
THE BEHAVIORS ACCOMPANYING THE WRITING
PROCESS IN SELECTED THIRD AND FOURTH

GRADE NATIVE AMERICAN CHILDREN.

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors KASTEN, WENDY CHRISTINA.

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 24/05/2023 21:20:42

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/187749

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/187749


INFORMATION TO USERS 

This reproduction was made from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming. 
While the most advanced technology has been used to photograph and reproduce 
this document, the quality of the reproduction is heavily dependent upon the 
quality of the material submitted. 

The following explanation of techniques is provided to help clarify markings or 
notations which may appear on this reproduction. 

1. The sign or "target" for pages apparently lacking from the document 
photographed is "Missing Page(s)". If it was possible to obtain the missing 
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages. This 
may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating adjacent pages 
to assure complete continuity. 

2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black mark, it is an 
indication of either blurred copy because of movement during exposure, 
duplicate copy, or copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed. For 
blurred pages, a good image of the page can be found in the adjacent frame. If 
copyrighted materials were deleted, a target note will appear listing the pages in 
the adjacent frame. 

3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photographed, 
a definite method of "sectioning" the material has been followed. It is 
customary to begin filming at the upper left hand corner of a large sheet and to 
continue from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. If necessary, 
sectioning is continued again-beginning below the first row and continuing on 
until complete. 

4. For illustrations that cannot be satisfactorily reproduced by xerographic 
means, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and inserted 
into your xerographic copy. These prints are available upon request from the 
Dissertations Customer Services Department. 

5. Some pages in any document may have indistinct print. In all cases the best 
available copy has been filmed. 

University 
Micr6films 

International 
300 N. Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, Mi 48106 





8424905 

Kasten, Wendy Christina 

THE BEHAVIORS ACCOMPANYING THE WRITING PROCESS IN SELECTED 
THIRD AND FOURTH GRADE NATIVE AMERICAN CHILDREN 

The University of Arizona 

University 
Microfilms 

PH.D. 1984 

International 300 N. Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, MI48106 

Copyright 1984 

by 

Kasten, Wendy Christina 

All Rights Reserved 





THE BEHAVIORS ACCOMPANYING THE WRITING PROCESS 

IN SELECTED THIRD AND FOURTH GRADE 

NATIVE AMERICAN CHILDREN 

by 

Wendy C. Kasten 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY EDUCATION 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

198 4 

Copyright 1984 Wendy C. Kasten 



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
GRADUATE COLLEGE 

As members of the Final Examination Committee, we certify that we have read 

the dissertation prepared by WENDY C. KASTEN ---------------------------------------------
entitled THE BEHAVIORS ACCOMPANYING THE WRITING PROCESS IN 

----------------------------------------------------------------
SELECTED THIRD AND FOURTH GRADE NATIVE AMERICAN CHILDREN 

and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement 

for the Degree of 
----------~------~------------------------------------

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

Date 

C If / /198¥ 
Date 

Date 

Date 

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon the 
candidate's submission of the final copy of the dissertation to the Graduate 
College. 

I hereby certify that I have read this dissertation prepared under my 
direction and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 
requirement. 

Date~ 



STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial 
fulfillm~nt of requirements for an advanced degree at The 
University of Arizona and is deposited in the University 
Library to be made available to borrowers under rules of 
the Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are 
allowable without special permission, provided that accurate 
acknowledgement of source is made. Requests for permission 
for extended quotation from or reproduction of this manu
script in whole or in part may be granted by the copyright 
holder. 

SIGNED: ~ (]. ~~ 



DEDICATION 

in Memorium 

CHRISTINA MARIA SCHREYER OVEREEM 

whose life still touches mine each day through a love of 

books 

letters 

sweaters 

and windmills. 

iii 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I wish to convey appreciation and thanks to 

certain people who made contributions to this dissertation. 

To my major committee, Dr. Yetta Goodman, 

Dr. Kenneth Goodman, and Dr. Juanita Boggs, for their 

patience, encouragement, and hard work. 

To Mr. Robert Edwards, for the donation of his 

computer skills in writing programs to assist in the 

analysis for this study. 

To Mr. Richard Elder, for many long hours of proof

reading and assistance with editing. 

To the people at Radio Shack, especially Chuck 

Wilson for support services and consultation throughout 

the study. 

To my parents, Henry Overeem and Mary Overeem for 

their support, encouragement, and hard work through the 

last month of writing. 

To Dr. Myna Haussler, for her friendship and warm 

encouragement that no doct.Jral candidate should be without. 

To Ms. Sandy Tyler, for her artistic assistance. 

And especially to my colleagues in the Program of 

Language and Literacy who each, in their own special way, 

helped by their encouragement and their willingness to share 

iv 



ideas. They are Sandra Wilde, Mary Maguire, Ann Marek, 

Paul O'Brian, Kristina Jilbert, and Virginia Juettner. 

v 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS 

LIST OF TABLES ..... 

1. OBSERVING BEHAVIORS DURING WRITING 

Background of the Problem . . . 
Behaviors that Accompany Composing: 

Findings of the Goodman Study . . . . . 
Subvocalization . . . . . . . 
Rereading . . . . . . . . . . 
Related Talk and Interruptions 
Revision • . . . . . . . . . 
Resources . . . . . . . . . . 
Stop-and-Thinks . . . . . . . 

Statement of the Problem . . . . 
The Significance of the Study . ... . 
Assumptions and Limitations . .. . . . 

2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Page 

ix 

x 

1 

3 

4 
4 
5 
5 
7 
8 
9 

10 
12 
15 

17 

Definitions of the Writing Process .... 17 
Cognitive Aspects of writing . . . . . •. 20 
Behaviors During Writing . . . . . . . .. 21 

The Nature of Revision . . . . . . 22 
Secondary Students and Adult Writers ... 25 
Revision and the Elementary Student . • .. 29 
Taxonomies of Revision . . . . . . . . .. 32 
Other Behaviors . . . . . . . . • . . . •. 33 

Oral Language Behaviors . . . 33 
Rereading . . . . . . .. .... 35 
Resources . . . . . . . . . • . . .. 37 
Stop-and-Thinks and Interruptions. 37 

3. DESIGN OF THE STUDY ..... . 40 

Subjects and Environment . . . 40 
Collection of Data . . . . 45 

The Manual Observation of Writing. 45 
Video Data . ......... 47 

vi 



TABLE OF CONTENTS--Continued 

Interviews . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Analysis of Data .. . . . . . . . . . . 

Question 1: Resources. 
Question 2: Revision 
Question 3: Oral Language During 

the Composing Process . . . . 
Question 4: Interrelationships 

4. FINDINGS 

5. 

The Use of Resources 
Analysis . . . . . 
Findings . . . . . 
Inanimate Resources 
Human Resources . . . 

Discussion and Summary of Resource Use .. . 
Revision in Elementary Age Writers 

Analys is . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Revision: General Findings ... . . . 
The Six Subjects as Revisers . . . . • . 
Concepts of Writing and Revising 
Discussion and Summary of Revision 

of Elementary Writers . . . . . . . . 
Oral Language During the Composing 

Process .......... . 
Analysis . . . . . • . . . • . 
Findings: Language During 

Compos ing . . . . . . . . . . . . 
A Glimpse at the Composing Process . . . 

Writing Episode March 4, 1982: 
Vincent and Dana . . . . . . 

Summary of Oral Language During 
Composing . . . . . . . . . .. . 

Interrelationships . .. .. . 
Analysis • . . . . . . .. .. . 
General Findings . . . . . ... 
Resource Use with Revision . . . . . . . 
Revision and Subvocalization . . . . . . 
Interruptions and Stop-and-Thinks .. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Overall Findings .•. .... 
Theoretical Perspectives Concerning 

Language During the Composing 
Process . . . . . . . . . . . . 

vii 

Page 

49 
50 
51 
52 

56 
58 

60 

62 
62 
67 
68 
72 
88 
94 
94 
95 

107 
129 

136 

141 
141 

143 
147 

148 

162 
164 
164 
167 
170 
174 
175 

177 

177 

178 



TABLE OF CONTENTS--Continued 

Three Phases of Writing . . . . . . . 
Writing as a Transactional Process .•.. 
Predicting, Confirming, and 

Integrating in Writing . . • . . . 
Writing and Problem Solving . . . . . . . 
The Community of Writers in 

Transaction . . . . . . . . . . . 
Whole Language Literacy Transaction . 

Implications for Instruction . . . 
Implications for Research . . . • . 
Implications for Teacher Education . 

APPENDIX A: MANUAL OBSERVATION OF WRITING . 

APPENDIX B: ~mNUAL OBSERVATION WITH NOTES •. 

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

viii 

Page 

179 
183 

185 
187 

189 
190 
196 
202 
204 

206 

208 

210 



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS 

Figure 

1. Graph comparing resource use between 
subjects in two fourth grades . 

2. Elaine's text 

3. Gordon's text . 

4. Anna's text. 

5. Vincent's text 

6. Dana's text .. 

7. Rachel's text. 

8. Chart of oral language 

9. 

10. 

Scatterplot sample of Dana's Story, 
October 1981 .....••.•.•. 

Most frequent behavior co-occurrences 
in order of frequency . . . . . • . 

11. A whole language literacy transaction. 

ix 

Page 

89 

109 

114 

118 

122 

125 

128 

147 

166 

170 

192 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table 

1. Summary of data collected. 

2. Summary of behaviors 

3. The percentage of use of various 
resources~ combined Year I and Year II 

4 . Total use of resources and resource use 
per 100 words of text . . . . 

5. Summary of kinds of revisions .. 

6. Mean percentage of revisions 

7. Revisions per 100 words of text. 

8. Meaning revisions per 100 words. 

Page 

43 

48 

65 

66 

96 

102 

103 

104 

9. Classroom comparison in types of revision 106 

x 



ABSTRACT 

This study is designed to analyze in depth, the 

behaviors that accompany the writing process in six third 

and fourth grade Native American children. The children's 

writing, collected over a two year period, was observed by 

a team of researchers who carefully recorded revisions, 

rereading, subvocalization, resource use, stop-and-thinks, 

interruptions, and related talk while writing was taking 

place in the regular classroom setting. Four groups of 

questions were posed as a result of the observations 

focusing around the kinds of resources young writers use, 

the way they revised, the role of oral language during 

composing, and the relationship among the various observed 

behaviors. 

Young writers use both human resources and a wide 

variety of inanimate resources such as dictionaries, 

bulletin boards, and other classroom print to assist them

selves and each other in spelling words, and making various 

other decisions about their writing. The subjects have 

differing strategies for revising their texts, but have 

spelling and neatness as their highest priorities. Children 

use more resources more extensively when they are encouraged 

to, when the materials are accessible, and collaboration 
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among classmates is promoted. Approximately 90% of all 

oral language that takes place as children write is 

related directly to their writing. Oral language is a 

part of and seems to be important to all phases of writing, 

including strategies for consideration of what to write, 

collaboration with others and finding an audience. The 

use of oral language demonstrates that all aspects of the 

composing process including pre-writing, text generation, 

and revision or reconsideration of text are dynamically 

interacting as writers compose. There are important co

occurrence of types of behaviors including stop-and-thinks 

with interruptions, revisions with subvocalization, and 

revisions with resource use. 



CHAPTER 1 

OBSERVING BEHAVIORS DURING WRITING 

IIWriting is an organic process that frustrates 

approaches to explain its operation. 1I Through this state

ment Graves (1975, p. 227), recognizes the complexities of 

the writing process. What is the writing process all 

about? What is it that elementary age writers, who are 

early in their development of writing, actually do from the 

time they first pick up a pencil until the time they declare 

or write lithe end?1I Because teachers and researchers often 

only see the words on paper, the product of a writing event, 

few specifics are known, as the literature on writing 

research and instruction reflects, about the process that 

nurtures and accompanies creation of a story, poem, or 

letter. 

One way of learning more about the complex process 

of composing, is to examine what writers do while they 

write. Recently, researchers have begun to carefully 

observe writers and have discovered a wide range of 

activities that writers participate in as they write 

(Graves, 1975; Emig, 1983; Goodman, 1984). These behaviors 

or activities seem to be an integral part of the writing 
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process, and may be influential in determining the pro

duction of text. They can occur simultaneously with the 

actual generation of text or they may accompany the 

writing during brief pauses in the text production. Some 

behaviors represent interaction with the text, while others 

interrupt the composing. 

A portion of the behaviors a.re accompanied by oral 

language, and others involve writing. These include such 

activities as: rereading accompanied by some audible 

language of all or any portion of text that a writer has 

completed, subvocalization, or mouth movements, that either 

audibly or silently accompany writing; the use of resources 

to ask how to spell a word or to pose a question aloud 

about the writing; interruptions that involve verbal inter

actions; talk that is related directly to the writing. 

Some kinds of behaviors occur without the 

accompaniment of oral language but are an obvious part of 

the writing. Revision, for example, involves writers 

making changes to their text. Rereading is a behavior that 

occurs both with and without oral language as writers vary 

the way they read. Also, writers may use resources without 

oral language as they read written language in books or 

elsewhere. 

Other behaviors do not involve, at least overtly, 

the use of oral or written language. When a writer 
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stops-and-thinks, no other activity is observed, but the 

writer may still be engaged in composing. Interruptions 

are another behavior that can occur on occasions without 

any accompanying language when, for example, a student gets 

up to sharpen a pencil or get a new sheet of paper. 

However, the behavior is still related to the process of 

composing. 

Background of the Problem 

In a recent study initiated by Yetta Goodman, a 

team of researchers observed the writing of selected 

Papago Indian children in their regular classrooms from the 

time they entered third grade until the end of fourth grade 

(Goodman, 1984). Behaviors of the various types described 

earlier were observed in this recent study. Information 

from that research demonstrated the amount and frequency 

with which these activities occurred during composing. 

Results from the Goodman writing study have 

provided some information about the types and amounts of 

behaviors that accompany the composing process. An analysis 

of these results has raised a number of questions and 

issues regarding the characteristics and relationships among 

these behaviors. The major purpose of this study will be to 

answer the questions and respond to the issues examining 

such behaviors by analyzing their influences on and relation

ship to the generation of text. The following section 



provides the conclusions from the Goodman study about each 

behavior and raises the questions about these behaviors 

that will be the focus of this study. The behaviors 

observed in the Goodman study which are the focus of this 

study include resource use, revision, subvocalization, re-

reading, stop-and-thinks, related talk and interruptions. 

Behaviors that Accompany Composing: 
Findings of the Goodman Study 

Subvocalization 

During the Goodman study, all of the subjects were 

observed subvocalizing at least some of the time. Sub-

vocalization, refers to the silent or audible mouth move-

4 

ments that are more evident in some writers than in others. 

However, the extent to which some writers subvocalize may 

be underestimated, even in the findings of the Goodman 

writing study. It is often difficult to detect mouth 

movements by observation alone. Subvocalization did 

not seem to increase or decrease based on any particular 

type of writing, such as narrative or non-narrative, nor 

any particular type of writing assignment, such as teacher 

assigned or free-choice. Questions related to subvocali-

zation which still need to be addressed include: To what 

extend to students subvocalize? What is the function of 

subvocalization in the composing process? 



Rereading 

Rereading, silent or oral, of any portion of the 

text prior to the completion of the first draft, was also 

observed in all writers in the Goodman writing study. 

5 

Most subjects did more rereading in the second year of the 

study (grade four) than in the first year (grade three) . 

The patterns of rereading in either year show a variable 

rather than a gradual pattern over time, with the amount of 

rereading varying considerably from story to story. The 

questions concerned with rereading are: What is the 

relationship between rereading and other behaviors? 

Second, since all writers reread, what role does the 

rereading serve in the overall composing process? 

Related Talk and Interruptions 

Related talk and most interruptions involve the 

use of overt oral language by the writer. The writer may 

or may not be actively generating written text as these 

two behaviors occur. All the writers were observed to 

talk during writing. They talk to classmates, to the 

researcher, to the teacher or to no one in particular. 

Comments like "What should I write next?" or "I think 

I'll name her (story character) Tiffany," are examples of 

comments that occur. 

Any oral language use involving the subjects that 

occurred during writing that was not directly related to 
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the writing, was categorized as an interruption. A comment 

like "How much does your bracelet cost?" or liThe principal 

just came in," are examples of interruptions that are not 

related to writing. Oral language related to the writing 

was categorized as related talk. 

At times during the two years of the study, every 

subject was observed to be engaged in related talk. Some 

subjects were more extensive talkers than others, and 

tended to talk more consistently. In the second year of 

the Goodman study, more instances of related talk were 

recorded. However, there was no observed difference in the 

related talk patterns between the subjects. This category 

is a rich source of data to investigate the possible 

relationship of oral language to the composing processes, 

and raises questions about the impact of social interaction 

and the community of the classroom on the generation of 

written text. What is the role of oral language in the 

composing process? 

Some of the interruptions where language is used 

may represent lIoff-taskll behavior during writing. For 

example, grabbing a classmate's pencil, talking about 

what's for lunch, or asking about borrowing a better eraser 

may not be directly related to writing. However, comments 

such as talking about a favorite television show, may 

influence the writing as students decide to use the 
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information to name a character or to select a next event 

in their stories. Interruptions seem, at times, to be 

highly related to the writing, and at other times, seem to 

be the avoidance of the writing task at hand. Interruptions 

often occur in concert with other behaviors. Interruptions 

need to be analyzed in greater depth and related to 

behaviors that co-occur during writing. 

Revision 

Revision, any change that a writer makes in a text 

during the first draft writing, occurred in all subjects 

in the Goodman writing study. Different writers varied in 

the frequency or consistency with which they revised, but 

there were considerably more incidents of revision in the 

second year than in the first year. Longer compositions do 

not necessarily have the greatest number of revisions, and 

the compositions that have the larger number of revisions 

do not happen to be any particular kind of writing or 

writing assignment. 

The questions related to revision that need further 

investigation include: What kinds of revisions do young 

writers make? Do different writers revise differently? 

Do the kinds of revisions they make reflect what they 

believe about writing and the writing process? 



Resources 

While revisions is the only behavior that 

obviously occurs as part of the writing, other behaviors 

such as resource use include writing depending on the 

context. Resource use may be accompanied by overt oral 

language when it involves requesting information from a 

nearby person about spelling or other writing issues. It 

may involve written language when a writer rehearses 

different spellings of a word on scrap paper before adding 

the word to the composition, or may use no overt language 

at all when a writer puts down his or her pencil to go 

get a dictionary. All three kinds of resource use were 

observed in the Goodman writing study. 

All of the subjects used resources during both 

years of the Goodman study. Some writers were more exten

sive users of resources than others, and the use of 

resources varied in different writing episodes. 

In the first year of the Goodman writing study, 

all the research subjects were in the classroom with the 

same teacher. In the second year of the study, the 

subjects were separated. Three of the subjects were pro

moted to a regular fourth grade. The school district 

decided to retain the three others in a "Pre-fourth" 

grade, since it was felt that they were not quite ready 

for the regular fourth grade. The use of resources 
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differed in the two fourth grade classrooms. The subjects 

in the "Pre-fourth" grade class showed an increase that 

doubled the incidents of resource use when compared with 

their use in the first year data. The subjects assigned 

to the regular fourth grade showed a slight decline in the 

second year in the frequency of their use of resources. 

These conclusions about resource use raise new 

questions. First of all, what is the nature of the 

resources used? Do some students rely more on human 

resources than on physical ones like books or bulletin 

boards? Is the use of resources influenced by different 

classroom factors such as environment or instructional 

practices? Do writers change in the kinds of resources 

they use as they become more experienced writers? 

Stop-and-Thinks 

9 

All writers stop to think within the process of the 

writing characterized by pauses during which the writers 

may look around or stare out the window or at their papers. 

These kinds of pauses, where no other observable behaviors 

takes place, were categorized as "stop-and-think" in the 

Goodman study. There are many reasons why writers stop

and-think. Some of them may be related to thinking and 

planning in connection with the text production, such as 

deciding whether or not to end a sentence. Other stop-and

thinks may not be related to text production. It is not 



particularly useful to describe the nature and extent of 

these stop-and-thinks without also examining other 

behavior that occurs in conjunction with them and trying 

to interpret their purposes. A question needing further 

study is: What is the relationship between these stop

and-think patterns and the other coded behaviors? 

Statement of the Problem 

10 

The purpose of this study is to examine, in depth, 

some of the questions that were generated in the analysis 

of behavior data in the Goodman study. As a researcher in 

the Goodman study, this writer became interested in the 

behaviors that were observed during the data collection of 

the subjects' writing. For example, researchers became 

aware that behaviors were different in different writing 

episodes. Some episodes featured an abundance of behaviors 

to be coded, while other episodes had few behaviors. The 

reasons for differences were not evident, and the issues 

surrounding behaviors required more intense study if any 

understanding of them was to be· achieved. Consequently, 

questions were raised the questions asked in the previous 

section. 

Different writing episodes seemed to feature 

different behaviors. Different subjects seemed to 

participate in different kinds and amounts of behaviors 
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at different times. The causes, the effects, the functions 

or purpose, and the interactions of these behaviors will 

be examined. 

The volume of data collected during the Goodman 

writing study is a rich source of analysis on the behaviors 

that accompany writing. From among the data, certain 

questions were selected for analysis. Resources was 

selected as an area of analysis because it was evident that 

resource use was prevalent when this area was studied for 

the Goodman research. It was logical then, to analyze 

this area in depth to find out, more specifically, about 

resource use. The resulting questions are: (1) What 

kinds of resources do children use when they write? Do 

the selection of resources used and the extent they are 

used vary in different classrooms? 

Revision was the behavior among those studied in 

the previous study, that has received the most attention 

among writing researchers. Therefore, revision was 

selected as a behavior for study, focusing on revision in 

these particular subjects. The questions posed include: 

(2) What kind of revisions do young writers make? Do 

different writers revise differently? Do the kinds of 

revisions that writers make change over a period of two 

years? Do the kinds of revisions they make reflect what 

they believe about writing and the writing process? 



(3) A number of behaviors that occur during 

writing involve, to some varying extent, the use of 

language. That language may be overt and audible, such 

12 

as related talk, rereading that is done aloud, and 

interruptions that include oral language. Other behaviors 

involve the use of inaudible language. These can be sub

vocalization, or rereading that is silent. The combined 

behaviors that involve oral language are fairly extensive. 

What is the relationship between oral language and the 

composing process? What is the function or role of oral 

language in the overall process of writing? 

In exploring the areas of analysis listed so far, 

one particular question seemed to be fundamental to under

standing behaviors in the composing process. As it became 

evident that certain behaviors may possibly be related and 

dependent upon others, the question was posed: (4) What 

is the relationship, if any, among the various observed 

behaviors? Do some behaviors influence others? Do some 

of the behaviors have a more significant influence on 

writing than others? 

The Significance of the Study 

Why is it important to study the process of 

writing? At the present time, writing is a primary issue 

in the criticism of education. Critics lament that schools 
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turn out students who cannot write (Packard, 1974). 

Citing the alleged poor writing abilities of many college 

freshmen and novice workers in business, they validate 

their accusation; schools fail to teach students to compose 

effectively in written language. They blame teachers, 

teacher preparation institutions, technology, unstructured 

curriculum, and a variety of other scapegoats. 

There have been several responses to the frenzy of 

what to do about writing in our schools. Publishing 

companies have produced curricular materials, usually with 

little or no understanding of the composing process. For 

example, some current writing programs present composing 

in stages beginning with the mastery of a three sentence 

paragraph (Sparks, 1981). 

Another response to the frenzy of criticism against 

writing instruction in schools is to study writing ... 

especially children and writing ... in an effort to become 

knowledgeable about how writing happens. A number of 

researchers have pioneered the study of children and their 

composing process in an effort to de-mystify its operation 

(Birnbaum, 1982; Goodman, 1984; Graves, 1975; Milz, 1983; 

Nolan, 1979). Similarly, other researchers have examined 

aspects of the writing process in secondary students, 

college students and adult writers (Bridwell, 1980; 

Emig, 1983; Flower & Hayes, 1980, Perl, 1980; etc.). 
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Many of these researchers have emphasized in their 

findings that writing includes the thinking process. This 

cognitive aspect of writing (Emig, 1977; Flower & Hayes, 

1981; Perl, 1980), which makes it a powerful heuristic for 

educating students has implications for those in the 

educational professions. Their findings might suggest, for 

example, that the focus of writing as a medium of learning 

rather than the end of learning, would be a sensible, 

logical approach to meeting widespread national concerns. 

In the professions most concerned with educating 

children, issues that contribute tc the understanding of 

cognitive processes become relevant. Therefore, the study 

of writing continues to be significant as researchers probe 

various areas of composing in an effort "to explain its 

operation" (Graves, 1977, p. 227). 

Marie Clay (1982) posed the question, "Have we 

observed what our children do when they write?" reflecting 

on the limited understanding still present in the field, 

and recognizing that by studying what young writers do, a 

better understanding of the various aspects of composing 

will result. 

Clay understood that by watching children write, 

certain mysteries of the composing process would be un

locked. The Goodman (1984) research was one attempt to 

examine writers in the process of writing. This study 



focuses on one particular aspect of the data collected in 

the Goodman research, what writers do when they write, 

called behaviors, and examines them in depth. It is 

hoped that this study will contribute to knowledge in the 

field about the process of composing. 

Assumptions and Limitations 

15 

It is assumed that the episodes of writing that 

were observed by the researchers were more or less typical 

writing episodes in school settings. That is to say that 

the subjects did not write differently for the researchers 

than they would have at times when the researchers were not 

present. 

Since the researchers made no secret of what they 

were doing while the subjects were writing, the children 

could not have been entirely unaffected by the researchers. 

Often the children would ask questions about what was 

happening. Their questions were answered candidly in all 

cases. The researchers would also ask questions of the 

subjects about their writing. The heuristic nature of 

questioning would necessarily permit the children to learn 

from the interaction and questioning process. 

Also, an adult present during the writing event 

becomes an audience for the writing. As children interact 

with an audience, they become increasingly aware of what it 

is that the audience is interested in, and what it is that 



is expected of them. Children are adept at meeting adult 

expectations. As the study progressed, the children were 

able to anticipate the questions and concerns of the 

researchers. 
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The data in the study were gathered by six 

different researchers. All the researchers became more 

proficient at data collection as the study progressed. 

Therefore, the observation of the writing episodes became 

more accurate as the study progressed. The behaviors that 

were coded, especially near the beginning of the study, 

probably represent a minimum of what was actually occurring. 

The researchers became better at coordinating the task of 

manual observation and became sharper at perceiving 

behaviors. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Definitions of the Writing Process 

Since this study proposes to examine behaviors 

which accompany the writing process, and may have an 

influence on the process, it is appropriate to first review 

definitions of that process. 

Many authors define writing by conceptualizing it 

into parts or stages. Gebhardt (1981) defines the writing 

process in three parts which he calls generating, drafting, 

and revising. Generating, according to Gebhardt, means 

discovering and finding focus. Drafting, the second stage, 

has more purpose and is for an audience. Its intention is 

to communicate to readers with somewhat clarified ideas 

that result from a constantly changing text. Gebhardt's 

third stage is called revising which refers to modifica

tions that are made to the draft to make it more effective. 

Guthrie's (1981) definition of the composing 

process varies only slightly from Gebhardt's. Planning, 

translating, and reviewing are the stages that Guthrie 

sets forth. Planning includes generating, organizing, and 

goal setting. The second stage, translating, is the 

17 
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rendering of ideas by the writer. And the third stage of 

reviewing includes both editing and reading what has been 

written. 

Flower and Hayes (1981) use the same terms as 

Guthrie and describe their stages similarly. When they 

talk about planning, they talk about the building of the 

representation, and the goal setting, while translating is 

the writer putting ideas into visible language. Reviewing, 

their last stage is the evaluating and revising of the 

writing. Flower and Hayes also mention that writers are 

continually monitoring their own composing process. 

Petrosky and Brozick (1979) speak of the composing 

process as "a complex process that is altered by present 

and past experiences that in turn alter our impressions of 

the world" (p. 99). Although, like many of their 

colleagues, they refer to three stages of composing, they 

call the pre-writing part of the process conceptualization, 

stressing that this term implies that the writer is formu

lating ideas. Their second stage of writing, incubation, 

is when ideas come together into writing. Editing is what 

these authors call the last stage of the process, but. 

since they stress that all three stages are continuously 

and dynamically interacting, the stages do not necessarily 

occur in any order. 



Donald Murray (1982) capitalizes on the word 

"vision" when he defines the writing process. He refers 
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to the first stage of writing as a pre-vision which 

precedes the writing of the first draft. Vision is the 

term that he applies to the actual first draft, while the 

altering of drafts or the redeveloping of parts of the 

draft is the revision. In speaking of the composing 

process, Murray says that "A student writer is an indi

vidual who is learning to use language to discover meaning 

in experience and communicate it" (p. 11). He further 

comments that lithe process of making meaning with written 

language cannot be understood by looking backward from a 

finished page. Process cannot be inferred from product any 

more than a pig can be inferred from a sausage" (p. 18). 

James Britton's (1975) first stage conception, is 

similar to Petrosky and Brozick (1979) and others in that 

it begins with the decision to write. This decision may be 

forced or may be choice, may be brief or may be long. The 

writer must relate the task at hand to his or her own 

hierarchical construct system. The way the teacher sets up 

the task is a potent factor in determining the writing pro

cess. For the child who can barely manage the task, the 

conception stage can be harder than the writing itself. It 

is then, Britton proposes that "total bafflement sets in" 

(p. 25). The conception stage is over when the writer knows 
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what he or she is going to write and has formed some idea 

of what is expected. Britton's second stage of the 

composing process is also called incubation. Two factors, 

according to Britton, influence incubation. First of all, 

there is the need to get the task right in terms of what 

is generally known or accepted by the writer; the writer 

evaluates externally. The second factor is the need to 

get the task right according to the writer's personal 

values. The writer must be pleased with what has been 

written, and evaluates internally. Even though one factor 

may predominate, both factors are generally present. 

In summary, most of the scholars and researchers 

categorize the writing process into three distinct but 

overlapping phases regardless of labels. The first phase 

is concerned with preparation for writing, the second 

involves the production of the text and the cognitive 

activity that accompanies the writing, and the third is the 

process of rethinking, reconsidering and rewriting major or 

minor parts of the text. 

Cognitive Aspects of Writing 

The notion that writing is a cognitive process has 

been appearing in the literature a great deal and is cited 

as one of the most significant reasons for studying the 

writing process. Odell (1980) suggests that writing is a 

valuable learning tool, since it engages the students in 
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complex conceptual issues within the content areas. But 

he adds that not everyone realizes writing doesn't just 

help to solve a problem, but is a problem solving process 

in itself. 

Flower and Hayes (1980, 1981) and Flower (1981) 

have delineated various cognitive aspects of writing. For 

example, they suggest that features of the writing process, 

like mental processe-s are hierarchically organized and 

that these skills of planning, discovery, organization, 

evaluation, long term memory, as well as the simultaneous 

monitoring of all these functions, are cognitive processes. 

Emig (1977) agrees and similarly states that, 

"writing is a unique mode of learning because as a process 

and product, it ~ossesses a cluster of attributes that 

correspond to certain powerful learning strategies" (p. 122). 

She goes on to say that the heuristic nature of writing 

"involves the fullest possible functioning of the brain" 

(p. 125) since it requires active participation from both 

hemispheres. 

Behaviors During Writing 

The writing behaviors which are the focus of this 

review are defined in Chapter 1. They include revision, 

rereading, subvocalization, related talk, stop-and-think, 

and interpretations. Some of the behaviors, such as 

resource use, related talk, interruptions, subvocalization, 
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and stop-and-thinks are barely mentioned in the literature. 

Revision, on the other hand, is the most thoroughly 

studied of the behaviors examined in this study. Much of 

the research, however, has focused on revision that takes 

place after first draft writing. The process of re

drafting is not an issue in this study, since in almost 

all cases, only first draft writing was observed. Never

theless, having a thorough scope of the issues related to 

revision, both in children and adult writers, can contribute 

to the understanding of the nature of revision, which is 

pertinent to this study. 

The Nature of Revision 

Murray (Murray & Graves, 1981) colorfully speaks 

of revision by saying that "I knead language, pound it, 

stretch it, shape it, work it; I am up to my elbows in 

language II (p. 117). He goes on to explore his feelings 

about revision when he says: "Revision is the act of 

talking to myself. Revising is in part a matter of making 

up reasons for what worked by accident, or at least wasn't 

made consciously. It is the rational end of an irrational 

process. The intent often comes after the act" (p. 118). 

He later states that many people who teach English are not 

aware of the discovery process that occurs during writing 

since it is not apparent in the final draft. 



Murray (1982) suggests there are two forms of 

revision: internal and external. Internal revision, 
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which has only the ~~7ri ter as audience, is an attempt to 

develop whatever it is the writer has to say. The writer 

deals with language, form, structure, and adequate infor

mation, which may include content, form, and voice. The 

second form of revision, external revision, is the polish 

for exterior appearance and for audience. Murray concludes 

that revision is the difference "between the dillentante 

and the artist, the amateur and the professional" (p. 72). 

He also comments that revision is one of the writing skills 

that is the "least researched, least examined, least under

stood, and usually the least taught" (p. 72). 

According to Britton (1975), one of the few things 

that teachers of composition agree on is the need for 

revision. Revision covers nearly as many activities as 

writing itself. These activities have in common only that 

the writer becomes the reader of his or her own work. 

Sommers (1980) understands that " ..• good writing 

disturbs. Students need to seek the dissonance of dis

covery, utilizing in their writing, as the experienced 

writers to, the very difference between writing and speech 

--the possibility of revision" (p. 386). Sommers (1980) 

also suggests that writers stop to listen to what is 



inside them. This comment infers that rereading is an 

integral part of revision. 
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Perl (1980) refers to revision as "retrospective 

structuring" (pp. 365-367). She states that the degree to 

which writers use retrospective structuring depends on 

whether their model of the writing process is linear or 

recursive. When writers go back and pay attention to what 

is still vague or unclear, they are trying to capture a 

sense, or a meaning. 

Graves (1981, 1983) believes that what children 

revise teaches us what they value in their writing, how 

they view the writing process, the extent of the "voice" 

they have developed with writing, and their development 

as a writer. This sense of voice in the child's writing 

is the force and energy that generates revision. Graves 

asserts that the teacher who hears students lamenting "Why 

do I have to write," or "Do I have to do it over?" is 

actually hearing the children saying, "I don't have a voice," 

or "I don't see the sense in what I am doing" (p. 160). 

Flowers and Hayes (1980) have noted that within the 

editing or revising process, all other aspects of the·com

posing process are present. In addition, the revising 

process may interrupt and pre-empt any other part of the 

composing process at any appropriate time. Kirby and 

Liner (1980) define revision as "seeing it again" which is 



similar to Murray's definition (Murray, 1982). These 

authors recognize that revision is a part of a larger 

developmental process. They also outline revision as 

three separate but related activities. The first type of 

revision is the revision that occurs within the drafting 
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of the composition, during the writing process. The second 

type of revision is the editing process. Proofreading at 

the very end is the last stage of revision. They suggest 

that as writers mature, they will probably interrupt them

selves more and spend more time on the "in-process" kind of 

revision. 

Secondary Students and Adult Writers 

In recent years, research on revision in secondary 

students, college students, and adult writers has added 

to our knowledge of the nature of revision and revision 

strategies in writers of different ages and years of 

experience. These studies were accomplished with the use 

of "think-aloud protocols." The researchers had subjects 

verbalize their thoughts about their revisions while an 

audio tape was recording. The resulting tapes as well as 

the revisions were studied in various ways. 

This think-aloud protocol was used by Beach (1976), 

who studied the self-evaluation techniques of what he 

termed "extensive revisers and non-revisers." The English 

students that became his subjects at the University of 
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Minnesota were requested to record their thinking processes 

while they revised through each draft of a particular piece 

of writing. From the analysis of the resulting tapes, 

Beach assigned certain subjects to the category of 

"extensive revisers" and others to the category of "non

revisers." 

He discovered that certain patterns were apparently 

more common to those subjects he termed revisers while 

other patterns were more cornmon to subjects that he called 

non-revisers. For example, he noticed that the attitudes 

of the writers toward revision and audience were different 

depending on whether they were revisers or non-revisers. 

Specifically, he observed that the revisers tended to talk 

globally in terms of fundamental changes in their writing 

in the areas of organization, structure or form. 

According to Beach, comments of the non-revisers 

sounded more similar to the conventional comments of 

English teachers with vague expressions like "trite" or 

"awkward." The revisers saw free writing as tentative and 

temporary. They tended to delay considerations about 

audience until later and view the task of writing holis

tically. They often could predict future draft changes 

and were more self-critical than the non-revisers. They 

saw revision as a process of major alterations. In 

addition they used textbook-like language to describe 
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problems of organization or structure and showed a great 

deal of concern for the finished product II sounding right. 1I 

Conversely, Beach's non-revising subjects tended 

to describe revision as a process for making minor changes. 

They would defend or justify choices, make little effort 

to go back, were less likely to look ahead and less self

critical. They also tended to think about audience 

immediately and lost interest in theOir papers sooner. 

Sondra Perl (1980) also had students think aloud 

while they were writing. The graduate students that she 

used at New York University provided insights into their 

planning, their changes, frustrations, and perceptions of 

what the writing process is all about. She speaks of 

wri ters developing a II fel t sense'~ about their topic which 

forms a foundation, commitment, or internal criteria to 

help the invention flow and represent a desired meaning. 

The subjects that Perl studied demonstrated the recursive 

nature of the writing process when all through their 

writing, the writers would return to various sub-processes 

but within the recursiveness, ultimately keep moving 

forward. 

In a study by Flower and Hayes (1980), the subjects 

were assigned topics by the research team. In approximately 

an hour's time, the subjects recorded their thoughts as they 

created an essay. All the tapes were transcribed and 
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analyzed. The team concluded that not all writers write in 

the same way. It was apparent from the data that while 

some writers pre-plan, others begin writing with little 

idea in mind of where the writing will lead. The 

researchers, too, concluded that editing or revising may 

take precedence over all other parts of the process and 

that all parts of the composing process are included in the 

process of revision. 

Sommers (1980) also studied revision by writers. 

Her subjects included freshmen college students at Boston 

University and at the University of Oklahoma in addition to 

professional journalists, academics, and editors. Each 

writer in the study wrote three essays, and three drafts of 

each of the three essays. Each writer was interviewed after 

each final draft. The essays were analyzed by counting 

and categorizing the changes made. The four types of 

revision operations that were collected in the data were 

deletions, substitutions, additions, and reorganization. 

She categorized the revisions according to whether the 

changes took place at the word level, phrase level, sentence 

level, or theme level. 

The "revisers" in the Sommers (1980) study described 

revision as changing form or finding shape in their 

argument. They viewed writers as both the agents and 

vehicles of change in the process. Their revisions were in 
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constant process. They also tended to put off concern for 

readership until later drafts and demonstrated they could 

recognize and resolve dissonance in their writing. 

The "non-revisers" of the same study did not use 

revision except as a cleaning up process. With this narrow 

and predictable view of revision, the non-revisers lacked 

the ability to recognize problems larger than the word level 

and tended to direct any revisions made toward teacher 

compliance. 

Revision and the Elementary Student 

The literature that relates to revision in elemen

tary school age writers is not as extensive as that of 

older writers. Birnbaum (1982) compared characteristics 

of proficient readers and writers of both fourth and 

seventh graders in order to discover any common demonina

tors. She found that proficient reader/writers had their 

behavior rooted in the intention to represent meaning. They 

could monitor and reflect on their processing of text. The 

less proficient readers and writers avoided rereading and 

evaluating their own work. They showed a heavy reliance on 

the grapho-phonic system of language when using strategies 

to gain meaning from print, and tended to judge themselves 

by external standards of correctness. 
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Donald Graves (1981, 1982, 1983) has observed that 

the revisions made by young writers provide information 

about their views of writing. When children revise, 

according to Graves, they demonstrate their changing 

visions of information, levels of thinking, what problems 

they are solving, and their level of control over the 

writing process. It is one of the indices of how children 

change as writers. 

Graves says that the proofreading habits of seven

year-old writers show that they move farther from the 

immediate word level as they grow older. At first, they 

only proofread at the word level (Graves, 1979). "What 

and how much the child changes depends on the force and 

depth of the voice, what the child sees in his writing, 

and his level of development" (Graves, 1983, p. 151). 

Graves (1981) believes that the data on revision has been 

one of the most important aspects of his study of children's 

writing. He identified four kinds of revisers and found 

that the developmental strategies used by children tended 

to follow a consistent time-space development. The degree 

to which student writers were able to control revision was 

dependent on their ability to use a draft of writing from 

one page to the next. 

The Type 1 reviser identified by the Graves team 

was the child who might write succ~ssive drafts without 
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ever looking at the original draft. The Type 2 reviser 

made minor refinements that did not generally affect the 

content or structure of the composition. Type 3 was 

termed the "transition kids." These student writers might 

sometimes show characteristics of Type 1 writers and at 

other times would act more like Type 2 writers. The last 

category, the Type 4 revisers, have learned to create 

meaning between the writer and the text and make signifi

cant, meaningful revisions. 

Graves (1982) finds an order in which elementary 

age writers tended to develop their problem-solving 

strategies for writing. Spelling was the earliest 

priority, followed by motor or aesthetic issues. Only 

after that did "convention," other areas of writing 

mechanics, become a real concern. Topic information came 

after convention, and revision was generally the last area 

to develop in writers. Graves adds that the consciousness 

of these issues lags behind the performance of them. He 

sees growth as the result of these problems being solved, 

and that writers keep changing the problems they solve. 

Often, what the classroom teacher emphasizes becomes the 

center of the child's focus and imbalance. 

Shaughnessy's (1977) work focused on beginning 

adult writers. Her ideas may increase our understanding 

of revision and the elementary school writer. She 
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observed that the adult beginning writers she studied 

tend to view writing as a single act, a gamble with words, 

rather than a deliberate process whereby meaning is 

crafted through a stage-by-stage process. She also 

observed these writers have difficulty staying with an 

idea, and so their essays tend to be short. "Inexperienced 

writers" also sense less overall struggle with writing. 

They begin to write before ideas have had time to incubate. 

These "inexperienced writers" may be following 

patterns of development in writing that parallel elemen

tary age writers learning about writing. In the Goodman 

(1984) writing study, the more proficient writers were 

observed to write longer stories and struggle with their 

writing more. One subject even shared with a researcher 

that he felt he had to think more about the stories he was 

writing, whereas when he was younger, he could write them 

easily with little thought while writing. 

Taxonomies of Revision 

Researchers of writing have looked at revision 

in different ways. Graves and Murray (1981) refer to 

revision in terms of the order in which children seem to 

learn to revise. They state that first children add 

material, then they learn to delete parts of their writing. 

Reorganization is the last and developmentally the most 

sophisticated of the revisions that they examined. 
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Faigley and Witte (1981) discuss revision in 

terms of macrostructure or microstructure of text. 

According to them, macrostructure changes are major 

revisions that would alter a summary of the text. Micro

structure changes are those that would not affect a summary 

due to their relatively insignificant impact on the piece 

of writing. They built on Hildick's nine categories of 

revision, selecting six, non-exclusiv"e categories 

including: (1) tidying-up changes, (2) roughening-up 

changes, (3) power changes for better expression, (4) 

structural alterations, (5) idealogically determined 

changes, and (6) miscellaneous changes. 

Birdwell (1980) uses seven levels of structure, 

including: (1) surface level rev~sions, (2) lexical 

level revisions, (3) phrase level revisions, (4) clause 

level revisions, (5) sentence level revisions, (6) multi

level revisions, and (7) text level revisions. 

other Behaviors 

Oral Language Behaviors 

A number of researchers present evidence 

suggesting that oral language behaviors which accompany 

writing may have an important influence on the emerging 

text. Graves (1980) believes the behaviors that occur 

during the writing process are similar to other play 
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behaviors in young children; the beginning writer reflects 

the egocentrism of the younger child with little regard 

for an audience other than themselves. With more 

practice, the beginning writer can gain the ability to 

step back from the writing product and view the piece in 

a different manner as others might respond. When the 

conception of the writing moves from a playful activity 

to a message medium, the writer begins to be aware of 

the eventual reader and revises accordingly. With 

increased practice as the writer becomes aware of the 

audience, a writer rehearses more and the rehearsal, which 

may occur at unpredictable moments, may take the form of 

drawing, outlining, doodling, daydreaming, or talking. 

Graves (1975) describes some writers as "reactive" 

and others as "reflective" depending on developmental 

factors. Among the writers he describes as reactive, he 

observes more erratic problem solving strategies and the 

use of overt oral language as a part of pre-writing, 

composing, and proofreading. Reflective writers, he 

observed, use little overt oral language and periodically 

reread their text to make revisions. 

Bette Goldstone and her colleagues (1983) collected 

over 250 samples of oral language from elementary school 

children while they were engaged in writing, art, and other 
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academic and social activities. They concluded that 

children were often engaged in verbal mediation in the 

classroom that was an integral part of their work habits. 

Oral language was used by the children to support, direct, 

and organize both academic and social activities. 

Dyson (1983) similarly noted in her study of young 

children writing, that language during the composing 

process has an intrapersonal function. She observed that 

language assists children in exploring and gaining control 

over their world. Ideas for writing as well as the 

formulation of those ideas were commonly launched in 

dialogue. 

Rereading 

Rereading is another behavior accompanying writing 

which is often done orally. Rereading refers to any time 

that the writer reads what he or she has written during 

the process of the writing. Graves (1981) predicts that 

rereading may be more frequent and extensive than we 

realize, and that much more needs to be explored concerning 

the use of rereading in young writers. Graves and Murray 

(1981) observed that children do extensive reading when 

they reread and revise their own texts. "Just how much 

reading is involved in the writing process is just 

beginning to dawn on our research team" (p. 114). 



Flower and Hayes (1980) are moving toward a model 

of how a writer creates an essay, how the writer 

organizes text, interacts with the text, and finally 

produces a text. They say that each writer has unique, 

distinguishing features in terms of planning and concern 

for audience. They have noticed there are some 
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hierarchies within behaviors of the composing process; they 

have noted that editing, for example, can interrupt most 

other parts of the process, but that monitoring the process 

takes precedence even over editing. Part of the process of 

monitoring is the writer's reading of his or her own text 

within the composing process. 

Atwell's (1981) study of the role of reading during 

the composing process led to the conclusion that composing 

is as much a reading event as it is a writing event. The 

two processes, according to Atwell, not only co-occur, but 

dynamically interact. The subjects in the stUdy who were 

prevented from rereading their own texts through a 

technique of "blind writing," were observed to pause more 

and produce less cohesive texts than subjects who were 

able to reread. She concluded that blind writing is 

drastically less fluent, and that when deprived of the 

opportunity to read emerging text, writers lose control 

of the text structure. 



Resources 

The use of resources, which accompanies writing 

appears very little in the literature. Calkins (1981) 

classifies anything that children use during their 
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writing that assists them in the process as a resource. 

She says that when young children leave what she terms as 

an egocentric early stage of writing and develop a concern 

for audience, their use of resources increases. She 

suggests that their ability to plan effectively may be 

strongly tied to a more mature view of writing. 

Stop-and-Thinks and Interruptions 

In the Goodman (1984) writing study, stop-and-think 

pauses were coded whenever writers ceas~d writing, but no 

other behaviors were observed. Interruptions were coded 

when writing was interrupted by some activity other than 

resource use, revision, etc., such as getting up to sharpen 

a pencil, talking with classmates unrelated to writing, 

or leaving the classroom for any reason. These behaviors 

are presented together because they both interrupt the 

generation of text, but the first has no other observable 

behavior and the second does. Little is known as to the 

frequency, types, and causes of interruptions or whether 

or not interruptions cause a break in the writing process. 
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Britton (1975) believes that when the writer is 

alone with pen and paper, any oral communication, even an 

appeal for assistance, is an interruption in the writing 

process. Sondra Perl (1980) suggests that when older 

writers stop, they go back and reread key words, and pay 

attention to what is still vague and unclear. She suggests 

they are looking for a felt sense or a word or phrase to 

emerge that captures the essence of what they are trying 

to say. She hints at a relationship between rereading and 

stopping to think through a problem. 

Matsuhashi (1981) believes that when writers stop 

to think, this offers clues to cognitive planning processes. 

She discovered that the length and frequency of pauses were 

influenced by purposes for writing in high school aged 

writers. Birnbaum (1982) notes that less proficient 

writers stop often to think and search for words or ideas. 

But her less proficient writers seldom reread and they 

avoided evaluating their own writing. 

Emig (1983) states that hesitations precede a 

sudden increase of information, estimated in terms of 

transition possibilities. The writer's pauses are longer 

when he or she is about to attempt something more complex. 

Hesitations can consist of a single behavior or a series of 

behaviors in various combinations. 
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Britton (1975) suggests that some writers go for a 

very long time without pausing. He believes that the 

planning and recollecting nature of pauses may be crucial. 

Once the writer has had a good start, there is often a 

period of fairly intense concentration during which inter

ruptions may be resented. However, young writers may some

times interrupt themselves to ask for assistance. 

According to Britton, the writing process is not continuous 

nor does it have any regularity in its rate of production. 

Britton also relates pausing to rereading and revising as 

he suggests that scanning back over a piece of writing may 

help writers maintain control over what they are doing, 

as well as to make corrections and improvements. Pauses, 

according to Britton, tend to be shorter and less frequent 

in narrative writing, since much pause time is concerned 

with what is to be written next. 

This review of literature indicates that most of 

the behaviors this study proposes to examine, except for 

revision, have been studied very little. Revision, which 

has been studied to a far greater extent than the other 

behaviors, has not generally been addressed in first draft 

writing, or in the context of the actual writing episode. 

It is hoped that the in-depth analysis proposed in this 

study will contribute to a growing body of knowledge about 

the various behaviors related to the composing process. 



CHAPTER 3 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

Subjects and Environment 

In a recent study of Native American children 

writing, various types of behaviors were observed to 

accompany the composing process of third and fourth grade 

children (Goodman, 1984). These behaviors or activities 

of children during composing were analyzed to determine 

the types and frequency with which they occurred. This 

study will examine specific questions that were generated 

as a result of the initial analysis about the character

istics of and relationships among these behaviors in the 

writing of the children. 

The subjects in this study are children followed 

for two years in a study by Goodman (1984). They are 

Papago Indian children who attend schools in the Indian 

Oasis School District located about 65 miles from Tucson, 

Arizona. Three of the subjects live in the town which is 

the governmental center of the Papago Indian Reservation. 

The school where all six children attended third grade was 

in this larger town called Sells, Arizona. The other 
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three children live in outlying villages on the reser

vation and are bused fairly long distances to school. 

The three girls and three boys in this study 

represent a range of developmental levels in writing. 

The process for choosing them began with the recommen

dations of their grade three teacher who was asked to 

list students that she believed were her best writers, 

her average writers, and her least proficient writers. 

Using that list, the research team made observations and 

selected ten children, with at least three in each area 
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of ability. Data was collected during the first year on 

all ten subjects. Only six of the ten selected were still 

in the school district in the second year. Because this 

study seeks to examine more closely the developmental 

nature of behaviors, only the data for the six subjects 

will be analyzed. 

The six subjects were not in the same fourth 

grade classroom during the second year of the study 

because three of them were not considered to be ready for 

fourth grade. Consequently, three of the subjects spent 

fourth grade in a "Pre-fourth" grade class in the same 

school where they attended grade three. The three other 

subjects were promoted to a regular fourth grade, which 

was located in the district's intermediate school in a 

village eight miles away. 
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This population was chosen for the original study 

because of the interest of some of the Indian Oasis School 

District administrators in learning more about the 

capabilities of their district children. Over a two year 

period, 215 stories were observed and collected from the 

six children who will be called Dana, Vincent, Rachel, 

Anna, Gordon, and Elaine. Approximately every two months, 

some of these stories were video taped. Table 1 shows 

the summary of all the kinds of data collected for each 

of the six subjects (Goodman, 1984). In addition, 

interviews about the children's writing (Concepts of 

Writing Interviews and Bi-Monthly Interviews on Table 1) 

were collected with the children and with the parents of 

the children (Parent Interviews on Table 1). 

During grade three, all six children were members 

of Ms. Howard's class. Ms. Howard's class had a variety 

of creative activities that were always in progress. A 

writing center in one corner of the class was one of 

several centers that students visited daily. Writing 

sessions were brief, about 20-30 minutes and topics were 

generally assigned according to a theme, like "scary 

stories," "tall tales," or "Indian legends." Ms. Howard 

planned some report writing from encyclopedias. She also 

had the children do some letter writing related to content 
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Table 1. Summary of data collected. 

Stories Concepts Bi-monthly Parent Video 
Observed of Writing Interview Interview Tapes 

Intervieltl 

Elaine 32 4 6 2 8 

Anna 43 4 6 2 9 

Gordon 43 4 6 1 8 

Rachel 33 4 6 2 9 

Vincent 29 4 6 1 9 

Dana 35 4 6 2 11 

------------------------------------------------------------
Totals 215 24 36 10 54 

area subjects of the curriculum. Direct instruction in 

the mechanics of writing to the whole class at the same time 

was not a part of the class curriculum, although editing 

sessions during pupil-teacher conferences were conducted 

which focused on spelling and other mechanical problems. 

During the second year of the study, Anna, Gordon, 

and Elaine remained in Sells in the "Pre-fourth" grade. 

Ms. Cladwell, the "Pre-fourth" grade teacher believed that 

writing should be an important part of the curriculum. 

Children were exposed to a variety of writing experiences, 

were encouraged to interact and collaborate, and to use a 

variety of resources made available to them. Writing often 



happened more than once per day in this class. Topics 

were often chosen by the students, and often the entire 

class would voluntarily write about themes that were 

generated by an enthusiastic student. For example, 

Ms. Caldwell relates a story of how one student in her 

class decided to try writing a non-fiction story about 

dogs, an area of personal interest. He began using 

encyclopedias and trade books to research his topic. 
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Other students followed suit and began to research their 

own personal topics of interest. Soon, nearly the entire 

class was actively using encyclopedias and other reference 

sources. Formal instruction in writing did not take place 

at specified times. Writing was usually an integral part 

of all the learning experiences. 

Dana, Vincent, and Rachel were in the fourth grade 

class in Topawa, taught by Ms. Pagett. She conducted the 

class with adult, self-governing behavior as the pre

dominant expectation. Students were discouraged from 

talking and interacting during lessons. Although 

Ms. Pagett placed a high value on writing as a part of 

learning, discipline issues pre-empted some time set 

aside for writing. Most activities were taught to the 

entire class, with individuals becoming responsible for 

completing follow-up assignments by a given time. Specific 

writing topics were always assigned, such as putting 



spelling word lists for the week into a story, writing 

about a movie they viewed in class, writing to a pen pal, 

or creating a story from a poster. Ms. Page~t's class 

reflected the culture and heritage of the Native American 

population through garnes, activities, and some of their 

writing assignments. 

Collection of Data 

The original data base for this study was 

collected over a two year period. The data collection 

procedures pertinent to this study include the "Manual 

Observation" of writing, debriefing not6s done by the 

researchers, student interviews, and video tapes of 

writing episodes. 

The Manual Observation of Writing 
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The manual observation of writing was the principal 

data gathering instrument in the Goodman (1984) study, and 

important for the analysis of the data for this study as 

well (Appendix A). A researcher would sit in proximity 

with a single student who was writing. As the student 

wrote, the researcher would copy verbatim the student's 

text onto the manual observation form. The researcher 

was also alert to activities or behaviors, as they carne 

to be called, that accompanied the subject's writing. 



In order to make the extensive note taking easier, codes 

were assigned to commonly observed behaviors. 

As the researcher was copying text, if a behavior 

was observed, the researcher would put a number subscript 

in the copied text at the point in the writing where the 

behavior occurred. Then in the available space on the 

manual observation form, the researcher would note the 

code of the behavior that was observed as well as any 

contributing explanation that might have been appropriate 

(See Appendix B). Once the twenty to thirty minutes 
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writing session was completed, the manual observation forms 

would show the researcher's copy of the student's text on 

one side with various subscripts in the text, a list of 

behavior codes near the center of the form, and explanations 

about each behavior with any additional appropriate comments 

along side of the codes on the right hand side of the 

form. 

The behavior codes that were listed included 

revision (rv) , drawing (dr) , interruption solicited (is), 

interruption unsolicited (iu) , resources use (r), reread

ing (rr) , related talk (rt) , stop-and-think (st), sub

vocalizing (sv) , and teacher involvement (t). These 

have been discussed and defined in Chapters 1 and 2. 

Table 2 summarizes the six subjects, the kinds of 

behaviors collected during the observation of writing, and 



the total occurrences of each behavior (Goodman, 1984). 

The letters along the top of Table 2 represent the codes 

for behaviors, listed at the bottom of the table. 

Because drawing and teacher involvement occurred 

very seldom in the original study (See Table 2), those 
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two categories were eliminated from this study. The two 

types of interruptions, listed on the manual observation 

form in Appendix A, were not differentiated in the analysis 

in the original study. They were coded for the computer 

analysis as "i" with no differentiation between those that 

were solicited (initiated by the subject) and those that 

were unsolicited (not initiated by the subject). This 

study then, will use the following codes and behaviors: 

Revision (rv) , rereading (rr) , related talk (rt) , sub

vocalization (sv), resource use (r), interruptions (i), 

and stop-and-thinks (st). 

Video Data 

Approximately once every other month, writing 

episodes were video-taped in addition to being manually 

observed. This data was used as support data in various 

aspects of the analysis where it would be beneficial 

to review some of the writers at work. These taped 

sessions were used to get a closer look at mouth movements 

of the children while they were writing. Subvocalization 

of this sort was difficult to detect from manual 



Table 2. Summary of behaviors. 

Year RV T I RR D R SV ST RT 

Anne I 77 0 70 31 0 31 179 31 9 
II 189 3 86 65 7 101 368 33 90 

Elaine I 52 2 34 27 0 43 43 64 54 
II 84 0 58 26 0 58 48 17 31 

Gordon I III 2 66 55 0 61 64 28 27 
II 185 9 117 57 14 94 40 26 94 

Rachel I 110 1 34 10 0 37 2 43 11 
II 144 4 49 38 2 30 5 131 7 

Vincent I 64 1 50 16 1 31 31 35 38 
II 112 1 50 18 2 28 50 88 31 

Dana I 63 0 75 25 0 20 111 50 25 
II 147 0 73 52 0 8 192 178 31 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Codes: RV = Revision; SV = Subvocalization; RR = Rereading; R = Resource Use; 

I = Interruptions; RT = Related Talk; T = Teacher Talk; ST = Stop-and-think; 
D = Drawing. 

~ 
<Xl 



observation alone. Students often sat with their head 

tilted downward or to one side. It was therefore 

difficult for the researcher, seated at their side, to 

see the extent to which they subvocalize. 

Interviews 
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In the original study, two kinds of interviews were 

collected from the subjects at specific intervals. The 

first type, the "Concepts of Writing" interviews, was 

administered at the beginning and end of each year. The 

children answered questions on their ideas about writing 

and writers. 

The second type of interview was referred to as 

the "Bi-monthly" interview. During these interviews, given 

approximately every two months, subjects were asked to rank 

order their own recently observed pieces of writing. 

Their comments and criticisms of their own work were all 

recorded. They were also asked to rank order their compo

sitions according to how they believed their current 

teacher would have done it. They were asked to speculate 

on how their teacher would respond and react to their 

writing. Their statements provided insights into their 

concepts of writing, their assessment of themselves as 

writers, and their perception of their teacher's views 

about writing. 
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Although the interviews are not part of the primary 

data base used in this study, they were examined for infor

mation about students and their ideas about writing and 

were used to help answer one of the questions about the 

relationship between revision and concepts of writing in 

the subjects. 

Analysis of Data 

The original data base includes all of the infor

mation on behaviors for each year for each subject which 

has been summarized in Table 2. The more than 5000 

behaviors are analyzed in greater depth for the purposes 

of this study. First, all the behaviors were re-coded 

using the original manual observation forms with researcher 

field notes to verify the accuracy of the coding of the 

data in the earlier research. This included verifying the 

number of times each behavior was observed and making minor 

corrections in the interpretation of particular events. 

The additional procedures used to analyze the data follow 

the questions related to each area of behaviors analyzed. 

The four questions which follow are answered in 

four sections of Chapter 4 separately. The first two 

questions, "Resource Use," (Question 1) and "Revision," 

(Question 2) are studied with the focus of the study as 

these behaviors in the six subjects. Therefore, individual 

case studies are presented to summarize the behavior in 



51 

each subject in each of these two questions. These 

questions were selected because of the quantity of these 

behaviors present in the data for further analysis. In 

addition, since revision is the most studied of the 

behaviors in the literature, it was selected as a question 

to add to the growing body of knowledge in this area of 

research. For the purposes of the questions, revision 

and resource use are studied in isolation from the other 

behaviors, in spite of the fact that they may interrelate 

with other behaviors, in order to focus on the individual 

subjects in Question 1 and Question 2. 

The last two questions "Oral Language During 

Composing," (Question 3) and "The Interrelationships Among 

Behaviors," (Question 4) are posed to study the behaviors 

in depth, instead of the subjects. These questions rely 

heavily on the relationships among related behaviors, and 

cannot be easily treated separately. The findings, 

therefore, focus on the behaviors instead of the subjects, 

in an effort to understand more about the nature of the 

behaviors. 

Question 1: Resources 

What kinds of resources do children use when they 

write? Do the kinds of resources used vary in different 

children? Does resource use vary in different classrooms? 



52 

Resource use is defined as any source, human or 

inanimate, that subjects use to help them in their 

writing. Resource uses include books, posters, hand

writing charts, bulletin boards, and any other print in 

their environ~ent in addition to seeking information from 

teachers, classmates, researchers, and teacher aides. 

All incidents of resource use as coded on the 

manual observation forms were reviewed, first of all to 

verify that incidents of resource use were accurately 

coded. Then the use of resources was tallied for each 

subject and for each type of resource used. A profile was 

assembled for each student listing all their use of 

resources, the variety used, and the types used most 

frequently by that student. The results were compared 

among the students for possible patterns and generaliza

tions, and between each of the three classrooms in order 

to answer the questions raised about resources used. 

Question 2: Revision 

What kinds of revisions do young writers make? 

Do different writers revise differently? Do the kinds 

of revisions they make reflect what they believe about 

writing and the writing process? 

Revision is defined in this study as any change 

a writer makes to a text. All of the revisions during 

the writing by our subjects were reviewed and assigned to 
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one of nine categories. These categories are based on 

taxonomies of Bridwell (1980), Faigley and Witte (1981), 

and Graves and Murray (1981). Their systems of study do 

not suit the data in this study, but the ideas from their 

work have contributed to the development of the analysis. 

The subjects in Bridwell's study were not, however, 

elementary age school children and the focus was not solely 

first draft writing. Since the focus of this study is 

younger writers composing first draft \/ri ting, modifi

cations become necessary. 

The resulting categories of revisions, emerged from 

examination of the data itself. They include: 

1. Cosmetic changes: These revisions are cosmetic, 

resulting in a change in appearance or spacing, 

such as re-writing a word, or a part of a word to 

improve the penmanship or appearance. 

2. Spelling changes: These revisions correct, or 

attempt to correct, the spelling of something in 

the text. The writer may add, delete, or change 

the order of letters as part of their revision. 

Spelling changes also include other conventions 

of the orthographic system such as apostrophes, 

periods as part of the abbreviations (Mr., Dr.), 

or changes in the use of capitalization. 
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3. Punctuation changes: These revisions include the 

addition, deletion, or change in the use of 

periods, commas, question marks, quotation marks, 

and exclamation points, with the exception of 

those categorized as part of changes in spelling. 

4. Wording change: A wording revision is one that 

results in the addition, deletion, or change in the 

choice of wording, involving no more than one or 

two words with no change to either the syntactic 

structure or overall meaning of the text. 

5. Sentence/Within: Any revision that is made within 

one sentence, involves more than one or two words, 

and results in a change in the sentence meaning or 

syntactic structure, is assigned to this category. 

For example, Vincent writes the sentence: SOME DAY 

I WOULD LIKE TO BECOME A MEDICINE MAN JUST LIKE MY 

UNCLES. He goes back to insert the phrase SOME OF 

between the word LIKE and the word MY, imbedding a 

prepositional phrase in his sentence. This is a 

Sentence/Within revision. 

6. Sentence/Across: These changes are similar to 

those described in number 5 except that the amount 

of text affected by the revision would go beyond 

boundary of a single sentence. For example, if a 

writer combines two sentences to make one sentence, 
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or separates a run-on sentence into two sent'ences, 

those are categorized as revisions across sentences. 

7. Text changes: Text changes are those that result 

in greater than sentence changes occurring with the 

text. These include starting a new draft, making 

changes that significantly change the meaning or 

direction of the text, and reorganizational 

revisions. 

8. Heading changes: These revisions involve story 

titles, dates on the paper, or closings that are 

added, deleted, or changed, upon completion of the 

draft. If a student goes back and adds a title 

to a story that previously had none, or changes 

the date on a pen pal letter, these are heading 

changes. 

9. Format changes: Any change made only to the overall 

format of the text in some way, such as numbering 

sentences in the text or numbering pages, is placed 

in this category. 

First of all, all the revisions each writer made 

were examined throughout the two years of the study and 

assigned to one of the categories described. The data for 

each child was examined for possible patterns, styles, 'and 

strategies. The resulting profiles were compared with 

other subjects. Conclusions were drawn to answer the first 



two questions concerning what kind of revisions young 

writers make and whether or not young writers revise 

differently from each other. 
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Finally, the interviews that were collected on the 

subjects were examined to see if comments made by each 

subject concerning what they believed was important about 

writing and revising reflected the kinds of revisions 

that they actually made. These relationships between 

revision and beliefs as expressed in the interviews were 

compared among the subjects. 

Question 3: Oral Language During the Composing Process 

What is the role of oral language during the 

composing process? Oral language during composing is 

defined as any language that was audible, or detectible 

through the mouth movements of subvocalization that occurred 

in conjunction with the writing session, from the time a 

subject began to write, until the first draft was 

completed and the session was over. Writing sessions 

typically lasted for 20-30 minutes or until interrupted by 

a change in the schedule such as lunch or recess. Stories 

were generally completed within one writing session. 

As the data was being analyzed, it became obvious 

that a large number of the coded behaviors involved, to 

some extent, language that was either audible or inaudible 

but visible, in the composing process, including rereading, 
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subvocalization, certain interruptions, and related talk 

(terms defined in Chapter 1). Rereading, like interrup

tions, did not always involve oral language. However, 

since rereading was observable through subvocalization, 

and because reading is a language process, rereading was 

studied along with the oral language behaviors. Examining 

all the oral language accompanying the writing of 215 

stories would have been too large a task. It was decided 

to examine, in depth, 25 stories to gain insights into 

trends and patterns. 

All of the 215 original stories were assigned a 

consecutive number, 1-215. Using a random number table, 

25 stories from the data base were selected for close 

analysis. The resulting sample was checked to verify a 

balance of stories representing all six subjects and all 

participating classrooms. 

A pilot sample of the oral language data that was 

subjected to analysis involving six writing episodes, 

yielded a large amount of data. Therefore, the analysis 

of 25 entire writing episodes would adequately represent 

the data base. Since oral language during composing in 

elementary school classrooms has not been studied to any 

great extent, the pilot was used to organize the analysis. 

In the pilot, all incidents of both receptive and 

productive oral language recorded during the writing 
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episodes were examined. The researcher noted the speaker, 

what was said, the purpose the utterance served, and 

whether the way in which the oral language related to the 

writing that was taking place. 

The pilot sample was used to organize the analysis 

into two phases for the sample of 25 stories. First of 

all, the 140 utterances were examined as to whether or not 

they were related to the writing event. Secondly, they 

were examined in order to determine what role different 

utterances may serve in the overall process of composing. 

More specific categories emerged from the data itself 

during analysis. 

Question 4: Interrelationships 

What is the relationship, if any, among the various 

observed behaviors? Do some behaviors influence others? 

Do some of the behaviors have a more significant influence 

than others? 

Behaviors refer to all of the coded behaviors 

including revision, resource use, stop-and-thinks, 

interruptions, related talk, rereading, and subvocalization 

(terms defined in Chapter 1). A computer program was 

designed to graphically plot the specific interrelation

ships of the behaviors y demonstrated by the incidences of 

co-occurrence or multiple occurrence among the behaviors. 
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Within the program, the stories written by the subjects 

were displayed one word at a time. The types of behaviors, 

including interruptions, resource use, rereading, related 

talk, revision, stop-and-thinks, and subvocalization, were 

coded after each word and punctuation mark at the precise 

point in the text where the behavior occurred. The computer 

used this information to produce a formation resembling a 

scatterplot that provided a visual display of the relation

ships among behaviors. The scatterplot-like graphics were 

subjected to further analysis, both by hand and with the 

computer, to answer specific questions about certain 

behaviors (sample plot included in Chapter 4). 

From the data, the researcher explored patterns 

and apparent generalizations about the interaction of 

various behaviors. This new information was integrated 

with the analysis of the previous three questions to draw 

conclusions about the interrelationships among behaviors 

accompanying the composing process of children in a 

classroom environment. 



CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

Anna is at the writing center in her fourth grade 
class, using two finger puppets to create a story. 
She begins her writing, THIS IS A CAT AND A MOUSE, 
and rereads this line before deciding to place a 
period as punctuation after MOUSE. She continues, 
THEY LIKE TO CHASE, and asks a nearby researcher 
if her last word says CHEESE or CHASE. She comments 
that she needs a period after CHASE, and stops to 
think for a few seconds. She writes another 
sentence, MY MOUSE LIKES TO CHASE MY FRIEND CAT. 
THEN ONE DAY, Anna stops to erase her d in DAY to 
make it neater. She continues, MY MOUSE PLAYD A 
JOKE ON MY MO.... Anna erases the letters MO she 
has just written and substitutes FRIENDS CAT-.- She 
stops here to reread what she has written so far, 
and as she rereads, she softly subvocalizes. 

This brief vignette illustrates the behaviors 

accompanying writing that this study examines. In the 

course of a few short sentences, Anna rereads, revises, 

talks (related talk), subvocalizes, stops-to-think, and 

uses people around her as a resource. A few lines later 

in the story above, Anna is also briefly interrupted. 

These seven behaviors, as they are defined in Chapter 3, 

are examined through four questions. 

This study analyzes in depth, more than 5000 

behaviors like the ones mentioned in the above example 

that accompany the process of composing of six Native 
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American third and fourth graders in 215 writing episodes 

over a two year period. Focusing on the behaviors, four 

questions posed from Chapter 3 address: the use of 

resources, revision, the role of oral language during 

composing, and the interrelationships among the behaviors. 

This chapter presents the findings for each of the four 

questions. The order of presentation will be: 

Question 1: The use of resources. What kinds of 

resources do children use when they write? Do the kinds 

of resources used vary in different children? Does 

resource use vary in different classrooms? 

Question 2: Revision in elementary age writers. 

What kinds of revisions do young writers make? Do 

different writers revise differently? Do the kinds of 

revisions they make reflect what they believe about 

writing and the writing process? 

Question 3: Language during the composing process. 

What is the role of oral language in the composing 

process? 

Question 4: The interrelationships among behaviors. 

What is the relationship, if any, among the various 

observed behaviors? Do some behaviors influence others? 



62 

Do some of the behaviors have a more significant influence 

than others? 

In each of the four sections, the questions to be 

answered will be restated, followed by a review of the 

analysis used to arrive at the answers. The findings will 

then be presented with appropriate examples from the data, 

and a discussion of the findings will end each section. 

The Use of Resources 

Questions: What kinds of resources do 
children use when they write? Do the 
kinds of resources used vary with 
different children? Do the kinds of 
resources vary in different classrooms? 

Our six subjects prove to be resourceful and 

creative as they use resources available in their class-

room environment. Resource use is defined as any source 

that children use, human or inanimate, to assist them in 

their writing. Inanimate resources may include diction-

aries, pictures, cursive letter charts, trade books, 

bulletin boards, and any other print source in the 

classroom environment. 

Analysis 

The manual observation forms, which were a 

principal data collection instrument used by researchers 

to transcribe children's writing and accompanying behaviors, 
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were reviewed. A tally sheet for each subject listed each 

incident of resource use and placed it in a category 

based on the type of resource (dictionary, bulletin 

board, teacher, etc.). 

For example, a manual observation form dated 

September 14, 1982, shows that Gordon is writing in his 

fourth grade classroom. He has been assigned to draw a 

picture and write a story to accompany it. He looks in 

the dictionary once to check the spelling of a word 

(inanimate resource, dictionary), then looks at a teacher 

prepared chart on a nearby wall for another spelling 

(inanimate resource, wall chart), and checks to see if a 

spelling he wrote is correct by asking one of the 

researchers sitting nearby (human resource, researcher). 

These different kinds of resources as they were 

noted and described on the manual observation forms were 

tallied, along with the percentage use of different kinds 

of resources. 

Table 3 summarizes the combined data for two 

years of the kinds of resources used by different subjects, 

and the percentage of use that different resources were 

utilized by each subject. Gordon, for instance, used 

people as resources 24% of the time. Of the 76% of his 

resource use which was inanimate, dictionaries, trade 

books, and teacher prepared charts in the classroom were 
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his most frequent. Resources that were used less than 

1% of the time, are noted on Table 3 with an asterisk (*). 

Therefore, the sum of the total percentages for most 

subjects is slightly less than 100%. Dotted lines in 

the table indicate that the particular resource was not 

used by the subject listed. 

In addition to the tallies and percentages of 

resource use, the incidence of resource use per 100 words 

of written text for each subject was computed for Year I, 

Year II, and for both years combined in order to have a 

comparative measure for each year and between subjects. 

Table 4 summarizes the resource use as well as the 

values of resource use per 100 words of written text for 

each subject. The first three columns represent raw 

numbers of resource use for Year I, Year II and the two 
I 

years combined. The last three columns list resource use 

per hundred words (PHW) of text for Year I, Year II, and 

for both years combined. 



Table 3. The percentage of use of various resources; combined Year I and Year II. 

-------_ ... --------_. 

Inanimate Resources Human 

-
Anna 70 15% 2% 1% 15% 8% 6% * 3% 1% 4% 

II 
1% 14% 16% 10% * 2% 28 

Elaine 67 2% 4% 3% 29% 6% 5% 8% * * 10% 11% 21% 32 

Gordon 74 10% 1% 2% 30% B% 6% * * 3% 4% 10% 15% 6% 3% 24 

Rachael 88 10% 22% 1n IH 4% 3~, H 7% H In 7% 5% 12 

Vincent 50 9% 9% * 10% 4% * 3% 4% 11% 24% 8% 12% 4% 48 

Dana 93 7% 7% 19% 19% 3'" 3% 3% 3% 3% IB% n 7 
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Table 4. Total use of resources and resource use per 100 words of text. 

Anna 

Elaine 

Gordon 

Rachel 

Vincent 

Dana 

Year I Year II 
Resources Resources 

33.0 103.0 

24.0 62.0 

40.0 123.0 

42.0 34.0 

40.0 26.0 

21.0 6.0 

Years I & II 
Combined 

136.0 

86.0 

163.0 

76.0 

66.0 

27.0 

Raw totals of resource use 

Year I Year II Years 
Resources Resources I & II 

Combined 

1. 98 6.97 5.35 

1. 98 5.51 3.68 

4.87 9.19 7.55 

4.87 4.57 4.73 

3.90 2.20 2.99 

1.69 0.35 0.93 

Resources per 100 words 

0'\ 
0'1 
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Findings 

In order to anwer all three questions on resource 

use, the kinds of resources used are presented, followed by 

a presentation of typical resource use for each subject, a 

discussion of resource use in different classrooms, and a 

summary of the findings for this section. 

The subjects used resources 575 times in the 

observed writing episodes over the two year period of the 

study. At least twenty-three different inanimate resources 

were used in addition to the human resources: classmates, 

teachers, teacher aides, and the researcher. Table 3 shows 

the categories and the percent of resource use for each 

subject. All subjects used inanimate resources more often 

than human resources, except Vincent who used inanimate 

resources about equally with human ones. 

Nearly all resource use (approximately 95%) was 

related to the students' concerns for spelling. Subjects 

were either securing conventional spellings, trying to 

secure conventional spellings, or confirming their own 

spelling attempts. This figure was obtained by tallying 

the incidents of resource use that did not appear, from the 

researcher field notes, to pertain to spelling. This 

figure is approximate since researcher notes did not always 

indicate clearly the purpose of the resource use. A small 

portion of resource use (approximately 5%) pertained to 



subjects' concerns for punctuation, handwriting, or story 

content. The following discussion summarizes the various 

resources used and provides examples of types used the 

most. 

Inanimate Resources 
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The term "inanimate resource" refers to any resource 

that is not a person. These include all print and picture 

resources subjects use. All subjects use four common 

inanimate resources, which constitute between 45-64% of all 

the use of resources. They are: 

Dictionaires. These are used exclusively for 

finding or confirming spelling of words. 

Trade Books. These books from the classroom or 

school library are most frequently used to find or confirm 

spellings, but also help students find information about a 

topic in a small number of incidents. 

Blackboards. Blackboards are primarily used for 

spelling, but are on a few occasions, used to clarify an 

assignment. 

Bulletin Boards. Although bulletin boards are 

generally used for spelling, occasionally this source 

contained pictures or other assignment related material that 

would assist students in making a decision about what to 

write. 
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In addition to these four frequently used resources, 

the subjects also are observed using the following: 

Teacher Prepared Wall Charts. These wall charts 

or word charts take a variety of forms, such as a chart of 

Halloween words on a wall in October, posters of words all 

beginning with various letters of the alphabet, or a chart 

of possible story titles for writing about "monsters." 

These are used mostly for spelling, but occasionally to 

select a title or an interesting word to include in the text. 

Own Current Writing. The current writing of the 

subject which may be in a writing folder, or stored nearby 

is used for spelling. 

Own Previous Writing. Old copies of previously 

wri tten stories ox' other assignments are consul ted for 

spelling. 

Encyclopedias. Subjects consult these most frequently 

for information about a topic. Three subjects never use 

encyclopedias at all. 

Teacher Prepared Handouts. Teachers sometimes would 

prepare a ditto handout that pertained to a writing 

assiglment or a thematic writing unit. These handouts 

might contain pictures, lists of related words, or explana

tions of the assignment. These are used to spell, to review 

the assignment, and to consult pictures to help develop the 

story. 
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Pictures. These may be in the classroom for 

decoration or may be provided as part of a writing lesson. 

Students use the pictures for ideas. 

Alphabet Chart. The commercially produced letters 

of the alphabet, either in manuscript or cursive, frequently 

displayed in classrooms are used to help students remember 

how to form letters, especially seldom used letters like 

capital "Q." 

Classmate Writing. Students refer to classmate 

writing that is nearby while they are writing. Students 

consult these for spelling. 

Name Lists. Often somewhere in the classroom, class

mate names are listed for attendance, assignment to learning 

centers, or classroom duties. These lists are used to spell 

names of classmates needed in writing. 

Classroom Mailboxes. Some classrooms have mailboxes 

or cubby holes for storage of personal mail or possessions, 

and these are generally labeled with student names and 

occasionally names of teachers, teacher aides, and other 

adult classroom visitors. These are used to spell class

mate names, or names of school staff members. 

Story Starters. These are most often commercially 

prepared materials that come in packets of cards :with 

interesting opening lines for writers. They are used for 

spelling and for story ideas. 
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Posters. Both pictures and text of various class

room posters, decorative or instructional, are used by 

students for spelling, or for story ideas. 

Calendars. Classroom calendars provide spellings 

of months and days of the week. 

"Viewmasters." These commercial visual aides include 

small disks containing photographic slides, usually 

accompanied by a line of text with each slide. Vincent found 

the spelling of a name of a place on a "Viewmaster" disk. 

Book Bags. At least one subject, Anna, found a 

spelling word on her book bag. 

School Bus. Dana decided to write a story using the 

word "warrior" after seeing the word on a district school 

bus (team name) . 

Letters by Researchers. These are letters that 

researchers wrote in response to notes written by subjects. 

These are used for spelling of the researcher's name. 

Researcher Writing. Because the researcher was 

seated in convenient proximity to the student being 

observed, subjects used the researcher's text, including 

dates on the manual observation form. Sometimes students 

would check to see if the researcher spelled certain words 

the subject had written differently than they had. 
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Spelling Books. This is the only source which is 

a commercially produced item for the purpose of spelling. 

There are only two separate incidents in the duration of 

the study, with two different children where the spelling 

book is used for assistance with spelling. 

Scrap Paper. Students sometimes write down words 

they know they might need again later on paper, on their 

folder or on their desk. They also use those same items 

to tryout spellings before putting them on thei~ paper, 

to see if the spelling looks okay. 

Other Text. This category was used whenever the 

subjects acquired the spelling of a word, but it was not 

clear from the manual observation form what the subject 

was attending to, or in a few cases when the researcher 

neglected to write down, specifically, what the resource 

use was. 

Human Resources 

All of our subjects use human resources as well 

as inanimate ones. A human resource is defined as any 

person used by a subject as a resource. These include 

the researchers, classmates, teachers, and the teacher 

aides. The nearby researcher is the most frequent human 

resource the subjects sought to use, and the only human 

resource used by all subjects, which is interesting 
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considering that researchers gave little direct assistance. 

In most cases the researchers would ask the subjects 

questions that would assist them in making their own 

decision, rather than answering a question. For example, 

if the student asked if a word was spelled correctly, the 

researchers might respond by asking the subject if they 

think their spelling looks right or not, allowing the child 

to make the final decision. However, the subjects continued 

to use the researchers as a resource. 

In the section that follows, a vignette from the 

data of each subject is presented to illustrate the 

resource use of each of the six subjects. The examples are 

presented in the order of our most extensive resource user, 

Gordon, down to our least extensive resource user, Dana. 

The text written by subjects is in capital letters 

throughout the vignette. Words written in parentheses 

are the conventionalized spellings for subject's invented 

spelling, which refers to spellings that differ from 

conventionalized spellings. 

Gordon. Gordon is the most extensive user of 

resources in the study. Using resources a total of 163 

times, he employs a resource strategy 4.87 times per 

hundred words of text in Year II 9.19 times per hundred 

in Year II, with an overall average of 7.55 times per 

hundred words (Table 4). Gordon uses nineteen different 

varieties of inanimate resources in addition to the human 
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ones. The most commonly used ones are listed on 

Table 3. 

The example that follows, from Gordon's second 

year data, best describes the scope of resource use that 

can take place in a single writing episode and demonstrates 

a quantity of typical resource use within a single 

writing episode as well as the impact of resource use on 

a subject's emerging text. 

On November 2, 1982, he is retelling a Halloween 

experience in his writing. He writes: 

ONE HALLOWEEN NIGHT WHEN I 
WAS TRICK OR 

He hesitates, then writes TEAT next on his paper. 

He asks the researcher if "treat" is spelled correctly. 

The researcher does not answer, so he tries to sound it 

out. Gary, who is sitting nearby, suggests to Gordon 

that he could write the word TREE first as a beginning. 

Nearby Karen, another classmate, looks over and tells 

Gordon to put an R in the word. He revises and continues 

writing: 

... TREATING. I SAW A ... 

Gordon says that he would like his next word to be 

SCARECROW, but he's not sure how to figure out the spelling. 

He rummages through his desk and produces a "Dr. Seuss 

Dictionary." He carefully scans the S section, but after 
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a few minutes since he still can't find "scarecrow", he 

looks in a different dictionary. A nearby classmate, 

Annette, suggests that he should just spell SCARE to start 

with. He finds the "SCA's" in the second dictionary. 

Meanwhile, Annette has located his word in her dictionary. 

She tells him the page number, and he finds SCARECROW. 

He continues: 

..• SCARECROW. IT WAS A ... 

Gordon goes up to his teacher and asks her how to 

spell ALIVE. She tells him the spelling, and he resumes 

writing: 

ALIVE. THEN IT STARTED TO ... 

Now Gordon needs to write CHASE. He begins with 

one dictionary, and in the course of looking for CHASE, 

finds the word JACK-O-LANTERN, which he decides to save 

and use in his story later, so he leaves the book open to 

that page and sets it aside. He tries a "Snoopy Dictionary" 

next. He becomes discouraged and gets up to look for still 

another dictionary. Karen comes to his rescue and announces 

that she has found what he is looking for. "Spell me it," 

Gordon says aloud. Karen spells CHASE for him. He again 

continues: 

CHASE ME. THEN I RAN ALL THE 
WAY HOME BUT THERE WAS A ... 

He asks Karen how to spell MEAN. She does not 

respond, so he spells it several different ways aloud. 



"M-E-N-E, ••• M-E-N ..• M-E-A-N," Gordon finally settles 

on the conventional spelling, and resumes: 

MEAN. THEN THE JACK-O-LANTERN WAS 
CHASE ME TOO THEN TWO THINKS (THINGS) 
WERE CHASING ME. THEN I GOT ..• 

76 

"How do you spell TIRED?" He asks of. anyone who 

might be listening. No one answers, and so he gets a 

dictionary, but gets distracted by pictures of the solar 

system and stops to read that portion of the dictionary. 

He finally attempts to spell TIRED aloud which he spells 

conventionally. He now writes: 

TIRED OF RUNNING AND I FELL DOWN 
ON SOME GREES •.• 

"How do you spell GRASS?" Gordon again asks aloud, 

but without really waiting for a response, he says, "Oh, I'm 

just gonna leave it," and he comples his story by writing: 

AND I FELL ASLEEP FOR SIX HOURS. 

The completed text reads: 

ONE HALLOWEEN NIGHT WHEN I WAS 
TRICK-OR-TREATING I SAW A SCARECROW 
IT WAS ALIVE. THEN IT STARTED TO 
CHASE ME. THEN I RAN ALL THE WAY 
HOME BUT THERE WAS A JACK-O-LANTERN 
LOOKING AT ME VERY MEAN. THEN THE 
JACK-O-LANTERN WAS CHASING ME TOO. 
THEN THE THINKS (THINGS) WERE CHASING 
ME. THEN I GOT TIRED OF RUNNING AND 
I FELL DOWN ON SOME GRASS AND I FELL 
ASLEEP FOR SIX HOURS. 

In this writing episode, Gordon uses several 

different dictionaries, his classmates, the researcher, 



and teacher. He uses the resources at his disposal to 

solve what he considers to be his problems as a writer. 

All of the resource use in this episode pertains to 

spelling, as is typical throughout the data. 
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Anna. Anna is the second most extensive user of 

resources, consulting a resource 1.98 times per 100 words 

of text in Year I, 6.97 times PHW (per hundred words) in 

Year II with a combined figure of 5.35 resources PHW 

(Table 4). Like Gordon, there is a wide variety of resources 

resources that Anna utilizes including at least fifteen 

different kinds of inanimate resources, such as pictures, 

word charts, student writing, her own writing, teacher 

handouts, story starters, dictionaries, trade books, and 

more. The ones she uses the most are shown on Table 3. 

On January 19, 1982, Anna has drawn a picture of a 

house on the desert with a paddock of horses next to it and 

the sun setting in the background. Her assignment now is 

to write about her picture. She begins: 

THIS IS ... 

She" pauses here, and goes back to her drawing to 

add a person in the picture. She continues: 

KIM'S HOUSE. HER ... 

Anna asks the researcher sitting near to her, how 

to spell FATHER. The researcher assists her in trying out 
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several spellings that might be possible. Anna eventually 

settles on the conventional one. 

FATHER IS AT THE COW ... 

Realizing that she does not know how to spell 

CORRAL, she goes to a dictionary and looks through all the 

C-O words there. Finally, using pictures in the dictionary 

as clues, she finds CORRAL, and continues: 

CORRAL LOOKING AT THE COWS. 

Here, Anna stops to check her own drawing, and then 

writes: 

IT IS EVENING. 

Anna struggled over the word EVENING and said as 

she worked, "I just put the letters I hear." The researcher 

asked her what she was trying to spell. Anna replied, 

"Spell EVENING." She completes her piece by adding: 

THERE IS A HAMMOCK. 

Her final text reads: 

THIS IS KIM'S HOUSE. HER FATHER IS 
AT THE CORRAL LOOKING AT THE COWS. 
IT IS EVENING. THERE IS A HAMMOCK. 

Anna uses pictures more than the other subjects in 

the study. In this episode, she not only uses her own 

drawing, but she uses a dictionary, and the researcher. In 

this short bit of text, Anna uses one human resource, and 

two inanimate ones. 



79 

Elaine. Elaine uses 1.98 resources PHW in Year I, 

and 5.51 resources PHW in Year II with a combined figure of 

3.68 resources PHW (Table 4). During the two years of 

observation, Elaine uses thirteen different inanimate 

resources in addition to classmates and the researcher. 

She seeks out sources of print in the classroom to locate 

spellings, such as old stories she has written, lists of 

classmate names, bulletin boards, trade books, teacher 

prepared charts and especially the dictionary. Dictionary 

use constitutes 43% of Elaine's resources (Table 3). 

On November 9, 1982, she is writing about the 

popular Papago rodeo. She begins: 

ONE DAY ... 

Elaine's pause here is to help another classmate, 

Cecelia, with her spelling. She then continues: 

I WENT TO THE R ... 

She stops here and looks on the blackboard where the 

day's assignments have been listed. There she finds the 

word RODEO written, and she copies it onto her paper. 

Before she resumes writing, Elaine talks to some nearby 

classmates about the rodeo, and then listens quietly while 

another group of students talk about the rodeo. She 

finally continues: 

QUEEN. I WENT TO THE CARNIVAL. 
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Elaine asks aloud, "Is CARNIVAL spelled right?" 

The researcher notices that she has spelled it convention

ally, and asks her how she knows how to spell it right, 

since she had spelled it wrong on the previous week's 

story. Elaine informs the researcher that she saw a class

mate, Cheryl, write it yesterday and she remembered how she 

had spelled it. She writes: 

I RODE ... 

Elaine asks the researcher again, if RODE is 

spelled right or not. The researcher suggests that she try 

to figure this out for herself. She spells it aloud and 

realizes she has the correct spelling. 

THE ... 

Elaine asks the researcher how to spell HAMMER. 

The researcher suggests that she may be able to find the 

word herself. She looks at a list of "Rodeo Words" on the 

board, and decides to write: 

ROUND-UP WEN ... (WHEN) 

She asks again how to spell WHEN. She specifically 

wants to know if it has an A or an E in it. The researcher 

asks her how she thinks she could find out. She gets a 

dictionary and skims through the ~ pages. She recognizes 

the word WHEN when she sees it in print. 

At the·time of the writing of this story, Elaine 

has just returned to this elementary school after having 
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attended another school for the first part of the school 

year. This is the second week after her return, and 

therefore, it is also the second data collection on Elaine 

in the Year II data. The researcher notices that Elaine 

is paying a lot more attention to spelling on this story 

,than on the previous week. She asks her why she is being so 

particular about spelling. Elaine replies that it's 

because her teacher likes her to have good spelling. When 

asked, she also adds that she likes it better this way, too. 

She resumes writing: 

WHEN IT STOPPED. I WENT TO THE 
RODEO. AND RODE THE HORSE AND 
THE RODEO WAS .•. 

Elaine looks in her desk for a paper, to find the 

word STARTING, but cannot locate it. She then starts to 

spell it aloud. The researcher suggests she might use the 

dictionary, and helps her somewhat using it. She writes 

her last word: 

STARTING. 

Her complexted text reads: 

ONE DAY I WENT TO THE RODEO. 
I WAS IN THE RODEO. I WAS THE 
RODEO QUEEN. I WENT TO THE 
CARNIVAL. I RODE THE ROUND-UP 
WHEN IT STOPPED. I WENT TO THE 
RODEO. AND RODE THE HORSE AND 
THE RODEO WAS STARTING. 

In this writing episode, Elaine uses a variety of 

both human and inanimate resources. She uses word lists 
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from the blackboard, the researcher, and the dictionary, 

more than one time each. In addition, we can see Elaine 

working out words by spelling them aloud, and paying 

attention to the writing of a classmate. She also shares 

with us her perceptions about spelling being important to 

her teacher. 

Rachel. Rachel is not a particularly extensive 

user of resources, using 4.87 resources per 100 words of 

text in Year I, 4.57 resources PHW in Year II, and 4.73 

resources PHW for both years combined (Table 4). Yet, she 

uses eleven different inanimate resources in the course of 

the study, the most frequent of which are listed on 

Table 3. When she does use resources, she frequently 

focuses,on a particular resource within a single writing 

episode. This was a common feature in other subjects as 

well, but in Rachel's case, it is difficult to find a story 

where more than one type of resource use occurs during one 

story. For example, on September 29, 1982, Rachel's 

assignment is to pretend that she woke up one morning and 

had turned into a boy overnight. Rachel writes: 

WHEN I WOKE UP I CHANGED INTO 
A BOY. NOW I AM MAD. MY MOM DIDN'T 
KNOW ME. NOW I PLAY BASEBALL WITH 
MY FRIEND. 

In the course of writing this short piece, Rachel uses 

resources four times. However, all four times the resource 

was the list of story words on the blackboard in the 
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classroom. She uses these resources once after the word 

WHEN, and after the word WOKE in line 1, then again on a 

later revision of the same word WOKE, and lastly on 

CHANGED in the same line. No other resources are attempted. 

Similarly, on March 9, 1983, Rachel is given a 

dittoed sheet with a scribble on it. The assignment is to 

turn the scribble into a picture and write a story about 

the picture. Rachel makes her scribble into a butterfly. 

She writes: 

WHEN IT RAINS A BUTTERFLY GOES 
IN A TREE WHEN IT RAINS. THE END. 

Again, Rachel uses resources in her story, this time twice. 

Both times she looks at the paper of a student sitting 

facing her, and copies words that she needs to spell. 

These two examples are typical ways that Rachel uses 

resources. 

Vincent. Vincent, who uses resources 3.9 times 

PHW of text in Year I and only 2.2 times PHW in Year II 

(Table 4), is the subject whose use of human resources 

and inanimate resources is about the same (Table 3), whereas 

the other subjects use human resources less than inanimate 

ones. However, he still manages to seek out twelve 

different kinds of inanimate resources during the two 

years of the study. 

In this episode from April 27, 1983, Vincent uses 

both categories of resources in his letter to his pen pal, 
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in spite of the fact that he does not appear to be 

enthusiastic about writing this particular day. He begins: 

DEAR HAROLD DE HALEN III, 

Here, Vincent has two interruptions. The first is to 

discuss something with a nearby classmate, and the second 

to fallout of his chair. He continues: 

HOW ARE YOU. I'M JUST FINE. 

Again Vincent, who appears unsettled about writing, 

interrupts himself to talk to classmates. 

YESTERDAY I MADE A ... 

He again interrupts himself to talk to a classmate. His 

conversation is not related to writing. Then he says aloud, 

"Where is that paper?" He rummages through a pile of 

paper and produces yesterday's science paper. He copies 

the word VOLCANO from the paper onto his letter. He 

continues to write, and is subvocalizing as he writes: 

... VOLCANO. LAST NIGHT I DIDN'T 
GET TO SEE IT ERUPT. BUT MY MOM 
DID. THIS MORNING MY WHOLE CLASS 
AND ME GOT TO SEE IT ERUPT. IT WAS 
FUN. 

Here Vincent informs the researcher he is done. Vincent 

seems to be anxious to get this assignment finished .. This 

was a second draft of his pen pal letter, having ripped up 

his first after becoming dissatisfied with it. The 

researcher asks Vincent if he is sure that he has nothing 
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more to tell his pen pal. He gets up and asks the teacher 

when the class field trip was. He writes: 

ON 4-5-83, WE ... 

He gets out of his seat again, apparently to ask his 

teacher what else he should write. She suggests that he 

can write about a toad that their class had donated to the 

Arizona Sonoran Desert Museum. Vincent can be heard to 

respond, "I told them. Oh well, I'll tell them again." 

He continues: 

WENT TO A F ••• 

He gets up again and asks his teacher how to spell FIELD. 

She assists him in arriving at the conventional spelling. 

He continues: 

FIELD TRIP TO THE ... 

He gets up again, this time to ask his teacher how to spell 

DESERT. Again, she helps him figure out the spelling. 

Returning to his seat, he writes: 

DESERT MUSEUM IN ..• 

This time he gets up to ask his teacher how to spell 

TUCSON. She again patiently assists him. He continues: 

TUCSON. IT WAS ... 

Here, vincent asks the teacher a question unrelated to 

writing. 

FUN. WE ..• 



Vincent interrupts himself once again, making a comment 

aloud to whomever is nearby. 

GOT TO SEE THE FROG WE PUT 
IN THE DESERT MUSEUM. 
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"I'm through," he again informs the researcher. She asks 

him, since it's a letter, if he will sign it. He says 

"Yes," and then resumes writing. 

WE HAD TO EAT IN THE BUS 
BECAUSE WE WERE LATE. 

YOUR PEN PAL, 
VINCENT LOPEZ #1 

"There. That's an hour worth of reading." Vincent's 

comment ends his writing episode. His completed text reads: 

DEAR HAROLD DE HAL EN III, 
HOW ARE YOU. I'M JUST FINE. 

YESTERDAY I MADE A VOLCANO. LAST 
NIGHT I DIDN'T GET TO SEE IT ERUPT. 
BUT MY MOM DID. THIS MORNING MY 
WHOLE CLASS AND ME GOT TO SEE IT 
ERUPT. IT WAS FUN. ON 4-5-83, WE 
WENT TO A FIELD TRIP TO THE DESERT 
MUSEUM IN TUCSON. IT WAS FUN. WE 
GOT TO SEE THE FROG WE PUT IN THE 
DESERT MUSEUM. WE HAD TO EAT IN 
THE BUS BECAUSE WE WERE LATE. 

YOUR PEN PAL, 
VINCENT LOPEZ #1 

Although Vincent's use of people around him during writing 

is typical, usually he makes more use of the researcher and 

classmates than the teacher. He still makes use of a wide 

variety of print resources. In this episode, Vincent 

consults his science paper for the spelling of VOLCANO. 

Vincent seems to be skilled at deciding where to find a 
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word he will need among books and other print matter in the 

classroom. Vincent tends to use resources less often 

during writing episodes where he is very involved in his 

writing. At those times, he seems to ignore spelling 

issues and to write intensely until he is finished. 

Dana. Dana uses resources less than any other 

subject. His Year I use is 1.69 times per 100 words of 

text. The figure in Year II drops to .35 times per 100 

words, with a combined figure of .93 times per hundred. 

This means, in actuality, Dana only consults a resource six 

times during the entire second year. Dana uses 12 

different kinds of inanimate resources over the two year 

study, but the only human resource he uses is the nearby 

researcher. Dana never consults a classmate, teacher, or 

teacher aide. 

Of the six times Dana uses resources in Year II, 

three of those are dictionary use, only one of which is a 

successful attempt to locate a desired word. On another 

occasion, Dana wants the word DOBERMAN from an encyclopedia, 

but actually gets his classmate, Carl, to find it in the 

encyclopedia for him. His other two uses of resources 

include getting the spelling of words from the blackboard. 

Since Dana's use of resources is fairly infrequent, 

a specific example from one of his stories does not provide 

the reader with any additional insights into Dana as a user 
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of resources. It is sufficient, perhaps, to conclude that 

Dana does not use resources to any great extent. 

Discussion and Summary of Resource Use 

An interesting feature in the data on resource 

use was the difference in the extent to which resources 

were used in the two different classrooms participating 

in the second year of the study. Figure 1 depicts this 

difference. 

The third graders who went on to the regular 

fourth grade decreased their use of resources per hundred 

words (Rachel, Vincent, Dana), while the subjects who went 

to the pre-fourth grade showed large increases in resource 

use, (Gordon, Elaine, Anna). By examining factors in the 

classroom, it is possible to suggest some reasons for the 

differences in resource use between the two classrooms. 

In the "Pre-fourth" grade class where resource use was 

extensive, resources were more available and their use 

more encouraged by the teacher and the paraprofessional 

than in the regular fourth grade classroom. Classroom 

environment and management policies in the "Pre-fourth" 

grade class provided opportunities for the subjects to use 

resources. For example, this teacher reported that she 

valued and encouraged collaboration as a part of learning, 

especially during writing. Many resources were made 
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available and students were encouraged to use resources at 

their disposal when they were engaged in academic work. 

She reports having available a set of encyclopedias on a 

movable cart in the classroom for times when students 

would show an interest in writing reports on topics of 

their choice. In addition, four or five different types 

of dictionaries were conveniently located for student use. 

Students were encouraged to get up from their seats to 

obtain needed materials and resources and to assist each 

other whenever possible. 

In contrast, the regular fourth grade teacher was 

often heard to encourage students that were involved in 

writing or other academics to work quietly and indepen

dently. Silent independent work was rewarded with praise 

and privileges, such as being called on first to line up 

for lunch or recess. The students were discouraged from 

walking about the room during writing. These children did 

not have the same variety of resources at their fingertips. 

The use of resources is an interesting aspect of 

the composing process. All the subjects used resources 

from the beginning of the study, without ever having .been 

directly instructed to do so. Writers seemed to use 

whatever they could, to solve a variety of problems, such 

as spelling, punctuation, capitalization, and formulating 

ideas for their stories. 
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One of the conclusions from this study raises 

questions needing further research. Since the purpose of 

most resource use was spelling, would the use of resources 

change if spelling were less emphasized? Spelling seems 

to become an issue in the composing process of these 

children in a variety of ways. Is correct spelling 

receiving too much emphasis making it a primary focus in 

the writing of these students? This study does not 

address these questions. However, it seems that if other 

areas of writing were emphasized by teachers, such as 

teacher-pupil conferences centered around issues of meaning 

and content, the profile of resource use might be different, 

including the kinds and amounts of resources used. 

In reference to the questions posed about 

resources at the beginning of this section, children use a 

variety of resources, both human ones and inanimate ones 

when they write. They are creative and resourceful, 

finding whatever they need in more different places than 

is readily obvious, including a multitude of text sources 

within their classroom. Different children use resources 

more extensively than others, and vary in the resources 

they choose most often. Generally, inanimate sources 

like dictionaries, bulletin boards, trade books, and 

chalkboards constitute the most popular, frequently used 

resources. 
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Donald Graves (1981) talks about children "living 

off the land" (term used with author's permission) in 

their classroom as they creatively and resourcefully 

solve problems. As we view these writers using their 

classroom environment with a multitude of text sources as 

well as people, it becomes clear that they make use of 

whatever is available. The researchers even observed one 

student in the first year classroom finding the spelling 

for the word OFF by getting up to check the classroom 

light switch. As students need to solve problems, they 

determine appropriate sources of answers. When Vincent 

wanted to find the name of a place, he went to the 

"Viewrnaster" disks used for Social Studies. He knew that 

a "Viewrnaster" disk about Switzerland would somewhere have 

the word SWITZERLAND written on it. When another student 

wanted to know how to spell one of the researcher's last 

name, she went to the class "mailboxes," located the one 

belonging to the researcher, and read the label. Gordon, 

who needed to spell OCTOBER on one occasion, logically 

looked on the class calendar. On several occasions, 

students chose trade books from the classroom library on 

topics they were writing about. They skimmed through 

pages of the book, added a particular word to their 

emerging text, and resumed writing. 
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Among these subjects, there are differing ways 

that resources are used, in spite of the fact that they 

are generally used for spelling. However, these 

differences may not be as accountable to individual styles 

and differences as they might be to differences in the 

classroom environment, since there is a clear cut 

difference between the resource users in the two different 

fourth grades. 

As far as this study is concerned, there is a 

difference in the role resources play in different class

rooms. These differences may be the result of the 

convenience and quantity of available resources, the 

presence of open encouragement by teachers and other school 

staff to use resources, and the management style of 

individual classrooms. Classroom styles may promote or 

prohibit students from actively moving about the environ

ment to seek sources of answers to assist them in making 

decisions as writers. The data in this study is strongly 

suggestive of the important influence classroom environ

ment plays on resource use. 

In addition to the creative ways in which subjects 

use physical resources, they also rely upon their 

community. In the episode described earlier, Gordon uses 

a variety of people in different ways. He asks his teacher 

and one classmate a direct question. He manages to get a 
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classmate in another instance to find information for him. 

Given opportunities to interact, children in classrooms 

support each other in solving problems related to writing. 

Revision in Elementary Age writers 

Questions: What kinds of revisions do young 
writers make? Do different writers revise 
differently? Do the kinds of revisions they 
make reflect what they believe about 
writing and the writing process? 

This section will first restate the procedures for 

analysis, and present the overall findings related to 

revision. In addition, it will examine whether or not 

different writers revise differently, and take a close look 

at each subject's revision. This will be followed by the 

answer to the question concerned with how revisions of 

these writers relate to their statements of beliefs about 

writing. Finally, there will be an overall discussion and 

summary of revision. 

Analysis 

Revision is defined in this study as any change 

that a writer makes to a text. All of the revisions 

during the writing by our subjects were reviewed and 

assigned to one of nine categories. These categories are 

based on taxonomies of Bridwell (1980), Faigley and Witte 

(1981), and Graves and Murray (1981). Their specific 

systems do not suit the data in this study, but the ideas 
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from their work have contributed to the development of the 

analysis. For example, the different levels of revisions 

by Bridwell are appealing. The subjects in Bridwell's 

study were not, however, elementary age school children 

and the focus was not solely first draft writing. Since 

the subjects in this study are younger writers composing 

first draft writing, modifications become necessary. 

The resulting categories of revisions, defined in 

Chapter 3, emerged from examination of the data itself. 

They include: (1) Cosmetic changes, (2) Spelling changes, 

(3) Punctuation changes, (4) Wording changes, (5) Sentence/ 

Within changes, (6) Sentence/Across changes, (7) Text 

changes, (8) Heading changes, and (9) Format changes. 

Revision: General Findings 

In the course of writing the 215 stories, our six 

writers make 1,389 revisions. Table 5 indicates that 

surface level, cosmetic, and spelling changes are the 

priority of all six writers since these comprise the 

largest percent of revisions. 



Table 5. Summary of kinds of revisions. 
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Four out of six subjects have more cosmetic 

revisions (Category 1) than any other kind, including 

spelling in the first year. In the second year, two-thirds 

of the subjects still have cosmetic changes constituting 

the largest portions of all their revisions, although the 

individual statistics are not quite as high. Two-thirds of 

the subjects also make fewer cosmetic revisions in their 

second year data than in the first year, while the other 

third increases the percentage of these kinds of changes. 

One particular subject, Dana, has the highest percentage of 

cosmetic changes in Year I with Gordon as the second place 

candidate. In Year II, Vincent holds first place for 

having the largest percentage of cosmetic changes, and 

Dana has the second largest percentage. In the combined 

data for both years, Vincent and Dana hold first and second 

place respectively in cosmetic changes (see Table 5) . 

The desire for correct spelling (Category 2) seems 

to have an almost overwhelming influence on the revision 

process. This relates to the use of resources for the 

purpose of conventional spelling. Between one-fifth and 

one-half of all revisions, involve attempts to spell 

conventionally. Half of the subjects show increases in the 

portion of their revisions that are spelling related 

between the first and second year. Elaine's use of spelling 



revisions stays the same in both years, while Rachel's 

and Vincent's decrease (See Table 5). 
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Although in all three classrooms, teachers permit 

students to use invented spellings during writing, there 

is still some emphasis, to varying degrees on achieving 

correctness, and spelling errors are consistently a focus 

of teacher-student writing conferences in at least one of 

the classrooms. Students are observed consistently 

attempting to spell conventionally even when invented 

spellings are acceptable to the teacher. This raises 

another question for further investigation: What motivates 

students to want to spell conventionally? 

The writers in this study do not revise their 

punctuation (Category 3) nearly as much as the two previous 

categories. Changes in punctuation make up only 4.8% of 

all revisions in Year I, but rise to 6.8% in Year II. In 

both years, punctuation revisions account for only 6% of 

all the revisions. The students who use punctuation 

revisions either the most or the least when compared with 

their peers in Year I and Year II are not the same 

subjects. Half of these subjects deal with more punctua

tion revision in the second year of the study than they do 

in the first. Two subjects decrease in the percentage of 

their punctuation revjsions, while one subject's use of 

this type of revision is essentially the same. 
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The category for wording revision (Category 4) 

appears to be somewhat stable, in that four out of six 

subjects use about the same percentage of wording revisions 

in Year I data as they do in the Year II (See Table 5). 

The two students whose wording category drop drastically, 

Vincent and Anna, also have the largest increase in text 

changes and changes within a sentence for that second year. 

Therefore, the proportion of meaningful revisions, 

referring to revisions other than the cosmetic and spelling 

change categories, for these two subjects between both 

years is similar. 

Overall, revisions in the wording of a sentence 

account for between 11 and 24% of all revisions made in 

Year I, and between 12 and 21% of all Year II revisions. 

Young writers make all the kinds of revisions that are 

mentioned in the categories except there are no examples 

of revisions across sentences (Category 6). 

Four out of six of our students make some revision 

within sentences (Category 5) at some time throughout the 

two years. These revisions take the form of the addition 

of a prepositional phrase, the addition of a short 

sentence, or the deletion of part of a sentence because the 

writer believes, as Anna stated, "the sentence is too long. 11 

Two students make no revisions of this kind. They are 

Elaine, who was a member of the Pre-fourth grade during 



Year II and Dana, who received the award in the regular 

fourth grade for the highest academic record. 
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There are two kinds of text changes (Category 7) 

among these students including starting a new draft after 

abandoning an unsatisfactory beginning, and changing 

the direction of the composition by deleting some portion 

of what is written and changing the entire nature of the 

plot. Rachel does this second type of text revision when 

she hears her teacher clarifying the directions for an 

assignment to a nearby classmate. She realizes that what 

she is doing is unacceptable. Retaining her opening line, 

Rachel deletes the subsequent seven words she has written 

and begins a more detailed account of her recent class 

field trip. 

Two of the six students never make any text 

revisions, in either Year I or Year II. They are Dana 

and Elaine, the same students who never make any revisions 

within sentences. 

Category 8 and Category 9 are used by only two 

subjects, Anna and Rachel, and had to be added to the 

categories during the actual analysis for this study to 

accommodate a small portion of revisions these two subjects 

make that did not fit the other categories. 

In Table 6, the letters listed vertically refer to 

the categories of revision. This table shows that the 



greatest portion of all the revisions observed in this 

data fall into the first two categories. Cosmetic 

changes and spelling changes constitute 75% of all 

revisions when combining the figures from both years. 
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In year one, the mean of cosmetic changes is 43%, which 

drops slightly in the second year data to 38.8%. Spelling, 

which'shows a mean 32.5% of all revisions made in the 

first year, rose to 35.8% of all revisions that these 

young writers make in Year II. Table 5 summarizes the 

different categories of revision and the percent of 

revision for each different type for each year of the study 

and for the two years combined. 

The extent to which individual young writers 

revise varies greatly. Elaine makes 6.1 revisions per 100 

words of text and Dana revises 7.23 times per 100 words; 

much more extensive revisers are Gordon, 13.66 revisions 

per 100 words, and Rachel, 16.31 revisions per 100 words. 

Table 7 presents the revisions per 100 words of written 

text for each subject for both years of the study as well 

as for the two years combined. 
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Table 6. Mean percentage of revisions. 

Year I Year II Combined 

Cosmetic 43.0% 38.8% 40.0% 

Spelling 32.5% 35.8% 35.0% 

Total 75.5% 74.6% 75.0% 

Punctuation 4.8% 6.8% 6.0% 

Wording 18.6% 15.7% 16.5% 

Sentence/Within 0.7% 1. 2% 1.0% 

Sentence/Across 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Text 0.5% 1.1% 0.9% 

Heading 0.0% 0.5% 0.3% 

Format 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 

Total 24.6% 25.5% 24.9% 
Meaningful 
Changes 
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Table 7. Revisions per 100 words of text. 

Year I Year II Combined 

Anna 8.74 14.07 11.84 

Gordon 13.89 13.52 13.66 

Elaine 4.72 7.63 6.12 

Rachel 12.41 20.83 16.31 

Vincent 6.63 9.64 8.25 

Dana 5.18 8.74 7.23 

Since the categories of cosmetic changes and 

spelling changes constitute such a large portion of 

revisions, and constitute non-meaningful changes, Table 8 

is presented in order to view these writers in terms of 

beginning to make more meaningful changes in writing. 

The revisions pertaining to spelling and cosmetics were 

extracted from the data to produce another profile of 

these writers as revisers. As shown in Table 8, there is 

still a considerable range in the extent to which writers 

revise those aspects of text that affect meaning. 
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Table 8. Meaning revisions per 100 words. 

Year I Year II Combined 

Anna 2.82 4.40 3.74 

Gordon 3.17 3.66 3.47 

Elaine 0.83 1. 78 1.29 

Rachel 3.13 6.05 4.48 

Vincent 1. 95 1. 86 1.90 

Dana 1.05 1.84 1.51 

Table 8 shows only the meaning related revisions. 

These kinds of revisions include only categories of 

punctuation, wording, sentence/across changes, text, 

format and heading changes. Henceforth, "meaningful" 

revisions will exclude the categories of "cosmetic changes" 

and "spelling changes" and include any of these other 

categories where the revisions to some extent do affect 

meaning. 

Again, Elaine and Dana continue to be the least 

extensive revisers, making only 1.29 and 1.51 meaningful 

revisions per hundred words respectively, which include 

only punctuation and wording changes. Neither of these two 

writers ever made revisions beyond the wording category. 

With only meaningful revisions considered, three subjects 



105 

continue to be relatively extensive revisers including 

Gordon (3.47 revisions per 100 words), Anna (3.74 revisions 

per 100 words), and Rachel (4.48 revisions per 100 words). 

These three students make more frequent meaningful 

revisions, including sentence/within revisions, text 

changes, format, and heading changes. 

Examining revision among the three different class

rooms that are involved with this study provides some 

interesting data. There is some difference in the average 

percent of cosmetic changes observed (See Table 9). The 

third grade classroom has a mean of 43% cosmetic changes. 

The regular fourth grade classroom, where three subjects 

were located, has a 47.6% average of cosmetic changes as 

a proportion of all revisions made. The Pre-fourth grade 

classroom, has the lowest portion of these kinds of 

changes, only a 30% average. 
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Table 9. Classroom comparison in types of revision 

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 4 
Ms. H (Pre) Ms. P 

Ms. C 

Cosmetic 43.0% 30.0% 47.6% 

Spelling 32.5% 42.6% 29.0% 

Punctuation 4.8% 9.33% 4.0% 

Wording 18.6% 15.0% 16.3% 

Sentence/Within 0.7% 1. 7% 0.7% 

Sentence/Across 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Text 0.5% .33% 2.0% 

Heading 0.0% 0.7% .33% 

Format 0.0% .33% 0.0% 

Examining punctuation data, the Pre-fourth grade 

class makes punctuation revisions on an average of 9.33%. 

Both the regular fourth grade, and the third grade class 

revise punctuation less than 5%. Again, as with resource 

use, it seems that classroom differences influence revision 

among students. The Pre-fourth grade class, who used 

resources more frequently than the other fourth grade, 

also happens to have a higher mean of meaningful revisions 

and a lower mean on the cosmetic and spelling categories 

combined in revisions. The evidence strongly suggests 



that instructional practices, teacher priorities, and 

curriculum influence revision. 

The Six Subjects as Revisers 
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Elaine. A look at individual writers will provide 

additional insight into the different ways the six writer~ 

revise, beginning with Elaine, who according to selection 

criteria for the Goodman (1984) writing study is the 

least proficient writer. In each case study, a typed 

version of the child's writing is included (expected 

response, which shows conventional spelling and punctua

tion) along with a reduced copy of the original un

corrected copy in the subject's handwriting (observed 

response) . 

Elaine, makes 4.72 revisions per 100 words of 

text in Year I (Table 7). Her Year II mean rises to 7.63 

revisions per hundred, with an overall mean for both 

years combined of 6.12 revisions per hundred words. 

Of all the kinds of revisions that Elaine makes 

in Year I, 28% are cosmetic changes, 54% are spelling 

changes, 7% are related to punctuation and 11% are wording 

revisions. Her Year II figures include 21% cosmetic 

changes, 52% spelling changes, 14% punctuation revisions, 

and 13% wording (See Table 5). Her punctuation changes in 

Year II as well as in the combined data for both years 
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are the highest of any subject in this study. Elaine never 

makes any kinds of revisions past the wording level. There 

are no incidents of changes involving parts of sentences, 

text, formats, or headings. 

A typical pattern of revision for Elaine can be 

seen in her story from April 7, 1983. Her topic is a big 

snake visiting the land of the Indians. Near the end of 

the story where her only revisions in this piece are 

located, she writes: 

HOW DID THE MAN GET THE SNAK 
AWAY? BILT A FIRE. HOW DID 
THE SNAK COME HE WILDELDED (WIGGLED) 
ARRANOUD. 

Within this passage, Elaine addresses spelling 

concerns by erasing BILT and revising to BUILT. Wording 

is her next concern when she adds HE before the word 

BUILT. Elaine is primarily a first draft writer, who was 

judged to be a non-proficient writer by her teacher when 

she was chosen for this study. In the Goodman (1984) 

writing study, the measures of syntactic complexity of 

Elaine's writing were the lowest among the six subjects, 

and lo\ ~r than the mean score for subjects of a similar 

age in other studies of children's writing (Hunt, 1970). 

Her first draft writing characteristic may change either 

with instruction which focuses on revision as a part of 

writing, or with continued development and experimentation 
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with written language. It is also possible, that Elaine's 

pattern of revision may change with continued practice 

(See Figure 2). 

THE DAY THE BIG SNAKE CAHE TO THE 
TO THE INDIANS 

ONE DAY THE BIG SNAKE CAME TO THE 
INDIAN'S LAND. THE BIG SNAKE ATE 
ALL THE PEOPLE. EXCEPT ONE MAN. THEN 
THE MAN BUILT A FIRE TO MAKE THE SNAKE 
GO AWAY. THEN THE SNAKE WENT AWAY. 
THEN THE MAN WAS SAFE. HOW DID THE SNAKE 
GET AWAY? HE BUILT A FIRE. HOW DID THE 
SNAKE COME. HE WIGGLED AROUND. 

~\1'S--------u ryo ~-- -- wab:f---· --<?-ffiiY' ----~beh---.;-- no ~----. 
• ".. - • 0" 

....... " ..: -. _____ ---a;r .... ·• __ 

Figure 2. Elaine's text. 
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Gordon. Gordon, another member of the Pre-fourth 

grade in Year II, revises 13.89 times per hundred words in 

Year I, and 13.52 per hundred words in the second year. 

His overall average revisions per 100 words of 13.66 is 

the second highest among the subjects in the combined 

Year I and Year II statistics (Table 7). He shows 3.47 

meaningful revisions per hundred words. He has the third 

highest figure in this category (Table 8). A factor that 

may influence these figures is that Gordon is a risk taker. 

Whereas a student like Dana will think hard and consider 

the next word or phrase carefully before writing it down, 

Gordon plunges in and puts his ideas on paper for con

sideration. He wears down more erasers. 

Cosmetic changes make up slightly more than half 

of all Gordon's revisions in Year I (Table 5). That pro

portion declines from 52% to 41% in the second year with 

an overall figure of 45% which is somewhat above the mean 

for all the subjects in the area of cosmetic changes (40%). 

This is not surprising since Gordon makes frequent comments 

during interviews that express his concern for not having 

"black eraser smudges" or tears in his papers. He tends to 

write spontaneously and then reconsiders his work. 

Gordon's spelling revisions are somewhat below the 

35% mean for the six subjects, with 25% spelling revisions 

for Year I and 32% for Year II (Table 5, Table 6). 
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Although he frequently sought advice about spelling from 

nearby listeners while writing, his typical response was 

also, "1'11 just put it down any way. II Overall, Gordon 

places more value on his handwriting looking neat than he 

does on conventional spelling. 

Punctuation revisions are minimal in Gordon's 

writing in Year I but show an increase to 9% by Year II. 

The overall mean for all subjects in punctuation is 6%. 

In Year I and Year II, the percentage of wording revisions 

that Gordon makes is about the same and is about average 

for the subjects. His meaningful revision categories, 

such as text changes and sentence/within revisions, which 

constitute about 2% of his revisions in Year I, drop 

slightly to 1% in Year II. 

In spite of his concerns for neatness and appear

ance, Gordon plows in with both hands and feet, unafraid 

to take risks with language. Gordon's story on April 14, 

1983 is an example of his approach to revision. The title 

of his story finally becomes THE DAY ME AND MICHAEL WENT 

TO THE UNVSTE (University). But, by the time Gordon 

completes this title, he makes six different revisions. 

The evolution of a single line of his text proceeds 

laboriously. His title begins with: 

THE DA/ ... 
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Gordon, not satisfied with the line he began for 

the letter ~, pauses here to erase the extraneous line 

and write it better. He continues: 

THE DAY m ..• 

He reconsiders his selection of the lower case "m" 

and erases it, replacing it with a capital "M." His title 

so far reads: 

THE DAY ME AND MICHAEL ... 

Apparently our young writer is uncertain about the 

use of capital letters in titles and re-writes MICHAEL 

twice, trying it out first in capitals, then in lower case 

letters, and then back to capitals. His title reads so 

far: 

THE DAY ME AND MICHAEL went ... 

Gordon began his last word "went" with lower case 

letters. He reconsiders, erases the word, and rewrites 

it using all upper case. His title now reads so far: 

THE DAY ME AND MICHAEL WENT SWIMMING. 

This time, it is not capitalization that prompts Gordon to 

revise, but a choice in content. Apparently deciding that 

this title would not appropriately describe what was to 

come in this composition, he erases "SWIMMING," and writes 

instead, TO THE UNVSTE, (UNIVERSITY). His title in its 

final form, which took a great deal of hard work and six 



revisions before even beginning the text of his story, 

becomes: 

THE DAY ME AND MICHAEL WENT 
TO THE UNVSTE 

The beginning of this field trip narrative has eight 

cosmetic revisions, one spelling revision, five wording 
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revisions and two m~aningfu1 revisions within a sentence 

when it is complete. A more complex revision occurs at 

the end of the story when Gordon comes to his closing 

line: 

THEN WE WENT TO THE R K (arcade) AND 
PLAYED GAMES. 

But he changes the entire sentence around and finally 

closes with: 

ME AND MICHAEL PLAYED GAMES ALL DAY LONG. 

(See Figure 3). 

Gordon seems to take writing seriously. He man-

ipu1ates language, erases frequently, and changes his mind 

about his writing. Concerned with both appearance and 

content issues, he struggles with spelling, mechanics, and 

handwriting, but does not lose the perspective that writing 

should be interesting and should make sense, as we see in 

his above account of his trip to the University. 



ONE DAY ME AND MICHAEL WENT TO 
THE UNIVERSITY 

IT WAS APRIL 13 WHEN WE WENT TO 
LUNCH. THEN THE RESEARCHERS CAME 
AND ME AND MICHAEL HAD TO GO TO 
TUCSON. WHEN WE GOT THERE WE WENT 
TO THE UNIVERSITY AND THEN WE WENT 
TO VISIT DIANE AND SANDY AND YETTA. 
AFTER WE GOT THROUGH VISITING THE 
LADIES WE WENT TO ALL THE BUILDINGS. 
THEN ME AND MICHAEL PLAYED GAMES ALL 
DAY LONG. 

l~~ik::ffi~~~~~.::.~~ 
. . i' .. . '. . t .• j I. ~ . 

~~~~~t. 

~~j~~~j'~~~~~ 
~ ~.;, I, ': I " '.I ." .!I",: . 

Figure 3. Gordon's text. 
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Anna. Anna, who makes 8.74 revisions per 100 

words in Year I, jumps to 14.07 revisions per hundred words 

in Year II with an overall mean of 11.84. This places her 

as the third most extensive reviser among the subjects 

(Table 7). Anna is the second most extensive reviser if 

only meaningful revisions are considered, with a mean of 

3.74 meaningful revisions per hundred words (Table 7). 

It is interesting to note that Anna, who is not a 

particularly good student in the eyes of her teachers, has 

experience outside of school with purposeful writing. For 

years, Anna corresponded with her "sponsors," a family in 

New Jersey. In her experiences with written language, 

Anna may have learned the need for revision in authentic 

writing episodes outside of school. 

Anna, who is also one of the three members of the 

Pre-fourth grade in Year II, makes meaningful revisions 

earlier than any other subject in the study. Revisions 

within sentences constitute 3% of her total revisions, 

which is double any other subject in this revision category. 

She also makes textual changes, slightly more often than 

the group mean for that category (Table 6). Her revisions 

in the area of format and the addition of headings caused 

additions to be made to the category systems for revisions. 

Only one other subject has any revision that falls into 

either of those two categories (Table 5). 
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Anna's wording revisions represent a certain 

uniqueness among the subjects. Where most subjects 

typically make wording revisions by changing their minds 

about the choice of a word, or adding a word that was 

intended but forgotten, all of Anna's wording revisions 

in Year I are deletions of extraneous or unnecessary words, 

or substitutions in choices of words. There are no 

examples of Anna adding a word to her text until October 

of Year II when she writes in her October 7, 1982 story 

that THE CLOUDS ARE COMING DOWN FROM EAST, and she goes 

back to add a THE before the word EAST. 

Graves and Murray (1981) observed that there seems 

to be an order in which children learn to revise. They 

state that children learn first to add material, then to 

delete, and lastly to re-organize. While this is 

certainly typical for most of the subjects in this study, 

Anna presents another pattern. Since Anna is observed 

deleting material for over a year before there are any 

examples of her adding material, it is not clear whether 

Anna is learning to delete material first, as it appears, 

or if perhaps this study started after she may have 

experimented with adding to her writing in earlier grades. 

Another interesting aspect of Anna's revisions 

include examples of revisions that are actually two entirely 

different kinds of revisions in one. On March 11, 1982, 
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Anna writes about the circus. Near the end of her story, 

she talks about a puppy at the circus: 

THE MASTER NOST (noticed) THE BARe (bark) 
AND HE SAID, "DID THAT SOND (sound) LIKE 
THE PAPGYG (puppy)?" 

Anna, apparently unhappy with both her spelling of PUppy 

as well as the spacing of it on the paper, economizes by 

erasing the word and re-writing it on the next line where 

there is more room, trying another spelling at the same 

time. 

On February 17, 1983, Anna's topic is the planet, 

Saturn. Near the end of her report, she writes: 

SATURN HAS NINE MOONS. 
HEAVY PLANT (planet). 
PUT SATURN ON ... 

IT'S NOT A 
PEOPLE SAY IF THEY 

Anna gets to this point and decides that her new sentence 

is not acceptable. "It's too long," she laments to any-

one who might be listening. The format of the paper may 

be controlling her sentence length as she tries to produce 

one sentence per line. She may think this is the way a 

report is written. She erases the entire sentence and 

starts over somewhat differently. 



PLANET 

1. SATURN IS THE SECOND LARGEST 
PLANET. 
2. SATURN IS THE SIXTH PLANET FROM 
THE SUN. 
3. SATURN IS ALMOST BIGGER THAN JUPITER. 
4. SATURN HAS NINE MOONS. 
5. IT'S NOT A HEAVY PLANET. 
6. IT HAS AT LEAST TEN MOONS. 
7. THE RINGS MAKE SATURN LOOK VERY 
BEAUTIFUL. 
8. THE RINGS ARE MADE OF ICY PIECES 
OF ROCK. 
9. IT HAS 15 MOONS. 
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Figure 4. Anna's text. 
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Anna's style of revision is unique among our six 

subjects. She does not revise like the least proficient 

writers, as Graves suggests beginning writers do. Her 

wording strategy differs from her peers, and her priority 

in revision seems to focus on meaningful levels of revision 

right from the very beginning. 

Vincent. Vincent, a member of the regular fourth 

grade in Year II proves to be an interesting and serious 

writer. Vincent makes 6.63 revisions per hundred words of 

text in Year I, about 9.64 per hundred words in Year II and 

overall, about 8.25 revisions per 100 words (Table 7). This 

places him slightly below the mean among the six subjects 

(Mean=10.57). In meaningful revisions per 100 words, 

Vincent is again below the group mean of 2.73 revisions per 

hundred words, with a mean of 1.90 meaningful revisions 

(Table 8). 

From these figures, one cannot conclude, however, 

that Vincent is a non-extensive reviser, because the amount 

of text related changes that he makes is higher than his 

peers. Vincent revises proportionately less often, but 

those individual revisions involve a greater quantity of 

text. He is, in fact, a fairly extensive reviser who is 

beginning to move beyond superficial revision into making 

meaningful changes (Table 5). 
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The percentage of cosmetic changes that Vincent 

initiates in Year I is typical among the subjects at 44%. 

In Year II, his cosmetic changes claim a larger portion 

of his overall revising. His attention to spelling is less 

frequent than that of his peers, showing consistent figures 

in the 20% range throughout (Table 5, Table 6). 

Punctuation is another area that Vincent revises 

very little. His changes involving punctuation constitute 

only 4% in Year I, 2% in Year II, and 3% in the two years 

combined data. Wording changes drop drastically from 24% 

to 12% by the second year. These statistics may be mis

leading with Vincent, however, who has 4% of his revisions 

as either within sentence revisions or text revisions. 

Vincent and Anna share first place for the greatest per

centage of the more complex, meaning oriented revisions 

(See Table 5, Totals for Category 5 and 7). Since typically 

these kinds of revisions involve more text, but fewer 

incidents of making the revisions, Vincent, like Anna, may 

be operating on a fairly sophisticated level of revision and 

seems to have developed new strategies for the making of 

meaning. 

Vincent's style of revision is demonstrated typi

cally in his composition on February 23, 1983. After 

preparing for a week to write on this topic of importance 

to him, Vincent delves into it seriously. He begins: 



SOME DAY I WOULD LIKE TO BECOME 
A MADINCE (medicine) ... 
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He pauses here to erase the "m" in medicine and capitalize 

it. 

. .. LIKE MY UNCLES ... 

Vincent realizes something is not quite the way he wants 

it and revises the last line to read: 

... LIKE SOME OF MY UNCLES ARE. 

He begins to write the letter "n" but discards whatever 

he first intended and continues: 

I WISH I WAS OME (one) ... 

Realizing that he has made an M where he wanted an N 

(problem with cursive writing), he erases the word ONE 

and writes it over again. 

I WISH I WAS ONE RIGHT NOW. 

He stops here to reread what he has written so far. In 

doing so, he discovers that he has omitted the word MAN 

after the word MEDICINE, back in his first sentence. He 

inserts MAN. There are only four other revisions in this 

entire text, all of which are cosmetic changes of Vincent's 

attempts to make his handwriting somewhat clearer. 



SOME DAY I WOULD LIKE TO BECOME 
A MEDICINE MAN JUST LIKE SOME OF 
MY UNCLES ARE. I WISH I WAS ONE 
RIGHT NOW. BUT I HAVE TO KNOW A 
LOT OF STUFF BEFORE I CAN BECOME 
A MEDICINE MAN. I HAVE TO KNOW HOW 
TO SING IN PAPAGO AND KNOW HOW TO 
TALK TO THE GHOSTS AND KNOW WHEN THEY 
ARE COMING AND WHEN THEY ARE HERE. 
ONLY IF I KNEW HOW TO BECOME A 
MEDICINE MAN. THE END. 

Figure 5. Vincent's text. 
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Vincent's revisions are different than most of 

the six subjects. He uses some meaningful revisions early, 

but especially shifts to more meaningful strategies as 

he gains more experience as a writer (Table 5). 

Dana. Dana is an unusual reviser for different 

reasons. He revises 5.18 times per 100 words in Year I, 

8.74 times in Year II and his overall mean is 7.23 re

visions per 100 words. This places him as the second least 

extensive reviser among the subjects (Table 7). Meaningful 

revisions are also low with 1.05 revisions per 100 words 

in Year I, 1.84 in Year II and a mean for both years 

combined of 1.51 (Table 8). 

This is an interesting contrast to Elaine, the other 

non-extensive reviser. Dana, who is a very good student, 

may focus on first draft writing as a personal style, or 

his strategy of little revision may have originated from 

instructional practices that led him to view writing as a 

linear, one draft process. It would be particularly 

interesting to follow the development of a writer like 

Dana. The strategy that he has developed for completing 

assignments carefully, without much revision, may not 

continue to be successful later on. 

The only kind of revision that Dana makes more than 

the average of his peers is cosmetic revisions. In all 

categories, he is either par with the mean for the group 
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or below it. He has the highest percentage of cosmetic 

changes in Year I, and the second highest both in Year II 

and in the combined data. Dana never makes any changes 

beyond the word level revisions in either Year I or Year II 

(Table 5). 

A typical example of Dana's writing is his fictional 

account of a basketball game between the Los Angeles Lakers 

and the Boston Celtics. Dana first begins: 

ONE DAY I WAS GOING TO THE COLOSEUM ... 

He appears to deliberate over the word COLOSEUM, trying to 

decide whether or not it is spelled right. Dana, who is 

not a risk taker, plays it safe and revises accordingly: 

ONE DAY I WAS GOING TO THE BASKETBALL GAME ... 

Dana conveniently eliminates his dilemma by changing to a 

safer, easier-to-spell selection of words. In this entire 

composition, there is one meaningful revision, two 

spelling changes, and three cosmetic revisions. 

Dana is primarily a first draft writer who composes 

cautiously, takes few risks and is unwilling to make any 

messes. Dana often takes a long pause at the end of a 

sentence during writing before putting the appropriate 

punctuation in place. When asked why he does this, Dana 

responds that he's "making sure" that the sentence is 

complete. He places a high value on correctness, especially 

on punctuation and capitalization. He prefers to write in 
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pencil, because it can easily be erased. In fact, Dana 

once expressed that when he gets older, he will be able 

to write with a pen, since he will no longer make mistakes 

and therefore will not need to erase. 

ONE DAY I WAS GOING TO THE BASKETBALL 
GAME BETWEEN THE LOS ANGELES LAKERS 
VS. THE BOSTON CELTICS. THE F~RST 
QUARTER STARTED. IN THE FIRST QUARTER 
THE LAKERS SCORED 29 POINTS. THE SCORE 
WAS 29 TO 21. WHEN THE FIRST QUARTER WAS 
OVER, THE SCORE WAS 39 TO 31. WHEN THE 
SECOND QUARTER WAS HALF OVER, THE SCORE 
WAS 59 TO 60. WHEN THE QUARTER WAS OVER, 
THE SCORE WAS: LAKERS 68, CELTICS 69. 
THEN WHEN THE THIRD QUARTER OVERED, THE 
SCORE WAS 93, 100. FINALLY THE GAME WAS 
OVER. THE SCORE WAS LAKERS 119, CELTICS 
109. 

Figure 6. Dana's text. 
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Rachel. Rachel, who revises 12.41 times per 100 

words of text in Year I and 20.83 times per hundred words 

in Year II, is the most extensive reviser among the 

subjects in the study (Table 7). Looking at the statistics 

for only meaning related revisions, Rachel also has the 

most meaningful revisions with an overall mean of 4.48 

(Table 8). It is difficult to explain why Rachel, who 

expresses a dislike for writing, or at least expresses that 

feeling in relation to school assignments, would be an 

extensive, meaningful reviser. 

One-third of all Rachel's revisions are cosmetic, 

which is somewhat less than the average percentage of 

cosmetic changes among the subjects. Her largest propor

tion of revision during Year I are the spelling changes. 

Punctuation constitutes only 2% of her revisions, wording 

changes account for 21%. More complex revisions, like 

sentence/within and text changes account for 2% of her 

total revisions (Table 5). 

Rachel makes only slightly more cosmetic changes 

in Year II, and the percentage of her spelling revisions 

drops to 33%. Her changes that affect punctuation the 

second year rise to 5% of all changes, and the proportion 

of wording changes remain the same. During this year, 3% 

of all her changes are the more meaningful revisions 

(Table 5). 
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Like Anna, Rachel's wording changes do not 

include any of the more typical insertion kinds of 

revisions that are associated with less proficient writers. 

More often, wording changes for Rachel are complete changes 

in a word, or a deletion of a word. For example, on 

February 2, 1982, Rachel is writing a fairy tale. She 

abandons the first start of her tale, and begins a second 

time with this opening line: 

ONCE UPON A TIME THERE WAS A DRAGON AND A 
PRINCESS ... 

Rachel goes back and first re-writes the G in 

dragon for neatness. She erases the AND after the word 

dragon, changing it to the word A instead. Then, she erases 

the ~ before PRINCESS realizing that she no longer needs it. 

She continues her sentence so that it reads: 

ONCE UPON A TIME THERE WAS A DRAGON 
A PRINCESS AND A PRICE. (prince) 



ONCE UPON A TIME THERE WAS A DRAGON, 
A PRINCESS AND A PRINCE. ONE DAY THE 
PRINCESS WAS IN THE CASTLE. SHE HAD A 
GODMOTHER. SHE WAS VERY MAD SOMETIMES, 
BUT NOT ALL THE TIME. SHE WAS VERY RICH. 
THE END. 

ffi . 'd ' . '..L...I .. ~. I' ..' '. ,. 

~~7:-- ~. :0~i,~'- ~~··;·-',,?(,-nc:.e;,2.G----' ''id~S'-' 'j ~ 
, " •. '. " •..• " .... '. : . .'. 1 . '. ; 

Re/'--~ CD$t--\e/~ ~::"·--\:5~'e--.- '--\--ia;d- ---a ---(",0 d-' 
.' ," • ..' .' : .' '.: • .' • ~ ':. ~ . I " " • , .' ':..,.., • 

M~fh~C·-- .. -:·5hiE~·--\OrQ.-Cj-"'--':;·~-·-----:-·~-"""'-··-"-·c::-j.-)~ 
··S;~=ne.:+;-li:(e:;· -- :··)~(i.it· '--'V~'r>'t - -'- t?C~ (--_ .. -+h-~~~ 

I ' 

Figure 7. Rachel's text. 
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During Year II, Rachel again demonstrates a focus 

on content when she is writing an account of her class 

field trip to the "Sonoran Desert Museum." She begins: 

WHEN WE WENT TO THE DESERT MUSEUM I SAW 
A DUCK SWIMMING IN THE .•. 

At this point in her text, she overhears her 

teacher clarifying her expectations for this assignment to 

a nearby classmate. The teacher explains that she wants 

their field trip accounts to show details of all the things 

they did. Rachel scraps the opening sentence starting 

after the word MUSEUM and erases it. She changes the entire 

direction of the writing when she re-writes: 

WHEN WE WENT TO THE DESERT MUSEUM WE 
WALKED AND WALKED FOR A LONG TIME. 

The events of her day were narrated after that beginning. 

Although Rachel is not an enthusiastic writer, she 

certainly takes the task seriously and attempts to make 

meaning with written language. She knows that writing is 

hard work and needs revising. Her statements during 

interviews show that she recognizes the role that reading 

plays in the process of writing. 

Concepts of Writing and Revising 

"You want to trade some things around." 

This statement by Anna made during an interview 

expresses her beliefs about revision and writing. The last 

question related to revision to be addressed is: Do the 
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kinds of revisions young writers make reflect what they 

believe about writing and the writing process? In order to 

answer this question, statements the writers in this study 

made during interviews which reflect their views about 

good writing, bad writing, and revision were compared to 

each subject's revision strategies in order to draw 

conclusions about the relationship between the values 
'. 

expressed in the subjects' language about writing and their 

actual revision practices. 

Elaine, our least extensive reviser, responds when 

asked in her first interview about her ideas of what makes 

good writers and bad writers, that bad writers "didn't 

learn," but that they "might learn next year." Elaine 

believes that her classmate, Mike, is a good writer because 

of "the way he writes and he doesn't erase." She says that 

the way she can tell when her stories are good is because 

she uses "her right hand." Elaine talks primarily about 

good writers in terms of those who "learned," "don't 

erase," "write straight and slanted," and those who "don't 

need editing." Her Year II interviews have her commenting 

that good writers need to know "periods, question marks," 

and that their writing must "sound good." 

Elaine's revisions in the area of punctuation are 

the most extensive among the subjects. Solving punctuation 

problems is an area Elaine works on throughout both years, 
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and so it is not surprising that she says that good writers 

need to know about it. All of Elaine's comments, except 

one near the end of the study, relate to neatness and 

mechanics, rather than meaning oriented issues. They show 

her view that editing is undesirable and reflective of poor 

writing. 

Dana, who is another non-extensive reviser, 

similarly chooses to talk about good writers needing to know 

about periods, capitals, how to "start out" and to "stay in 

the lines." It is not surprising then, that Dana makes no 

complex meaningful revisions beyond the word level, and 

spends 59% of the Year I revisions on cosmetic changes. 

During Year II, Dana's interviews reveal that he under

stands that writers need to know "what to write about," 

and that writing "should make sense," but he continues 

to talk a great deal about the importance of "capitals and 

punctuation." Dana makes many comments about punctuation 

although his revision in the area of punctuation average 

only about 5%. But, unlike Elaine, he has good control of 

punctuation. 

Anna and Rachel, who both make meaningful revisions 

from the very beginning of the study, talk about good 

writers differently. Anna says that good writers get their 

writing done quickly, that it is exciting, not boring, that 

they "know what's going on in the story." She adds that 
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they need to know how to find information, and that bad 

writers just "play around." Only once does Anna mention 

that good writers spell well. 

Rachel says that good writers must read well and 

listen. She adds that they write neat and nice and that 

bad writing is misspelled. She never mentions capitals or 

punctuation as Dana and Elaine do. Both Anna and Rachel 

have the content of the written piece as their central 

issue in their ideas about good writing. 

Gordon and Vincent fall in the middle of the list 

of the most extensive revisers to the least extensive 

revisers (Table 7). Gordon revises more frequently than 

Vincent (13.89 revisions per 100 words), but Vincent makes 

more complex, text related revisions. 

in Year II.) 

(6% of his revisions 

Both Vincent and Gordon, who personally have 

difficulty with handwriting and neatness when they write, 

talk about neatness in their interviews. Gordon says that 

good writers "don't make mistakes, don't tear the paper, 

and don't mess up." His personal criteria for his work 

begins when he looks over his paper, "cause I see that 

there's some mistakes, then I show my teacher ... she says 

to try it over on another piece of paper." Bad writers, 

Gordon adds, "just mess up their paper ... and they tear 

it." But when pressed on the issue of how he could tell 
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bad writing by what someone writes, he adds that "it 

probably says nasty things on there." Gordon also talks 

about handwriting, and yet when pressed further, has not 

lost sight of the importance of content issues in writing. 

During one interview, he said that he could tell the good 

writers in the class because "their stories are sometimes 

funny." 

Vincent, similarly, talks about content issues but 

also brings up spelling and neatness as ways of identifying 

bad writers and bad writing. He says that good writers 

are helpful and can spell. Bad writers "write sloppy and 

misspell words." 

The focus of Vincent's statements seem more mature 

in regards to content later in grade four when he says that 

Dana is a good writer because "he writes good stories ... he 

writes about all different kinds of stuff." He goes on to 

explain that good writers "know what they are going to 

write about." In order to decide whether or not what he 

writes is good, he says "I go back and read it over and 

then I read the next paragraph over and I go all the way 

back to the beginning and read it all the way over and then 

I think if it's good or not. " 

It seems then, that the conunents these writers make 

fall into two areas. First of all, they talk about what 

they value in good writing. They reflect on their beliefs 
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about writing and the writing process. Secondly, they talk 

about areas of personal difficulty. Perhaps they have had 

feedback from teachers in these areas, and are therefore 

very conscious of their weaknesses. 

There is some correspondence between concepts of 

writing and style of revision among the subjects in this 

study. Our more extensive revisers tend to talk more 

about content. Our less extensive revisers talk more 

about mechanics. 

Birnbaum (1982), compared proficient readers and 

writers with non-proficient readers and writers. Her 

subjects were identified "as proficient or non-proficient 

based on the assessment of their teacher. She discovered 

certain common denominators among the similar groups. She 

found that the good readers had different criteria for what 

makes a good reader. Less proficient readers/writers 

judged themselves by external standards of correctness and 

had an externally imposed view of the task. The more 

proficient readers/writers engaged in more self-sponsored 

writing, had their behavior rooted in the intention to 

represent meaning to themselves and to others. They could 

monitor and reflect their own processing of text. 

She similarly discovered that less proficient 

readers showed an over reliance on the grapho-phonic system 

of language. The less proficient writers paused often to 
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search for words and ideas and seldom reread or evaluated 

what they wrote. 

Sommers (1980) had similar findings with older, 

adul t writers. When Sommers. compares college student 

"inexperienced writers" with "experienced adult and 

professional writers," she also observes that inexperienced 

writers try to conform to pre-determined meanings, make 

revisions more on the surface level and are directed toward 

teacher compliance with rules for writing. The experienced 

writers in the same study have a more "recursive model of 

writing," make more "global" changes and focused on the 

creation of meaning through the process of revision. 

There are parallels between the findings of 

Birnbaum's and Sommer's subjects and the comments made by 

our subjects and their ideas about writing if we divide our 

subjects into the more extensive revisers and less extensive 

revisers. Our more extensive revisers, Anna, Vincent, 

Rachel, and Gordon make many statements that reflect 

beliefs similar to Birnbaum's and ·Sommer's findings about 

proficient readers and writers. For example, all of the 

more extensive revisers make, to some extent, comments 

that indicate a focus on meaning as a criteria for writing. 

Both of our less extensive revisers, tend to judge writing 

more on external standards, like punctuation and 



capitalization, instead of the more meaning related 

criteria like sounding right and making sense. 
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Discussion and Summary of Revision of Elementary Writers 

Although our writers bear some similarities to the 

findings of both Birnbaum and Sommers, there is also an 

important difference. Elaine and Dana are both less 

frequent revisers, but do not share the same "proficiency." 

Dana is a more proficient writer (Goodman, 1984), in spite 

of the fact that he does not talk like one. He may, in 

fact, be manipulating language in his head, trying out 

words or phrases and changing his mind before the language 

gets on paper. There is no way to know whether Dana could 

be even more proficient than he is, if his views about 

writing and his revision strategies focused on meaningful 

levels of text. 

Even among the more extensive revisers, there would 

be some disagreement among teachers and professionals as 

to who would be considered a proficient writer. The 

Goodman (1984) study reported that Gordon and Vincent, who 

fall in the middle third of our continuum of extensive 

revisers, were writing with the most syntactic complexity 

(words per T-unit, clauses per T-unit) among these six 

subjects. Anna and Rachel, who revise the most, do not 

demonstrate the same complexities. Therefore, correlations 

cannot be made between more proficient writers using 



syntactic complexity as a measure, and more extensive 

revisers in this study. 

This discussion raises another question. Is 

understanding of the purpose for revision necessarily 

concurrent with a writer's development and practice in 

revision? 
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Rachel, for example, is an extensive reviser and 

reflects some mature views about writing when she states 

that good writers must know "how to read and to listen." 

Rachel also verbalizes a distaste for writing. Her 

writing tends to be fairly simple and straightforward with 

few embeddings (Goodman, 1984). One cannot discount that 

Rachel could have learned about what people are supposed 

to say about writing, but she is not yet ready or able to 

operationalize her understanding and apply it. Rachel may 

also be influenced by the instructional climate, where she 

seldom exhibited enthusiasm for the writing assignments. 

On two occasions during Year II, Rachel becomes 

more involved than usual with her writing. In both 

instances, she is asked to retell, in writing, an enjoyable 

film that the class had viewed together. Both pieces of 

writing that resulted are a great deal longer and more 

complex than Rachel's typical compositions. If Rachel had 

been excited more often about her writing topics, perhaps 

her statements about revision would have been reflected in 

her writing. 
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A statement by Graves (1983) adds to this discussion. 

He states that: 

The force and energy for revision is rooted in 
the child's voice, the urge to express. Every 
teacher has heard the words, "Do I have to do 
it over? Why do I have to write?" These 
children are saying "I don't have a voice. I 
don't see the sense in what I am doing" (p. 160). 

Rachel manages to be a more extensive reviser in 

spite of her ambivalence about writing. One wonders if her 

previous experiences with writing taught her the need for 

revision, since she verbalizes that writing should make 

sense, and yet she clearly has little investment in the 

majority of her compositions. It would be interesting to 

follow Rachel as a writer if she is in a classroom where 

she has more choice in writing and an opportunity to write 

on topics she cares about. 

Graves talks about the relationship between a 

child's concepts about what to revise and their growth in 

writing and states that as children grow, they change what 

is important to them in the writing process. He suggests 

a sequence ,in which young writers place their focus. 

Spelling is the first issue he believes they value, 

followed by the motor-aesthetic areas, conventions such 

as punctuation and capitalization, topic information, and 

finally, major revisions. 

There are certainly elements of what Graves 

observes in the development of our six subjects. Our more 
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extensive revisers talk more about meaningful issues like 

content and the need to "trade things around." The less 

extensive revisers have more to say about neatness and 

mechanics. However, there is danger in trying to over 

simplify the trend of development. As was stated earlier, 

Dana is a proficient writer but not a heavy reviser. He 

does not follow the pattern that other researchers suggest. 

Anna is relatively proficient in some ways, but might not 

always be judged as a proficient writer by his teachers, 

and yet she is a meaningful, more extensive reviser. 

This study cannot make any conclusive statement 

about the long range development of these writers, their 

revision strategies and their views about revision. In 

spite of the fact that data was collected for two years, 

it would add considerably to our knowledge to know more 

details about their development as writers in previous 

grades. It would also be valuable to follow these subjects 

into the future. Issues like this lead to a realization 

for the need for long term longitudinal research. 

To summarize what can be concluded about revision, 

it can be said that all of the subjects in this study did 

revise at least somewhat more in the second year than they 

did in the first year. Most of them (four out of six) also 

make more revisions categorized as meaningful that 

included punctuation, wording, sentence/within revisions 
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and text revisions, although not necessarily in all of 

these categories, in anyone particular writer during 

Year II. The extent to which they revise, and the degree 

of meaningful revisions, do not correlate with any 

judgement of the proficiency of individual writers. The 

less extensive revisers voice more concern about teacher 

expectations and external standards of correctness. The 

more extensive revisers make changes more often to more 

meaningful levels of text. There are no clear patterns 

of development in revision for the group as a whole, but 

individual writers show growth in the ways they revise. 

There was little happening in any of the three 

classrooms to encourage children to make multiple drafts 

of a piece of writing and involve themselves with revising 

to make their writing more meaningful. Two of the class

rooms also had limited opportunities for students to 

write purposeful for a real audience. 

A student such as Dana, who revised little, may have 

revised more if a teacher had encouraged him to. All of the 

subjects might have focused more on meaningful revision if 

the values and priorities in the classroom had been 

different. The situation that Graves (1983) describes for 

writing conferences between teacher and student, and 

between peers, where meaning is the focus, would likely 

have produced different revisers. 
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In this group of writers, their views of writing 

and their practices of revision seem somewhat related, but 

it is not clear whether the beliefs about writing 

influence the revision, or if the revision influences 

the beliefs. 

Oral Language During the 
Composing Process 

Question; What is the function of oral 
language during the composing 
process? 

Early in the analysis of data for this study, it 

became evident that oral language behaviors occur a great 

deal during the act of composing in the classroom. These 

include such behaviors as rereading, subvocalization, 

related talk, certain interruptions and resource use. In 

order to examine oral language, a sample of the data was 

selected to examine the influence of oral language in 

the composing process, regardless of the behavior as it 

was originally coded. 

Analysis 

A random sample of twenty-five episodes of the 

children's texts were selected, both from manual obser-

vation forms and video data, when appropriate (see 

Chapter 3). For each text, the uses of language were 

identified, including subvocalizations, rereadings, related 

talk, and any language accompanying resource use. The oral 
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language incidences were examined to determine the function 

that the language served in the context of composing. 

The researcher defined categories of this language that 

emerged from the data. The role that subvocalization and 

rereading play in the composing process is discussed in 

careful examination of the data as well as insights 

gained from the analysis of the other questions in relation 

to these specific behaviors .. 

It was evident in the initial examination that a 

large portion of the language was related to writing but 

not directly to the writing event. Therefore, data was 

examined with the notion of whether or not other 

utterances might relate to various parts of the composing 

process. 

Utterances were then categorized according to 

whether language related to: 

1. Writers making considerations about their text, 

or pre-writing strategies, 

2. Writers using language during actual production 

of text, and 

3. Writers reconsidering recently written text or the 

language actually accompanying revision. 

The discussion that follows will be organized first 

of all, present the findings of the analysis, secondly 
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provide examples that illustrate the findings, and 

lastly summarize the role of oral language in the composing 

process. 

Findings: Language During Composing 

Not all of the analyzed episodes contained oral 

language interactions (two out of twenty-five contained no 

oral language). However, all subjects talk in most of 

their writing episodes. Therefore, oral language is 

present during writing most of the time. 

Of all the oral language observed during composing, 

90% of the language was somehow related to the fact that 

writing was taking place. This may have taken the form 

of talk while using dictionaries, asking classmates or 

adults how to spell words, discussing writing topics, 

securing necessary tools for writing such as erasers, 

additional paper or pencils, making comments about the 

writing, or announcing completion of an assignment. 

Only 10% of all the observed language could be 

judged as unrelated to the writing event. This unrelated 

utterances included announcements about schedule changes, 

discussions about televisions shows, or questions about 

what would be for lunch, which could have appeared in any 

segment of the school day, when writing was not occurring. 

The 90% of oral language use, related to composing 

was categorized according to what aspect of composing the 
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language was related to. For example, some language 

might be related to the actual production of text. This 

type of language was usually subvocalization and occurred 

simultaneously with the production of text. Subjects were 

observed softly pronouncing words immediately before 

writing down the word, or spelling words aloud as they 

wrote. 

Among the 140 oral language instances, 10% of them 

were of the sort just described, occurring during the act 

of generating actual text. In addition to these examples 

of audible subvocalization, there are many incidents of 

silent subvocalization. Researchers would frequently 

observe the subjects moving their mouths without a sound 

while writing. The researcher would describe, to whatever 

extent was possible, the length of time that the subject 

was subvocalizing. Observation of a behavior such as 

silent subvocalization is restricted by the particular 

situation, the position in which the subjects are seated, 

and their posture during writing. For example, a writer, 

especialiy like Rachel, might have her head down toward 

the desk, or her free hand holding up her head placed near 

her mouth, making it difficult to detect this oral 

language behavior. It is possible that subvocalization is 

more extensive than it is observed. 
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It is not sufficient to only examine the language 

that accompanies the physical production of text since 

the process of composing involves more than actual text 

production. Composing includes both consideration, 

planning or "pre-writing," as it is sometimes called, in 

order to decide what to write, and revision or reconsider

ation of what has been written. 

Forty-six percent (46%) of the oral language was 

related to the writer making decisions about the writing 

or somehow commenting about the writing. These utterances 

that related to the writers "pre-writing" strategies took 

the form of seeking out conventional spellings, trying to 

name characters, clarifying expectations in the assignment, 

discussing the content of the emerging text, or seeking 

more information about the content of what the writer was 

writing about. It is important to note that the terms 

"pre-writing," as it appears in the literature review in 

Chapter 2, refers metaphorically to planning and consider

ing text, but this does not imply that "pre-writing" stops 

when text production begins. This part of composing 

happens throughout the writing process. 

In addition to the language related to considerations 

and decision making about writing, there are also 

incidences of language that relate to the last part of the 

composing process; writers reconsider what they have written. 



These types of utterances which constitute 18% of the 

observed language, might be attempts to correct spelling 

or mechanics, reread completed text, attempts to confirm 

conventional spellings used, the language accompanying 

revisions or comments about the outcome of the text 
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itself. The reconsideration of text does not necessarily 

take place only after writing is complete. This vital part 

of composing will occur at any time, as the writer monitors 

the composing. 

The sum of these three categories, all related to 

text production, comprise 74% of the language used during 

composing. An additional 16% of the language is still 

somehow related to composing, but not to the same degree 

as the previous three categories. These examples may take 

the form of securing additional paper, erasers and pencils, 

or may be comments among students or from students to 

adults that make statements about the completion of 

assignments, the end of writing time, or procedures for 

writing assignments. This type of language, when added to 

the 74% of text related writing, accounts for the full 90% 

of language that is related to the fact that writing is 

taking place. 



(b) 10% Language During the Act of Writing 

(a) 46% Consideration/Pre-writing comments 

(c) 1B% Reconsideration of Text Comments 

(d) 16% Other Writing Related Comments 

90% Language Related to Writing Event 

(e) 10% Language Unrelated to Writing Event 

Figure B. Chart of oral language. 

The language that accompanies composing, whether 

for the purpose of consideration, reconsideration, or 
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during actual text production, does not occur in a linear 

order. Any type of language will occur at any point in 

the overall composing process because the parts of the 

composing process are always dynamically interacting. 

Figure B summarizes the types of language that take place, 

and the quantity of each that was observed in the analysis, 

but it does not suggest any order to the use of the language. 

A Glimpse at the Composing Process 

In the section that follows, several writing 

episodes in a narrative form are presented to illustrate 

the findings in the area of oral language during the com

posing process. Within the narrative text, small letters 



in parentheses are placed near to the utterances. The 

letters correspond to the letters in the previous chart 
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of Oral Language (Figure 8). Letter code (a) will appear 

where language is related to "pre-writing" or consideration. 

Letter code (b) refer to language during the act of text 

production. Similarly, code (c) refer to language related 

to revision or reconsideration and code (d) will identify 

other language somehm'l related 'to writing. The letter (e) 

will signify language that is not related to the writing 

event. 

After the episodes, the oral language that occurred 

during the episode is discussed. These episodes represent 

only a small part of the sample that was analyzed. The 

proportion of language related to each area of writing 

varies from episode to episode. The percentages listed in 

the Figure 8 represent a mean for all samples analyzed. 

The following episodes are typical, but are chosen for 

presentation because they are interesting examples. 

writing Episode March 4, 1982: Vincent and Dana 

On this occasion, five students including Vincent 

and Dana, are at their classroom writing center, where one 

section of the third grade classroom is set aside 

especially for writing. Desks are in a circle near a 

chalkboard and a bulletin board. Students move to this 

center as one in a series of centers that they will visit 
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during the school morning. A chalkboard and bulletin 

board, which is nearby, often hold pictures, suggested 

titles, or other pertinent information that the students 

will find useful during their writing time. Typically, 

each center lasts for 30 minutes after which each group 

within the class rotates to the next center on their group's 

schedule (Math center, Art center, etc.). 

Today, two researchers are present. One is 

observing Vincent and one is observing Dana. There are 

about five students at the writing center. The assignment 

is to write anything of their choice, which is unusual 

since typically, in this classroom, assignments are specific 

and structured. 

The researcher (with Vincent) asks Vincent what he 

is going to write about. "I dunno," he responds (a) The 

researcher and Vincent become involved briefly with Carl, 

a classmate who is also at the writing center but who is 

not in the study. They discuss a movie called "Bruce Lee" 

(a) which is Carl's topic for writing. Vincent then tells 

his researcher the plot of a movie he has recently seen. 

(e) He begins writing. 

ONE DAy .... (text being written) 

Vincent stops and looks over at a chart above the 

nearby chalkboard where cursive letters are shown written 

carefully and used in handwriting lessons. Vincent looks 

at the capital "I." 
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•••. I .... (continued text) 

Vincent erases his capital "I" and makes a better 

attempt to form it correctly . 

... WAS WALKING IN THE WOODS. 

Vincent stops to think for several seconds . 

... I SAW A MAN ... 

Vincent again looks over at the cursive chart, 

this time to check the "M." He then re-writes the "M" in 

MAN. 

• .. IN THE WOOD HE ... 

Vincent stops to listen to a conversation between 

two nearby classmates, Carl and James, who are talking about 

a toy racing car (e) . 

•.. HAD A SHOTGUN ..• 

"Is this how you spell shotgun?" (c) Vincent looks 

over at the researcher's field notes where she has been 

copying what he is writing to see how she spelled it 

(although she would, as a matter of procedure copy it 

exactly as he wrote it including invented spellings) . 

•.. I THOAT (THOUGH) HE WAS ... 

Vincent goes back and changes the A in his 

invented spelling of THOUGHT to make it more legible . 

•.. CHASING ME BUT ..• 

Here, Vincent briefly checks the cursive chart and 

resumes writing. 
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... HE WAS CHASING ..• 

Vincent is trying to squeeze in all of CHASING at 

the end of a line where there isn't enough room. His 

researcher asks him if he knows about hyphenation, and she 

demonstrates to him how he could hyphenate CHAS-ING. Some 

verbal interaction takes place (c). Vincent erases the 

end of CHASING, and puts in a hyphen and starts the next 

line with ING • 

• • • A ••• 

Vincent asks Walter and James how to spell DEER (a). 

They spell (a) it aloud for him • 

•.• DEER HE ASKS ME ..• 

Vincent stops again to listen to James who is read

ing aloud (c) the story he has just completed. He 

comments (d) on what he has heard. He asks the researcher 

(e) the cost of the bracelet she is wearing. He also 

notices that she holds her pencil differently because she 

is left handed. He informs her (d) that another student in 

the class, Daniel, holds his pencil just like she does. 

Vincent proceeds to demonstrate Daniel's grip using his 

own pencil. He resumes writing . 

... IF I WANTED TO HELP ... 

Another classmate, Anna, brings Vincent his writing 

folder from the box where students typically get their 
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folders when they begin at the writing center. She 

announces that she has delivered it (d) . 

•.. HIM SO I SAID YES SO WE WENT TO GO LOOK ..• 

Vincent rewrites the K in LOOK and also erases a 

period • 

... FOR ... 

He rewrites the OR in FOR . 

... THE DEER ... 

The teacher breaks in with an announcement that the 

class should be lining up for assembly (e). Most of the 

class does this, but the students in the writing center 

continue writing . 

... HE WAS TRYING TO KILL ... 

The class members who are lined up exit the room 

for the assembly • 

... WE SAW ANTHER (ANOTHER) DEER WE TRYED (TRIED) 
TO SHOT (SHOOT) IT BUT WE MESD (MISSED) IT THEN 
WE ... 

Vincent tells Dana (c) that he wants to see his 

story. Dana keeps on writing and does not respond to 

Vincent's request . 

• • • T ••• 

Vincent erases that T and re-writes it • 

... TRYED TO SHOT IT ANGIN (AGAIN) ... 

Vincent leans across the table to listen to Carl 

read (c) some more of his story. He talks (e) with a 
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nearby teacher aide about his mailbox number. Then, he 

crawls up onto a desk to listen (c) to the tape of some

one's story being replayed (subject's stories were 

recorded on cassette when they were completed after each 

observation) . 

.•• WE GOT IT WE TOOK IT HOME AND CHOOK (COOKED) IT 

HOM ... 

Vincent erases part of HOME, re-writes, and 

completes it . 

... HOME THEN WE ATE IT. THE END ... 

Dana is simultaneously writing at this same center 

with another researcher. His first step is to put his name 

front and center on the paper . 

. . . DANA ... 

He pauses here for about two minutes, apparently to 

think. He has chosen to write his entire story in capital 

letters . 

... ONE DAY THE MIAMI DOLPHIS WERE GOING TO ..• 

Dana is subvocalizing these words (b) as he writes 

them, which is evident to the researcher by observing 

movement of his mouth . 

.•. PLAY THE BUFFALO BILLS. 

Dana pauses again to think for about 30 seconds. 

There is no other observable behavior. 

THE DAY CAME ... 
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Dana started to pick up his eraser, and then 

turned to the researcher to inform her (c) that he had 

not really erased anything . 

••. FOR THE GAME. AT HALFTIME THE DOLPHINS. 

Dana's pause this time is to observe the researcher 

carefully . 

•.. LED 10 TO 6. WHEN THE GAME ..• 

Again, Dana pauses to watch, this time James and 

Carl, his fellow classmates at the writing center • 

... OVERED THE DOLPHINS WON 16 TO 6. 

This time Dana's watchful stance is focused on 

Vincent and the other researcher. 

IT WAS A SWE .•. 

The researcher has just shown Vincent how to 

hyphenate the word CHASING into CHAS-ING because it 

occurred at the end of a line where Vincent did not have 

adequate space for all seven letters. Dana looks down.at 

his own writing. He begins to hyphenate the word SWELL 

but then decides against it. He erases the SWE from his 

paper, moves down to the next line and writes ... 

.•. EASY VICTORY. 

Once again Dana is stopping to watch, this time 

James and Walter again. He resumes writing. 

THE DOLPHINS WELL HALF TO GET READY TO PLAY 
THE SAN DIEGO CHARGERS. 
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The researcher asks Dana why he has written all 

in capital letters. "I just like to write it like that." 

he replies (d). 

WHEN THE DAY CAME ... 

Walter interrupts Dana to ask (a) him how to spell 

a word. Dana spells it aloud (a) for him . 

•.. FOR THE GAME. THE DOLPHINS WON IN OVERTIME. 
41 TO 38. 

"I'm finished." Dana announces (d) to his 

researcher. 

Writing Episode: March 4, 1982: Anna 

Anna's assignment is to write about anything of her 

choice. She begins •.. 

ONE ... (text being produced) 

Anna sits and looks around the room and watches 

people over in the math center doing their times tables 

on the board. 

DAY THERE ..• 

Erases the E at the end of THERE and rewrites it, 

and watches the people at the math center again . 

. . . WAS ... 

'Anna sits and plays with a paper in her mouth, 

looks around, and helps Mike (e) with his math . 

•.. A GIRL. HER NAME WAS ... 
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She says (a) that she will name the girl in her 

story "Tiffany." She reads (c) over Elaine's shoulder to 

see what she has written. She says (a) aloud, "What 

should I name her?" 

... MAXINE. SHE WAS A NICE GIRL. ONE DAY 
HER ... 

Anna asks (a) the researcher if MOTHER needs a 

capital letters. Then Anna listens (e) to a conversation 

between Mike and Walter . 

... MOTHER SAID GO .•. 

Anna goes back in her text to the second one and 

changes it to One. She looks around the room momentarily . 

... AND GIVE YOUR ... 

Anna watches some students at the math center again. 

She takes Walter's pencil away from him. ~~al ter 

retaliates by grabbing her paper and reading it (c) aloud. 

Anna sits with her pencil in her mouth while he reads the 

paper and'~hen tries to grab it back from him, meanwhile 

correcting his miscues (c) as he is reading aloud. She 

plays with a nearby tape recorder briefly, talks (e) to 

Rachel and Walter, reads the last few words of her story 

aloud (c) and tries to figure out how to spell GRANDMOTHER . 

... GRANDMOTHER SOME FOOD. 

Anna informs the researcher (c) that she wrote 

FOOD but that it looks like LOOD. Anna also talks (e) to 

Walter. 
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SHE SAID OK. SO ... 

Anna pauses here to write some capital "J's" on 

her writing folder. She helps Walter (a) spell a word, 

then announces (a) that she is going to the dictionary to 

look for the word "exaggerate." Walter responds (a) to 

her that he does not need that word. Anna says (a) that 

she knows, but that she just wanted to see how it looked 

in the dictionary . 

•.. SHE WENT ON THE WAY. ON THE WAY SHE MEET (MET) 

A •• 

Anna plays with the dictionary but does not 

actually use it • 

... WOLF THE WOLF ... 

She goes back to make a revision on both WOLF's. 

She had written both of them beginning with capital letters 

and she erases the entire word to spell them with a small 

letter • 

..• SAID HI. 

Writing center time is over, so Anna puts her 

name on her paper and cleans up. 

Writing Episode January 7, 1982: Gordon 

ONE DAY I WENT WHETH (WITH) SOME PEOPLE .•• 

When a researcher joins Gordon at the writing 

center, the above text is already on his paper. 
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••• AND WE •.• 

Gordon erases both of these words and re-writes •.. 

.•. TO THE GRAND CONYOIN ••. 

"Is that how you spell it?" Gordon says (c) 

aloud. No one answers, but Gordon proceeds to revise by 

changing he last word CONYOIN (CANYON) to •. 

.•. CANYOIN AND WE WENT WHETH (WITH) SOME HOUSES 
AND WHEN WE GOT .•. 

Gordon stopped here to re-read (c) part of what he 

had written, and listens to the teacher make an 

announcement • 

. . . THERE ..• 

Gordon pauses again to re-read (c) part of what he 

has written . 

. • . WE WENT ..• 

"I forgot to bring my other story," Gordon says 

(d) aloud, although the researcher does not know to what 

he is referring • 

..• DONW (DOWN) .•. 

The researcher asks Gordon if he thinks DOWN is 

spelled right. Gordon shrugs his shoulders and says (c) 

"lIm just going to leave it." 

.•. TO THE CANYOIN .• 

Gordon looks up to his completed text and checks 

his previous spelling of CANYON to see it his spellings 
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match. "I wonder if canyon is spelled right?" (c) He 

gets up to go find a spelling list from a previous spelling 

lesson. He goes back and corrects both spellings on 

CANYON . 

•.. WHEN WE GOT ... 

Gordon is subvocalizing (b) the words while he 

writes them . 

..• DONW (DOWN) THE ... 

Gordon stops to look at the paper of a nearby 

classmate. He counts (c) how many lines the classmate 

has written, and then compares to see who has the most 

lines so far . 

• . . CANYON ..• 

He stops to clean off his desk top . 

••. WE CLAMEYD (CLIMBED) •.• 

"Is that how you spell CLIMBED?" Gordon addresses 

(c) his question to no one in particular and no one answers . 

•.• SOME HELLS (HILLS) ... 

"Is that how you spell HILLS? I'm just going to 

wr i te it." ( c) 

.•• WHEN WE WHER (WERE CLMEING (CLIMBING) ... 

"This is going to be the same word," Gordon says 

(a) to the researcher pointing to a previous word, "It's 

going to be CLIMBED." 



THE HELLS •.•. 

Gordon re-reads (c) some portions of his text 

silently. He is subvocalizing as he reads . 
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•.. A VONLNYON ELXEBED (VOLCANO EXPLODED) AND WE ... 

Gordon again re-reads (c) some of what he has 

written. 

AWAS (ALWAYS) FELL DOWN INTO THE WERTER (WATER) 

Gordon's composition is apparently complete, since 

he ceases writing. 

In the writing episodes that were just presented, 

there are examples of language relating to the different 

aspects of the composing process. There are examples of 

both productive oral language as well as receptive oral 

language related to writing as peers and adults interact 

with each other at the writing center. 

Some of this language is related to considerations 

about writing, which was coded as (a). Vincent is 

apparently thinking about his topic in the first episode 

when the researcher asks him what he is going to write 

about. The conversation that follows between Vincent and 

Carl about "Bruce Lee" helps Carl to make some decisions 

about his writing. Later in the text, Vincent asks 

Walter and James how to spell DEER before writing it onto 

his paper. This is only one of the numerous examples where 

students help each other spell words. Another example of 
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uses of oral language in consideration of the text occurs 

when Anna announces that she will name her character 

"Tiffany," but then subsequently asks what to name her 

character. 

In these episodes, there is also language (b) 

related to the actual generation of text. Dana and 

Gordon, for example, are both observed subvocalizing words 

that they are using in the act of writing. This subvocal

ization takes the form of the subjects pronouncing words 

they are writing or about to write, as well as spelling 

quietly aloud as they write. These writers are involved 

with their text as they use this kind of language. 

Language that relates somehow to writers recon

sidering text (c) takes several different forms and mayor 

may not result in a revision. We hear and see writers in 

these episodes listening to their own, or other writers' 

texts that are being read aloud. We hear them reading 

their own texts, sometimes silently subvocalizing during 

the reading. We hear writers making comments about what 

they have just written to the researchers, and asking about 

a spelling or punctuation that they have just tried. 

Sometimes, these utterances are followed by a revision, 

such as when Gordon discovers that he has misspelled CANYON. 

At other times, no revision is made. 
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Vincent also does some reconsideration of his 

writing. After he writes the word SHOTGUN, he asked to 

anyone nearby, "ls this how you spell shotgun?" He also 

checks the researcher's field notes to see if perhaps she 

has a different spelling than he has written. 

Dana is observed reconsidering his text with new 

additional knowledge about hyphenation, after he has 

listened in on a conversation between Vincent and the other 

researcher. When most of the class left the room, the 

subjects at the writing center read aloud to each other 

their nearly completed stories. The community of writers 

at the center became the audience for writers who want to 

hear what each other has written. Vincent completes his 

story only after hearing some others read aloud. 

Summary of Oral Language During Composing 

The language that children use as they compose 

in their elementary school classroom is purposeful and 

contributes to their making of meaning. The group of 

writers in the classroom environment become a community 

that assists each other in meeting the needs that writers 

have. These needs may include making decisions about 

writing, solving problems such as the mechanics of writing, 

and the need to hear what their writing sounds like and what 

the writing of others sounds like. In conclusion, some 



important statements may be made about the community of 

writers: 
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1. Is mostly "On-Task" as revealed by examination of 

the oral language use. 

2. Provides pre-writing, predicting, or consideration 

strategies for writers to discuss topics, name 

characters, and help each other to spell words, 

solve problems with mechanics, and talk about what 

will come next. 

3. Provides opportunities to reconsider or confirm 

writing as subjects check on spelling or punctuation 

that they have used, or read aloud their stories to 

interested people in their classroom. 

4. Provides an audience of peers, teachers, prar

professionals, and researchers for their writing 

in the classroom environment. 

5. Supplies opportunities for collaboration, and 

cooperative learning as writers, peers, teachers, 

researchers, and paraprofessionals talk over 

topics, or solve problems together. 

6. Helps writers become more aware of the process of 

composing as subjects talk over problems, compare 

their writing, and make comments about writing. 

The role of oral language in the composing process 

is a vital one. As oral language contributes to the act of 
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writing, it becomes a powerful learning strategy that 

stretches writers in ways they cannot accomplish in 

isolation, nor in silence. Vygotsky's (1978) notion of 

the "Zone of Proximal Development" suggests that learners 

can do more in collaboration with peers and adults than 

they can by themselves. This zone of proximal develop-

ment can be observed in the community of writers through 

the oral language interactions that accompany composing. 

Situations where students are unable to interact may 

forfeit valuable learning opportunities. 

Interrelationships 

Question: What is the relationship, if any, 
among the various observed behaviors? Do 
some behaviors influence others? Do some 
of the behaviors have a more significant 
influence than others? 

As the various behaviors were examined in the 

complex settings of the classroom, the questions about how 

the behaviors interrelate kept recurring and is addressed 

in this last section. This section will restate the 

analysis, present the findings, and finally discuss the 

results. 

Analysis 

A computer program was designed to graphically 

plot the specific interrelationships of the behaviors demon-

strated by the incidents of co-occurrence or multiple 
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occurrence among the behaviors. within the program, the 

stories written by the subjects were displayed one word 

at a time. All the types of behaviors: interruptions, 

resource use, rereading, related talk, revision, stop

and-thinks, and subvocalization, were coded after each 

word and punctuation mark at the precise point in the text 

where the behavior occurred. The computer made use of 

data to print a formation resembling a scatterplot that 

provided a visual display of the relationships among 

behaviors. The scatterplot-like graphs were subjected to 

further analysis, both by hand and with the computer, to 

answer specific questions about the interrelationships. 

An example of one of these scatterplots is included on 

the next page. 

In Figure 9, down the left side of the page, the 

words and punctuation marks from the subject's story are 

listed vertically. Across the top of the plot are codes 

for the seven behaviors included in this study. A key to 

those codes is included with the appendix. An asterisk 

appears in the plot on a horizontal axis with the word or 

punctuation mark where the behavior actually took place as 

the text was being written, and on a vertical axis in a 

field with the appropriate behavior code at the top of the 

plot. Two or more asterisks on the same horizontal axis 

indicate behaviors that co-occur. 
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Interrelationships Scatterplot: Dana's Story 

BEHAVIOR 
WORD I S R T X P V 

OCT 
DATE 
YEAR 
DEAR * 
GHOULS * 
comma 
I * 
LIKED * 
YOUR * 
PROGRAM * * 
VERY * * * 
MUCH 
AND 
THANK * * 
YOU 
FOR 
COMING 
TO 
OUR * 
SCHOOL * 
pd 
IT 
WAS 
FUN * 
BEING 
SCARED * * 
BY 
YOU 
pd 
ARE * 
YOU 
COMING 
NEXT 
YEAR 
ques 
I * 
HOPE 
YOU 
DO * 
pd 
LOVE 

I = interrelationships T = talk V = subvocal-
R = resources X = revision ization 
R = reread P = pause 

Figure 9. Scatterplot sample of Dana's Story, October 1981. 
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It was from these co-occurrences of the behaviors 

on the graph that the researcher explored patterns and 

apparent generalizations about the interrelationships of 

the behaviors. This section will focus on the similarities 

and differences in the patterns of the occurrences of 

behaviors. 

General Findings 

Upon examination of the data, behaviors are 

observed to occur at intervals throughout the story 

accompanying either words or punctuation marks. While 

subvocalization and rereading may occur consecutively for 

the duration of a series of words, the other behaviors 

rarely occur more than one at a time, usually having an 

interval of several words in between occurrences. 

Interruptions, resource use, revisions, related 

talk, and stop-and-thinks, typically do not occur on two 

or more consecutive words. They also more typically occur 

on words such as proper or cornmon nouns, and adjectives 

rather than on determiners, prepositions, or conjunctions. 

Some stories may have few behaviors, or long periods 

between behaviors, while others have behaviors occurring 

more frequently and densely. This variation is seen in 

all the subjects. An examination of texts with many or 

few behaviors did not reveal any reason for varying amounts 

of behaviors from one type of text to another. 
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Each of the seven coded behaviors co-occurred 

some times with one or more of the other behaviors. For 

example, interruptions sometimes co-occurred with stop

and-thinks, and other times with related talk. Revisions 

might occur on the same word on which a subvocalization, 

or a rereading might occur. 

Also, it was not unusual for three or more 

behaviors to occur all on the same word. For example, 

a child might ask a question (related talk), use a 

dictionary in response to the questions (resource use), 

make a change in the emerging text as a result of the 

new information (revision), and subvocalize while making 

the change. The extent to which behaviors co-occur and 

the ways they co-occur vary. 

However, when the frequent co-occurrences for 

each subject were rank ordered and compared with other 

subjects in both the Year I and the Year II stories 

separately, three different coo-occurrences showed the 

strongest relationships by being the most frequently 

observed pairs among the subjects as a whole in both years. 

These include the co-occurrence of: 

1. Resource use with revision. 

2. Subvocalization with revision. 

3. Interruptions with stop-and-thinks. 
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Figure 10 shows the co-occurrence of the behaviors 

in order of frequency. It is important to note that the 

pairs were rank ordered according to their rank with each 

subject in each year. They were not rank ordered accord

ing to the total number of co-occurrences of a particular 

pair of behaviors in the data as a whole. Some pairs of 

behaviors occurred frequently only in certain subjects, and 

never occurred in others. Total numbers of co-occurrences 

alone would not address the interrelationships of behaviors, 

but would examine these behaviors in different writers. 

Inferences are not made here about the other 

co-occurrences listed such as resource/subvocalization, 

reread/subvocalization, related talk/stop-and-thinks, or 

interruptions/related talk, since the quantitative were 

not quite as high. These co-occurrences did appear in 

the data somewhat and are areas for further study to 

determine their importance. 

For example, both Dana and Anna subvocalize fre

quently while they reread. The number of co-occurrences of 

this pair of behaviors is high in the data for these two 

subjects. Rachel, on the other hand, was never observed 

subvocalizing while she reread, and in Vincent's data there 

are only six examples of that happening. Therefore, 

although the total number of the combination of rereading 



Year I 

Resource/Revision 

Revision/Subvocalization 

Interrupt/Stop-and-think 

Resource/Subvocalization 

Rercad/Subvocalization 

Talk/Stop-and-think 

Interrupt/Talk 

Year II 

Resource/Revision 

Revision/Subvocalization 

Interrupt/Stop-and-think 

Reread/Subvocalization 

Resource/Subvocalization 

Interrupt/Talk 

Talk/Stop-and-think 
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Figure 10. Most frequent behavior co-occurrences in order 
of frequency. 

and subvocalization in the data is high, it does not 

represent a phenomenon in all our subjects. 

Since three co-occurrences of behaviors occurred 

most frequently and were the top three co-occurrences in 

the study for both years, they will be the main focus of 

the rest of this section. These include, (1) Resource 

use with Revision, (2) Revision with Subvocalization, and 

(3) Interruptions with Stop-and-thinks. 

Resource Use with Revision 

The use of resources frequently occurred with the 

act of revision. It may seem obvious that when the readers 

want to change the text some way, they might seek help from 

human or inanimate sources to solve their problem. What is 

not obvious, is whether students seek out resources in 
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order to make revisions, or did the presence of resources 

serve as a catalyst for revison? 

In the previous sections on revision and resource 

use, conclusions suggest that there are differing styles 

in the ways writers go about revising, and in the ways 

and extent to which they use resources. 

When the six subjects were in the two different 

fourth grade classrooms during Year II of the study, there 

was a considerable difference in the amount of resource use 

that was associated with each classroom. Field notes taken 

by the researchers who were present confirm that resources 

were more abundant and more easily accesible in the class

room where resource use was high. In addition, the Pre

fourth grade teacher was often heard encouraging students 

to use resources and to help each other in the use of them. 

In the regular fourth grade where resource use was 

lower, students were encouraged to remain in their seats 

during assignments and were rewarded for quiet, independent 

work habits. Dictionaires were present and were consulted 

on occasion, but collaboration did not typically occur. 

In this study, resources were most commonly used to 

secure or confirm conventional spellings of words that 

subjects wished to write. Of the three subjects who were 

in the Pre-fourth grade class with high resource use, two 

of them showed increases from Year I to Year II in 
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percentage of spelling changes in both Year I and Year II, 

of all the subjects (53% of all her revisions) and the 

percentage of spelling changes between the two years 

stay about the same. 

Among the three subjects who were in the regular 

fourth grade, two of the subjects showed declines in the 

percentage of revision in the spelling category. The 

third student in this group whose spelling revision 

increased, was Dana. This increase in spelling revisions 

cannot be said to be related to his use of resources, since 

Dana only used resources six times during the entire year. 

In this classroom, students were not encouraged to use 

resources and resources were less accessible. Therefore, 

the accessibility of resources and encouragement of use may 

have influenced student revision in the category of 

spelling. 

There is possibly another explanation for the 

differences. In the fourth grade classroom where resource 

use was low, collaboration was also discouraged. In the 

video data for the original study, there is a writing 

episode where Dana attempts to use the dictionary. He is 

trying to spell the word FAVORITE, which he has just 

attempted to write in his story. Dana understands that 

the word he wants must begin with FA, but he has difficulty 

deciding what letters or sounds may come next. Dana adopts 
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the tedious strategy of trying to scan every word beginning 

with FA in the entire dictionary. He becomes discouraged, 

abandons his search, and invents the spelling of the word, 

aware that it is not conventional. 

Dana knows that his spelling of FAVORITE is not 

conventional. If he had been able to locate the con

ventional spelling, he would likely have revised what 

was on his paper. But since he could not locate the word, 

no revision takes place. During Year II, Dana uses 

resources only six times, three of which involve the use 

of a dictionary. Only once does his use of the dictionary 

result in successfully locating a word. If dana had been . 

in the Pre-fourth grade class, he would have had two 

other options. He would have tried a different, easier 

dictionary, or he could have worked together with a 

classmate. 

Dictionaries, which are the most commonly used 

inanimate resource in this study, can be difficult to use 

even for good students. Not knowing what letters to look 

for can make the use of a dictionary futile. Many people, 

not just school children, have experienced difficulty 

finding an unknown word in a dictionary. But, when 

students have the option to collaborate, the experience of 

using a dictionary may be less likely to end in disappoint

ment. In the Pre-fourth grade class, there are examples 
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of students working together to find a spelling in a 

dictionary. The opportunity to collaborate may be an 

important strategy for dealing with reference materials. 

Revision and Subvocalization 

The second relationship that the analysis 

revealed that was ranked high for all subjects, was the 

co-occurrence of revision and subvocalization. A reason 

for the relationship may be found in the work of Vygotsky. 

Vygotsky (1978) who observed children in problem solving 

activities, found that it was both natural and necessary 

for children to speak while they acted. He found that 

speech accompanies practical activity as well as serving 

a role in carrying it out. He concluded that speech and 

action are part of one and the same complex psychological 

function, directed toward the solution of the problem 

at hand. He also concluded that the more complex the 

problem, the more vital the importance of the speech in 

the solution (p. 25-26). 

Vygotsky similarly observed that children's use of 

language increased when they were faced with a challenge 

as they would search verbally for a plan. He also added, 

that when deprived of opportunities for socialized speech, 

children switched immediately to egocentric speech for the 

purpose of problem solving, giving that speech an intra

personal function. 
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Subvocalization, which occurs only between the 

writer and the text, has an intrapersonal function. It 

would seem then, that this type of internal or personal 

speech might be a strategy commonly used during revision 

as a form of problem solving. Subvocalization may be 

used by writers to help regulate what they are doing as 

they write. But revision, which interrupts the actual 

production of the text, or in the reconsideration of the 

text, may often need the accompaniment of language to 

assist in solving the problem the writer is thinking over 

during the process of revision. 

Therefore, it is probably not surprising that there 

is a relationship between revision and subvocalization. It 

was demonstrated previously in the section concerned with 

Question 3 (Oral Language During Composing), that oral 

language serves a vital role in the community of writers 

in the classroom. This relationship between subvocali

zation and revision adds an additional function to the 

role of oral language. The intrapersonal function of 

language as the writer interacts with the emerging text 

is also vital, assisting the writer in the complexities of 

the composing process. 

Interruptions and Stop-and-Thinks 

The third high ranking relationship is the relation

ship between interruptions and stop-and-thinks. 
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Interruptions, which can be initiated by the writer, such 

as getting up to sharpen a pencil, or asking someone a 

question, mayor may not cause writers to temporarily lose 

their train of thought. Other kinds of interruptions, not 

initiated by the writer, may result in longer breaks in 

the writing when, for example, the teacher stops the class 

to make an announcement, or there is a disruptive 

occurrence in the classroom. 

Whatever the cause of the interruption, it is 

logical that writers may need time to stop-and-think in 

order to resume writing. Long interruptions may 

necessitate re-reading as well as planning in order to 

produce a coherent piece of writing. 

In summary, there is a relationship among certain 

behaviors in the composing process. Three relationships 

are frequent enough to be ranked high in each subject's 

data. However, the extent to which various behaviors are 

influenced by others in writing seems to add to the 

complexity of the composing process. 



CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS 

Overall Findings 

This study is designed to analyze in depth, the 

behaviors that accompany the writing process in six 

third and fourth grade Native American children. In a 

previous study, the children's writing, collected over a 

two year period, was observed by a team of researchers who 

carefully recorded revisions, rereading, subvocalization, 

resource use, stop-and-thinks, interruptions, and related 

talk while writing was taking place in the regular class

room setting. In order to study these behaviors in depth, 

four groups of questions were posed focusing around the 

kinds of resources young writers use, the way they revised, 

the role of oral language during composing, and the 

relationship among the various observed behaviors. 

Findings reveal that young writers use both human 

resources and a wide variety of inanimate resources such 

as dictionaries, bulletin boards, and other classroom print 

to assist themselves and each other in spelling words, and 

making other decisions writers make. The subjects have 

differing strategies for revising their texts, but have 
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spelling and neatness as their highest priorities. 

Children use more resources more extensively when they are 

encouraged to, when the materials are accessible, and 

collaboration among classmates is promoted. Approximately 

90% of all oral language that takes place as children 

write is related to the writing that is taking place. 

Oral language is a part of and seems to be important to all 

phases of writing, including strategies for consideration 

of what to write, collaboration with others and finding an 

audience. The use of oral language demonstrates that all 

aspects of the composing process including pre-writing, 

text generation, and revision or reconsideration of text 

are dynamically interacting as writers compose. There are 

important relationships among the behaviors demonstrated 

by the co-occurrence of types of behaviors including 

stop-and-thinks with interruptions, revisions with sub-

vocalization, and revisions with resource use. 

Theoretical Perspectives Concerning Language 
During the Composing Process 

The findings of this study have a bearing on a 

number of issues that have appeared in the literature. 

First of all, is the movement to define the composing 

process more globally to include preparation for writing 

and revision as legitimate parts of composing in addition 
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to text generation (Britton, 1975; Flower & Hayes, 1981; 

Gebhardt, 1981; Murray, 1982; Petrosky & Brozick, 1979). 

Another area of discussion is the treatment of writing as 

a literacy event which, like its counterpart reading, 

involves the elements of the reader or writer, the 

physical text, and the interpreted message in a transaction 

that results in a meaningful language process. In a 

transactional process, some change takes place on the part 

of the reader (Goodman, K., 1984; Rosenblatt, 1978; 

Shanklin, 1982). 

Three Phases of Writing 

In this study, the observed writing was first draft 

writing. A limited amount of re-drafting was part of the 

curriculum, but was seldom observed. Basically, writing 

was treated as the generation of text, during which a 

writer was holding a pen or pencil and putting words onto 

paper. Most researchers agree that this is only one part 

of the larger process of composing. Murray (1982) who 

reviews the parts of the composing process as pre-writing 

or rehearsal, drafting, and revision, states that the 

interior view of the process of composing is a constantly 

changing, evolving, research act. Petrosky and Brozick 

(1979) who call the stages of composing conceptualization, 
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incubation or formulation, and revision or editing, 

emphasize that these three processes are always interacting, 

dynamically. 

It would seem then, that three aspects of 

composing, the "pre-writing" or consideration of text, the 

generation or production of text, and the revision or 

reconsideration of text, are always present whenever a 

writer composes, whether or not it is legitimately 

recognized. These three aspects do not occur in any linear 

order, but rather interact continuously and dynamically 

from prior to the beginning of the writing session until 

the writer has completed the draft. Wr~ting cannot take 

place without planning, decision making or considerations 

of what is to be said. Examples from the behaviors, 

especially the language related behaviors, in this study 

can be used to demonstrate all three parts of composing. 

Through the language and the interaction among peers, 

writers consider, plan, and make decisions related to their 

writing, throughout the writing episode. 

In an episode in Chapter 4, a student named Walter 

needed to find out how to write the word "exaggerate." 

Anna found the word for him in the dictionary. Through the 

interaction and the accompanying language, Anna assisted 

Walter in a consideration about something he wanted to 

write. In another spisode, Gordon asked aloud, how to 
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spell "treat," after he had written TEAT on his paper, it 

didn't look right to him. He first got help from one 

classmate who told him to start by spelling "tree." 

Another classmate looked over at his paper and informed 

him he was missing an R. Gordon's consideration of text 

involves trying to decide how to write a word that he needs. 

The community of writers helps each other through 

interaction involving language to generate their text. 

In the data, there are examples of subjects trying to help 

each other spell, name characters, understand assignments, 

find erasers, locate resources, and remember where 

completed assignments get handed in. 

Revision, or at least the reconsideration of what 

is written also must necessarily take place in the process 

of writing. All writers, whether or not encouraged by the 

teacher, do some correcting, changing, or reconsideration 

of what they have written. The values and priorities that 

govern what is revised may change with development or 

with increased experience as a writer, but some form of 

revision will necessarily take place. Both Guthrie (1981) 

and Flower and Hayes (1981) observed that editing ma~ take 

precedence over other parts of composing and may interrupt 

the actual generation of text as the writer, even the 

non-proficient ones, begin to "monitor their own progress" 

(Flowers & Hayes, 1981, p. 387). 
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The data from this study can demonstrate' how even 

the least proficient writers in the study, stop and 

correct handwriting and reconsider spellings. Writers 

who are somewhat more proficient begin to become aware 

of features in their writing that disrupt their intended 

meaning, and so they begin to make changes in wording, 

punctuation, and other larger units of language. As 

Flower and Hayes (1981) described, this monitoring which 

often results in some reconsideration or revision, occurs 

throughout the writing episode. Some of the language 

observed during composing was related to writers making 

some reconsiderations about their writing. 

For example, in an example in Chapter 4, Anna has 

just written JUPITER with all lower case letters and asks 

aloud, "Does JUPITER need a capital J?" Or when Gordon is 

writing and stops after having written WANTED and asks 

"ls this how you spell WANTED?" Both of these subjects are 

demonstrating through their language, that they are 

reconsidering what they have written. Another way subjects 

reconsider text, is when peers or adults among the community 

involved with writing become an audience for each student 

who wants to read aloud their own or someone else's writing. 

Revision, however superficial it may be at first, is 

another reality of the writing process. The findings from 

this study support the many researchers who describe the 
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composing process as three interrelating parts extending 

beyond the physical generation of text. 

Writing as a Transactional Process 

The second issues that needs to be addressed 

based on the findings from this study includes the body 

of knowledge corning from a group of researchers that 

describe language processing as transactional. Rosenblatt 

(1978) proposes a transactional theory of reading in 

reference to experiencing literature. Recognizing that the 

reader, the text, and the message are three constituents 

of meaningful reading, the process becomes a transaction 

because within the process, the reader and the text 

becomes somehow changed, as the reader brings to that text, 

unique experiences and purposes. 

Goodman (1984) expands this to include writing as 

he explains that the writer constructs text through 

transactions with the developing text and the meaning being 

expressed, and that though this process, both the text and 

the writer are somewhat changed as a result of the new 

experience. In both reading and writing as transactional 

processes, the meaning lies with the author and the reader. 

Atwell (1983) concluded, after studying the role of 

reading in the composing process, that writing consists of 

a product, a process, an interaction and a transaction. 

She suggests that reading is such an integral part of the 
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writing process, that writing is as much a reading event 

as it is a writing event. The two processes not only 

co-occur, but dynamically interact. Shanklin (1982) has 

similar ideas when she describes the writer's strategies 

viewed as a constructive rather than are-constructive 

process. In her view, writers must read their prior text 

to confirm or disconfirm that intended meaning has been 

expressed. This allows the prior text to help to constrain 

upcoming text, to allow text to help develop new per

ceptions for the writer, and to overcome memory limitations. 

The process of reading while writing, then can be said to 

reduce the uncertainty as to whether or not the message has 

been communicated, and detects needed corrections. The 

findings of this study confirm the notions of both Shanklin 

and Atwell. In the various episodes that were presented 

in Chapter 4, writers in this study were observed rereading 

portions of their text in order to decide how to continue, 

especially after an interruption occurred. The reading

took several forms, including writers rereading their texts 

silently, writers rereading their texts aloud, and writers 

sharing texts with other writers. One subject, Dana, was 

generally observed with a stop-and-think, either by him

self or with accompanying subvocalization, before putting 

end of sentence punctuation in place. When a researcher 

asked Dana why he always hesitated in this way before 
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placing a period or question mark, he stated that he was 

"making sure" the sentence was done. Dana was, no doubt, 

rereading part of his text to confirm that his idea 

was complete. 

Predicting, Confirming, and Integrating in Writing 

Goodman and Burke (1980) identified the key opera

tion in proficient silent reading as predicting, confirm

ing, and integrating. These operations can be identified 

in the behaviors that we observe during writing and can be 

related to writers as well. 

We see writers predicting their text. They sub

vocalize and rehearse their emerging text. They stop-and

think in order to plan what to write, they engage in 

various pre-writing strategies that enable them to make 

decisions about their text. These decisions may take the 

form of securing spelling, naming characters, or just 

deciding what to write next. Predicting behaviors occur 

throughout the writing of the text. 

Writers confirm their texts throughout the process 

of composing. We see this behavior as writers stop-and

think to reread their text, as Dana did in the previous 

example, use resources to confirm spelling of punctuation, 

and make changes to their text to correct text that they 

have produced. This confirmation enables the writer to 
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continue to predict subsequent text as writing continues. 

Without constant prediction and confirmation, writers 

would have difficulty producing coherent, meaningful 

written language. Through these two processes, predicting 

and confirming, writers are able to integrate what they 

want to say, with what they have said in order to 

communicate their intended message. Atwell's (1983) study 

concurs with this when her subjects who were unable to 

read their own text, produced less coherent compositions 

than writers who were not restricted and could reread their 

completed portions of writing. 

Writing, like reading, can be viewed as an inter

actional and a transactional process when all these are 

considered. The three constituents of a transaction, the 

writer, the text, and the message, are components of 

writing in much the same way as they are in the reading 

process. 

Writers interact with their texts. A portion of 

the oral language including incidences of rereading and 

subvocalization, are related to the writer interacting 

with the text as part of the process of composing. Graves 

(1981) suggests that young writers need to hear and see 

what they mean when they write and they control their own 

writing through both drawing and speaking as they write. 
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Rereading, reading aloud, and subvocalization all seem to 

be oral language components of composing that help to 

guide writers. 

Writing and Problem Solving 

Another issue that contributes to the transactional 

idea of writing is how oral language is related to 

development and problem solving. Britton and others (1979) 

explored some ideas on the relationship between speech 

and writing through Sapir's (1961) theory which proposes 

that expressive language signals the self and reflects 

both the speaker's thought and feeling ~nd his or her own 

assumptions of shared meanings. Britton suggests that the 

writing of young children is very much like speech written 

down, and that both young children's writing and more 

mature experienced writing tend to have expressive features 

that make the writing seem nearer to speech than to 

writing. The differences between those two language mediums 

may vary considerably depending on the situation and the 

experience of the writer. 

Vygotsky (1978), who talked about "inner speech," 

stated that children's speech "facilitates the child's 

effective manipulation of objects but also controls the 

child's own behavior" (p. 26-27). He concluded that 

children's own egocentric type speech should be regarded as 

the transitional form between external and internal speech, 
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and that functionally, egocentric speech is the basis for 

inner speech, while external speech is the precursor to 

communicative speech. 

Vygotsky observed that children's use of emotional 

language increases when they are faced with the challenge 

of a task that requires efforts and strategies toward a 

solution. They search verbally for solutions and their 

utterances reveal a close connection between egocentric 

and socialized speech. He further observed that when 

children are denied opportunities for socialized speech in 

regards to problem solving, children switch to egocentric 

speech. These two functions, which Vygotsky believed are 

interrelated, have an apparent relationship when children 

are unable to solve a problem by themselves, and the 

language takes on an intrapersonal function as well as a 

problem solving tool. 

Writers are continuously solving problems. They 

must consider what to write in view of their intentions and 

the expectations and constraints placed on them in the 

instructional setting. The subjects in this study used 

oral language throughout the writing episodes, to them

selves silently, to themselves aloud, to classmates and 

other people in their proximity. They talked whether or 

not the classroom expectations actually gave them 

permission to talk. The talk seemed to be an important 



189 

part of writing as they solved problems, both by themselves 

and with the help of others. 

There are episodes among the data where there 

seemed to be more talk than usual. These kinds of episodes 

could be either ones where subjects seemed confused and 

uncertain about a writing assignment, or times when they 

seemed particularly involved and invested in what they were 

doing. There are also a handful of episodes where no oral 

language was noted. These episodes also occurred both when 

students were particularly involved in what they were doing, 

allowing few if any interruptions, and times when they 

wrote little and seemed not to care at all about what they 

were writing. 

When students solve problems, learning takes place. 

Subjects in this study are continuously solving problems 

related to writing. In the classroom environment, the 

language they use assists that problem solving process both 

with an interpersonal function, and a communicative one. 

Through this learning and problem solving, the writer 

changes. This writer change is one of the constituents 

that make writing a transactional process. 

The Community of Writers in Transaction 

Another element of the transaction of writing is 

the interactions that take place. In the classroom milieu, 

where there are no walls between students, the community of 



writers at work will use resources available to them to 

solve their writing problems. They will use books, the 

print in the environment, they will ask questions of 

adults and peers, they will read to hear the sounds of 

their language, they will use language to help them 

manipulate written language and draw on all available 

resources, both human and non-human ones, to accomplish 

their task. 

Vygotsky suggests that when a community works 

together, this supports the learners "Zone of Proximal 

Development." He recognized the value of collaboration 
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for learning. He states that the "Zone of Proximal 

Development ... is the distance between the actual develop

mental level as determined by independent problem solving 

and the level of potential development as determined 

through problem solving under adult guidance or in 

collaboration with more capable peers (Vygotsky, 1978, 

p. 86). Not unlike the old adage, "two heads are better 

than one" we see subjects throughout this data, among 

their community of peers, solving the problems of 

writing, accomplishing their tasks, and learning from 

each other. 

Whole Language Literacy Transaction 

The model that follows summarizes the ideas stated 

above. It depicts how writing, with the necessary aspects 
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of the composing process within the context of the class

room will accomplish the literacy transaction that is 

writing. All the elements acting upon this literacy 

transaction result in constant changing of the text, and 

the changes in the writer that the experience of writing 

dictates. 

The model consists of three spheres to represent 

the three essential aspects of composing: pre-writing 

or consideration, text production or generation, and 

reconsideration or revision. Since these three aspects 

are always dynamically interacting during writing, the 

spheres intersect. The letters where the spheres inter

sect represent behaviors in this study and their relation

ship to the model. Subvocalization (sv) and stop-and-thinks 

(p ) can occur in any phase of composing, and are listed 

where all three spheres intersect. Resource use (r), 

related talk (rt), rereading (rr), interruptions (i), in 

addition to subvocalization and stop-and-thinks can be 

related to either the pre-writing/consideration sphere or 

to the revision/reconsideration sphere. The examples of 

language included in the model demonstrate utterances 

observed in this study that represent these functions of 

composing. The curved line at the bottom of the model 

indicates that certain language, mostly subvocalization, 



Figure 11. 

A WHOLE LANGUAGE LITERACY TRANSACTION 

" What should I name her?" 

" How do you spell !l§.JIJ ?" 
" I don't know what to write!" 

KASTEN 1984 

"Pro · gram" "A - h -e-a-d" 

A whole language literacy transaction. 

" This book says Saturn has 
TEN moon s ! , 

" Where Is the BIG 

dictionary? " 

a capital J ?" 
" Is this how you 

spell~? " 

" Can 1 use your 

eraser? '" 

"Can I hear your 

story? " 



occurs while text is actually being produced and repre

sents the writer interacting with the text. 
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In the writing episodes presented in the previous 

chapter, we can see illustrations of writing in the class

room as a "Whole-Language Literacy Transaction." Each 

writer, who is at the hub of his or her own literacy 

experience, is both a producer of oral and written language, 

and a receiver of oral and written language. The writers 

in the classroom hear oral language at the writing center. 

They eavesdrop on conversations and lessons, and hear 

student writing being read out loud. Sometimes they inter

act, and other times they just listen. They produce oral 

language. Some of that oral language that they produce 

communicates to people around them, while some of it has 

no audience and represents their personal interactions with 

their text. 

Similarly, the young writer is both a producer and 

receiver of written language. Writers are observed making 

use of print around them, including books, other people's 

writing, bulletin boards, charts, posters, calendars, 

labels, light switches, and anything else around them, as 

they receive written language toward their own production 

of writing. 

All the language arts-reading, writing, listening, 

and speaking, are observed as writers write. Within this 
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community of writers, where all three aspects of the 

writing process are dynamically interacting, various 

behaviors can be associated with parts of the process. 

When Flowers and Hayes (1980) observed that the writer 

"monitors" all the parts of the writing process, they 

recognized how writers juggle the text with all the parts 

of the composing process and integrate it into meaningful 

language. 

Anna's writing episode from March 4, 1982 presented 

in Chapter 4 demonstrates the model at work. Walter, 

Anna's cohort at the writing center, reads Anna's paper 

aloud to her, and as he does so, she corrects his reading 

miscues. Anna has an opportunity to hear, reconsider, and 

confirm the language she wrote. Walter's miscues as he 

reads her story may give her some notions of how the text 

appears to an audience, giving her the opportunity to 

confirm, as well as predict what she will write next. 

Walter, who is also engaged in writing at the writing 

center, may have learned something more about reading and 

writing as he reads Anna's story aloud. He may have 

gained ideas for his own story, learned to spell a new 

word, or even learned something new about writing. 

Anna later uses a dictionary to help some of her 

peers to make some deicions about writing. In the process 

of the interaction with her peers, and her use of the 
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written language from the dictionary, or her subsequent 

writing, Anna may have learned something new, changed 

something about her emerging text, or profited by the act 

of helping Walter. As a result, both Anna and Anna's text 

are somehow changed. 

Gordon's writing episode is another illustration 

of a "Whole Language Literacy Transaction." Gordon, who 

uses all available means to solve his problems and make 

his decisions, asks for spellings before writing them, 

reconsiders spellings after he has written them, sub

vocalizes as he writes, interacts with his emerging text, 

and enables himself to hear what he is wri~ing and know 

what to write next. He rereads portions of the text at 

intervals throughout the writing episode to help determine 

what he will write as he continues. We can see how 

Gordon integrates the processes of predicting or planning 

his text, and confirming or reconsidering his text with 

the result of producing meaningful written language. 

The language and the behavior of students writing 

in a classroom setting, with all the language processes at 

work in the individual students, is a community literacy 

transaction. The community supports the processes that 

have been illustrated by providing pre-writing strategies, 

such as the discussion of topics, the naming of characters, 

and the spelling of words and creation of ideas. The 
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community provides strategies to assist writers in re

consideration of their work, including reading aloud 

audiences, confirming spelling or issues of writing 

mechanics, and sharing erasers to make changes. In the 

context of the community, all of the language processes are 

at work, reading, writing, listening, and speaking. All of 

these elements result in a constantly changing text, and 

constantly growing and learning writers .•. a whole language, 

literacy transaction. 

Implications for Instruction 

The findings of this study have instructional 

implications in a number of areas. One important area, 

is in response to the "time-on-task" movement and research 

which assumes that students are "on-task" and presumably 

learning when they are quietly, individually engaged in 

assignment related activity (Berliner, 1979; Berliner, 

1982; Brophy, 1983). In much of this research, researchers 

within classrooms, code at timed intervals, deciding 

whether or not students are "on task"? 

Many of the behaviors that are part of the 

community of writers in this study would be considere'd 

"off-task" unless students were visibly engaged in the 

physical production of text, they might not be considered 

"on task". It seems this body of research ignores the 
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process by which a complex activity such as writing takes 

place in the classroom. It ignores the necessary planning, 

thinking, interacting, and collaboration. 

In the writing episodes presented in Chapter 4, 

which were typical ones, almost all the talk as well as the 

other behavior that was observed were related to the 

writing event. Only a small portion of the language (10%) 

was unrelated to ·the more global process of composing. 

If teachers base their instructional practices on 

the expectation that writing only takes place when 

students are quiet and working independently, then valuable 

learning opportunities are forfeited. 

Vygotsky's (1978) notion of the "Zone of Proximal 

Development," is again an important one in understanding 

these implications. He explains that the idea of the 

"Zone of Proximal Development" enables us to propound a 

new formula, namely that the only "good learning" is that 

which is in advance of development. Vygotsky (1978) 

explains: 

Language arises initially as a means of 
communication between the child and the 
people in his environment. Only subse
quently, upon conversion to internal speech, 
does it come to organize the child's thought, 
that is, becomes an internal mental function. 
Piaget and others have shown that reasoning 
occurs in a children's group as an argument 
intended to prove one's own point of view 
before it occurs as an internal activity 
whose distinctive feature is that the child 
begins to perceive and check the basis of his 



thoughts. Such observations prompted Piaget 
to conclude that communication produces the 
need for checking and confirming thoughts, 
a process that is characteristic of adult 
thought. In the same way that internal 
speech and reflective thought arise from 
the interactions between the child and 
the persons in her environment, these inter
actions provide the source of development of 
a child's voluntary behavior (~. 90). 
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What Vygotsky describes here helps to explain the role of 

both the language and the activity that was observed in 

the writers in this study, as the community of writers 

assisted each other in the process of making meaningful 

written language. utterances that were observed during 

writing show the intrapersonal, cognitive function that 

language served when writers asked questions aloud, but 

solved them without waiting for an answer, such as when 

Anna said, III think I'll name her Tiffany,1I and subsequen-

tly said, IIWhat shall I name her?1I She then resumes 

writing and named her story character Maxine. Other 

utterances show a more communicative function, as writers 

assist each other in writing. The language that accom-

panies writing demonstrates how the interaction, the type 

of language, and the movement of the students is not only 

lion task ll
, but serves as an essential element in their 

learning. 

Classroom management issues are relevant here. The 

classroom environment will likely facilitate learning more 
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effectively when students have appropriate opportunities 

to talk, interact, and collaborate. This can be reflected 

both in the classroom policies that promote appropriate 

interaction, and the physical arrangement of the room, 

that provides for sharing. There should be spacious group 

work areas and ample accessible resources of all kinds. 

One classroom involved in this study had reference 

books on a movable cart. The students in that class used 

resources extensively. This flexible arrangement and the 

encouragement from the teacher, allowed the resources to 

be available and used frequently when students were at work, 

whether they were in one area of the classrom with desks 

pushed together, or at a classroom table set aside for 

projects. 

In another classroom, resources were less accessible. 

Students were rewarded for quiet, independent work. The 

subjects in this classroom used few resources. In this 

environment, students were still observed talking and 

helping each other with spelling, clarifying assignments, 

discussing the writing topic, and talking about the writing 

process, in spite of the fact that this was not an 

encouraged behavior. This suggests that the role of oral 

language and collaboration in learning may be sufficiently 

vital, that a certain amount of it will likely take place, 

whether or not students are given permission to do so. 



Another issue in classroom management is time. 

The organization of time may place certain kinds of 

constraints on writers. For example, time for writing 
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may be limited. Teachers may explain a writing topic to 

students and expect that writing to be complete in thirty 

minutes. Under such circumstances, the opportunity to plan 

a writing assignment and have time for reconsideration may 

be very limited or non-existent. Writers need opportunities 

to create pieces of writing that are personally meaningful, 

that can be re-worked and revised. Writing takes planning 

or consideration, time to produce the text, and time to 

revise. These three aspects of composing are continuously 

dynamically interacting, but can only be nurtured in an 

environment that is organized for all three. 

Another instructional, management issue is the 

constraints that are placed on writers by assignments. 

Teachers may constrain writers by selecting a narrow topic 

that is either unfamiliar or unappealing. On one occasion, 

the fourth grade teacher asked students to pretend that 

they would wake up one morning and have changed into the 

opposite gender than what they are, and write about their 

experiences. At least one of our subjects, Vincent, refused 

to complete this assignment. Other students wrote very 

little, and wrote quickly to get it done. Those students 

would have benefited from having some options, perhaps 
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topics that they helped to select, or had some interest 

in. As Vincent once said, discouraged by what he was 

asked to write about, "I like to write my own stories." 

Under these circumstances, students did not have 

time to plan. The aspect of the composing process called 

consideration or pre-writing had not been recognized. 

Writers in the classroom environment adapt to the situation 

and fill in the necessary gaps. On one occasion, during 

Year I, Dana was asked to write about the Arizona State 

Seal, State Flag, and State Bird, using an encyclopedia as 

reference. Dana did not understand the assignment. His 

piece of writing that resulted was a description of the 

assignment itself. In order to adapt to the constraint of 

not understanding the assignment, Dana wrote: 

WE TALKED ABOUT THE STATE SEAL AND STATE 
BIRD. WE HAD TO READ THE PAPER, THEN WE 
WROTE A STORY. UNTIL THE BELL RANG. THE 
STATE BIRD'S NAME IS THE CACTUD WREN. 
YESTERDAY WE DID THE STATE FLAG WITH MISS 
HOWARD. WE HAD TO FIND OUT WHAT THE YELLOW 
AND RED STRIPES MEAN, WHAT THE COPPER STAR 
STANDS FOR. SAME WITH THE STATE BIRD AND 
SEAL. FOR THE STATE BIRD WE HAD TO FIND OUT 
WHERE IT LIVES AND WHAT IT EATS AND ITS 
NAME. THEN THE BELL RANG, WE HAD TO CHANGE. 
TOMORROW I HAVE TO FINISH THE STATE SEAL, 
BIRD AND FLAG. TODAY I AM SUPPOSED TO FINISH 
THE STATE FLAG. BUT I DIDN'T HAVE A CHANCE. 

The constraint that was put on Dana was that he 

was asked to write about something unfamiliar, with the 

use of an encyclopedia, that he had not previously used in 

school, in a type of writing, report writing, that was also 
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new. Given those constraints, the opportunity for 

students to work together and tackle a new task together, 

would likely have had a more successful outcome. Having 

had time to consider the assignment, perhaps talk it over 

with peers and adults, might have had a more successful 

outcome. In this study,' the students who were permitted 

to work together, used resources extensively. The students 

who were not permitted to work together, used resources 

very seldom, and often unsuccessfully. 

To summarize the implications for instruction, the 

classroom as an environment for learning, will benefit 

students when the vital role of oral language in academic 

activity is recognized, valued and provided for. Class

room arrangements and assignments that have flexibility, 

accessible resources, and promote collaboration, will 

provide for an optimal "Zone of Proximal Development" to 

support writing development. 

Implications for Research 

There is still a great deal to be learned about 

writing in the elementary classroom. Questions still 

remain about how writers develop strategies for revi~ion 

over the entire course of their learning to write in 

school. The study of the complex interrelationships among 

behaviors during composing has only been started here. 

The relationship between different instructional practices, 
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such as management policies, structured and unstructured 

policies, structured and unstructured assignments, timed 

limited schedules, evaluation practices, and many more 

practical issues on writing need further study. 

However, whatever direction subsequent research 

takes, it is imperative that the research takes place in 

the classroom environment. The classroom environment is 

a unique, special one, 'where groups of children coexist 

for six hours a day with an adult whose specialty is the 

teaching of and the learning by children. In such an 

environment, there are both attributes and constraints that 

are not duplicated elsewhere. 

Research that seeks to understand learning in the 

classroom, must be conducted so that the realities of 

classroom life, whether they are positive or negative, 

are not ignored. This academic and social context cannot 

be duplicated in any laboratory or in any experimental 

research design. In the real classroom, students talk, 

interact, and learn from each other. Research that 

removes this powerful learning element, cannot have the 

same validity as research conducted in the reality of the 

environment. 

Researchers who care to observe whether or not 

children are "on task" should not only notice whether or 
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not they are talking, but examine what they are saying as 

well, in order to determine if the conversation is 

relevant. 

Implications for Teacher Education 

There are some areas that are relevant to teacher 

education in the findings of this study. First of all, 

teachers would benefit from being taught to view 

children as constantly thinking, hypothesizing, active 

learners who are continuously sorting out the world in 

which they live, including how language works. In this 

study, when subjects were asked what they thought about 

good writers, what they believed about bad writing, or why 

they wrote something the way they did, they always provided 

the listener with a reason. Teachers can be helped toward 

this view if they learn to observe children carefully and 

learn to ask questions of children and listen to their 

answers. 

Such teachers become researchers in the classroom, 

with a powerful heuristic device--the ideas of children. 

These ideas can assist teachers in knowing what to teach, 

and when to teach it. 

Lastly, since we are all continuously learning to 

write, teachers who wish to understand more about the 

process of writing, should write themselves. The more we 
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understand about ourselves as learners, the better 

teachers we become. Teachers should not ask students to 

do anything, whether it is a writing assignment, or any 

other classroom activity, that they would not be willing 

to do themselves. When teachers can be on both sides of 

the desk, as teachers and learners, they become better 

teachers. Thus, our teaching and learning processes are 

continuous and inseparable in pursuit of this objective we 

modestly call education. 
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CODES - Ill = erasure 
DR = drawing 
IS = interruption solicited 
IU = interruption unsolicited 
R = resource use 
RR = rereading, silent or oral 
RT = related talk 
RV = revision (change in text) 
ST = stop-and-think 
sv = subvocalizing 
T = teacher involvement 

Video tape # ------ Audio tape # 

Subject Text Number Code 

Researcher 

Context 

Date Page __ _ of 

Starting time --------------------

Observer Text 

tv 
0 
-....) 
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Coding Scheme: 

Each word and punctuation mark numbered 
Circled number indicates explanation in 

observer's text 

III = erasure 
T = teacher involvement 
IS = Interruption solicited 
US = Interruption unsolicited 
RR = rereading 
RT = related talk 
DR = work on drawing 
R = resource use 
SV = subvocalizing 
ST = stop-and-think 
RV = revision 
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