group who had to score proficient on the English

Language Arts section of the California Standards Test (CST).



52

As of last year, there were three elementary schools in the dikaiaised the
Thinking Maps curriculum throughout their schools. This year, the number of schools
increased to nine. This growth occurred because program implementation appeared to
be successful especially at School A where students were immersed in using the
program. As a result, the idea was to expand a successful model by getting more
schools to participate. Two of the three original schools with fourth grade classes w
chosen for use in the study. The company that sells the Thinking Maps program
estimated that 10,000 schools across the country are currently using this program
Participants

The three schools participating in this study were chosen for different reasons
School A was chosen because it had been the first to implement the Thinking Maps
program and intensified its use especially with ELLs. | thought it would be ititgres
to see how the students’ writing in 4 grade classroom at this school compared with a
4" grade classroom at School B that had implemented TMs one year later. For School
C, the 4" grade classroom that was the control group, a colleague had volunteered his
school in which TMs had not been introduced to the staff as a staff development
program. | readily took his offer because | had been the principal at that schusol ye
before, knew the school’s layout and the office staff. However, my colleaguetbbkose
teacher who would be participating in this study, and | had no prior relationship with

her.
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School A.

School A is located near a large public university campus. School A serves 425
students. The major ethnic backgrounds of the students are: Hispanic (79%), Asian
(10%), Blacks (4 %) and White (2%). The percentage of ELL students is 85%. The
percentage of students qualifying for free or reduced lunch is 95%. This schonl was i
California’s School Improvement Program for several years becausdamf i@ST test
scores. It left this status, and its API score for 2009 was 798. Currentlyhted'sc
Academic Performance Index (API) score is 820, an improvement of 22 points. As a
result of increasing the school’'s API, it has been nominated as a California
Distinguished School for 2010. In 2008, 28% of students scored proficient and above
on the &' grade STAR Writing Test. The following year, 41% of the students scored
proficient or above—an increase of 13%. This school reported using the Thinking
Maps Program for the past three years.

School B.

School B is located in the center of the school district. Its serves 500 students.
The community is ethnically diverse with the following ethnic demographicacakf
Americans-(12.5%); Asians—(13.8%); Hispanics—(40.7%) and Whites—(24.6%).
However, Hispanics comprise the largest ethnic group. Also, (40%) of students ar
ELLs. The percentage of students who qualify for free or reduced lunch is 53 %. The

school has made continuous process in improving its APl scores. As a result, the school
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became a California Distinguished School in 2006 and was recognized asla Title
Performing School in 2007 and 2008. In 2008, the school achieved an API score of
809. Unfortunately, the following year the school’'s API score dropped to 798. The
current year, the school’'s API score is 827, representing a growth of 30 points. In 2008,
the year before Thinking Maps was introduced at the school, 43% of fourth graders
scored proficient or above on the fourth grade STAR Writing Test. Last5#d8arof

fourth graders scored proficient or above on the STAR Writing Test—an increase of
11%. School B has used the Thinking Maps Program for two years.

School C.

This school is located in the north central part of the district. It serves 708
students. The ethnic backgrounds of the students are: Hispanic(-62%); White-(24%);
Asian(-2 %). Also, 37% of the students are ELLs. The percentage of students who
qualify for free or reduced lunch is 46.91%. The API score for 2009 was 814. The
current API score is 852 representing a growth of 38 points. Regarding the fauaieh gr
writing score, 61% of students were assessed as being proficient or adve?@es.i
The following year, 2009, 63% of the students were assessed as being proficient or
advanced. Currently, this school is using the district’s writing program, the Write
Tools, for their writing curriculum. Table 3.1 below contains a visual represemtiti

how the three schools compare demographically.
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Table 3.1

Demographic Characteristics of Schools

Demographic Characteristics of Schools

School A School B School C
ELL 85% 40% 37%
Free/Reduced 95% 53% 46.91%
Lunch

ETHNICITY

Hispanic 79% 40.7% 62%
Asian 10% 13.8% 2%
Black 4% 12.5% -
White 2% 24.6% 24%

Data collection methodology.
Participant observer.

As mentioned previously, | brought the Thinking Maps Program to School B
with the approval of the school’s Staff Development Committee. | observed its
implementation in two fourth grade classes. One of these classes was ¢lcé Hidp)
pilot study in Fall of 2009.

As an observer, | looked at how students in the three fourth grade classes

responded to the three prompts given in September, October and November. When |
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watched them write, | looked at how students structured their compositions with and
without the use of Thinking Maps. Also, | visited each class once to week and observed
how writing was taught and how students responded to this instruction when they wrote.

While | participated to a limited degree by observing students write, myese
as a participant. When | asked students questions about how they wrote and looked at
their work in their portfolios, | engaged in a dialogue about writing and in that way |
was an active participant.

Data collection.

There were two sources of data for this study. One source was quantitdtive a
derived from the student scores on three compositions. The students were given three
writing prompts—one in late August, October and November. After the students in the
three classes wrote a composition using the prompt, | collected them. Usbrgca r
(found in Appendix A), the compositions from these classes were evaluated on the
degree of organization of the students’ texts as measured by how well the students’
sentences cohered or held together in a composition.

Two qualitative data sources were used in this study. One was classroom
observations. | visited each of the fourth grade classrooms when the threg writi
prompts were presented. For the experimental groups, a Thinking Map was tsed wit
students as a writing outline. For the control group, the students wrote a composition

based on the instructional strategy that the teacher chose. These abrsewate



57

important because | was able to see the differences in instructionadjigtsathe teacher

in the control group used versus those teachers in the experimental groups especially
when the four interviewed students were writing a composition. Also, between the
months of September and November, | visited the three classrooms at leasteonce e
other week when the students were writing compositions. These visitatiansgav

more in-depth picture of how the writing strategies impacted thengyiskills of the

four interviewed students in each class. When | visited the classrooms, | obkerved t
interviewed students write. When the teacher gave them an assignmerd, Howte

many sentences they wrote as they responded to her directions.

The other qualitative source was student interviews. | interviewed four student
from each of the three schools. As previously mentioned, the teachers chose a low-
achieving ELL student, a high-achieving ELL student, a low-achieving non-ELL
student and a high-achieving non-ELL student. | asked them questions about what they
write about and what help they seek when they have difficulty writing. Alskelda
them to choose a composition from their writing portfolios and say what they liked
about it.

For those students in the TM schools, | asked them if they thought TM had
helped or did not help or had no affect on their writing. The Writing Protocol can be
found in Appendix C.

Data analysis.
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Quantitative measures.

The main way to determine the impact of using a Thinking Map on students’
writing skills is evaluating the degree of writing improvement using acufris
measure was done by comparing the students’ writing a composition without using a
Thinking Map to one in which that strategy was used. In each of the fourth grade
classes for this study, the students wrote a composition in September near th@deginni
of school. The students were given a prompt such as writing about what did you do
during the summer? They wrote a composition about this topic without using any
instructional strategy including a Thinking Map.

In October, the teachers in the two experimental groups presented a Thinking
Map to their students in preparation for writing an expository composition. Theeteac
helped students create a Thinking Map, and they used it as an outline in writing a
composition. These compositions were written in the middle of October. The same
process was used when students wrote the third composition. That is, the teacher
helped their students create a Thinking Map that structured their expository
compositions. These paragraphs were written the first week of November. In the
control group, the teacher had the students write expository compositions in October
and November. The control group teacher used no instructional strategy in preparing

her students to address the prompt.
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A rubric was used to measure the effectiveness of using a Thinking Map to help
students write expository compositions by comparing their texts to compositains t
were written without using a Thinking Map. A scale of 1 to 4 was used; 1=Below
Standard; 2=Approaching Standard; 3=At Standard; 4=Exceeds Standard.

The students received a score in four categories: Ideas, Organizatiols, Detali
and Word Choice/Sentence Variety. Ideas are concepts or thoughts that flégh out t
topic of a composition. Organization describes how well the sentences cohemeawithi
paragraph. Details are sentences that delineate or expand on the topic sentence of a
paragraph. The category of Word Choice/Sentence Variety deals with thg glual
words the students select when they write compositions.

These scores were averaged so each student’s paper received one overall sc
These measures were used to evaluate each of the three compositions frhoeethe t
classes. The evaluators were three retired teachers who became my Writ
Assessment Team. Means were used to measure each of the rubric aheathfeet
compositions. Then t-tests were used to determine the significance of thelsxsed
on the categories for each of the three schools: ELLs, non-ELLs, Whites, Hispanics
fourthgraders, and fifth graders. The only school where the writing of fifth graekes
not a factor was School B because no fifth graders were in the classroom.

To attain inter-rater reliability, the Writing Assessment Teamuatatl the

students’ compositions. After the student work was collected, | sat down with the



60

evaluators who used a rubric to assess the compositions. Their primary focuswgyas usi
the four rubric areas of Ideas, Organization, Details and Word Choice/Senteiatg. Var
Please note that while the last rubric category “Word Choice/SentenetyVdrd not
directly correlate to the use of TMs, | retained that category becauas gart of the
overall rubric and its results could be discarded later if necessary. Ttieg/Weam

did not know the identity of the schools or which classes were control and which were
experimental.

Before the Writing Assessment Team began assessing the paragaapgbis, s
papers were taken from the collected paragraphs. Using the rubric, we decitled wha
constituted a “1” level which represents “far below grade level”; a “2ldivegrade
level; a “3” “at grade level” and “4” “above grade level’. These papers wadels the
Writing Team could refer to when they rated or scored the papers. This exercise
ensured congruity among the evaluators’ assessments. Also, the Writing Feaseds
two compositions chosen randomly from each school. Then each evaluator said their
rubric scores and, as a team, we determined how similar their scores were.

The compositions from the three schools were duplicated so each Writing Team
Member had her own copy. When they finished assessing a paper, they put thsir scor
on a sheet of paper marked only with the designation “School A”, “School B”, and

“School C”. Each evaluator had her own sheet so the reviewers did not know one
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another’s scores. Students’ names were not used. Instead, each student had been
assigned a number by the classroom roster.

When the Writing Team Members turned in their scores to me, they were
entered on an Excel spreadsheet by school. The patrticipant students had four rubric
scores for each composition they wrote that were averaged to obtain an oveeall sc
After every writing submission, | entered the overall rubric score on an Excel
spreadsheet and calculated the means scores for the rubric assessratrdsrits at
the three schools. T-tests were used to determine the significance of these scor
among the three schools using the following groups: ELLS, non-ELLS, non-Hispanics,
Hispanics, fourth graders, fifth graders.

When all the compositions were evaluated and mean scores computed, the
following comparisons were made. The three schools were compared for each of the
compositions and on each rubric score. Scores were compared based on the factors
mentioned above.

| analyzed the results of these comparisons for significant differencesbetwe
the Thinking Maps and non-Thinking Maps schools based on the rubric scores. In
particular, | examined what impact language status (ELL v. non-ELL rgg)dend
ethnic background had within and among the three schools. Please see Table 3.2 below

for a break-down of the data groups by school.
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Table 3.2
Data Groups by Schoal
School A School B School C

Total School MN=22 N=25 N=24
ELLs N=10 N= N=
Hispanics MN=16 N=4 N=H
MNon-Hispanics N=6 N=16 N=16
4 grade N=5 N=25 N=14
5t grade N=17 -- M=10

Qualitative measures.

As mentioned earlier, there were two sources of qualitative data. One source
was student interviews. The other source was classroom observations that were
conducted when students wrote the three compositions at each of the three schools.
Also, | visited classrooms once every other week to focus on the four interviewed
students to get a better understanding about how the writing strateghesrsazsed
with studentshelped them write. This qualitative data source was important because it
provided evidence about students’ beliefs about the efficacy of TMs in helping them
organize their writing. With the teacher’s help, the students could construcs #s
writing outline. However, if students did not consult these outlines frequently as they
were writing, how valuable could this strategy really be? So the questastrying
to answer with the data gleaned from the following: How valuable were thitseywr
outlines to students as evidenced by the frequency with which the students looked at the

outlines while they were writing? Every time | observed in the classrofmtiised on
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observing the four interviewed students writing especially how often they lookael at
writing outline they had created with the teacher’s help. | took notes and wrote a
transcript based on them. | perused the transcript and underlined what | bekeged w
key words. | used this same procedure with the transcripts | genematedifieotaping
the twelve students. In this way, | tried to triangulate their rubric seuit observing
them in the classroom and the results of their interviews.

| interviewed the twelve students right after they had finished writiadhird
composition. Their responses were video taped and transcribed to form a negtteh
The students’ responses were coded to determine the major themes thaveadeel re
Five questions were posed to the students at each of the three schools. | added a
guestion about Thinking Maps for the students at School A and B. Also, | added an
additional question for students at School A asking them if they would use Thinking
Maps in middle school. A copy of these interview questions can be found in Appendix
B. In correlating these two sources | used the classroom observations to Ihtress
answers the students gave me about how Thinking Maps helped or did not help them
write.

After | video recorded the students’ interviews, | made transcriptseof t
answers. Using a highlighter, | marked words or phrases | thought wereeperti
wrote these words and phrases down on a piece of paper. | narrowed this list by

grouping together those words or phrases that had two or more of the same responses.
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After each of these responses, | coded them by noting, in parentheses, how many
repetitions of the same reply there were. | correlated these responsegutestiiens.
From this data, | came up with the following themes: Attitudes About Writing, The
Writing Process, Responding to the Writing Prompt and Thinking Maps. | also
included an additional topic that asked students to comment on a writing assignment
they had completed. | included this part to see how students’ attitudes abawg writi

translated into the way they regarded their compositions.
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Chapter Four
Introduction
The purpose of this study is to answer two research questions: one, what

is the impact of Thinking Maps on students’ expository compositions and two, how do
students believe Thinking Maps help them write? To answer the first question, the
writing of students in three classrooms was assessed. In two of these clasbatbm
experimental groups used Thinking Maps as a writing strategy. In the thiscbclias
the control classroom, the teacher taught writing using a differenhgvetrategy. The
students completed three compositions during a three-month period. The second
research question investigated students’ answers about whether they thought Thinking
Maps helped them write. | obtained this information by interviewing students about
various aspects of writing including whether they liked to write, what helpedwhie
and whether they found Thinking Maps a helpful strategy in organizing thamgvrit
observed twelve student interviewees in the classrooms as they responded tinipe wri
prompts to see if, in fact, they used a Thinking Map in developing their compositions.

This chapter is divided into three sections: one, analyzing the quantitatiye data
two, analyzing the qualitative data and three, describing the findings when aixantit
and qualitative data sources are intersected. The first section presentartigtye
measures that were used to assess how using Thinking Maps helped students organiz

their writing. These measures were students’ rubric scores given to yhehViiting
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Assessment Team composed of three retired teachers. The means aofesseare
calculated by total school, grade level and demographic groups within each school.
Mean differences for the various data groups are discussed along tisticatdests

that were performed using the rubric scores.

The second section will present the results of student interviews and classroom
observations when writing was taught using a Thinking Map to respond to the second
and third writing prompts. The results of this discussion will answer the finalrobse
guestion about whether students believed using Thinking Maps helped them write. The
third section will integrate the results of the quantitative and qualitatiee diatdoing
so, it will seek to answer the question about what the relationship is between the two
data sources and how they impact the answers to the two research questions.
Presentation of the Quantitative Data

To assess the students’ writing, a rubric was used that measured Ideas,
Organization, Details and Word Choice. A Writing Assessment Team composed of
three retired teachers assessed students’ writing. The resultseca$isessments were
four scores for each student which were averaged into one rubric score. Thendbe scor
for each school were averaged. Separate scores for the grade level angretipsic
were averaged as a basis for comparing schools. The ethnic groups weye ELL

Hispanics and non-Hispanics. The grade levels were fourth and fifth graders. F
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School B, fifth graders were not a factor because the class containeduwatity f
graders.

Rubric scores for prompt #1.

In the table below, Table 4.1, are the results of the first writing prompt theeng
means for the rubric scores. This prompt asked students to write an essay irheich t
talked about three things they did on their summer vacation. A copy of this prompt can
be found in Appendix A. For this prompt, no Thinking Map or writing instruction was
presented to the students at the three schools. Thus, this prompt was considered a pre-
test because Thinking Maps were not used at Experimental Groups A and B. So these
rubric scores would form a baseline against which the rubric scores fony\Ritompts
2 and 3 in which TMs were used for the Experimental Classes (Schools A and B) could
be compared with the rubric scores of the Control Class (School C). Table 4.1 below
shows the rubric scores averaged for each school as a whole and broken down into data
groups composed of English language level (ELL versus non-ELL), ethnic background

and grade level.



Table 4.1

Rubric Scores for Writing Prompt #1
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Data Groups

School A School B School C

(n=22) 2.99 (n=25) 2.52 (n=24) 3.31
ELLs (n=10) 2.85 (n=4) 2.48 (n=4) 3.3
Hispanics (n=16) 2.97 (n=9) 2.47 (n=8) 3.15
Non-Hispanics (n=6) 3.09 (n=16) 2.55 (n=16) 3.39
4th grade (n=5) 2.73 (n=25) 2.52 (n=14) 3.3
5th grade (n=17) 3.07 (n=10) 3.01

1=Below Basic; 2=Basic; 3=Proficient; 4=Advanced
Discussion
School contexts and pre-test performance differences.

There were three factors that might have affected the rubric socotbe fthree
schools. One characteristic is the way the classes were grouped. Actortieg
teacher at School C, the Control Group, her students were homogenously grouped
meaning her students achieved at a similar level which was at or aboveeyelde |
Students in the Experimental Groups, Schools A and B were heterogeneously grouped,
and students’ achievement levels ranged from above grade level to below gehde lev
At School B, in particular, one-third of the students were below grade level.

The second component was grade level. Students in the Experimental Group,
School A and the Control Group, School C were in combination classrooms that
contained ¥ and &' graders. In both of these classrooms, half of thgraders had the

current teacher in"igrade. These"Sgraders who had their teacher a second year
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tended to be more mature than the students in School B, the Experimental Group. The
class at School B contained onf{ graders and the level of maturity may have been
lower in this class because many of the school’s more mdfgeade students who
could work independently while the teacher was working with the other grade leve
students, were placed, by necessity, in eithél/4"3or 4"/5™ grade combination at the
school.
The third factor deals with how language arts instruction, particularlyitmgyr
was delivered to the students. At School C, the Control Group, the class is considered
self-contained. That is, the teacher presents the curriculum, including langisate a
her students throughout the day. In the Experimental Groups, Schools A and B, some
students are taught language arts from a different teacher other tindrotheroom
teacher, with whom the students spend most of their day. At School A" graders
get language arts instruction from an English Language Developmdbj (Eacher.
At School B, because the language arts classes are grouped by the C§Tosestiaird
of the students go to another teacher for language arts instruction. Thus, thes student
who are taught language arts from a different teacher other than thenmoloomteacher
might have been at a disadvantage because they did not get the benefit of receiving
writing instruction from the teacher who administered the writing prompteeta.t
However, the fact still remains that the Control Group had much higher rubric

scores than the Experimental Groups (Experimental Group School A=2.99;
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Experimental Group School B=2.52; Control Group School C=3.31). One reason for
this difference could be the writing program the teacher at the Control Grdwml Sc

C, offers her students. While the district’s writing curriculum, The 6 Trak8rdfng
(Culham, 2003) is the district’'s adopted curriculum, some teachers use othes source
teach writing. This was the case when | met with the teacher at Schoar€ &aiool

had started. At that time, | told her that she could use strategies derivetthédrom

district’s curriculum when she presented the second and third writing prompts to her
students. She said she did not use the district’s adopted curriculum as much as writing
activities she pulled from different sources. Her statement was confivivesdl

visited her classroom several times. During one visit, she was helping students w
narrative. At another time, students were working on writing a summary. Fistadly

had students respond to a prompt by writing several sentences either on their own or
with a partner. These activities did not appear to be pulled from the district’s

curriculum but rather from various sources she had. She also said she tried to have the
students work on a writing assignment at least once a week. From these observations
one could say that the teacher’s writing program and the frequency with kitiag
students write was a factor in helping her students achieve as writeran&etould

have to question whether students at School C would have achieved as high as they did
on the first writing prompt if one-third of the students in that class achieved below

grade level like those at School B. One can certainly argue that the teaaftarg



71

program might help these students achieve higher scores than those at School B but
they probably would not be as high as they are for this writing prompt.

Rubric scores for prompt #2.

In Table 4.2, the results of the second writing prompt are presented. For the
second writing prompt, the students wrote an essay about a favorite dbsyitike to
do and three reasons why they like doing this activity. A copy of this prompt can be
found in Appendix A. In reviewing these scores, one can easily see that these scor
declined markedly as compared to the results of the first writing prompthnsebool
and for all the data groups (ethnic and grade level).
Table 4.2

Rubric Scores for Writing Prompt #2

Data Groups

School A School B School C

(n=22) 2.58 (n=25) 2.26 (n=24) 2.8
ELLs (n=10) 2.42 (n=4) 2.06 (n=4) 2.7
Hispanics (n=16) 2.61 (n=9) 2.19 (n=8) 2.68
Non-Hispanics (n=6) 2.53 (n=16) 2.29 (n=16) 2.86
4th grade (n=5) 2.39 (n=25) 2.26 (n=14) 2.74
5th grade (n=17) 2.64 (n=10) 2.88

1=Below Basic; 2=Basic; 3=Proficient; 4=Advanced

As previously mentioned, the rubric scores for the second writing prompt
decreased greatly for all three schools. Comparatively speaking, the ac8ahool C,
the Control Group, indicated a greater level of decrease than the scoresds 3¢

and B the Experimental Groups. When | read the students’ papers, they appeared to
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have little difficulty in describing the topic which was talking about theioffide thing

to do. However, many of them failed to talk about the other part of the prompt which
asked them to give three reasons why they liked doing their activity. A cdig of
prompt can be found in Appendix A.

While the first writing prompt asked students to think of three things they did
during summer vacation, the second prompt required students to describe an activity
and state three reasons why they liked doing it. Thus, many students may not have done
well on the second writing prompt because it may be have been more challenging for
them to come up with three reasons why they liked an activity versus describeng thre
summer activities required by the first prompt. The Writing Assessmeimt Te
buttressed this observation by stating that students failed to address thewwhempt
they declined to state the three reasons why they liked doing their fawtinieya This
observation may also explain why the rubric scores for the students at Schuol C, t
Control Group declined more those at School A, the Experimental Group, in particular.
While the teacher at School A helped the students deconstruct how to write about the
three reasons, the teacher at School C gave her students no guidance at a&ssngddr
the prompt.

Rubric scores for prompt #3.
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In Table 4.3, the results of the third writing prompt are presented. In looking at
the rubric scores, we see that the scores for Schools B and C have improved while

School A’'s scores have declined.
Table 4.3

Rubric Scores for Writing Prompt #3

Data Groups

School A School B School C

(n=22) 2.31 (n=25) 2.39 (n=24) 3.04
ELLs (n=10) 2.09 (n=4) 2.25 (n=4) 2.95
Hispanics (n=16) 2.26 (n=9) 2.38 (n=8) 2.96
Non-Hispanics (n=6) 2.46 (n=16) 2.4 (n=16) 3.08
4th grade (n=5)2.22 (n=25) 2.39 (n=14) 2.92
5th grade (n=17) 2.34 (n=10) 3.2

1=Below Basic; 2=Basic; 3=Proficient; 4=Advanced

As previously mentionedhe scores of School B the Experimental Group and
especially School C, the Control Group, improved with the third writing prompt. The
third writing prompt asked students to describe a special day they spent with their
family and three reasons why they liked this day. A copy of the prompt can be found in
Appendix A. School A’s scores declined even in comparison with School B’s. The
only exception was non-ELL scores appeared higher at School A than School B. One
explanation for the overall decline at School A may be due to the teacher at School A
who had her students write their responses as a review of an event rather than

describing the activity and giving three reasons why they liked doing tiugyawith
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their families. Thus, the teacher’s introduction to the writing assignnifested the
outcome of the students’ final compositions.

The writing scores for School B, on the other hand, may have improved because
the teacher spent more instructional time helping students deconstruct the prompt
especially being able to write about the three reasons why they liked doingdithig ac
with their families. She had them underline the important words in the prompt. She
also told them what elements a composition should contain to be considered proficient
(a rubric score of “3” or higher). Equally important, the scores for School B had
improved across the board for all the demographic groups. From this data, one could
conclude that non-ELLs appeared to benefit from using Thinking Maps as much as
ELLs.

For School C, the teacher did not present a strategy for addressing this prompt.
However, these students’ compositions may have received higher rubric scanesebe
they were more used to the format of talking about the three reasons than enéyrwer
the second prompt. Or the students at School C may have found it easier to write about
the three reasons regarding an activity they did with their families d¢ihdhef second
prompt in which the students described their favorite thing to do. The idea that the
quality of the students’ compositions was higher for this prompt than for the second
prompt was buttressed by a comment made by one of the members of the Writing

Assessment Team. After reading the papers for the third prompt, shelstated t
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compositions appeared to be better written, especially for Schools B and C likeguse
were better organized.

Rubric categories for the writing prompts.

As stated in the literature review, Thinking Maps might be a valuable writing
strategy for students because using the map might help students construct their
knowledge so they can write well-organized compositions presenting what they know.
So the sub-rubric scores were examined to see if there was a relationsiepnoiese
scores and the mean rubric scores.

In looking at Table 4.4, some patterns were apparent by looking at the numbers.
For the first writing prompt, “Organization” received the highest scoralfdhree
schools. This pattern is repeated for the third writing prompt for School and C, the
Control Group. For the Experimental Group, School B, “ldeas” received a higher scor
(2.46) than “Organization” (2.45) for the third writing prompt but the difference was

only one-hundredth of a decimal point.
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Table 4.4

Writing Prompts by Rubric Category

Writing Prompt #1
School A School B School C
Ideas 3.03 2.59 3.35
Organization 3.19 2.68 3.54
Details 3.01 247 3.05
Word Choice 2.75 2.37 3.19
Writing Prompt #2
School A School B School C
Ideas 2.69 2.22 2.89
Organization 2.63 2.14 2.83
Details 2.49 2.11 2.69
Word Choice 2.52 2.25 2.8
Writing Prompt #3
School A School B School C
Ideas 2.47 2.46 3.06
Organization 2.28 245 3.19
Details 2.2 231 2.89
Word Choice 2.3 2.26 3.01

As previously mentioned, “Organization” received the highest rubric score for
all schools in the first writing prompt as well as for the Control Group, School @\eor
third writing prompt. So in looking at the rubric scores for the three schools,
“Organization” received the highest rubric score for the first writirgrt where each
school had the highest overall rubric mean score of the three writing prohiniss.
pattern is also repeated for the third writing prompt for Control Group, School C and
Experimental Group, School B where “Organization” came in a close second. What

this pattern appears to show is that if students’ compositions are strong orgaailyatio
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they receive higher mean rubric scores than if another rubric categsry lggher
score. Thus, it would appear that there might be a relationship between “Orgahizati
and “Total Rubric Score” at the school level. Hence, if “Organization” receiived t
highest score, total school rubric scores were higher than if another gateger
chosen. For example, for the second writing prompt, “ldeas” received the lgbest
for the Experimental Group School A and the Control Group, School C. At the
Experimental Group, School B, “Word Choice” received the highest rubric score for
that school. The overall rubric score for all three schools was lower than thenire
“Organization” received the highest score.

An additional question about “Organization” concerns the role of Thinking
Maps in structuring students’ compositions for the Experimental Groups at Schools A
and B. In Chapter Two, one of the main reasons for students’ using Thinking Maps was
in helping them organize their writing. Yet, “Organization” did not receive theekig
score for the Experimental Groups at Schools A and B when they used a Thinking Map
for the second and third writing prompts. The “Organization” score did come in a close
second for School B for the third writing prompt and the students’ writing received a
higher over-all rubric score than they did for the second writing rubric (Prompt
#2=2.26; Prompt #3=2.39). The question remains why did Schools A and B receive
their highest overall rubric score and “Organization” was rated the hights sub-

rubric scores for the first writing prompt when no Thinking Map was used? The reason
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might be that students received a high “Organizational” score when theysatbities
first prompt by writing about three activities they did during their summaeaticarc In
reading the compositions of Schools A and B for the second prompt about their favorite
activity, students’ compositions were generally organized when they laksdthieir
favorite activity. However, many of them did not address the second part of the prompt
which was mentioning three reasons why they liked that activity. As a, résult
Writing Assessment Team stated they gave students’ compositions lowersadrgs
than they did for the first writing prompt because students did not fully address the
prompt. Hence, while TMs may help students organize their writing, it is equally
important that they address the writing prompt to receive a score of probcient
advanced.

Findings and discussion.

While the first part of the quantitative data presented the means of the rubric
scores for the three writing assignments with the three schools, the secosttqobst
giving the t-test results on the rubric scores. These tests werenpeifoy see if there
were any significant relationships between the schools as a whole andrbteree
various ethnic and grade level data groups. This test is most appropriate fadyhe st
because it tests changes in the same subjects under different circesstanbis case,

the same test subjects were observed at specific intervals over time.
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To begin with, the overall analysis of the mean rubric score data suggests that
the use of Thinking Maps does not have a statistically significant impact on the
students’ expository writing skills. For example, Table 4.5, indicates ab&zea
difference in mean rubric scores between School C, the Control Group (3.045) and
Schools A and B, the Experimental Groups combined (2.364) that is considered
statistically significant. (M=3.045 4.885,p<.009).

Table 4.5

Comparison Between School C and Schools A&B for the 3" Prompt

Schools A&B School C ;
(mean) (mean)
Writing Prompt Score 2.364 3.045 4.885

Significant at the .001 level

The pattern is continued as we look at the results presented in Tables 4.6 and
4.7. Table 4.7 shows a comparison of rubric scores for all three schools between the
first and third writing prompts (M=2.6@ 7.48,p=.009). If Thinking Maps had a
positive impact on students’ writing, the rubric scores would show an increase from the
first prompt when TM was not used to the third prompt when it was applied a second
time with student writing. Instead, results indicate a decline that is coedider
statistically significant. This pattern is repeated for School A in Table 4v8ich the
scores for three writing assignments declined steadily from Promptsulyth8

(M=2.31,t =6.29,p =.009).
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Table 4.6

Comparison Between Prompt land Prompt 3 for School A

Prompt 1 Prompt 3
t
(mean) (mean)
Writing Prompt Score 2.99 231 6.268

Significant at the .001 level

Table 4.7

Comparison Between Prompt I and Prompt 3 for All Students

Prompt 1 Prompt 3
t
(mean) (mean)
Writing Prompt Score 2.942 2.598 7.479

Significant at the .001 level

One finding was particularly noteworthy. That is, the writing scores of man-E
students decreased significantly between the first and second writing fMa$81,t
=6.27,p <.009). While the scores of ELLs also decreased, it was not nearly as

significant as non-ELL students. Table 4.8 notes a decrease in non-ELL scores.
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Table 4.8

Comparison Between Prompt 1 and Prompt 2 for Non-ELL Students

Prompt | Prompt 2
t
(mean) (mean)
Writing Prompt Score 2.964 2.602 7.596

Significant at the .009 level

Summary of quantitative data.

The mean rubric scores for the three writing prompts with the three patitigp
fourth grade classes were examined to see if Thinking Maps helped studemtaavat
effective compositions. The major finding was that, generally, for students in the
experimental group (Schools A and B) Thinking Maps did not have a statistically
significant impact on their writing. That is, they received their highesicrabores
when a Thinking Map was not used for the first prompt. However, the data also
revealed that non-ELL scores fell more dramatically than those for kidests
compared to the mean rubric scores for prompts 1 and 2. This was particuladgdahe c
when one compared the rubric scores of School C with the decline between Writing
Prompts 1 and 2 particularly noticeable. The finding about ELLs might mean that they
were more engaged in using Thinking Maps especially at School A than the other data
groups. Also their teacher helped them to deconstruct the prompt by modeling how to
write about the three reasons why they liked doing a certain activity. Thiedatitis

fully explored with the student interviews and the qualitative data findingsablsa.
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Finally, non-ELLs, especially at School B, appeared to benefit from using
Thinking Maps to a similar degree as ELLs as evidenced by the rubric sooties f
third writing prompt. In looking at School B’s scores, one sees an improvement if one
compares these rubric scores to the second writing prompt. The improvementsn score
affected all groups leading to the conclusion that non-ELLs receivedlardi@nefit as
ELLs in using TMs.
Presentation of theQualitative Data

While the purpose of the quantitative data was to determine the impact of
Thinking Maps on students’ writing based on their rubric scores, the qualitative data
investigated the study’s second research question namely, do students believe that
Thinking Maps impact their writing? There were two sources: Student intasraiesy
classroom observations. At this point, one might ask why it was important to get the
students’ opinions about Thinking Maps since they have no say as to whether they use
TMs in the classroom or not? The answer to this question might be that if the students
thought using TMs were valuable they would be more inclined to use them with or
without teacher guidance. In fact, one question that the students at School A were
asked is if they would use a TM in middle school even if their teacher did not use it as a
writing strategy. With classroom observations, four students in each of the three
classrooms were observed as they responded to the writing prompts and developed their

compositions. The classroom observations were important because they provided
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evidence for the students’ beliefs about how TMs helped them write as expretised i
interviews. That is, if students believed using a TM helped them organize thieigwr

what data supported these opinions? The best evidence would be noting how frequently
students consulted the writing outlines they had just made in writing their colmp®sit
Therefore, the purpose of the classroom observations, especially when tlee tisach

a TM in helping students create a writing outline, was noting how often students

referred to these outlines in writing these compositions. Thus, these classroom
observations would provide evidence that students believed that TMs helped them
organize their writing.

This section details the results of the qualitative data that were cdlladtee
schools. This entailed looking at themes based on the students’ interview answers and
correlating them to how these students wrote in class. The information will be
compared to answer the second research question which is how do students believe
Thinking Maps help them write?

Findings from the interviews.

Regarding the first theme, “Attitudes About Writing”, all twelve studeaid
they liked to write. Three of them said they were excited about writing tinde
believed it was fun. Two said they liked writing because it was creative. Other
responses included liking to write because it helped the student express hisitings feel

and it provided a quiet time for the student. “I like to write because it is reallytfan. |
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like your own world. And nobody really judges you about your writing because no one
can say nothing bad when you’re writing to someone else...” (High ELL Student at
School B).

The second theme, “The Writing Process”, asked students how they began
writing a composition. Five of them stated they started making a Thinking Map.
“When | begin writing, | always start with a map to help bring all of neagl
together”(High non-ELL Student from School A). Four students stated they woudd writ
a beginning for their story. Three students said they referred to the promging tinre
main idea. Other responses included coming up with key ideas for the story and
creating a title for the story.

The third theme, “Responding to the Writing Prompts”, asked them questions
about the three prompts they completed. Ten of the students stated they likedtavriting
the prompts. Four of the students, all from School C, said responding to the prompts
was easy. One student said she did not like the prompts because she couldn’t add a
twist to the composition. The other student said he did not like the prompts because it
was hard working with his imagination. When asked which one they liked the best, the
third prompt (favorite activity with your family) garnered the most votels five; the
first writing prompt (summer activities) was second with four responsktharsecond
writing prompt (favorite thing to do) had three replies. The students’ responses about

which prompt was their favorite was interesting because they were thpensshal.
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Here are two examples: “My favorite one was the third one becauseol gqiress my
feelings on how I feel about my baby sister.” (High non-ELL Student at Schoal A) “
enjoyed the third one because | hardly go with all my family because some ofwbem |
very far away.” (Low non-ELL Student at School A).

The fourth theme, Thinking Maps, involved asking students from Schools A and
B if they believed Thinking Maps helped them. All the students believed the maps were
helpful. The response that was repeated the most was “Thinking Maps helped me not to
forget my ideas,” and five students responded similarly. Other responses included
“...the ability to check things off as you do them,” “...easier to have the details a
main ideas,” and “...tells you what to write about next.” Here are two extended
responses: “They (Thinking Maps) have helped me with writing very much aaldlyl re
enjoy doing the Thinking Maps. They really help me put all of my writing togete
put them in sentences.” (High ELL Student from School A). “I feel really good becaus
you write the topic sentence on top but then you put details on the bottom.” (Low ELL
Student from School B).

From talking to the teacher at School A and the four interviewed students, | got
the idea that students were immersed in the Thinking Maps process. That is, from
Kindergarten to  grade, students were trained to use these maps to organize their
knowledge as well as to write. In particular, these students agreed their igashe

very influential in continually training them so they could create Thinkingdvta
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their own and use them in writing. “She (the teacher) helps us figure out...The way
she explains stuff like the main idea, the facts, the details, the factsidiie aed then
the main idea”(Low-ELL student). Another student said, “She explains what map to
use, she helps us color code, and she says like how she teaches us to write”(High ELL
Student). (With the color coding system these students use, they underline the
composition’s title in green, the main idea in yellow and the details in red).

One of the most interesting questions | asked students regarded a composition
they chose from their writing folders and to explain why they chose it. @feall
guestions | asked them, they felt the most comfortable talking about their woek. Thi
guestion probably engendered the most variety of responses that were vevg.positi

Here are several examples of students’ responses.

“l chose this composition because it was one of my best works. The particular
thing | like is it is interesting and now it's more interesting than bef¢kégh non-

ELL Student from School B).

“I chose this because | really like Halloween and | kind of made it a Ittty s
and funny at the same time and added a little twist to it. | liked it becatedby llikee

Halloween.” (High non-ELL Student from School C).



87

“l chose this composition because the Constitution is part of our country and it is

the best I've written so far.” (High ELL Student from School A).

The other responses can be found in the interview transcription Appendix D.
Discussion

From this evidence, certain conclusions can be drawn. One, students generally
like to write. Many feel it is fun, and they are excited to write. Two, most of the
students liked responding to the three prompts. Almost half of the students chose the
third writing prompt as their favorite. Three, all of the students at Schools A and B
believed Thinking Maps helped them. More than half of them indicated they began
writing a composition by creating a Thinking Map. Also, the same number of student
liked Thinking Maps because they would not forget their ideas when they used one.
Students at School A indicated they were immersed in the Thinking Maps process
because they worked with these maps since Kindergarten. They believed their tea
was helpful with this process because she helped them outline and color code their
maps. From this data, one can conclude from the student interviews that theydbelieve
Thinking Maps helped them organize their writing. Not only did a number of them find
these maps helpful in remembering their thoughts but used this process as a way of
beginning a composition. This finding is buttressed with the classroom observations of

these students as they used these maps to write.
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Classroom observations.

This section presents classroom observation notes of how the shadowed students
at each school responded to the three prompts. When | went into each classroom, |
focused my note taking on how these students responded to the teachers’ instruction,
especially at Schools A and B. More importantly, | observed how these students used a
Thinking Map to create a writing outline and consulted it frequently to guide them when
they write their compositions.

School A.

When | entered the teacher’s classroom, | noticed that her classroom
management procedures were highly structured. Before she presentexhtpe pine
ensured that all the students had the necessary materials and were focused on her
directions. While writing instruction could not be provided for this prompt, the teacher
did several things in preparing the students to write. She displayed the prompt on an
overhead projector and had the students read the prompt out loud with her. Then she
directed them to read it silently. After they finished reading, she asked tham w
season of the year was being mentioned. As a group, they said “Summer”. She asked
them how many reasons were mentioned in the prompt. They responded “three”. She
had them breathe and stretch. She told them to re-read the prompt before beginning to
write. Several times during the writing session, she reminded the studentsad the

prompt.
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At this time, | had not chosen four focus students. However, | did notice that the
students seemed very focused on writing. | also saw two students begin making a
Thinking Map in preparation for writing. | observed that most students had written at
least two sentences in fifteen minutes. Most students had written at |éasphgé
when twenty more minutes had elapsed.

When | entered this class to watch the teacher prepare students for the second
prompt, | had the four students | would be observing. The teacher read over the second
prompt with the students. She went through all eight Thinking Maps asking students
which one would fit this prompt the best. The class and she decided the Tree Map
would be best so the students began preparing to make this map on paper. On the
overhead, she modeled making a Tree Map about her favorite thing to do which was art.
She had students share in pairs what their favorite activity was. Then she hatsstude
start making their own map about their favorite activity. All four of the students
worked steadily at making the Tree Map. Then they began writing their cdiopssi
One student looked at the dictionary and another at a thesaurus trying to find synonyms.
Two other students looked at their Thinking Maps several times as they weng.wri

For the third writing prompt, the teacher read it orally on the overhead. She told
students they needed to think of a time they spent with their families thaetilyy r
enjoyed. One of the students | shadowed said he could not think of anything. The

teacher delved with him until he came up with a day at Great America. Thertesaid
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this composition would be like a story re-tell and wrote the elements of a surmmary
the overhead. She had students do a “pair share” about what they were going to write.

The teacher asked students to share with one another which Thinking Map they
would use for this prompt. | observed the four students sharing their ideas about which
map they were going to use. The four students began making the map they wegre goin
to use which was a sequencing map. When they began writing, | noticed one student, in
particular, look at her map while she was writing. The other three wrote gteadil
finishing two paragraphs within twenty minutes. When they finished working, we we
to a conference room in the office for the interviews.

School B.

In presenting the first prompt, the teacher gave each student a copy. She read it
to them aloud. The students began working. | noticed several students were not very
focused on writing. Some of them wrote incomplete sentences they numbered one
through three. Other students finished writing very quickly. Those students who were
continuing to write for twenty minutes wrote at least one paragraph.

For the second prompt, the teacher said she had students think of three activities
and discuss them with their parents to determine the best one to write about. On their
desks, the students had a paper they were going to use in making a Tree Map for the
prompt. As the teacher was explaining how to make the map, | noted all four students

were paying attention to the teacher’s directions and completing thediesl or
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reason on the map. They started completing the outline for the second and thsd detail
The teacher called on two of these students to read what they had so far and they did.
The teacher helped them decide on their title. The students began writing their
compositions.

As | went to the four students’ desks, | noticed one student was continually
looking at this map as he wrote. The other three looked at their maps intermatehtly
wrote steadily. Three of them were continuing to write after twengysfiinutes. One
of the students was done.

For the third prompt, the teacher gave each student a copy. She spent at least
thirty minutes going over the prompt’s requirements with them. She said that whe
students wrote, they would be writing as if they were taking a writingdetite state.

She read through the prompt and had them underline key words. She told them the
reader must understand the students’ reasons and why their compositions must have
three reasons and that one reason would be considered below standard. She asked them
what they were supposed to write about. A student responded “a favorite day”. She
asked them to name some favorite days and wrote their responses on the board. She
spent some time telling them they were only supposed to write about one day. She
mentioned in the first paragraph that students needed to write some information about
their event like who was involved and where the event was. She modeled the Tree Map

using her topic—Thanksgiving 2010 on the overhead. She told me she was spending
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extra time on this preparation because she thought the students did not delineate the
reasons clearly enough in their second compositions.

All four students paid attention while the teacher was explaining the assignment
Then they began making their outlines using her map as a model. All four students
were done with their outlines within fifteen minutes.

Two days later, the teacher had the students re-read the prompt. She reviewed
what they had discussed previously. She went over the fact that they had to have three
reasons in their compositions. Each reason had to have a topic sentence with sentences
containing supporting details. She wrote this on the board:

Reason Sentence #1
Supporting Detall
Supporting Detail

Supporting Detall

She asked what detail sentences talk about. Two of the four students responded
correctly. She went over using signal words for delineating the reasons.

When her instruction was finished, the students got out their Thinking Map
outlines and began writing. They wrote steadily and two of them looked frequently at
their maps as they were writing. When all had finished, we went to a vacamatass

for the interviews.
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School C.

| included School C in this section even though the teacher did not use a
Thinking Map in helping them write. | did shadow four students to observe when they
responded to the writing prompts. | did this to see if there were any diffeiartbes
way the shadowed students wrote.

The main difference between this school and the others is the teacher gave the
students no preparation or instruction before they began writing. In each cagayehe
the students a copy of the prompt and read it over with them. For the first prompt, she
asked them if they had any questions and answered them. For the third prompt, |
answered the questions students had. These questions were: Did the actihty (fa
activity) have to take up the whole day? Could a friend be included in the activity?
Can it be one family member? Could we have more than three reasons? After each of
the writing prompts was given, students wrote steadily for at least thiiniytes. The
students | observed were focused on writing and wrote at least half a page. When the
four students finished responding to the third prompt, we went to the conference room
in the office for the student interviews.

Discussion.

Much of the section on classroom observation was devoted to how teachers in
Schools A and B prepared their students to write because it appeared to directly aff

students’ writing. For example, the teacher at School A directed her sttmladtiress
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the first prompt several times as they wrote. This helped to focus their vatthgnay
have helped the students attain their highest rubric score of all three prompitarly5i
the teacher at School B devoted at least thirty minutes to helping her students
deconstruct the third prompt. The result was a higher rubric score than the one they
received on the second prompt, and her writing preparation may have been an important
factor in this result.

Regarding the students’ use of Thinking Maps in writing, it was clear that
students used them in Schools A and B for responding to the second and third prompts.
As | observed the four focus students at each school, | saw them carefullgwompl
their writing outlines and referring to them frequently as they weréengrit

What was particularly noteworthy was how immersed the students at School A
were with creating and using Thinking Maps. In particular, when they wehegget
ready to choose a map for the third prompt, the teacher asked them which map would be
appropriate. Several students, without hesitation, told her which one they would use
and why. When she directed them to begin working, they constructed their own
Thinking Map without her assistance.

In correlating the student interviews with the classroom observation, several
conclusions can be drawn. One, students believe Thinking Maps help them write. In
both Schools A and B, after the students made these maps, they consulted them

frequently as they wrote their compositions. Two, the way students at School A have
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been immersed in using Thinking Maps can be viewed as a model for the way Thinking
Maps can be used successfully as a writing model in schools. Because thesg student
have used these maps from Kindergarten to fifth grade, they have become part of their
cognitive repertoire. That is, these students know which map can be used for certain
purposes and are able to construct one without explicit teacher assistance. These
students acknowledged having these skills and several maintained they wohkhuse t
in middle school even if the teacher did not use them as an instructional model. Thus,
the results of the interviews and observations demonstrated answers to the second
research question, do students believe these maps impact their writing. Ttagiepiali
data suggested students really believe these maps had a positive impact ontitiggir w
especially those at School A.
Summary of Major Findings

The main finding from the quantitative data was Thinking Maps did not appear
to impact the writing of students in the Experimental classrooms at Schools A and B
where the staff at these schools had been inserviced in this program. That & at the
two schools, the schools’ rubric scores were the highest when a Thinking Map was not
presented. Also, for School A, the rubric scores continued to decline from the first
prompt to the third prompt in which a Thinking Map was used a second time with
students. However, the data do reveal that the scores of ELLs at Schools A dnd B fel

less dramatically between the first and second prompts than they did for teathle
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Control Group, School C. For the second prompt, the scores of ELLs at School A
declined 43 points and 42 points at School B while the scores of ELLs at School C
declined 60 points. Another comparison has been mentioned earlier in this chapter.
That is, the decrease in ELL scores at schools A and B between the first@mtl sec
prompts was less than that of non-Hispanic students at School C who scored the highest
of the ethnic and language groups for the first prompt (3.39). The decline was slightly
.53 slightly more than half a rubric point. What this data may reveal is TMs appear to
benefit the writing of ELL students although not enough to be statisticallyisagnif

In reviewing the individual writing samples it was apparent that the ELL
students were more actively engaged in using Thinking Maps. This findingyresats/
substantiated by the student interviews and classroom observations from School A, i
particular. All of the interviewed students at School A were Hispanic and tleree w
ELLs. As stated in the literature review, these two groups appeared tdestmayg
with writing than non-Hispanic and non-ELL students. The interviewed students
believed that Thinking Maps really helped them organize their thoughts so they could
write effectively. They had equally strong opinions about how their teacher helped
them use these maps to write. They stated their teacher drilled themnimguttie
main idea and supporting details by using different colored pencils to highligat thes
components in their writing outlines. She also helped them deconstruct the writing

prompts especially for the second writing topic. Further, students were abtaxo s
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their facility with using Thinking Maps when they were able to choose a Tigikap
and construct it without the teacher’s assistance for the third writinggprom

Based on the qualitative data, it can be deduced that the use of Thinking Maps
and teacher guidance help level the playing field for ELL students. Non-Hispani
students, especially those at School C, may tend to feel like they do not need to use a
writing strategy like Thinking Maps to do well while the ELL students aseerhkely
to grasp on and use the skills they gain through TMs. Also, the students at School C
received no guidance in addressing the writing prompts. The idea that non-&lispani
students, especially those at School C did not feel the need to receive instructional
assistance with writing is supported by their answers to the question othiviggt the
teacher does to help them. Two of the interviewed students stated they didnpagally
attention to the instruction the teacher was giving. The other two statedrtiettraes
she presented a writing outline and told students how to begin a paragraph. The
students’ opinions were supported by the fact that the teacher offered no instruction
before the students began addressing prompts two and three. At School B, while the
interviewed students did not state that the teacher used Thinking Maps to help them
write, they mentioned specific examples where the teacher helped themvbo&gg a
composition. This assistance included suggestions about writing a topic sentence and
making word choices. At School A, the teacher’s assistance was clesklyith

students using a Thinking Map as a writing outline. Within that context, she helped
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them write and differentiate main ideas and details and color-code themron thei

outlines.
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Chapter Five
Introduction

Evaluating the effectiveness of Thinking Maps as a writing strategy lée to t
formation of two research questions that drove this study. One, what is the impact of
Thinking Maps on students’ expository compositions. Two, how do students think TMs
helped them write.

The first research question was investigated quantitatively by using tlurtie f
grade classes . Two of these classes were experimental becausatheirst used
TMs in helping them write compositions. The teacher in the third class, the control
group, used no instructional strategy in presenting the prompts for students to write.
Students in the three fourth grade classes wrote three compositions betweentti'e m
of late August to November. A team of three retired teachers assesa@é¢hsets of
compositions in four areas using a rubric. These four areas were averaged into one
number that each student received for each composition. These scores yedded m
and t-tests were performed to compare the three classrooms as a wholehvithea
and with data groups at each school including ELLs, Hispanics, non-Hispanics, fourth
and fifth graders. The quantitative data showed TMs did not have significant iompact
students’ writing. One finding that was gleaned from the data was the scox@s of
ELL students declined more dramatically than those of ELL students betweenstthe fi

and second writing prompts. This finding might mean that ELLs found TMs helped
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them write compared with non-ELLs who appeared to use no defined strategy when
they wrote.

To answer the qualitative question, interviews were conducted with four
students in each of the three classrooms. These students were asked questions about
how they felt about writing and what helped them write. | also observed in these
classrooms when the teacher presented the writing prompt so | could see hove student
used TMs in the experimental groups for the second and third paragraphs. The
interviews with students revealed that they believed TMs helped them write. In
observing students using TMs at the two experimental classrooms, | found that they
created these maps and consulted them regularly in writing their compositioese T
results support the finding that ELLS’ writing scores, especially at SchdellAess
dramatically than non-ELLs because they used TMs to organize their writing.
Discussion

Several conclusions can be drawn from the study’s results. One is how TMs are
used specifically with ELLs. At School A, because this program was used from
kindergarten to '8 grade, students gained experience in using them as a way of
understanding concepts and as a writing strategy. Also, they developey vathlit
English when they went through the concrete experience of creating malurskéht
various concepts. Further, they were able to develop their language skillstig cra

well-written sentences that explained the relationship between concésongoing
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exposure to a defined program led students to feel confident about using these maps
with and without teacher assistance. This experience also led them ta@lrigmough
so their compositions from the first writing prompt compared favorably with theotont
group school that was expected to do well since all of their students were etther a
above grade level. An interview question | asked students from School A was if they
would use TMs in middle school even if their teachers did not use them. They indicated
they would. One student, in particular, said she would use TM because the strategy
would give her an edge when her writing was compared with others in her class.

| believe the Thinking Maps program has the potential for improving student
writing even though this opinion could not be proven statistically in this study. School
A had a 2.99 for the first writing prompt which was slightly below proficient (28 w
proficient). This was a higher than expected score because of the hightagecof
ELLs (85%) and a high percentage of students qualifying for free or reduced lunch
(95%) at that school. | believe students’ use of Thinking Maps in previous grades had
an impact on this score even though students were not instructed in creating a Thinking
Map for this writing prompt. Equally important, when students at School A were able
to create their own TMs without teacher guidance for the third writing irdhrey
appeared empowered in taking control of organizing their writing. Thus, Thinking
Maps may be able to help these students demonstrate their knowledge by hetping the

organize their thoughts so they can write effective expository compositions.
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School A’s experience with TMs has implications for other schools who want to
use this program effectively. Teachers at this school were trained teegsentaps to
help students learn the interrelationships among skills in reading and the cogdsnt a
Equally important, teachers were shown how to help students use these mapa@s writi
outlines where students learned to map main ideas and the corresponding details. So
students used these maps to write well-organized compositions in language arts a
social studies. For example, one of the interviewed students showed me a composition
he had written about the constitution. The teachers at School B, however, were only
trained to use maps in constructing relationships among concepts. If | weneréme c
principal of School B, | would meet with the principal at School A to see how her
teachers’ training differed from what my staff received. | would themgeréo get
additional instruction for my teachers. Equally important, | would ask her how she
ensured teachers used TMs consistently at each grade level. One suggestion could be
having teachers meet in grade level groups each month and collaborate about how
students used the maps for concept development and as a writing strategy. From her
suggestions and my ideas, | would formulate a plan so teachers at School B would
implement TMs more intensively at every grade level.

Finally, | learned from reviewing the students’ writing and the rubric sdooes
important it is for students to address the prompt when they are composing. The quality

of students’ work can be high but if their essays do not effectively addressthet pr
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their work will probably not receive the score it could have. Jane Bell Kiester (2000)
echoes this idea. “Unfortunately, when writing their essays, they often ga tfese
tangents and make the most egregious error they can possibly make on a writing test,
they get off the topic” (p. 43). This problem was exemplified by the way the ssudent
responded to the third writing prompt at School A. The prompt asked students to think
of a time they enjoyed with their families and three reasons why they drjuge

activity. Instead of directing students to describe the event and then talk abbue¢he t
reasons, the teacher had students write their response as a review of an event.
Consequently, many of the students in her class failed to mention the three reasons and
the class received a low assessment compared to the other two schools. On the other
hand, the same teacher prepared her students for responding to the first prompt by
reviewing it with them and asking questions about what the prompt was about. Also,
she reminded students to reread the prompt while they were writing to ensunetbey

on topic. Also, when the teacher at School B realized her students had not done well on
the second prompt, she spent thirty minutes deconstructing the third prompt with them.
She had them underline the key words in the prompt. Equally important, she showed
them how to outline the main idea and specific details for each of the three reasons. A
a result, her students’ writing received a higher rubric score than thethabISA.

From this result, | learned if students are to realize their writing paletetachers must

give them ongoing practice in deconstructing a writing prompt. After studenis kno
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what the prompt requires, teachers should help them outline their responses. Vians
(2010) echoes these suggestions in her article about how to teach a writing prompt. She
states that having students restate the prompt in their own words helps thenandderst
what the prompt is asking them to do.

The ability to effectively address a writing prompt is an important gateskill
for students to have. When they apply for college and graduate school, they will often
have to write several essays in response to prompts within a certain titndflim
students are able to effectively address the prompt, they will have adhettere of
producing their best written work which will augment their admissions portfolio.
Limitations

Students grouped in classrooms.

One limitation that may have affected this study’s results is the way the
students were grouped. As previously mentioned, the students in School C, the Control
Group, were grouped so that most of the students were independent workers and
achieved at grade level in language arts and math. By contrast, even tholegitissat
School A were in a combination class, their achievement level was morardrtihe
4" grade class at School B that was heterogeneously grouped. Thus, the students’
writing at School C was more advanced than the other two schools even when Thinking
Maps were used for writing prompts two and three at the other schools. This situation

put Schools A and B in a disadvantaged position. Even when students at School A
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wrote more effectively than expected because of their language and siaarsy there
was still an achievement gap between Schools A and C (2.99 vs. 3.31) that increased
considerably in comparing Schools B and C (2.52 vs. 3.31) for the first writing prompt.
This writing prompt was chosen for comparison because it was the strongest rubr
score for all three schools. So the most Schools A and B could hope for was narrowing
the gap between their schools and School C. It would have been very difficult for the
writing scores of Schools A and B to equal or surpass those of the School C.
Comparing the achievement of Fourth and Fifth graders.
Two, another factor was one-third of the students were fifth graders Wwile t
remaining two-thirds were fourth graders. At School A, the writing scoees higher
for fifth graders than those of fourth graders for the three writing prommish@ol A
and two of the three writing prompts for School C. The different grade levelb@tlSc
A made determining the impact of Thinking Maps on students’ writing skills
complicated. Did the fifth graders at School A write better because theyweaze
mature or had more exposure to using Thinking Maps as a writing strategy? Also,
another factor was more than half of the fifth graders had their curreneteadourth
grade. This fact may cause these students to achieve at higher levete heegwvere
acclimated to the teacher’s instructional style and academic expestal he idea that
it was difficult to determine the effect of these factors on fifth gradiengrat School A

impacted the results of this study.
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Similarly, at School C, the fifth graders outscored the fourth gradeninft
three writing prompts. Like the fifth graders at School A, more than half of hiaeim
their current teacher in fourth grade. They were also older than their foad gr
classmates. The question is which of these factors or both caused the fifte tprade
earn higher rubric scores on two of the three writing prompts? Like the fitlkergrat
School A, this lack of certainty about which factors caused fifth graders to hése bet
writing scores in two of the three prompts impacted the results of this study.

Three, some fourth graders in Schools A and B were not taught Language Arts
regularly by the participant teachers. In the case of School A, the foudirgraent to
an English Language Development class for language arts while the diftbrg
remained with the teacher at School A. | discovered this fact when | did the third
writing prompt in the classroom. When | arrived, | noticed several students were
missing. After the students finished writing the prompt, | asked the teaches thihe
students were. She said they were getting Language Arts in a diflesemt As a
result, the fourth graders were given the third writing prompt at a difféiree and day
than the fifth graders. With School B, as previously mentioned, the school groups its
language arts classes by CST scores. In the participant teacass stlcht meant one-
third of her students went to a different classroom for language arts instructooe,H
these different learning arrangements may have affected thesegmadéhwriting

scores because the affected fourth grade students did not receive theobémefit
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teacher’s language arts instruction at Schools A and B especially when they used
Thinking Maps with their students.

Length of the testing period.

Four, the testing period was very short. It began at the end of August and ended
the last week in November. The testing period for School A, was even shorter because
the teacher was leaving her class the last week in October. That heetdmee writing
prompts were given in a two-month period. This short testing period for the three
schools may have affected the study because it was difficult to measuth giithin
such a limited time frame, especially for School A. If two months weredageehaps
a greater degree of growth would have occurred especially for the students at&5chool
where the students were not as immersed in the Thinking Maps process dwewere t
students at School A. Thus, the teacher would have had more time for students to
practice using this writing strategy, and their writing abilities imaye advanced with
increased exposure to using Thinking Maps in creating their writing outlines.

Variabity in writing prompt presentation.

Five, even though I relied on principal recommendation to choose the best
teacher at Schools A and C to participate in the study, | had to rely on theirsexfoar
presenting the prompts, especially at School A. This became a concern when the
teacher at School A presented the third writing prompt. Instead of directing sttalent

describe the best day with their families and three reasons why this egest gecial
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according to the writing prompt, the teacher presented the prompt as a sumnmary of a
event. As a result, many of her students did not mention the three reasons and their
compositions were given lower rubric scores according to two of the thresgwrit
assessment team members because their work did not address the prompt. | kenew ther
might be a problem when the teacher presented the topic the way she did but dibelieve
| couldn’t say anything because | would be interfering with her instruction.

Writing Prompt Topics.

Finally, | chose the writing prompts because they dealt with subjects students
might be able to write about; namely, their summer vacation, the activitgtjey
doing and a special event with their families. | also had them mention threag@as
each prompt. My goal was to have writing prompts that were similarlytsteaicso if
there were any variance in rubric scores, they could be ascribed to difteirestedent
achievement rather than differences in how the prompt was presented. Hdwever
found the second prompt, in particular, was difficult for the students at all thre of th
schools to use. This phenomenon really affected the study’s results, because if the
prompt had been reconstituted, students might have addressed it more effectiviely whic
would have been reflected in their rubric scores.

Writing Assessment Team’s Scoring

There was some variability among the Writing Assessment Team’sdoore

the writing prompts. Specifically, one evaluator’'s scores for School B wess by a
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rubric score point (1.0) especially for the first writing prompt. While the sutailes for
School B were lower than expected compared to the other schools for the first writing
prompt (School A=2.99; School B=2.52; School C=3.31), the scores of the other two
evaluators appeared to balance out the lower scores of this evaluator. Fori@ more
depth discussion of this topic, please see Appendix G.

Recommendations for Further Research

If we are to get a more definitive answer regarding the impact of Thihkaps
on students’ writing, future studies need to be conducted. In doing so, several factors
should be considered.

One, researchers should be careful in selecting the schools for study. That is,
the chosen schools should be more alike in the way they are grouped by achievement
and maturity levels. One suggestion would be the classes should be the same grade
level and heterogeneously grouped. In that way, one could determine that the
differences in rubric scores among the classes related to the efficBloynking Maps
rather than the differences in the way students were grouped. Further, the students
should be with the same teacher for language arts. As previously mentioned, one
problem encountered was one third of the students at Schools A and B had language
arts with a teacher other than the one who was patrticipating in the study. So one would
have to question if the rubric scores of these classes might have been higher had the

participant teachers taught them language arts every day.
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Two, when researchers meet with the participant teachers, they needstthstres
importance of helping students deconstruct a writing prompt. In that way, studénts w
have a better chance of producing their best work and more definitive findihge wil
obtained from the data. That means telling teachers that students should iitheyas
were taking a state writing test. Further, the researchers shoulfdierachers that any
writing assessment team looks primarily at whether the prompt has beersaddrés
that end, the researchers should review effective writing prompt prepaeaiomdques
the teachers should use with their students. For example, the teachers shouldenake sur
each student has a copy of the writing prompt. The teacher should have students
underline important words in that prompt. The teacher should then stress with students
the elements their compositions should have to be judged at or above grade level by the
writing assessment team. Then the researcher would have the teachersudimg
Maps instruct their students in making a writing outline to address the prompt. When
the prompts are given to students and the teacher completes her presentation, the
researcher should remind students to address the prompt before they begin Whiéng
teacher at School B used these procedures in presenting the third writing prompt. He
students’ rubric scores probably improved as a result of the way she prepared her
students to address the prompt. Also, the teacher at School A engaged in similar

preparation with her students for the first writing prompt and their rubricsecree
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the highest of the three writing prompts and comparable to the rubric scod®of S
C.

Three, the researchers should modify the second and third writing prompts. |
chose them mainly because | felt students could relate to them. A teagher ha
mentioned to me before | began the study that the more the students could relate to a
topic, the easier it would be for them to write. So | chose personal experigeces |
favorite activity and favorite event with the family for this reason.sdé atructured
them the same way so any differences in writing would be ascribed tndents’
responses rather than how the writing assignment was structured. Thdt is, eac
assignment had the student describe the situation and then give three reastiey why t
liked the activity or event. Unfortunately, while this format seemed to workédiirst
assignment, students had difficulty with the second and third writing prompts. Thus,
instead of having students mention three reasons, | would have them write one. For
example, for the second writing prompt, this is how | would rewrite it: “Everyone has
an activity that they enjoy doing. It might be playing an instrument or & spoink
about what you like to do the most. Write a composition telling what you most enjoy
doing and why you like this activity so well. Be sure to use specific details in
describing your activity and why you enjoy doing it. Use descriptive verbs and

adjectives to make your paper interesting to read.” In taking out the gasmns, the
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focus is more equally divided between describing the activity and sayw¢hey liked
it which may be easier for students to address.

Finally, the study period should encompass six months or longer. The current
study period was only three months. In the case of School A, the study period was even
shorter at two months. Having a longer study period would enable researchers to
determine if there is progress in the experimental schools over time dypadia
case of School B. At that school, students were not taught Thinking Maps on an
ongoing basis from Kindergarten t8 grade like the students at School A. If the
teacher a School B regularly taught Thinking Maps to her students for six months, a
researcher would be able to see if there was writing improvement thdtbaighkcribed
to Thinking Maps being consistently used as a writing strategy with students.

Thinking Maps did have an impact on student writing from the students’
viewpoints especially those at School A. Unfortunately, their opinions did not match
the results of the quantitative data analysis except that the scores oftEBdtwal A
did not decrease as much as those of non-ELL students. This finding seemed to indicate
that Thinking Maps may help ELL students write but not powerfully enough to be
supported statistically. Hence, future studies should determine whethesule oé
these data sources; namely, students’ opinions and their compositions, can be more
strongly related. If additional studies could determine that students’ opinions could be

validated by the quality of their compositions using Thinking Maps, then one might be
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able to assert definitively that Thinking Maps had an impact on students’ writied bas

on their writing rubric scores.



114

References
Asubel, D. (1963).The psychology of meaningful verbal learnifdew York:
Gruneé& Stratton.

August, D., Beck, I. L., Calderon, M., Francis, D. J., Lesaux N. K., Shanahan,
T., Erickson, F. & Siegel, L. (2008). Instruction and professional
development. InD. August & T. Shanahan (EDs)eloping reading
and writing in second-language learnefdew York: Routledge.

Auman, M. (1999).Step up to writing.Longmont, CO: Sopris West.

Baker, S., Gersten, R. & Graham, S. (2003). Teaching expressive writing to
students with learning disabilitiedournal of Learning Disabilities, 36
(2), 109-123.

Ballard, K. D., & Glynn, T. (1975). Behavioral self-management in story
writing with elementary school childredournal of Applied Behavior
Analysis 8, 387-398.

Banks, J., Cochran-Smith, M., Richert, A., Zeichner, K., LePage, P., Darling-
Hammond, L., Duffy, H. & McDonald, M. (2005). Chapter Seven.
Teaching diverse learners. L. Darling-Hammond, J. Bransford, P.
What teachers should learn and be able to do. San Francisco, CA:

Jossey-Bass.



115

Brooks, J. G. & Brooks, M. G. (1999)n search of understanding: The case
for constructivist classroomsAlexandria, VA: ASCD-Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Bromley, K. (2007). Best practices in teaching writing. In L. Gabrell, L.
Mandel Morrow and M. Pressley (EdsBest Practices in Literacy
Instruction. New York: The Guilford Press.

Buchman-Deatline, A. & Jitendra, A. J. (2006). Enhancing argumentative essay
writing of fourth-grade students with learning disabilitiégarning
Disability Quarterly 29(1),39-54.

Bui, Y., Schumaker, J. B. & Deshler, D. D. (2006). The effects of a strategic
writing program for students with and without learning disabilities in
inclusive fifth-grade classe&earning DisabilitiesResearch &
Practice,21(4),244-260.

Chang, K. Sung, Y. & Chen I. (2002). The effect of concept mapping to
enhance text comprehension and summarizaiite. Journal of
Experimental Education, 71(15;23.

Chris. How to educate English language learners through the use of graphic
organizers. (September, 19, 2008). Message posted to

http://www.associatedcontent.com/article/1021888/ilmeducate

English language learners through the use of graphic organizers.



116

Clarke, J. H. (1991). Using visual organizers to focus on thinlimgrnal of
Reading34(7),526-534.

Cobb, C, (2004). Improving adequate yearly progress for English language
learners.Learning Point Associatedlaperville: 1. 1-7.

Culham. R. (2003)6 + 1 Traits of writing: The complete guide, grades 3 and
up. New York: Scholastic Professional Books.

Dabbagh, N. (2001). Concept mapping as a mindtool for critical thinking.
Journal ofComputing in Teacher Education, 17(5H,24.

Echevarria, J., Short, D. & Powers, K. (2006). School reform and standards-
based education: A model for English-language learr¢sekiref
Publications Long Beach: CA, 195-210.

Englert, C.S., Rafael, T. E., Anderson, L. M., Anthony, H. M., & Stevens, D. D.
(1991). Making writing strategies and self-talk visible: Cognitive
strategy instruction in regular and special education classrooms.
American Educational Research Jourriz8, 237-372.

Englert, C. S., Raphael, T. E. & Anderson, L. M. (1992). Socially mediated
instruction: Improving students’ knowledge and talk about wrifiing.
Elementary Schodournal,92(4),411-449.Englert, C. S., Stewart, S. R. &

Hiebert, E. H. (1988). Young writers’ use of text structure in expository text

generation.Journal of Educational Psycholog$0( 2),143-151.



117

Englert, C. S., Wu, X. & Zhao, Y. (2005). Cognitive tools for writing:
Scaffolding the performance of students through technolbggrning
Disabilities Research &ractice,20(3),184-198.

Englert, C. S., Zhao, Y., Dunsmore, K. Collings, N. Y. & Wolbers, K. (2007).
Scaffolding the writing of students with disabilities through procedural
facilitation: Using an internet-based technology to improve
performancel.earning Disability Quarterly30, 9-29.

Feldman, K. & Kinsella, K. (2005)Narrowing the language gap: The case for
explicit vocabulary instructionNew York: Scholastic, Inc.

Fraenkel, J, R. & Wallen, N. E. (200%low to design and evaluate research in
education.(?th ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill Higher Education.

Feuerstein, R. (1980)nstrumental enrichment: An intervention program for
cognitive modifiability. Baltimore, MD: University Park Press.

Garcia-Sanchez, J. & Fidalgo-Redondo, R. (2006). Effects of two types of
self-regulatory instruction programs on students with learning disabilitie
in writing products, processes, and self-efficacgarning Disability
Quarterly,29(3),181-211.

Gersten, R. & Baker, S. (2001). Teaching expressive writing to students with



118

learning disabilities: A meta-analysi$he Elementary School Journal,
101 (3),251-272. Special Issue: Instructional Interventions for Students
with Learning Disabilities.

Goddard, Y. & Sendi, C. (2008). Effects of self-monitoring on the narrative
and expository writing of four fourth-grade students with learning
disabilities. Reading and Writing Quarterly, 2408-433.

Graham, S. & De La Paz, S. (1997). Effects of dictation and advanced planning
instruction on the composing of students with writing and learning
problems.Journal of Educational Psychology, 89(2)3-222.

Graham, S. & Harris, K. R. (1989). Improving learning disabled students’ skills
at composing essays: Self-instructional strategy trairtixgeptional
Child 56)(3),201-214.

Graham, S. & Harris, K. (2005a). Improving the writing performance of young
struggling writers: Theoretical and programmatic reseaorh the
Center to Accelerate Student Learniddne Journal of Special
Education, 3919-33.

Graham, S., Schwartz, S. S. & MacArthur, C. A. (1993). Knowledge of writing
and the composing process, attitude toward writing and self-efficacy for
students with and without learning disabilitigaurnal of Learning

Disabilities,26(4),237-249.



119

Griffin, C. C., Malone, L. D. & Kameenui, E. J. (1995). Effects of graphic
organizer instruction on fifth grade student®ie Journal of Educational
Research, 8@), 98-107.

Grigg, W.S., Daane, M.C., Jin, Y., & Campbell, J. R. (2003)e Nation’s
Report Card: Reading 2002Nashington D. C.: U.S. Department of
Education.

Guzel-Ozman, R. (2009). Modified cognitive strategy instructlatervention
in School and Clinic, 44(4216-222.

Hayes, J. & Flowers, L. (1981). A cognitive process theory of writiDgllege
Composition and Communication, 32(355-387.

Hayes, J. & Flower, L. (1986). Writing research and the wrikgnerican
Psychologist, 41(10),106-1113.

Hillocks, Jr. G. (1984). What works in teaching composition: A meta-analysis
of experimental treatment studiedmerican Journal of Education
93(1), 133-170.

Hyerle, D. (2004). Thinking maps as a transformational language for learning
In D. Hyerle, (Ed.)Student successes with thinking maps: School-Based
research, resultand models for achievement using visual togp. 1-

16). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.



120

Isaacson, S. (2004). Instruction that helps students meet state standards in
writing. Exceptionality, 12(1)39-54.

Jackson, Y. (2004). Closing the gap by connecting culture, language, and
cognition. In D. Hyerle (Ed.Btudent successes witlinking maps:
School-Based research, results and models for achievemenvissia
tools.(pp. 49-59). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

Jiang, X & Grabe, W. (2007). Graphic organizers in reading instruction:
Research findings and issué®eading in a Foreign Language, 19(1),
34-55.

Kiester, J. B. (2000)Blowing away the state writing assessment test.

Gainsville, FL:Maupin House Books.

Lane, K. L., Harris, K. R., Graham, S., Weisenbach, J. L., Brindle, M. &

Murphy, P. (2008). The effects of self-regulated strategy development on the
writing performance of second-grade students with behavioral and writing
difficulties. The Journal of Special Education, 4( 234-253.

Lienemann, T. O., Graham, S., Leader-Janssen, B. & Reid, R. (2006).
Improving the writing performance of struggling writers in secondegra
The Journal of Speci&ducation40( 2),66-78.

Lipson, M. Y., Mosenthal, J., Daniels, P. & Woodside-Jiran, H. (2000). Process

writing in the classrooms of eleven fifth-grade teachers with diiter



121

orientations to teaching and writinglhe Elementary School Journal
101( 2), 209-231.

Marzano, R. J., Pickering, D. J. & Pollock, J. E. (20@2)assroom instruction
that works: Research-based strategies for increasing student
achievementlexandra, VA: ASCD-Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development.

Merriam, S. B. (2000 Qualitative research: A guide to design and
implementationSan Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Moore, D. & Readance, J. (1984). A quantitative and qualitative review of
graphic organizer researchhe Journal of Educational Research, 78;17.

National Assessment of Educational Progress. (200D8¢. nation’s report
card: Writing, 2003

The National Commission on Writing in America’s Schools and Colleges.
(2003).The College Board.

Novak, J. Canas, A. J. (2008). The theory underlying concept maps and how to
construct and use them. Available at:
http:cmap.ihmc.us/Publications/ResearchPapers/TheoryUnderlyingConcept
Maps.pdf.

Peterson, S. (2000). Yes, we do teach writing conventions! (Though the

methods may be unconventionahio Reading Teacher. 34(1Bg-44.



122

Rafael, T. & Englert, C. S. (1990). Writing and reading: Partners in
constructing meaninglhe Reading Teaches88-400.

Reid, R. & Lienemann, T. O. (2006). Self-regulated strategy development for
written expression with students with attention deficit disor@suncil for
Exceptional Children, 73(153-68.

Rosenshine, B. (1997). The case for explicit, teacher-led, cognitive strategy
instruction. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Associatidhicago, Ill, March 24-28,1997.

Scardamalia, M. & Bareiter, C. (1986). Research on written composition. M.
C, Wittrock, (Ed.)Handbook oResearch onTeachinfmerican
Educational Research Association.

Short, D. J. (2002). Language learning in sheltered social studies classes.

Retrieved fronhttp://0-vnweb.hwwilsonweb.com.opac.sfsu

Edu/hww/results/getRes...

Simmons, D. C., Griffin, C. C. & Kameenui, E. J. (1988). Effects of teacher-
constructed pre-and post-graphic organizer instruction on sixth-grade
science students’ comprehension and reddle Journal of Educational
Research, 82 (1}5-21.

Stanford News Service. (1994, April 13ccelerated schools: Building on

success



123

Stoddard, T. (2006). Using concept maps to assess the science understanding
and language production of English Language Learri&nesentation of
the Seconthstitutional Conference on Concept Mapping. J. Canas,

J. P. Nowak, Eds., San Jose, Costa Rica.

Stull, A. T., Mayer, R. E. (2007). Learning by doing versus learning by viewing:
Three experimental comparisons of learner-generated versus author
provided. Journal ofEducational Psychology, 99 (408-820.

Teaching diverse learners (2008he Educational Alliance at Brown
University.

Torrance, M., Fidalgo, R. & Garcia, J. N. (2007). The teachability and
effectiveness of cognitive self-regulation in sixth-grade vwaiter
Learning and Instruction, 1265-285.

Vians, R. (199-2000)How to teach a writing promptAvailable at:

http://www.ehow.com/how 4442775 teach writing prompt.html

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978).The development of higher psychological processes.
Cambridge: President and Fellows of Harvard College.

Weisman, E. M. & Hansen, L. E. (2007). Strategies for teaching social studies
to English-language learners at the elementary |éda. Social Studies,

September/October, 200780-184.



124

Wong, B. Y. L., Butler, D. |,, Ficzere, S. A. & Kuperis, S. (1996). Teaching low
achievers and students with learning disabilities to plan, write and revise
opinion essaysJournal of Learning Disabilitie29, March 1996, 197-212.

Zimmerman, B. J. (1989). A social cognitive view of self-regulated academic
learning. Journal of Educational Psychologg1l ( 3),329-339.

Zimmerman, B. J. (2002). Acquiring writing revision and self-regulatory skill
through observation and emulatiodournal of Educational Psychology.

94(4),660-668.



Appendix A

Classroom Rubric for Writing

125

Classroom Hubne for Wntmg
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Appendix B
Writing Prompts
Prompt for the First Writing Prompt
Source: Writing Files of Teacher at School B
PROMPT FOR A &' AND 5™ GRADE WRITING SAMPLE
WRITING SITUATION
Everyone did a lot of different things during the summer. Some people went on trips,
some did things around the home, some visited relatives,etc.
DIRECTIONS FOR WRITING
Using the writing techniques learned in the third and fourth grades, describelin detai
three things you did this summer. Try to tell about them in such a way thatdbe rea
can almost feel like they were there with you. Use correct capitalsidmzuactuation
as well as proper grammar. If you are not sure how to spell a word, spelhay it

sounds.
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Prompt for the Second Writing Sample

Source: Jefferson County Schools, Tennessee

Everyone has an activity that they enjoy doing. It might be playing annmsiit, or a

sport. Think about what you like to do the most.

Write a composition telling what you most enjoy doing and at least three reasons
why you like this activity so well.Be sure to use specific details to support each of
your reasons.

Use descriptive verbs and adjectives to make your paper interesting to read.
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Prompt for the Third Writing Sample

Source: Jefferson County Schools, Tennessee

Everybody enjoys spending time with their family. What is the best day youpsrér s
with your family? Think about the best day that you ever spent with about the best day
you ever spent with your family.

Include at least three reasons in your paper that explain what made it theelst

day. Be sure to use specific details to support each of your reasons.

Use descriptive verbs and adjectives to make your paper interesting to read.
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Appendix C

Interview Questions

Interview Questions

1. Do you like to write? How do you feel when you write?

2. What about writing could be hard for you?

3. Students would choose a composition from their writing folders that they like.

a. Why did you choose this composition?

b. What do you like about it?

c. What things does the teacher do that helps you write?

4. When you think about writing a composition, how do you begin writing?

5. How did you feel about doing the writing prompts (summer vacation actiaties
activity you like to do, an activity you liked doing with your family)? Didiyiond it

easy to write about the topics? Is there one topic you liked the most? Why?

6. Schools A and B: Now that you have just finished using a Thinking Map, how do
you feel about using one to write? Do Thinking Maps help you or not help you?
School A: When | talked with your teacher, she told me you use Thinking Maps a lot
not only with her but with other teachers. Have these activities helped you in
writing? How? When you move on to middle school, do you plan to use Thinking

Maps for writing even if your teachers don’t use them with you? Whyheky



130

Appendix D

Student Interviews

Transcription of Interviews with Students at School A—Tuesday, October 26, 2010
1. Do you like to write? How do you feel when you write?

Student #8: 1 do like to write. | feel that it's fun when | write.

Student #18: | really like to write. 1 think that it's exciting.

Student #25: | like to write and | feel like I'm expressing my feelings when itevr
Student #31: | like writing. | like to write because it gives me, like, a quiet time.

2. What about writing could be hard for you?

Student #8:Yeah, sometimes writing is hard for me. Because

Student #18: Sometimes it's hard for me to write because I'm uninspired.

Student #25: Yes, writing is difficult for me sometimes because | get stuck and what
should | write about and is it the best thing and it's like what should | write

about.

Student #31:1t's hard writing sometimes because when there’s a person that
doesn’t really explain it—it’s a little hard to understand.

3. Choosing a composition

a. Why did you choose this composition?

b. What do you like about it?

c. What things does the teacher do that helps you write?
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Student #8: a:l chose this composition because it explains story elements.

b:l chose it because it was like my best one.

c: She helps me figure out...The way she explains stuff like the main ideactdeta
details, the facts, the details and then the main idea.

Student #18 a: | chose this composition because it is the highest I've gotten so far in
5" grade.

b: It's very interesting to learn the Constitution.

c: She helps us with the color coding.

Student #25:a: | chose this composition because it was my first one that |

wrote.

b: I like it because it's about an earthquake, you get to make your own 8tldik€
saying you’re writing a newspaper article.

c: She explains what map to use, she helps us color code, she says like how she
teaches us to write. It's very interesting.

Student #31: a &b: | chose this composition because the Constitution is part of our
country and it is the best that I've written so far.

c: The teacher...like the whole class together she helps us do the map and then she
explains to us the main idea, the details, the facts and details and then back ia the ma
idea.

4. When you think about writing a composition, how do you begin writing?
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Student #8:1 begin writing with the main idea.

Student #18:When | begin writing, | always start with a map to help bring all of my
ideas together.

Student #25: | think about what I'm going to write. | get an idea in my head. | write
a map and | just write what | did from the map.

Student #31: When | think about writing, | start with making the map. Then | start
with the question.

5. How did you feel about doing the writing prompts. Did you find it easy to write
about the topics? Is there one topic you liked the most? Why?

Student #8:Question: Were those easy to write about? Yes. | like the second one
because | like to write about my activity.

Student #18: Yes (it was easy to write about those). My favorite one was the third
one. Because | got to express my feelings on how | feel about my bigy sis
Student #25: | liked the first one because | get to tell people about how I felt about my
summer vacation and what I did. They were a little difficult but | candaitellenge
and | really liked it.

Student #31: | enjoyed the third one because | hardly go with all my family
because some of them live very far away. | think they were easy becausgaisg

what to write about.
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6. Now that you have just finished using a Thinking Map, how do you feel about using
one to write? Do Thinking Maps help you or not help you?

Student #8:1 feel that it really helps me a lot. Because it gets me to put down my ideas
first and then | can write it on a piece of paper.

Student #18: | think it is very helpful. It helps me so | don’t forget my ideas

Student #25: Thinking Maps really help me because if | get stuck and don’t look at my
Thinking Map, | look at my Thinking Map, and check the things off what | did so far.
Student #31:1 think using Thinking Maps really, it really helps you. It helps by, when
you’'re writing about something, it gives you, it tells you right here whatite about

next.

7. Have these activities helped you in writing? How? When you move on to

middle school, do you plan to use Thinking Maps in writing even if your teachers don't
use them with you? Why/why not?

Student #8: They have helped me in writing a lot. They help me so | do not forget
things. Yes, because it would really help me.

Student #18: They have help me in writing a lot. They help me bring all of my ideas t
ogether. Yes, it will help me bring all of my ideas together and not to forget.

Student #25: They have helped me with writing very much and | really enjoy doing

the Thinking Maps. They help me put all of my writing together and put them in

sentences. Yes, because if | get off topic then they start sometiuing. w
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Student #31: They helped me a lot. They help me because when | forget what | am
writing about, it tells you. Yes, because if | use Thinking Maps, I'll get the

highest grade than anybody else.
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Interview with Students from School B--12-1-10

1. Do you like to write? How do you feel when you write?

Student #17: | like to write and the reason | like feeling when I'm writing is

because when you're writing, it's like you’re in your own world of writing.

Student #22: | like to write because you get to write your own story when you think
about it.

Student #27: | like to write because it's fun just to make up a story and tell

where the monster brings him and what happens to him.

Student #14: | like to write because it's really fun. It's like your own world. And
nobody really judges you about your writing because no one can say nothing bad when
you're writing to someone. It's kind of fun because then you meet a new frienglike
start having a friend and | used to keep on writing and it’'s really fun to write.

2. What about writing could be hard for you?

Student #17: Writing could be hard for me because the one that is the most

hardest for me is cursive because you learn a new letter, it's kind of hgmifto

stick to it.

Student #22: The hardest writing is cursive because when you write, you have to
stick the letters together and the real writing aren’t the same.

Student #27: The punctuation and the neatness. Sometimes it’s a little shaky so it's

not neat. Sometimes it’s boring.
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Student #14: Well, | think the most hardest for me is spelling. | just have a lot of
difficulty with it because sometimes | know how to spell the words but sonsetumen

I look at a word, | know it's not right but | don’t know which letters to put in it.

3. Why did you choose this composition? What do you like about it? What

things does the teacher do that helps you write?

4. When you think about writing a composition, how do you begin writing?

Student #17:

3a.l chose this composition because it was one of my best works. Because it's long and
interesting.

3b.The particular thing I like it is going to be interesting and now it's more

interesting than it was before.

3cThe things that she does to help me, she gives, the first time we came to kehool, t
first prompt, she have us a title and then she helps us fill out that part if we need
anything.

4. | begin by writing and telling who it is and who's telling about it and who isggoin

be on the adventure with you .

Student #22:

3a. | choose this composition because | like how to describe the key.

3b. I like about it because you get to write your own story but the teacher yoakds

the topic sentence and you write along
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3c. She puts, like words on the board so when | need help on a word, she could write it
for me.

4. | begin writing the title of the story. Then | put the key ideas about and then the
whole thing.

Student #27:

3a. Because it's interesting to keep writing and it says--the prompt ssfgse'lhis

eyes” it's just fun because you could write the monster ghost or anythtrgpttthat

person.

3b.It’s just fun to make the characters.

3c. She helps me start off the thing. If | need help starting the topic sentence.

4. If you wanted like a monster, you put once upon a time so you know that it's not real.
Student #14:

3a. | chose this composition because | thought it was kind of interesting.

3b.I actually wanted to write because it was about this key, how it was gold éoa

it was almost broken and when | opened the door because my dad—I haven’t seen him
hat much—so I'm writing about how | saw my dad and how | spent the whole day with
him. Maybe it might come true or something. It's actually kind of fun imaginirtg tha
you're doing something when you’re not. It's like your own little world.

3c. Sometimes she begins the story and that makes it easier for me to fintgh it. S

gives us the topic sentence.
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4. | first have to do my Tree Map so | can get most of the details. The hardest part
making the Tree Map. Then it's easier to write the story like that.

5. How did you feel about doing the writing prompts? Did you find them easy to write
about the topics? Is there one topic you liked the best? Why?

Student #17: Not really because you have to start working with your imagination.

And it's kind of hard. | like the summer activities because we got to go Havefa

fun.

Student #22: Yes, because | got to write about the three different things. The
summer vacation because you could remember all the fun things you did with your
family.

Student #27: Yeah, my favorite was my favorite thing | did with my family

mom’s work. The favorite thing to do, | because | had a lot of good times with my
family.

Student #14: Yes because | had a lot to write with it because sometimes because
there’s topics | can’t write about because | haven't been there that munchk thie
summer vacation is the one | liked the most because | had a lot to writeaaddulso

had a lot of fun.

6. Now that you have just finished using a Thinking Map, how do you feel about using

one to write? Do Thinking Maps help you or not help you?
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Student #17: | like the Thinking Maps because they help you a lot while you're

writing because once you do a Double Bubble Map, it tells you the differences and how
they're the same. Yes (Thinking Maps help me).

Student #22: | feel really good because you write the topic sentence on the top but
then you put details on the bottom. Yes (Thinking Maps help me).

Student #27: They’re easy because if you forget like what you’re going to write about,
you'll always have that Thinking Map with a characters and you’'ll nepee. Yes.

Student #14: Yeah, it's real helpful. It's like it's already there but you had some

words because it's actually easier to have the details and everything amainhdea.

And like when you forget what you’re writing, you'll look back and it's going to be

there and make it easier to write.



140

Transcript of Students at School C—Monday, November 15, 2010

1. Do you like to write? How do you feel when you write?

Student #2061 like to write and | feel very excited and creative when | write.
Student #15—I do like to write. | feel really happy and excited to write. And I'm
always creative when | write.

Student #7—Yes, | do like to write. Most people do, in my opinion. | feel...it's fun.
It's just | like to add humor to it. It makes me feel...I just feel happy.

Student #14—Yes, | do like to write because | feel like I'm telling all my sterie
somebody, telling what I'm thinking and like it's so much fun.

2. What about writing could be hard for you?

Student #206—I think, um, what could be hard, um, what would be hard about
writing would be, um, for me, um, ( | asked if writing a summary would be hard, and
what would it be)all of the...(all the things in the story or...) yeah, and the, um, main
parts about it.

Student #15—What would be hard for me is like when | write narratives | give some
reasons but sometimes it's hard to think of some reasons.

Student #7—For me | like fictional and stuff where | know | can add a little twist to it.
But, um, when | can’t | have to do it by the book and it's kind of hard for me.
Student #14—The thing that’s hard for me is sometimes | feel like I'm just

telling my story to somebody and | forget to do capitals or something.
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4. When you think about writing a composition, how do you begin writing?

Student #26—When | begin, | just think about a good beginning for my story and put
some action in it and think about what, um, like how creative | should be.

Student #15—1 basically just like, look at the prompt, find the question, and then |
revise the question then | make it the sentence. So that's my beginning sentence.
Student #7—I sort of do the same thing. Basically use the prompt to make my topic
sentence and branch off that

Student #14—Well, | use the prompt and | like read it like two times. Then | try to
find a question for it. That's kind of how | start it.

5. How do you feel about doing the writing prompts? Did you find it easy to write
about the topics? Is there one topic you liked the most? Why?

Student #20—Yeah, it was easy because like for the thing I like to do | had some
experience, | can write more about it and stay connected to another one, like
skateboarding. (my favorite) the thing I like to do the best. Because, um, | like
snowboarding a lot like one of my favorite fans is Shaun White. He does—he is a
pretty good snowboarder. He likes to be, um, how do you say it, the champion of
snowboarding and skateboarding like | do.

Student #15—It was pretty easy but some of them were hard. (My favorite) the best

day | ever spent time with my family because | have a lot of best days pregtt tene
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with my family. It's pretty easy just to choose one and then | just choose It, and
remember it and | write it.

Student #7—I really didn’t like to write them as much but they were easy. |didn't like
them as much because | couldn’t add a twist to it. | couldn’t make it funny. (&avorit
one) Best day | had with my family because | don’t know I just enjoyed that one the
most.

Student #14—Yeah, it was like pretty easy because | had a great vacation. (So did
you like that one the best?) Yes, I like it because | got to write aboutshgirhe |

went to Disneyland so it was pretty exciting to write about.

3. Why did you choose this composition? What do you like about it? What

things does the teacher do that helps you write?

Student #14—Well, mainly because the teacher told us to. But another reason it was
something | could add a twist to and make it really funny and I try to do that with my
stories. Well, I like to make it funny and in the end do something you wouldn’t think
of—like as it turns out, it was just a costume—something like that. | nevbyr Irsian

to her but she does stuff like do basically just the factors...stuff like that...I don’t know.
Student #26—Because, um, this writing prompt tells us about how 1 like, um, the city,
named Mikodis and could bring it like to a game try to find out, um, the, um, (Does she
put stuff on the board and give you an outline or structure) Sometimes. (Doesghat hel

you?) Yeah. (Can you think of anything else she does with you?) No.
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Student #7—(Did you want to add anything? Go ahead.) She also does...like if
you're going to add a twist to it, | got her last year and she said like tdweukr f

orget or and she did like hooks and grabbers.

Student #15—I1 chose this because | really like Halloween and | kind of made it a little
scary and funny at the same time and added a little twist to it. | likecatiget really

like Halloween. She basically, sometimes, outlines it and sometimes sHessthe
factors. (And that helped you?) Yes.

Student #14—I chose it because this is mainly about the future and I like to talk about
the future and because | thought it was really fun to write about. What | like itigbout
um, just telling like describing what | really want to see about it. Somesmetells us

how to begin a paragraph.
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Appendix E

Classroom Observations

Observation of Teacher at School A, 8-27-10 First Writing Prompt

In the prompt she asked them why a word did not have a period—share with
partner—then asked why to the whole group and one person volunteered an

answer. Had prompt displayed on the read it silently. She asked them what

season was being mentioned, Winter, Fall, Spring or Summer. They said Summer. She
asked them how many reasons are mentioned. They said three

She had them breathe and stretch. She told them as soon as you re-read the cover
sheet, you may begin. One of the students is making a tree map. One studentas doing
sequence map. Most students, after 15 minutes, wrote at least two sentences.She
reminded them to read the cover sheet. 20 minutes later, most students hadtwritten a
least half a page.

My comments: She was a bit more direct at presenting the prompt. | wouldsay al

that these students were more focused and wrote longer than School B.
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Observation of Teacher at School A, October 13, 2010

Student Numbers: 8, 18, 31, 25

10:20

Students shared answer with partners: What map would be the best to use? She went
over each map and why they wouldn't fit

10:22

Students folded paper in two; everybody writing and preparing

10:25

Boys and girls either writing or looking at the board

Girls talking about favorite activity

10:28

Guys already shared; waiting patiently

10:30

One of the boys checking the spelling of hobby; girls sharing with each other
10:36

Student #31 waiting for their first topic

10:35

Student #18 helping Student #9; boys writing details; girls waiting on outline

Student #18 waiting patiently;
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Student #25 following outline closely; she shared answers with partner
10:40

Student #18 continuing to complete TM

Student #31 working on completing the last detail

Student #25 waiting—talking with partner

Student #18—ten fingers up; talk about what you do after TM; Student #18
talking to Student #19 about writing the topic sentence; number sentence
Teacher asked what words she didn’t want to hear: first, second, third
10:45 Transition;

Student #25 had hand raised

Student #31—hand raised

Student #25 tried to answer—teacher redirected her

Student #31 was called on—responded

10:47

Student #18 wrote words in notebook

Student #31 paying attention;

10:48

Student #31 wrote transition word down

Student #25 wrote down check

Student #18 had his hand raised for question; he wrote down answer
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Student #25 waiting along with Student #18

Student #31 looking at TM

Student #18 sharing information with Student #9
Everybody taking out thesauri and looking up word
Student #18 beginning to write composition

Student #31 wrote down sentence and stopped.

All students started writing

11:03

Student #25 writing and looking at map

11:05

Student #8 writing paragraph; map in front of him
Student #18 wrote first paragraph; looking at dictionary
Student #25 beginning to write second paragraph

The teacher used Student #8 paper as a model.
Student #31 finishing first paragraph

11:09

Student #25 beginning to write third paragraph

Both Student #18 and Student #8 writing a long first paragraph;
Student #18 just checked off something off on his TM;

Student #8 just writing”ﬁ paragraph—using the dictionary to look up a word



Student #25 just completing the first page with H&p&ragraph
Student #31 still writing 3 paragraph half a page down

11:13

Student #31 still working on*Iparagraph

Student #25 beginning to writé%aragraph

Student #18 finished page 1—has dictionary open

Student #8 finished writing—reading a book

Student #25 finished writing

148
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Observation of Teacher at School A.

October 26, 2010

Third Writing Prompt

Note: During this period, | observed the wrong student so | will not include the
observations | made about the wrong student.

Student #8 said he didn't have an idea ( a day he spent with his family); Then he
thought about Great America.

Student #8 wrote down the answer—story re-tell; the teacher had them write
different elements of a summary

9:30

Student #8 writing

Student #31 sharing with Student #8 about family experience

Student #25 sharing with student

All 4 students sharing their ideas

Student #8 volunteered the Brace Map as a possible map to use

9:40

Student #31 said what map she was using

Student #25 thinking about titl

9:42
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Student #31 and Student #8 erasing—began writing TM

Student #25 thinking about what she’s going to write on her TM

Student #31 making a sequencing map

It looks like Student #25 is making a sequencing map

9:52

Student #8 and Student #31 doing a sequencing map; Student #25 doing the same
Student #31 and Student #8 continuing to work on outlines

The teacher asked my interviewees if they were ready to write—thegpiadithey
were—she told them when they were done they would go with me

Student #31 and Student #8 beginning to write

Student #25 continuing to complete TM

10:00

Student #31 writing first paragraph; same with Student #8

Student #25 starting to writd%paragraph

10:05

Student #31 writing® paragraph

Student #8 writing ¥ paragraph after writing introductory paragraph

Student #25 talking to student; writin@dz)aragraph after writing introductory
paragraph; then writing; then talking

Student #8 thinking; looking at map; not continuing to write
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Student #25 started to writ& paragraph

Laura continuing to write

Student #8 thinking; looking at TM

The teacher asked participants how they were doing; they all said thegloimgdine.
10:10

Student #8 continuing to writ€@paragraph

Student #31 continuing to write lon§*paragraph

Student #25 “going to town” writing™paragraph

10:15

Student #8 continuing to writ€@paragraph

Student #31 almost finished the first page writiffgparagraph; she just went t&'2
page

Student #25 almost completing page; on to ™ page

10-27-10

3 Prompt for 4 graders

Teacher presented format:

Character

Setting

Problem—where you are, what you did and the ending
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Observation of Teacher B, 8-25-10

The teacher presented the writing sample to the students. The writing is not as
advanced (as that at School A). Some students wrote incomplete sentencesthat wer
numbered. Some students finished very quickly. One-third of the students were still
writing after 20 minutes. Students who were writing at almost 10:00 wrotasablee

paragraph.
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Observation of Teacher at School B, 10-13-10

Purpose of lesson: Teacher presenting outline—helping students supply details for pen
pal letter

Teacher showing them the outline on the board; Students writing what she wroge on t
board

9:45

Students writing down their height

Student #17 continuing to writing details

All 3 students on task and doing the same activity as Student #17

Students writing down how long they’ve been at School B

Student #27 on task but pounding hands together

9:50

Students continue to add details as teacher directs them

Student #14 reading details

Student #17 didn’t look at paper as teacher directed but waited attentively for the
teacher

Teacher asked Student #22 why the “x” was used—she tried to answer (I don’t
remember the response) not correct; Student #22 asked if we transfer aetails f

outline to paragraph; Student #22 asked if there were 2 Walk a Thons per year; teacher

replied no but complimented her on askin
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Teacher: What's important to say about the Walk a Thon (WAT)
Student #27: Students got snacks

Teacher: What were some of the prizes?

Student #27: Food and a rocket pen

9:57

Teacher asked students about WAT; Student #27 answered questions about who was
in the WAT

4 students writing details she wrote on the board

Students wrote number of laps walked

Teacher: Why do you like to walk in the WAT?

Student #27: the D.J.

All wrote down why they liked to participate in the WAT

Teacher showed Student #27 paper to class as a sample of a good outline
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Observation of Teacher at School B 10-14-10

9:38

Student #14: Teacher asked her what theoBic was. She answered correctly.

(At this point, the students wrote the paragraph of introduction and the topic
sentence of the second paragraph. They all had written down the topic sentence for
the second paragraph.)

4 students listening to teacher’s explanation.

The teacher invited me to help students.

The teacher asked what the next paragraph would be about. Student #22 answered
correctly.

4 students listening to what she’s saying.

9:45

Student #22 looking at outline and writin§' paragraph. Then she looked at the

outline and began writing th&3entence in the paragraph.

Student #27 looking at outline and writing

| helped Student #22 write a sentence about her brothers.

9:50

Student #27 taking a small break; then looked at outline

Student #14 continuing to write th& paragraph—Ilooking at

Student #17 continuing to writé“paragraph
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Student #27 and Student #14 continuing to write

Student #22 continuing to write.

9:54

All 4 students continuing to writé'2para.

done with the % para. She said yes. | nodded my head indicating she should go on.
Student #17 writing " para. About Walk a Thon (WAT)

He and 2 other students failed to start a new para. About WAT (Student #22 was the
only one who indented properly)

| mentioned to the teacher that 3 of the students | was shadowing failed to imdent f
the 3% para.

The teacher asked Student #17 what should the topic sentence f8pti&3 She got

his paper and used it as an instructional model; she showed them the symbol for
paragraph and had them put it in front When they wrote their final copy they would
indent when they saw that symbol.

| showed Student #27 to indent by erasing and moving the first word df pir8. In.

It was not what she wanted because he had not written the first sentence faiathat pa
She had him erase it and write the sentence he omitted.

She told Student #17 to erase the last sentence he had written at the bottom of the first
page and write it at the bottom of the second page.

She told them to put this paper in their planners and they would finish it later
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Observation of Teacher at School B

October 27, 2010

TM for 2™ prompt

The teacher told me she had students think of 3 activities—discussed with
parents so they would have something to say

(uses Tree Map for varied purposes; pen pal letter) 1 paragraph about favorite
activity

Student #27 said a check was used to indent a paragraph

Student #17 listening to teacher’s explanation

Student #14—paying attention to teacher’s direction

Student #22—paying attention

Student #27 raising his hand—Student #14 as well

Student #17 answering teacher’s question

Student #14 answered the question

10:45

Student #17—made first detail box

Student #22-wrote first set of details

Student #14-thinking

Student #27—erasing writing; boxing the topic sentence

10:50
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Student #17 starting on second detail; continuing to write; thinking
Student #27—starting to write the first detail

Student #22—Iooking at first set of details

Student #14—qgetting help from teacher to write the second detail
10:57

Student #27—did two sets of details—startiffy 3

Student #14—adding a detail to the first set

Student #17—adding details t& 3et

11:00

Student #17 continuing to write—23et of details

Teacher helping Student #22 to add details

Student #14 adding details t&' et

11:06

Student #17—finished—reading

Student #27—finished—nhelping a student

Student #14—adding to details

Student #22—done

11:12

Student #22—teacher called on her—she read from her paper

Student #27-volunteered to read paragraph
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10-28

Students beginning to write thédz)aragraph

Student #17—listening attentively

Student #27—volunteered an answer—beginning to write title

Both girls wrote a title

All 4 students put an “X” for indenting

10:45

Students write topic sentence.

All 4 students listening to teacher’s explanation

Student #17 answered her question about how many reasons they should have
Student #22 answered the question about how many indentions you should have
Student #17 and Student #14 paying attention

10:54

Student #27 beginning to write sentences

Student #17 looking at his map and writing the sentences

Student #27 continuing to write sentences

Student #14—appearing inattentive

10:58

The teacher told Student #27 to go to another classroom and work (unable to

shadow because he’s in another classroom)
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Student #17 has written half a page

Student #22—continuing to write sentences

Student #14 seemed stuck so | gave her ideas about how to write a sentence
11:04

Student #17 continuing to write—looking at map

Student #14—now writing more sentences; looking at map and writing sentences
(student was helping another student write; | told her the student she was watking
had to do it on her own.)

11:10

Student #17 continuing to write sentences

Student #14 continuing to write

Student #27 returned and said he was done.
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Observation of Teacher at School B, 11-29-10

Preparation of 8 Writing Prompt

10:37 Student #17 waiting patiently

Student #14 reading the prompt

Student #22 looking at prompt

The teacher mentioned that when they did this writing—it would be as if they were
writing for the state.

Interesting—Each student had a copy of the prompt. She is going through the

prompt and having them underline important words.

She told them that the reader must understand the students’ reasons (she indiaated to m
that we weren’t clear about the reasons last time.)

She went over why the students must have 3 reasons—1 would be below standard. She
them underline the word “details” to support each of the their reasons

She asked the students, “What are we supposed to write about?” A student
responded—*“A favorite day”. She asked them, “What are some favorite’days?

Student #27 responded—"Summer Vacation”

10:45
All 4 students looking at the teacher’s chart paper while they werastoaning

Teacher wrote the ideas on the board
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10:48

All students paying attention

She spent some time getting them to understand they were writing about 1 day

She explained how the map correlated to the prompt. She mentioned in the first
paragraph that students needed to write some information about their event like who
was involved and where the event was.

The teacher modeled the Tree Map using her topic—Thanksgiving 2010

10:58
All 4 students began to complete the outline

11:02
Student #14, Student #22 and Student #27 done with the outline; Student #17 looks like

he’s done—thinking it over
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Observation of Teacher at School B 12-1-10

Interesting—In the teacher’s class 2 double bubble maps about a tall taletehand
native American folktale—similarities and differences

1. She had student re-read the prompt.

2. Reviewed what they did on Monday.

3 reasons—details

must be clear to the reader why you chose this day

3. Paper must have title—gave an example of topic sentence

fleshing out topic

Topic

*Reason Sentence #1

--supporting detail

--supporting detail

--supporting detail

*Reason Sentence #2

Asked them what detail sentences talk about—Student #14 answered correctly;
Student #27 responded correctly—second try

Applying the Tree Map to other purposes—



164

Student asked about concluding sentence—Teacher asked what that sentence might do.
A student said—to close the composition—teacher gave him a reward Had the

students contribute signal words for reasons. Went over the title—then showed them
how to indent the first paragraph.

11:03

All students started to write the compaosition

11:08

Encouraged Student #27 to keep writing. (I did)

11:15

Student #22—choosing favorite writing asst. in folder in preparation for the

student interview.
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Observation of Teacher C-8-22-10-Presenting the first prompt

Teacher passed out a copy of the prompt for each student. She said she would read the
prompt orally to them and they would follow along. She asked them if they had any
guestions.The teacher and | monitored them as they wrote.

At 10:10, many of them had written a paragraph. A few of them had started

writing a second paragraph.

80% of students wrote 1 paragraph.
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Observation of Teacher at School C, 9-30-10

Purpose of Lesson: Showing not Telling

10:10

All 4 listening to the teacher

All 4 reading the prompt with the teacher

Question: How do you start the first paragraph and address the prompt?
10:15

Student #14—working with another student; contributed ideas while the other
student wrote

Student #7—uwriting prompt on the white board

Student #20—contributed ideas “curious bear’—began writing paragraph
10:20

Teacher gives students another prompt to share

Student #20—writing sentence addressing the prompt

Student #7-writing response to prompt

Student #14—working another student; orally read her paragraph; teacher asked
students whether she addressed the prompt; they said yes

10:20

Student #20—Wrote a sentence; erased it and started over

Student #7—Writing 2 sentences
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Student #14—Writing 2 sentences

10:27

Student #20—started right to work; still writing after she said to stop; wrote 2
sentences

Student #7—started right to work; she write 3 sentences; volunteered to read her work;
read it; teacher said “she owned it”

Student #14—started right to work; wrote a % of a page

10:35

All students listening to teacher as she read paragraphs to them.

Student #20—Wrote sentences and volunteered them

Student #7—not working with other students; working on her own

Student #14—working with partner; partner wrote down sentences

10:40

Student #7—discussed ideas with partner; the partner wrote her ideas

Student #20—wrote sentences and volunteered to read it in class

Student #14—discussed ideas with partner

10:43

Student #20—wrote at least 2 sentences

Student #7—began adding sentences to those she had previously written—rose hand to

share her stuff with the teacher
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Student #14—began second paragraph for first paragraph about a surprise limo ride
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Visitation of Teacher at School C

Second Writing Prompt

October 18, 2010

| brought copies of the prompt which | gave to the students. The teacher reddeover t
prompt with the students orally and answered any questions they had. Other than that
she offered no formal instruction in constructing a response. However, seven of her
paper | gave them.

| had to replace one of the shadowed students because her mom did not want her to
participate in the study.

9:50

Student #14—starting of@paragraph; good introduction

Student #7—still writing T paragraph; looking at prompt
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Observation of Teacher at School C November 3

Subject: Students writing a summary

She had them read, as a class, parts of an articl

Student #20 underlining some sentences in the article

10:27

There were to share the main idea with a partner; Student #14 volunteered the
answer—it was right

Student #20: writing article’s name—other students listening
10:30

Student #7 raised her hand to answer question

4 students got out plan to underline details

All four students underlined details at the teacher’s direction
10:33

4 students continuing to underline

Student #14 and Student #15 paying attention

Student #20 playing with pen

10:35

all 4 students looking at the rubric

10:38
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Everybody but Student #20 paying attention

10:40

All 4 paying attention

Teacher had them writing summary in writing notebook
10:43

Student #14 consulting article as she’s writing

She had students share some of their writing

Student #14 raised her hand and read her work

Student #7 raised her hand to read; she didn’t get a chance

to read because they had recess.
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Teacher at School CL%3Writing Prompt, 11-15-10

Teacher distributed the prompt to students and read it over with them. She had them
begin working.

Interesting—students (not my interviewees) were asking questions like:

Does it have to take up the whole day?

Could a friend be included in the activity?

Can it be one family member?

Could we have more than 3 reasons?

9:05

Student #7—thinking about what she’s writing (asked how many paragraphs to write; |
| said one or 1 for description and a paragraph for each of the 3 reasons)

Student #20, Student #14 and Student #15 beginning to write

9:10

All 4 writing

9:12

Student #14 beginnind'®paragraph

9:15

Student #7 writing half a page

9:20
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All 4 students working steadily

All 4 have written at least half a page

Student #14 writing "8 paragraph

Student #20 writing® paragraph

9:25

Student #15 and Student #7 done

Note: After the prompt was given, all 4 students were focused and wrotdysteidli

they finished. They didn’t refer to the prompt while they were writing.
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Appendix F
The Writing Assessment Team
An area of the study that posed a concern was using a Writing Assessment

Team to evaluate student work. The main problem was the lack of congruity among the
evaluators’ rubric scores especially with School B. When | designedutihg st
decided to use three retired teachers | had known during my working career. One
teacher had taught English at a middle school. The other two taught at teatakym
school: one in fourth grade and the other in the primary grades. | chose these teachers
because | believed they had demonstrated a high degree of professionalismeand we
quite able to adequately evaluate student work.

When they met with me to assess the first writing sample, | attemptédito a
inter rater reliability by using two measures. First, | gave theopg of compositions
that resembled each of the rubric designations from one to four (one being tee lowe
score to four being the highest score). We discussed why these papers Wwetecva
the way they were. Second, | gave them two papers from each school to evalaate, for
total of six papers. | chose papers that ranged from an overall score of oneusiffig
the rubric guidelines. Table 6.1 contains the combined rubric scores based on their
assessments of the six papers.

1=Below Basic; 2=Basic; 3=Proficient; 4=Advanced
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Table 6.1

Rubric Scores for the Pilot Papers

Evaluator D=3.14 Evaluator E=2.91 Evaluator F=3.0

Looking at the scores, one can see that there was not alggeae of difference
that separated the three evaluators’ assessments. Soyefiened the rubric with the
evaluators, they began assessing the first set of papers. \Wddenlated the means for
the rubric scores, Evaluator F's scores differed markedly fr@rother two evaluators
when one looks at the scores for School B. One rubric point separatecbhe from
that of Evaluator D which | considered significant.

1=Below Basic; 2=Basic; 3=Proficient; 4=Advanced

Table 6.2

Evaluators’ Scores for Writing Prompt #1

Evaluator D Evaluator E Evaluator F
School A 3.06 2.85 3.07
School B 3.08 2.48 2.02
School C 3.29 3.29 3.27

In looking at the Evaluator F’'s score sheet, | noticed she gave the students’
papers at School B many more 1's than the other two evaluators. | was unsure about
how to address this problem. | thought the best way would be to review the rubric with
the evaluators the next time we met and stress that, according to the nidlmngs,
the score of one should only be used if the student wrote no complete sentences and the

composition had no sense of organization. So when the evaluators and | sat down in



176

November, | reviewed the rubric designations with them and suggested that liney fol
the rubric’s guidelines regarding when a score of 1 should be used. When | edlculat
the results of the second writing prompt, | discovered the pattern had continued with
Evaluator F's assessment of the students’ compositions from School B. Also, teere wa
a least one rubric point difference between her rubric score of School C aafl that
Evaluator D. The results of these assessments can be found in Table 6.3 below.
1=Below Basic; 2-Basic; 3=Proficient; 4=Advanced
Table 6.3

Evaluators’ Scores for Writing Prompt #2

Evaluator D Evaluator E Evaluator F
School A 2.71 2.56 2.48
School B 2.79 2.27 1.48
School C 3.08 2.97 2.37

However, this situation changed with the third writing prompt. Evaluator F gave
the highest scores for Schools B and C and tied with Evaluator E for the higher score
for School A. The results can be found below in Table 6.4.

1=Below Basic; 2=Basic; 3=Proficient; 4=Advanced
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Table 6.4

Evaluators’ Scores for Writing Prompt #3

Evaluator D Evaluator E Evaluator F
School A 2.25 2.3 2.3
School B 2.36 2.17 2.65
School C 2.96 3.07 3.09

In talking with Evaluator F, | learned why her assessments for the thtrdgwr
sample were higher than her scores for the second writing sample, égpecBithool
B. She told me she believed these papers were better written because thaatoga
had improved compared to the second writing sample.
Discussion

These tables illustrated the problem of the lack of congruity among the
evaluators’ assessments. | believed that if | reviewed with theaggeduvhat the
rubric score guideline of 1 constituted in assessing a student paper that Evaluator F
would use it less frequently especially with School B. That did not occur with the
second writing prompt. One factor that might have caused Evaluator F to give the
papers at School B a lower evaluation than the other two evaluators is the fausthat
teacher had taught English at the middle school for much of her career. Thus, her
expectations may not have been as realistic as the two teachers who had vitbrked w

elementary school children during their professional careers.
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On the other hand, having these evaluators assess student work did have some
advantages. Their participation constituted a degree of objectivity in agstesi
students’ papers. Because they had no involvement with the student participants, their
assessments would not be colored by knowing the students or their work. Thus, their
assessments would be more valuable because their scores were only derivhd from t
guality of the students’ compositions.

Another advantage was having three, rather than a lower number, of assessors.
In that way, the scores of Evaluators D and E evened out those of Evaluator F gspeciall
for School B. Also, it is interesting to note that the three evaluators’ scores egpe
correspond more closely for Schools A and C for writing prompts 2 and 3.

Finally, having the team of evaluators assess the student papers alloveed me t
understand why they judged the papers the way they did. Their opinions provided an
important perspective by stating why students didn’t do as well as they migharnave
their compositions because they failed to address the prompt. If | wereipgrat@
school, | would use this knowledge to help my teachers instruct their students in
answering a writing prompt effectively. This skill is very importamtdtudents to

know especially when they complete essays for college or graduate adhassion.
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