
VALIDATION OF AN INVENTORY OF PRACTICES
AND POINTS OF VIEW IN WRITING INSTRUCTION

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Shaeffer, Ann Marilyn Rufer

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 21:34:59

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/282074

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/282074


INFORMATION TO USERS 

This was produced from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming. While the 
most advanced technological means to photograph and reproduce this document 
have been used, the quality is heavily dependent upon the quality of the material 
submitted. 

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

1.The sign or "target" for pages apparently lacking from the document 
photogrrphed 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 you of complete continuity. 

2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black mark it is an 
indication that the film inspector noticed either blurred copy because of 
movement during exposure, or duplicate copy. Unless we meant to delete 
copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed, you will find a good 
image of the page in the adjacent frame. If copyrighted materials were 
deleted you will find a target note listing the pages in the adjacent frame. 

3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photo
graphed the photographer has followed a definite method in "sectioning" 
the material. 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 any illustrations that cannot be reproduced satisfactorily by xerography, 
photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and tipped into your 
xerographic copy. Requests can be made to our Dissertations Customer 
Services Department. 

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

University 
Microfilms 

International 
300 N. ZEEB RD„ ANN ARBOR. Ml 48106 



8207898 

Shaeffer, Ann Marilyn Rufer 

VALIDATION OF AN INVENTORY OF PRACTICES AND POINTS OF VIEW 
IN WRITING INSTRUCTION 

The University of Arizona PH.D. 1981 

University 
Microfilms 

International 300 N. Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, MI 48106 



PLEASE NOTE: 

In all cases this material has been filmed in the best possible way from the available copy. 
Problems encountered with this document have been identified here with a check mark V . 

1. Glossy photographs or pages 

2. Colored illustrations, paper or print 

3. Photographs with dark background 

4. Illustrations are poor copy 

5. Pages with black marks, not original copy 

6. Print shows through as there is text on both sides of page 

7. Indistinct, broken or small print on several pages S 

8. Print exceeds margin requirements 

9. Tightly bound copy with print lost in spine 

10. Computer printout pages with indistinct print 

11. Page(s) lacking when material received, and not available from school or 
author. 

12. Page(s) seem to be missing in numbering only as text follows. 

13. Two pages numbered . Text follows. 

14. Curling and wrinkled pages 

15. Other ; 

University 
Microfilms 

International 





VALIDATION OF AN INVENTORY OF PRACTICES AND POINTS 

OF VIEW IN WRITING INSTRUCTION 

by 

Ann Marilyn Rufer Shaeffer 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL FOUNDATIONS 
AND ADMINISTRATION 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

1 9  8  1  



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
GRADUATE COLLEGE 

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

the dissertation prepared by Ann Marilyn Rufer Shaeffer 

entitled VALIDATION OF AN INVENTORY OF PRACTICES AND POINTS OF VIEW IN 

WRITING INSTRUCTION 

and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement 

for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy . 

Utu*/  ̂

tryn. 
Date / / 

f t / s /S  /  

/ 2 - / 5 [V )  

Date 

/3 - 3- f / 
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. 

Dissertation Director Date 



-STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

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

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable without 
special permission, provided that accurate acknowledgment of source 
is made. Requests for permission for extended quotation from or re
production of this manuscript in whole or in part may be granted by 
the head of the major department or the Dean of the Graduate College 
when in his judgment the proposed use of the material is in the in
terests of scholarship. In all other instances, however, permission 
must be obtained from the author. 

SIGNED: 



This work is dedicated to my three daughters, Jill, Pamela, and 
Tracy, and to my father, Fred Rufer, and my sister, Beatrice 
Rufer. Their support was expressed in various ways, but was 
always evident. 

iii 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The writer wishes to extend deep appreciation to Dr. Roach Van 

Allen for his continuous and generous support, guidance, and encourage

ment. It was a pleasure and privilege to work with this professional 

educator who served as my dissertation advisor. Thank you to 

Dr. Yetta Goodman, whose encouragement and suggestions were so valuable 

during this study. Additionally, gratitude is expressed to the other 

members of my committee for their support: Dr. Robert Grant, Dr. Henry 

Butler, and Dr. Roy Blake. It has been a rewarding and valuable 

experience to complete this study in association with these professionals 

in the field of education. 

iv 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

LIST OF TABLES vii 

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS ix 

ABSTRACT * x 

1. INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 1 

Introduction • 1 
Statement of the Problem k 
Significance of the Study 6 
Assumptions Which Underlie the Research Problem .... 10 
Limitations of the Study 10 
Definition of Terms 10 

2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 13 

Introduction 13 
The Behavioristic Theory of Learning .......... 14 

Behavioral Statements for the Shaeffer Inventory 
of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing ..... 21 

The Cognitive Field Theory of Learning 2k 
Cognitive Field Statements for the Shaeffer Inven

tory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing . . 33 
The Nativistic Theory of Learning 36 

Nativistic Statements for the Shaeffer Inventory of 
Approaches to the Teaching of Writing ...... *t5 

Assessment Instruments and Validation .. . k? 

3. DESIGN OF THE STUDY . . 58 

Sample Population 58 
Hypotheses ...... ....... 59 
Measures and Procedures for Collecting Data 61 
Treatment of Data ... ...... 66 

k. RESULTS OF THE STUDY 75 

Comparison of Means, Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 ...... 76 
Reliability Coefficients, Hypotheses 4, 5» and 6 . . . • 80 

v 



vi 

TABLE OF CONTENTS—Continued 

Page 

Item Correlations, Hypotheses 7» 8, and 9 ....... 93 
Item Classification, Hypothesis 10........... 100 
Data Agreement Percentages 101 
Inventory Item Comments ......... 103 
S u m m a r y  . ; .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  .  1 0 3  

5. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 105 

APPENDIX A: VIEW TOWARD LEARNING SHEET 110 

APPENDIX B: SHAEFFER INVENTORY OF APPROACHES TO THE 
TEACHING OF WRITING . 112 

APPENDIX C: COVER LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS 116 

APPENDIX D: SCORING SHEET FOR SHAEFFER INVENTORY OF 
APPROACHES TO THE TEACHING OF WRITING 118 

APPENDIX E: ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES 120 

LIST OF REFERENCES 127 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. Significance of means for those Agreeing and those 
Disagreeing with the Behavioristic position toward 
learning . . . . . 77 

2. Significance of means for those Agreeing and those 
Disagreeing with the Nativistic position toward learning . 79 

3. Significance of means for those Agreeing and those 
Disagreeing with the Cognitive Field position toward 
learning 8l 

b. Reliability analysis for items on Behavioristic scale; 
Group A ' 82 

5. Reliability analysis for items on Behavioristic scale; 
Group B . 83 

6. Reliability analysis for items on Behavioristic 6cale; 
Total 8^ 

7. Reliability analysis for items on Nativistic scale; 
Group A 87 

8. Reliability analysis for items on Nativistic scale; 
Group B ......................... 88 

9. Reliability analysis for items on Nativistic scale; Total. 89 

10. Reliability analysis for items on Cognitive Field scale; 
Group A 90 

11. Reliability analysis for items on Cognitive Field scale; 
Group B 91 

12. Reliability analysis for items on Cognitive Field scale; 
Total . . 92 

13* Item correlations: Behavioristic . . . . . . . . . . a .  9 b  

\b. Item correlations: Nativistic 96 

vii 



LIST OF TABLES—Continued 

viii 

Table Page 

15. Item correlations: Cognitive Field ........... 99 

16. Percent of agreement, Inventory position and View Toward 
Learning ...... ..... 102 



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS 

Figure Page 

1. Example of View Toward Learning and Profile on Scale of 
Scores, example A 6*f 

2. Example of View Toward Learning and Profile on Scale of 
Scores, example B 65 

3. Example 1 of View.Toward Learning and Profile on Scale 
of Scores 6? 

k. Example 2 of View Toward Learning and Profile on Scale 
of Scores . 68 

5. Example 3 of View Toward Learning and Profile on Scale 
of Scores 69 

ix 



ABSTRACT 

This study was designed to develop and validate an assessment 

instrument which would yield valid information on teachers' theoretical 

learning philosophy orientation and instructional behaviors in the 

teaching of writing. Data are analyzed to determine whether there is a 

relationship between stated learning theories and responses to state

ments of elements of a writing program. 

The subjects who participated in the study were graduate stu

dents at Oakland University, Rochester, Michigan, and The University of 

Arizona, Tucson, Arizona, and experts in the field of writing or 

language arts who were certified according to stated criteria. Re

spondents completed the View Toward Learning sheet and the Shaeffer 

Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing. The information 

from each completed Inventory and Learning View sheet was recorded for 

analysis data to accept or reject ten hypotheses. 

The Inventory achieved content validity through individual item 

documentation in literature sources. The instructional approaches were 

interpreted according to three common learning theories: Behavioristic, 

Nativistic and Cognitive Field. The data analysis, which included t 

tests, Cronback Alphas, and item correlations and classification, estab

lished the instrument as valid in distinguishing a teacher's approach 

as Behavioristic or Nativistic and reliably aligned learning theory with 

x 
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classroom practices. It was not valid in differentiating the Nativist 

flrom the Cognivist. 

Recommendations include a revision of selected Nativistic and 

Cognitive Field items to achieve a clearer distinction between the two 

approaches, and the use of the instrument and cover sheet in a large 

scale study to further document validity and reliability. The Inventory 

may be utilized for teacher self-appraisal individually, in staff 

development projects, or in combination with classroom observation. 

Teacher education programs concerned with writing instruction could 

assess beliefs about the way children learn and related classroom 

practices. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

History has taught us that writing is important to the indi
vidual during each stage in his life. Learning to help 
children gain confidence and experience in writing is an 
important part of the classroom teacher's role. Even for the 
very young, writing is a means of thinking, learning, and 
being. ... Writing experiences enhance any child's develop
ment (Haley-James 1981, p. ix). 

The public views writing as one of the required basic skills. 

Presently, however, a national concern exists regarding the quality of 

writing exhibited by students and adults as they participate in a 

literate society. Johnny, who can't read, is now also considered inept 

as a writer. This lack of writing skill has generated expressions of 

dismay in the media lamenting the level of literacy of high school grad

uates. A recent article in a family magazine, "Why Kids Can't Write," 

declares 15& of America's youth are functionally illiterate, possessing 

neither the ability to read or write at a minimal level in their environ

ment (Brandt 1981). The Gallup Poll of the Public's Attitudes Toward 

Public Schools revealed that citizens felt the priorities for improving 

education are an emphasis on the basics of reading, writing, and 

arithmetic in conjunction with the presence of well-educated (trained) 

teachers and principals in the schools. Basic education was also tar

geted as the most urgent concern for the Department of Education (Gallup 

1980). 



2 

The critics, who represent various societal groups, have identi

fied the schools and teachers as the cause of the decline in writing 

ability. The deluge of criticism has prompted a caution that an over-

reaction to the crisis could diminish the use and scope of writing in 

the schools, as "school administrators and classroom teachers are buf

feted about by standardized test reports, disenchanted legislators, and 

negative public opinion" (Licktieg 1981, p. kk). Believing schools have 

abandoned composition as a reaction to the concern for high achievement 

in testing, Wheeler (1979) refers to the "great American writing block." 

He would create a "world of books and language" in the school, but feels 

instruction opposes this in a technological approach of preparing for 

test taking. He states: 

The writing crisis is finally a crisis of identity. ... To 
teach writing is to provoke or cajole, to nurse or embarrass 
the American from his hiding place. ... Show him he does 
have an identity—a way of looking at the world that is uniquely 
his and that in writing becomes a point of view, an organizing 
force (Wheeler 1979» pp. 17-18). 

Two manifestations of the issues surrounding writing in schools 

are the demand to account for student achievement concurrent with an 

intensified effort to discover more about writing instruction. Class

room teachers whose responsibilities include the teaching of writing 

face a challenge to defend their approach to writing instruction, and 

to articulate the learning theory which supports their particular 

approach. Having a theory really only means having a "reason, a basis, 

an understanding of why you do what you do," McKenzie and Kernig believe. 

"A sound theoretical base can be a great support both in understanding 

our own work and explaining it to others, to other teachers or parents" 

(McKenzie and Kernig 1975, p. xxi). Jerome Harste and Carolyn Burke 



(1980, p. 173) conclude that "each of us as teachers has a theory of how 

to teach reading and writing in our head6 which strongly affects our 

perceptions and behavior." Timothy Donovan and Ben McClelland (1980, 

p. xi) exhort writing teachers to develop a "coherent approach that is 

based soundly in theory and that succeeds in practice" and to scrutinize 

their own teaching, which is actually "an enactment of theory and prac

tice in the classroom." 

This study is based on the assumption that current writing in

struction must be assessed from the point of view "that the teaching of 

reading and writing is theoretically based; that looking at teacher 

behavior in terms of beliefs held and assumptions made is a more cogent 

and' powerful procedure than looking at behavior in terms of the supposed 

approach being used. . . ." (Harste and Burke 1980, p. 173). Stating 

that a "new focus on the teacher" is necessary in any research on the 

process of writing, Donald Graves (1981) emphasized the need for gather

ing data from many sources in seeking to improve instruction. 

In order to gain insight into teacher behavior and to focus on 

his/her beliefs, an organization for an assessment of teaching behaviors 

was developed in this study utilizing the classical category system of 

Behavioristic, Nativistic, and Cognitive Field explicated by Morris 

Bigge (1976) in his discussion of learning theory and commonly used to 

examine language learning theories. This triad organization was used to 

order the grouping of the items in the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches 

to the Teaching of Writing to collect data that links teachers' instruc

tional approaches to writing with learning theory. 
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A particular theory of learning is reflected in the teacher 

beliefs that dictate and mold the selection and direction of writing 

instruction activities (Harste and Burke 1980). A coherent orientation 

toward a particular philosophy or theory of learning is desirable in a 

successful writing program, as "• . . distinct approaches /are? based 

upon some theory of language ... learning that accommodates the com

posing process" (Donovan and McClelland 1980, p. xi). Those not 

adhering to a particular theoretical base may see themselves as elec-

tic. Judy (1980) describes an electic approach as that which draws on 

"concepts from many schools of thought," an acceptable practice, in his 

opinion, if the ultimate result is growth by the student in language. 

Donovan and McClelland (1980) acknowledge a lack of consensus 

at present on methods of teaching writing. Research has provided no 

proof one writing method is superior to another. Significantly, all 

approaches to instruction in writing do not proceed from the same theo

retical orientation. Haley-James (1981), in looking at a teacher, 

rejoices in the uniqueness of instruction, believing that attention 

should be riveted on what good elementary writing teachers' programs 

are like and on what makes these instructors succeed. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study seeks to develop and validate an assessment instru

ment which would yield valid information on teachers' theoretical 

learning philosophy orientation and instructional behaviors in the 

teaching of writing. Data will be analyzed to determine whether there 

is a relationship between stated learning theories and responses to 

statements of elements of a writing program. 
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More specifically, the responses on the Shaeffer Inventory of 

Approaches to the Teaching of Writing from expert authors, teachers, and 

researchers in the field of writing (Group A), classroom teachers (Group 

B), and the Total (Group A plus Group B), will test these hypotheses in 

validating the instrument. 

1. Those who agree with the Behavioristic View Toward Learning will 

not have a mean score on the Behavioristic items of the Shaeffer Inven

tory which is significantly higher than the mean score of those who 

disagree with the Behavioristic position in Group A, Group B, or the 

Total. 

2. Those who agree with the Nativistic View Toward Learning will 

not have a mean score on the Nativistic items of the Shaeffer Inventory 

which is significantly higher than the mean score of those who disagree 

with the Nativistic position in Group A, Group B, or the Total. 

3. Those who agree with the Cognitive Field View Toward Learning 

will not have a mean score on the Cognitive Field items of the Shaeffer 

Inventory which is significantly higher than the mean score of those 

who disagree with the Cognitive Field position in Group A, Group B, or 

the Total. 

*f. The Cronback Alpha reliability coefficient will not equal or 

exceed .75. failing to document that 75& or more of the variance is due 

to true score variance for the Behavioristic Inventory items in Group A, 

Group B, or the Total. 

5. The Cronback Alpha reliability coefficient will not equal or 

exceed .75* failing to document that 75$ or more of the variance is due 



to true score variance for the Nativistic Inventory items in Group A, 

Group B, or the Total. 

6. The Cronback Alpha reliability coefficient will not equal or 

exceed .75i failing to document that 75$ or more of the variance is due 

to true score variance for the Cognitive Field Inventory items in Group 

A, Group B, or the Total. 

7. Each Behavioristic Inventory item will fail to correlate at a 

.2 level or higher with nine or more Behavioristic Inventory items. 

8. Each Nativistic Inventory item will fail to correlate at a .2 

level or higher with nine or more Nativistic Inventory items. 

9. Each Cognitive Field Inventory item will fail to correlate at a 

.2 level or higher with nine or more Cognitive Field Inventory items. 

10. Two recognized experts in the field of language arts, Dr. Roach 

Van Allen and Dr. Yetta Goodman, will fail to successfully sort 8($ of 

the 39 Shaeffer Inventory statements into the proper Behavioristic, 

Nativistic, and Cognitive Field categories. 

Significance of the Study 

In a literate environment it is not surprising that demands are 

made for adults to possess a workable knowledge of the basic skills, 

particularly writing, as a prerequisite for participating fully in 

society. While schools have the responsibility to produce this result, 

it is the teacher who is the key, or as Lickteig (1981, p. ̂ 5) concludes, 

it is "the teacher's attitude, which is audibly and visibly reflected in 

teacher words and actions /that/ is the single most important ingredient 

in a successful composition program for children." 
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Bond and Djfcstrats Final Report (196?) on an impressive study of 

reading instruction reviewed multiple factors which may impact learning. 

They found that the teacher is the single most important variable in a 

teaching-learning situation. As teachers engage in instruction-related 

tasks and decisions, a particular philosophy or theory may not be voiced 

explicitly by the teacher, but he or she operates according to that par

ticular. viewpoint in organizing instructional activities. 

James Britton (Britton et al. 1977), while serving as a member 

of the Schools Council of England, helped focus attention on composing 

through a comprehensive study of writing in English schools prior to 

curriculum change. He emphasizes that "in the classroom a teacher's 

attitude to writing processes is probably part and parcel of his/her 

total approach to children; that attention on processes provides the 

theoretical background," as attention on product or the individual would 

represent contrasting theoretical backgrounds (Britton et al. 1977, P» 

15). Marvin Klein (1980) would focus on the knowledge and skills, in 

addition to beliefs, that a teacher brings to teaching rather than 

specific instructional material design. 

In developing writing instruction programs, the teacher often 

feels inadequate. In this regard, Donald Graves (1978), who has done 

extensive research on children's composing, stated that "students are 

taught primarily to read, not to write," and specifies these impelling 

causes: 

1. Writing, in contrast to reading skills, is not easily evaluated 

quantitatively. 
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2. Textbooks don't emphasize writing; much classwork is based on 

textbooks. 

3. Teachers are not prepared to teach writing; teacher preparation 

courses largely ignore the field. 

4. Teachers themselves do not write. 

Yet writing is a skill whose instruction is mandated by local and state 

curriculum guides and whose competency level is being tested, creating 

a situation which demands an expectation-satisfying level of attainment 

by the student while offering almost no preparation or inservice instruc

tion to the teacher to accomplish the goal. Teachers are providing 

writing instruction in one form or another either on a regular, planned 

basis or a haphazard, infrequent basis. What the teacher believes about 

the reading and writing process strongly affects both the choice of in

structional activities and the handling of such activities according to 

Harste and Burke (1980), and reflects a particular philosophy or theory 

of learning. In most instances this underlying philosophical bias has 

not been articulated or investigated by the instructor, contributing to 

an inconsistency or uncertainty in pursuing a writing program. Vital 

to any attempt to analyze writing instruction is some sort of assessment 

instrument which reveals information on current beliefs and practices in • 

a school. 

Gerry Bohning (1978), developer of a ten-item self-assessment 

survey, urges teachers to analyze their attitudes and behaviors toward 

instruction. He asks: 

Do you consistently agree or disagree with the basic principles 
of a particular approach? Do your convictions correspond to 
the approach which you currently endorse or follow in your 
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school. . . ? It may be that you agree with basic principles 
from several of the different approaches. If so, you may 
believe in an eclectic approach. . . .(Bohning 1978, p. 2k), 

In acknowledging an eclectic approach to teaching, Judy (1980) 

warns against the "theoretical hodgepodge" that Bigge (1975) identifies 

in his discussion of theory and the problem of inconsistency in 

teacher's classroom practice: 

Any purposeful action is governed by theory. Everyone who 
teaches or professes to teach has a theory of learning ... a 
teacher who does not make use of a systematic body of theory 
in his day to day decisions is behaving blindly. Hence, little 
evidence of long-range rationale, purpose or plan is observable 
in his teaching. So, a teacher without a strong theoretical 
orientation inescapably makes little more than busy work 
assignments. True, many teachers operate in this way and use 
only a hodgepodge of methods without theoretical orientation. 
However, this muddled kind of teaching undoubtedly is respon
sible for many of the current adverse criticisms of public 
education (Bigge 1975» p. 5). 

Teachers need to look at what is happening in their classrooms 

and what their practices reveal, at student response, and possibly even 

assume the role of a researcher as recommended by Graves (1980). The 

development of an instrument to asses6 writing instruction in terms of 

learning theory and classroom practices is needed to add to the body of 

research relating to the teaching of writing and to provide information 

for teacher education and inservice programs. 

Conscious knowledge and examination of beliefs and assumptions, 

achieved through a response to the Purpose, Organization, and Implemen

tation items on the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of 

Writing can contribute to an articulation of the theory which supports 

a successful writing curriculum. Thi6 awareness of and ability to 

communicate one's learning theory should support classroom practice in 

a goal-oriented writing program. 



Assumptions Which Underlie the Research Problem 

This study will assume that approaches to the teaching of 

writing and learning theories have identifiable features, have some de

gree of consistency, and are responsive to certain measures. 

It is assumed that respondents to the Shaeffer Inventory of 

Approaches to the Teaching of Writing will understand the intent of the 

items and answer accurately concerning their beliefs and practices in 

the classroom. 

Limitations of the Study 

The study will be limited to one measure of approaches, the 

Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing, which was 

administered to an identified group of expert researchers, authors, and 

teachers, Group A, and a group of teachers in graduate courses, Group B. 

The results will reflect only the responses by the sample populations, 

which may or may not reflect the positions of other experts and class

room teachers. 

Definition of Terms 

Behavioristic Approach to Writing; An approach to the teaching of 

writing focusing on eliciting certain behaviors which are then con

sidered synonymous with learning. The learner is viewed as a passive, 

receptive organism who is responsive to controlled stimuli that initiates 

desired behavior and to planned reinforcement which ensures repetition 

of that behavior. 

Nativistic Approach to Writing; An approach to writing instruction 

which focuses on the innate capabilities of the learner. The learner 
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is permitted to develop or unfold naturally in a supportive and mate

rially abundant environment# 

Cognitive Field Approach to Writing: An approach to writing instruc

tion which focuses on the interaction between the learner and the 

written product. The learner is viewed as an actively seeking, con

tinually adapting, thinking organism who tests hypotheses. 

Approaches to the Teaching of Writing: The grouped behavior and 

belief statements which teachers select as defining methods of writing 

instruction that represent a Behavioristic, Nativistic, or Cognitive 

Field Learning Theory position. 

Eclectic Approach to Writing: An approach to writing which employs 

a combination of the Behavioristic, Nativistic, and Cognitive Field 

approaches to writing. 

Theoretical Orientation: Writing teachers' theories about how chil

dren learn reflected in their stated approaches to the teaching of 

writing. 

Validation: The degree to which a test measures what it is sup

posed to; the investigative processes of gathering or evaluating 

necessary data. 

Content Validity: The degree to which items are representative of 

behaviors, traits, or characteristics; the intent to show that certain 

behaviors represent a selective sample recognized in a desired perfor

mance domain. 

Construct Validity: The degree of relationship between the measure

ment and the construct being measured; the theoretical idea developed 

to explain and organize some aspects of existing knowledge. 
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Reliability; The dependability or stability of a test score; the 

degree to which testing results can be attributed to systematic sources 

of variance. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The intention of this study was to develop and validate the 

Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing as a valid 

indicator of beliefs and practices based upon learning theory which 

characterize a teacher's instruction in writing. In order to develop 

the categories of the assessment instrument, literature related to 

various learning theories was reviewed. The categories of Behavioris-

tic, Nativistic, and Cognitive Field were selected. Their selection as 

representative theories was determined by their high incidence of use 

in the literature on language learning and classroom instruction and 

the ease with which undesignated positions expressed by some writers 

were located within this framework (Wood 1969; Barnes 1975; Bigge 1976; 

Johnson-Rubin 1981; Canady 1976; Piattelli-Palmarini 1980; Menyuk 1977). 

Selected literature which relates to the three major learning 

theories and their interpretation.in instruction was reviewed. An in

clusion of items from the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teach

ing of Writing within the three categories permits their examination in 

the context of the literature. The items corresponding to each theo

retical orientation are separated according to a three-level organiza

tional theory suggested by Decker and Saunders (1973) in their book, 

Double Think; by Saunders, Phillips and Johnson (1966) in A Theory of 

13 
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Educational Leadership; and by Canady (1976) in "Consistency of Teach

ers' Methods of Teaching Reading to Specific Learning Theories:" 

1. Purposes ~ goals of a writing program predicated on philosoph

ical assumptions. 

2. Organization — designing the writing program predicated on 

philosophical assumptions or generalizations. 

3. Implementation — actualizing the writing program predicated 

on the preceding two levels of the organizational theory, Purposes and 

Organization, with the addition of a means for program evaluation. 

In preparing the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teach

ing of Writing for submission to teachers, those items which reside 

within the specified learning theory classification were arranged in a 

random fashion. The method of item presentation in this review promotes 

clarity in identifying items with theoretical orientation, and allows 

documentation that items relating to each position are equal in number. 

The final section reviews literature on the validation of 

assessment instruments. This information provides the measurement 

facts on which the design for the study is based. 

The Behavioristic Theory of Learning 

Writing instruction related to the Behavioristic Theory of 

Learning is based primarily on the stimulus-response concept which re

quires a learner to proceed from predetermined sequential parts to the 

whole; that is, from a 6tudy of punctuation, grammar and form to the 

composing of a cohesive text, often from a model. The teacher dominates 

and controls a learning environment organized to train children to 



construct a product in which stored responses are encoded to print and 

reinforced by some means. 

The Behavioristic Theory of Learning can be defined within the 

three-level arrangement explicated previously. 

1. Purpose — to systematically develop the skills and mechanics 

necessary for writing efficiently. 

2. Organization — regular language or English periods for direct 

teaching of writing skills, form, grammar, and spelling, and including 

time for assigned writing as practice. 

3. Implementation -- a systematic program of writing instruction, 

principally through language and spelling texts designed to introduce 

and reinforce skills in a sequential manner. Achievement is evaluated 

by testing. 

The review of the literature relative to the Behavioristic 

Theory focuses on language development and learning theory at the Pur

pose level, and a description of behavioristically oriented programs and 

procedures at the Organization and Implementation levels. 

As progenitor of the science of behavior, Skinner (1957) views 

language as imitative behavior influenced by environmental factors and 

defined in stimulus-response-reinforcement terms. Verbal behavior is 

described as behavior reinforced through the mediation of other indi

viduals. According to Skinner's hypothesis on knowledge acquisition, 

we learn in response to stimuli; any change in either the probability 

or form of a response is learning. Operant conditioning becomes a 

learning process as a given behavior operates upon the environment and 

generates results which are reinforced. In adhering to a behaviorist's 
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learning theory, a pre-established body of subject matter is broken into 

steps, arranged in a logical sequence, and reinforced in some fashion 

(Bigge 1976). 

Having written extensively on Behavioristic theory, Staats 

(1968) proceeds from the basic belief that all human behavior is learned 

and that language as a behavior is, or supports, man's cognitive nature. 

His basic laws of language learning are classical conditioning and in

strumental (or operant) conditioning and the interaction of the two. 

Language serves in discriminative stimulus, reinforcing, and response 

categories. Staats cites many applications of his theory in actual ex

perimental situations. His comprehensive treatment of a behavioristically 

oriented theory of language learning extends the number of principles 

of learning related to complex S-R mechanisms beyond the instrumental 

conditioning of Skinner. 

Reviewing behavior modification and curriculum research, Staats 

(1973) attests to the success of the stimulus-response learning approach 

in a number of experiments. One research study involving 12 culturally 

disadvantaged preschool children with low test scores dealt with alpha

bet writing training. A sequenced presentation consisted of circle and 

line practice, tracing, copying, recording in response to verbal 

stimuli, and finally, self-stimuli in mastering the task. Reinforcement 

of correct responses earned a marble which could be exchanged for 

trinkets or food. Subjects successfully learned to write and read the 

alphabet in a mean time of 15 hours and k2 minutes. Intelligence and 

readiness tests revealed significant score increases. 
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Behavioristically oriented research designs frequently involve 

the disadvantaged student. A Directive-Teaching (D-T) system, developed 

by T. M. Stephens (1970), assessed performance, utilized task analysis 

and direct implementation, plus evaluation of instructional strategies 

to produce significant gains. Material incentives in the form of 

rewards included toys, games, or other items. Benewitz and Busse (1970) 

utilized boxes of crayons as an incentive to achieve in spelling. The 

spelling scores of fourth grade innercity children increased signifi

cantly. 

Distar, a Direct Instruction System (Model) for teaching dis

advantaged children developed by Becker, Engelmann and Thomas (1975), 

provides daily small-group, face-to-face teacher-controlled lessons, 

carefully sequenced, with correction built in. Continuous testing and 

rewards for achievement are also part of the Distar program. One study 

found that low income children at pre-K level through third grade 

achieved test scores near or at the National Norm after participation 

in Distar Reading, Language, Math, and Swelling Programs, compared with 

markedly low, statistically determined, pre-treatment scores (Becker 

1977; Becker, Engelmann and Thomas 1975). 

Additional programs exist which have been developed as mastery 

programs. Block (1980) describes a group-based/teacher-paced format in 

contrast to existing individualized programs, commercial curriculum 

materials, and teacher-developed instructional packages (Guskey 1980). 

Course content needed to achieve mastery is divided into small sequenced 

units followed by unit feedback/correction procedures to monitor effec

tiveness. Block reports the program is operating all over the world 
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with substantial learning gains reported. Guskey (1980) responds to 

criticisms that mastery learning is successful only with simple types 

of skills by citing programs which are requiring higher cognitive skills 

and asserting the capabilities for the programs exist, awaiting de

velopment. 

"Behaviorism is Superior to Piaget's Model in Fostering Learning," 

is a position statement by Bruce Holliman (1980) on the superiority of 

Behavioristic learning theory. He maintains it is a simple theory, but 

in a parsimonious sense. Behavioral approaches based on operant con

ditioning, the child acting on its environment, are successful and moti

vating, he declares. He infers the strength of behavioristic approaches, 

whose successes are reported statistically as changes in frequency of 

behavior, often lies in the improved quality of the interaction between 

teacher and student. Concomitant to the change in teacher behavior is 

the change in student behavior. High interest activities and novel 

approaches to instruction are discounted as relative to learning; his 

attitude, and that of many others, is reflected in this statement: 

Interests do not always include school attendance, let alone 
attention to basic skills. Most teachers appreciate that learn
ing usually involves a lot of hard work and that it frequently 
is aversive to some students regardless of their motivational 
efforts. Those are the facts. The world ought to be different. 
Students ought to learn willingly what our culture wants them 
to know. We are faced with the fact, however, that they don't, 
and we are left with using procedures which most efficiently 
do the job (Holliman 1980, p. 16). 

That "job" referred to by Holliman is well defined as a teaching 

approach in the literature. In his book on behavioral approaches, 

Thomas Stephens (1975) presents this technology as part of current 
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educational practice, furnishing exact definitions and illustrated situa

tional instructional techniques. He asserts: 

One fundamental purpose of schools is to improve behavior, to 
help develop students into sensitive, able citizens. Behavior, 
in this sense, refers to the acquisition of academic skills and 
concepts. It also refers to social skills and concepts, as 
well as social values and attitudes. Curriculum represents the 
content to be taught, often identified by educators, but sanc
tified by representatives of the public, since all citizens are 
influenced, directly or indirectly, by what is taught in 
schools. Methodology, the manner in which curriculum is 
taught, is the purview of professional educators. ... Prac
tically all behavioral approaches begin with gathering de
scriptions of behavior, specifying instructional objectives, 
using incentives and evaluating the instruction. Student per
formances change in predictable directions with the use of 
behavioral approaches. Because of the powerful effects of such 
instruction, it is important that school practitioners be 
competent in its application (Stephens 1975, p* 2). 

In a study of attitudes toward written composition, Barnes 

(1975) asked teachers to record why written work was assigned, what they 

were intending the writing to accomplish, and how writings were evaluated 

and used afterwards. He evaluated the replies on a continuum defining 

teachers as holding a transmission view of teaching and learning at one 

extreme and teachers holding an interpretation view at the other extreme. 

Most teachers were close to one terminus or the other; only a few did 

not fall clearly into either category. The transmission teacher can 

be identified with the behavioristic orientation as the purpose of 

writing becomes the recording or acquiring of information. The focus 

is on the product through appropriate and exact tasks with assessment 

in the form of correction and grades for maintaining high standards in 

written work. The transmission teacher, then: 

1. Believes knowledge to exist in the form of public disci
plines which include content and criteria of performance 

2. Values the learners* performances insofar as they conform 
to the criteria of the discipline 
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3. Perceives the teacher's task to be the evaluation and cor
rection of the learner's performance, according to the criteria 
of which he is the guardian 

4. Perceives the learner as an uninformed acolyte for whom 
access to knowledge will be difficult since he must qualify • 
himself through tests of appropriate performance (Barnes 1975» 
pp. lMt-li+5). 

Despite the criticism of the strategy, Eschholz (1980) would use 

a prose models method for writing instruction, but adjust its use in the 

classroom. The traditional prose model approach emphasized the product 

by dictating rules, structures, and patterns for writing. In conjunc

tion with a textbook, drills providing for imitative practice to improve 

skills required that the student read a model sentence or paragraph, 

analyze the structure of the model, and write a sentence or paragraph 

in close emulation of the model according to an assigned theme. The 

teacher, as the standard bearer of what's acceptable, then corrected and 

graded these final copy student compositions for punctuation, syntax, 

spelling, and style to complete the behaviorist progression from stim

ulus to response to reinforcement. Leslie Hart (1981) notes that 

learning right answers and rote instruction have previously been judged 

inadequate, but recent classroom observations reveal an emphasis on 

testing, a demand for "right answers or regurgitation." Dolores Durkin 

(1978-79) refers to a similar situation after observing in classrooms. 

She felt workbooks and ditto sheets were running the school program in 

a behavioristic model where the teacher dispenses increasingly difficult 

metered instruction and tests attain a revered status. Janice Lauer 

(1980), in "The Rhetorical Approach," feels students identify writing 

with correctness. She disagrees with Fred Macintosh (1979) who advo

cates a return to the basics and discipline to produce good writing. 
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Donovan and McClelland (1980) agree knowledge and skills are essential 

elements in the school curriculum, but observe no consensus on the se

quence of learning and strategies for instruction in teaching the 

mechanics of written expression, often accomplished through the use of 

a textbook. 

Despite some adverse assessments, the behavioristic tradition 

remains strong in schools. A recent questionnaire probing the teaching 

of written composition surveyed practices of 319 fourth grade teachers. 

Compiled data indicated a high percentage of the language arts program 

time, excluding reading, was devoted to grammar and mechanics exercises 

with testing to determine learning. Petty and Finn (1981), from "Class

room Teachers* Reports on Teaching Written Composition," infer two 

possible explanations: the recent emphasis on the basics or the tradi

tional product emphasis in classrooms still prevails. The teachers' 

concern about spelling and other elements of mechanics and convention 

was obvious. 

The recent demand for a basic skills emphasis and related com

petency testing has teachers perform as "artisans," employing a variety 

of tools such as skills-mastery "to shape the language of the learner 

into a reasonable facsimile of some desired, though poorly articulated, 

model of language competence" (Cook 1981, p. 52). Curriculum content is 

clear — a correct product is the goal. 

Behavioral Statements for the Shaeffer 
Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching 
of Writing 

The review of Behavioristic learning theory and program descrip

tions provided the information which was analyzed and formulated into 



items for the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writ

ing. These items define characteristics specific to a writing program 

designed to adhere to Behavioristic beliefs. The Behavioristic Inven

tory items, categorized according to Purposes, Organization, and 

Implementation, are as follows: 

Purposes. 

1. Writing instruction in my class is designed for the most part 

to develop the skills and mechanics of the writing process (Eschholz 

1980; Barnes 1975). 

2. I use whole group instruction in writing and composition pro

duction. I try to provide additional practice in writing and grammar 

through specific assignments or drill (Durkin 1978-79; T. M. Stephens 

1970). 

3. I motivate children to write by discussing assigned topics and 

by providing correct models and vocabulary lists (Eschholz 1980; Bigge 

1976). 

Organization. 

b. I have a regular time period scheduled for written expression 

and grammar which is separate from reading or spelling instruction 

(Petty and Finn 1981; Durkin 1978-79). 

5» In my class, children may use time when other students are 

being instructed and other assignments are finished to complete compo

sitions or assignments so that writing skills are strengthened (Barnes 

1975). 
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6. I help children to use correct spelling in all compositions 

through personal dictionaries or lists, or through providing correct 

spellings, or through regular spelling lessons, or through any combina

tion of these (Eschholz 1980; Lauer 1980). 

7. I evaluate pupil progress in my writing program in relation to 

mastery of punctuation rules, correct spelling and paragraphing, plus 

inclusion of interesting facts in compositions (Eschholz 198.0; Barnes 

1975; Thomas Stephens 1975)* 

Implementation. 

8. I provide sequential systematic instruction in writing skills 

for my class primarily through the use of the language textbook in my 

classroom (Wheeler 1979; Murray 1980). 

9. I do most of my direct teaching of writing through whole class 

instruction using the language textbook to model correct form and pro

vide sequence and practice exercises (Wheeler 1979; Murray 1980? 

Eschholz 1980). 

10. Skill development is the primary objective of my writing program 

(Eschholz 1980; Barnes 1975)• 

11. In my class, provision for individual differences is made 

through the use of extra practice exercises and assignments repeating 

the sequences in instruction until mastered. Those achieving early 

mastery will experience reinforcement activities and rewards (Block 

1980; Guskey 1980; Thomas Stephens 1975)* 

12. In my class, I try to teach standard English usage in writing 

because improper usage may contribute to a writing deficiency (Eschholz 

1980; Barnes 1977; Wheeler 1979)• 
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13. I judge the child's writing proficiency according to the number 

of mistakes noted on compositions and writing skills test scores 

(Eschholz I98O; Barnes 1975; Hart 1981). 

The Cognitive Field Theory of Learning 

A teacher who subscribes to the Cognitive Field theory of learn

ing sees writing as a form of interactive language processing between 

the writer and the evolving text. The goal of the writing is meaningful 

communication; the teacher's role is to foster varied language use in an 

organized environment which provokes and extends writing development. 

Children's competencies in language are recognized and utilized in pro

ducing written compositions. 

The Cognitive Field theory of learning, expressed within the 

three-level categories of Purpose, Organization and Implementation, can 

be summarized in the following manner: 

1. Purpose -- to develop writing as interactive, purposive, func

tional communication in the context of whole language development. 

2. Organization — to motivate the production of written materials 

which express children's own thoughts, ideas, concerns, and experiences. 

3. Implementation — the instruction in writing is based upon 

child-produced materials in a process of clarifying and expanding mean

ing in communicative text through whole class, small group or individual 

conferencing. 

In the review of literature concerned with Cognitive Field 

theory, the domain of cognitive growth and language development (Purpose) 

is related to language-based writing programs (Organization and Imple

mentation) . 
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According to Bigge (1976), Cognitive theory concerns an indi

vidual's interactive relationship within a total psychological environ

ment or field. Behavior is a function of the total situation and 

exhibits purpose, insight, intention, goals orientation, and experiencing 

with knowledge of consequences. A life space exists encompassing goals 

and barriers among a mass of mutually interdependent factors. 

Learning is defined by Cognitive Field theorists as a process 

that involves the developing of new insights or remodeling of old ones. 

Learning, shown as purposeful, imaginative, and exploratory, is identi

fied with conceptualization or thought. A final result is the reorgani

zation of the cognitive field. This implies that teachers should 

become cognizant of the interactive nature of the learners' life space 

in organizing environments conducive to insightful learning. Planning 

should allow for learners' constant testing of hypotheses about their 

psychological environment and predict a direction for future life spaces 

which allows for teacher-student overlap. 

As part of the psychological tradition of the more recent past, 

Jean Piaget proffers an interactionist learning theory of cognitive 

development that features constructed language and thought based on a 

human need for learning (Gardner 1980). Piaget (1980) describes knowl

edge in terms of a fundamental relationship of an active subject 

assimilating objects or experiences to existing schemes, often requiring 

adaptation or accommodation in cognitive structures to adjust to a new 

situation. The final result is resolving tension and creating equilib

rium to preserve the scheme. Thought precedes language in this view. 

As the child interacts in his life space, he transforms the world to 



his own meaningful reality. Thinking is interpreted as goal-related 

problem solving in response to tension, exhibiting purpose and insight 

(Bigge 1976). 

Many hours of observation and experimentation with children 

preceded Piaget's conclusion that mental development may be subdivided 

into three periods, paralleling the evolution of egocentric to social

ized speech (Piaget 1959)• His cognitive-developmental position pro

vides a broad and promising research base for exploring error, 

egocentrism and speaking-writing differences (Barritt and Kroll 1978). 

A goal for education to adopt, in the Piagettian tradition, is an 

environment which creates possibilities for the child to invent and 

discover. 

An early developmental psychologist whose impact upon contempo

rary thought has been enormous is L. S. Vygotsky. His prolific writings 

reflect a reaction to views held by his contemporaries; in the formula

tion of his original hypotheses on the social origins of language and 

thought, he posits a significant moment when speech and thought converge. 

The development of higher psychological functions in humans replaces 

diffusely structured responses. Sign systems (language, writing) 

mediate human-environmental interaction evoking behavioral transforma

tions while bridging early and later forms of individual development. 

Having once taught, Vygotsky continued to display an interest in educa

tion, lecturing and writing extensively on educational problems. His 

experimentation focused on process as he observed in children an actual 

developmental level and a zone of proximal development, representing a 

child's potential. His interpretation of writing development recognizes 



a shift from directly denoting objects, the drawing of things, to second 

order symbolism, the drawing of words; an inner speech becomes important 

in the process of encoding experience and transforming thoughts into 

words and syntax. As a result he would include writing, naturally 

taught, in the preschool years (Cole et al. 1978). 

An implication of Piaget's Cognitive learning theory, which 

postulates distinctive periods of development, is the concept that new 

experiences may not be fully assimilated prior to entering a particular 

period. Haley-James (1981) alludes to this situation as she refers to 

mental maturity in progressive stages of student writing, the degree of 

abstraction, and the degree to which content of writing is separated 

from direct experience. Witty and Martin (1957) note a decrease in 

degree of egocentricity in writing as abstract thought increases. 

Menyuk (1977) refers to age specific tendencies as one element in readi

ness to move from experience to abstract meaning. 

Synthesizing the precepts of Piaget and Vygotsky that children 

are interactive learners in a constant search for meaning, Emig's (1969) 

"Components of the Composing Process Among Twelfth Grade Writers" re

oriented the approach to research in writing by concentrating on the 

processing by individuals who wer6 composing. Graves (1975) took up 

residence in elementary classes for two years to study children in the 

process of composing written text for his "Examination of the Writing 

Processes of Seven Year Old Children." He provided detailed information 

on children's writing and generated questions which subsequently have 

engaged an increasing number of researchers seeking answers. 



Among a number of conclusions in "Balance the Basics: Let Them 

Write," Graves (197$) cited the following: 

1. Children have a strong urge to write. 

2. Speech come6 before writing. 

3. Children don't need information or instruction in trans
ferring from oral to written discourse. 

That a child's competencies as a language user are wondrous 

Graves demonstrates in the dozens of illustrations from children's 

writing sprinkled throughout his text. He states that children need 

to control their own writing with teachers who help them maintain that 

control, the opposite to what he terms the "welfare mess" in writing 

instruction which leaves the child totally dependent on the teacher 

(Graves 1976). He has documented that the stages of the writing process 

include precomposing, composing, and post-composing; the classrooms 

where he was present featured writing daily using invented spelling with 

assistance on grammar skills in context, and individual and group con

ferencing for sharing revision and positive, constructive evaluation. 

The classrooms Graves (1978) describes are an interpretation and 

expansion of the language experience approach developed by Allen and 

Allen (1966-1968) and Allen (1976), which emphasizes communicative lan

guage through self-experience, relating the experiences of others to 

self, and the study of language. Allen states: 

Reading and writing—literacy skills—emerge as basic linguistic 
structures, mature and interrelated. ... In the language ex
perience approach the teacher trusts the children's own language 
to illustrate the characteristics of language that are fruitful 
in developing recognition skills. ^5hildren7 are helped to see 
relationships between their own language and the printed lan
guage of others (Allen 1976, pp. 12, l5). 



Allen provides support and suggestions for teachers to create a 

language-rich environment encouraging children to express themselves in 

writing and through a multitude of other forms. 

Murray (1980) feels the process of evolving meaning motivates 

writers, and as a written text is complete, it detaches itself from the 

writer and takes on its own meaning. He refers to rehearsing (Graves 

1978), drafting, and revising as stages in the writing process but 

specifies they occur in a somewhat convoluted fashion as the writer 

surges ahead and then retraces to reread or prepare for the next move 

forward. An alternate terminology he employs is prevision, vision, and 

revision; vision becomes fact after the first draft. Revision is ex

ternal, or editing, and internal, concerning content, form, and voice 

(Murray 1978). Murray believes we have a private speech in our heads 

narrating as we write, then reading what we write. The writing becomes 

a task in which the teacher can be involved with the student in making 

meaning together; the teacher concerns herself or himself with what the 

student needs to experience. Writing is shared and evaluated by 

teacher-writers and student-writers. 

The use of the teacher-student conference has evolved into the 

teaching approach Carnicelli (1980) uses. He defines the responsibili

ties both student and teacher assume to insure successful results. 

Emphasized is discussion inspired by good questions the teacher asks. 

After intent listening to what the student has to say, the teacher 

offers suggestions for revision. 

An emphasis on children as learners characterizes Milz's (1980, 

1981) "whole-language approach" classroom which focuses on children 



writing volumes for a communicative purpose in a print-filled environ

ment. The productive forms of language exist with the receptive forms 

as a listener responds to a speaker while a reader reads what a writer 

has written. Functional writing activities require a teacher to share 

experiences and encourage progress when the writer's composing is 

momentarily disengaged. Children's performance in punctuation, sentence 

structure, spelling, and handwriting gradually moves to the achievement 

of conventional forms as children write and publish books and read the 

books. Since spellings invented in context reflect articulatory and 

phonological features according to research by Read (1975), the chil

dren's invented spellings are encouraged. Additional study with 

children has shown that over a period of time a conversion is made to 

conventionalized spelling through many experiences with published mate

rial (Beers and Beers 1980; Bissex 1981). A classroom similar to that 

of Milz is the setting as Kamler (1980) describes the genesis and com

pletion of a child's piece of writing in "One Child, One Teacher, One 

Classroom." 

Martha King (1980) refers to functional use of language as she 

examines children's written products to illustrate their tacit knowledge 

of written form. All language is embedded in and shaped by the social/ 

cultural environment in which it is generated. This environment, plus 

experiences, opportunity, and assistance develops the student as a 

writer, so that "writing is a means of thinking, learning and being" 

(Haley-Jame6 1981, p. ix). 

In a comprehensive treatment of a whole-language comprehension 

centered program for a school, Goodman and Goodman (1981) urge respect 
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for both language and the learner. Functional and meaningful communica

tive language use would have an experience component and proceed from 

the language base the child brings to school, regardless of dialect or 

bilingual differences. Reading and writing would be integrated with 

listening and speaking through the language arts program and the content 

of the curriculum. Children self-evaluate; teachers "kid-watch" (Y. 

Goodman 1978) to evaluate. The Goodmans (1976) indicate, in "Learning 

to Read is Natural," that they believe that "children learn to read and 

write in the same way and for the same reason that they learn to speak 

and listen" (Goodman and Goodman 1976, p. 3)» 

Joseph Comprone (1980), in developing an integrated model for 

teaching, relates his seminal view that reading is as much an act of 

composing as writing. He would replace the "outmoded atomistic perspec

tive" of reading and writing with what theorists may term a holistic 

perspective which rejects viewing parts as distinct from whole processes. 

Haley-James (1981) summarizes the professional literature in the 

United States between 1900 and 1980 in compiling a list of some points 

on writing that numerous authorities in the professional literature have 

emphasized as vital to writing instruction and programs in grades one 

through eight. They ares 

Children learn to write by writing. 

Even very young school age children whose knowledge of letter 
formations and spelling patterns is limited can and should 
write. 

Writing frequently on self-selected topics is important to 
developing skill in writing. 

When children feel a need or a desire to write for some purpose 
or audience, they write more effectively. 
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Children should write from their experiences, and expectations 
for their writing should be in line with their stage of ex
periential and mental development. 

Oral language processing of the ideas and content being ex
pressed should precede writing and occur during writing. 

Real and varied audiences for their work are important to the 
development of children as writers and to their incentive to 
write. 

Writing purpose and a developing concept of audience lead 
children to a logical need for revising selected pieces of 
their writing. 

Formal study of grammar should be delayed until grade eight or 
nine; until then revising writing in view of the audience for 

• the writing should be the basis of grammar-related language 
study. 

Teacher and peer conferences with the writer are appropriate 
means of helping children process their writing orally and 
progress from first drafts, in which primary concern is with 
getting meaning out on paper, to improved drafts. 

Holistic and primary trait scoring are useful means of assess
ing both the progress of groups of children and the effective
ness of writing programs (Haley-James 1981, p. 17). 

Robert Weiss (1980) would call for writing across the entire school 

curriculum to complete the list. 

In Barnes' (1975) survey of teachers' practices in writing, he 

identified the transmission teacher, previously described, and the in

terpretation teacher, who will be described here. The teacher following 

this model deals with active writers capable of reshaping their view of 

the world. The social context is relevant to purposeful, functional 

writing which serves to extend knowledge of written form. The interpre

tation teacher, then: 

1. Believes knowledge to exist in the knower's ability to 
organize thought and action 

2. Values the learner's commitment to interpreting reality, so 
that criteria arise a6 much from the learner as from the 
teacher 
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3. Perceives the teacher's task to be the setting up of a 
dialogue in which the learner can reshape his knowledge through 
interaction with others 

*f. Perceives the learner as already possessing systematic and 
relevant knowledge, and the means of reshaping that knowledge 
(Barnes 1975» PP« 1^-1^5) • 

The Cognitive Field theory applied to classroom learning demands 

teachers who focus on an active learner and the process of writing. In 

contrast, Behaviorism is simply a "technology for controlling behavior" 

in completing a job efficiently, according to Gates (1980). He finds 

Skinner's determinist stimulus-response theory too narrow in scope to 

explain learning. Hart (1981) characterizes behaviorism as deliberately 

avoiding the brain's function in explaining learning in rat terms. 

Evaluation, cognivists assert, is not quantified to produce a designated 

percentile level on tests. They believe learners consume time learning 

and the goal should not be to finish textbooks or to swallow ready-made 

knowledge served by a teacher. Young learners do not perceive subjects 

as discrete "scraps of knowledge" or learn in predetermined segments 

(Cook 1981). In many programs, what's testable is what defines the 

curriculum. In cognitive language learning oriented programs, the 

learner acquires the skills but in the functional context and sequence 

of need. 

Cognitive Field Statements for the 
Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to 
the Teaching of Writing 

Study and analysis of the preceding description of Cognitive 

Field learning theory and programs in the literature provided the con

tent and orientation for developing statements for the Shaeffer Inven

tory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing. These items are 



characteristic of a writing program that reflects Cognitive Field 

beliefs. The following Inventory items, grouped according to Purposes, 

Organization, and Implementation, describe the beliefs and practices 

characteristic of a Cognitive Field based writing program: 

1. The basic purpose of writing instruction in my classroom is to 

extend writing across the curriculum, emphasizing written expression as 

the child interacts with many language activities (Allen and Allen 1966-

1968; Graves 1975; Milz 1980, 1981). 

2. My plan of instruction is to facilitate the written expression 

of the children by identifying needs and instructing in context (Allen 

1976; Graves 1975; Carnicelli 1980). 

3. I believe the motivation for writing in my classroom is the 

functional use of language in an environment in which children are 

assisted in realizing they have a purpose for expressing experiences 

and thoughts through writing (Allen 1976; King 1980; Goodman and Goodman 

1981). 

Organization. 

k. My classroom organization for writing instruction provides 

numerous opportunities for producing, sharing, and revising written 

materials based upon the child's own thoughts, concerns, and ideas 

(Milz 1980, 1981; Kamler 1980; Graves 1975). 

5. I encourage children to use undesignated time in a variety of 

language activities and to respond through written expression when 

appropriate (Allen 1976; Milz 1980, 1981; Goodman and Goodman 1981). 



6. I encourage children to invent word spellings when composing. 

A conversion to standard spelling, reinforced through instruction, is 

made when a selection is published or put in final form (Milz 1980, 

1981; Read 1975; Kamler 1980). 

7. I evaluate children's growth in writing in terms of ability to 

express ideas and communicate thoughts (Goodman and Goodman 1981; Haley-

James 1981; Murray 1980). 

Implementation. 

8. The writing activities of the students in my class are based 

primarily upon the children's many and varied language experiences in

volving listening, speaking, reading, and writing (Allen and Allen 1966-

1968; Allen 19?6; Goodman and Goodman 1981; Graves 1975). 

9. I base my direct instruction in writing primarily upon material 

produced by the children themselves while in flexible or whole class 

grouping, or individual conferences (Graves 1975; Carnicelli I98O; 

Haley-James 1981). 

10. Writing skill development in my class utilizes the child's in

teractive thought-language processes in the context of the child's 

seeking for meaning while writing (Goodman and Goodman 1981; Milz 1980, 

1981; Murray 1980). 

11. In my class, the production of written material in the student's 

language is valued and encourages students who, in addition to the 

teacher, help fellow students individually when appropriate (Milz 1980, 

1981; Graves 1975; Kamler 1980). 



12. In my writing program the child's unique mastery of the sound 

system of language and variety of ways to express meaning in written 

form are valued (Goodman and Goodman 1981; Allen 1976; King 1980). 

13. I judge the significance of written composition mistakes in 

terms of the literary merit of a selection rather than requiring ah-

herence to a standard grammatical form (Milz 1980, 198I; Kamler 1980; 

Graves 1975)• 

The Nativistic Theory of Learning 

A writing program based on the Nativistic theory of learning 

focuses on the child as an individual whose language production abili

ties unfold naturally. The teacher's role is to listen, observe, sup

port, and appreciate children as developing persons or writers and to 

maintain a carefully planned physical learning environment designed so 

learners are encouraged to discover their abilities as writers. 

The categorizing of the Nativistic theory within the Purpose, 

Organization, and Implementation framework results in the following 

synopsis: 

1. Purpose — to develop the child as a person intellectually, 

socially, emotionally, and morally, and to provide individual instruc

tion based on the child's needs and interests. 

2. Organization « to present opportunities and materials which 

encourage all possible forms of writing activity, to be acted on 

according to the child's own concerns and interests. 

3. Implementation — to direct writing instruction individually by 

questioning, responding, and assisting to develop skills, interests, 

and attitudes. 



The literature reviewed focuses on language development which, 

in the Nativistic view, is based on a child's innate capabilities 

(Purpose); then information on instructional writing programs is ex

amined (Organization and Implementation). 

The individual most prominently identified with the Nativistic 

theory of language development is linguist Noam ChomBky. Chomsky (1968) 

speaks of the traditions of a philosophical grammar which recognizes 

relatively stable but widely varying surface and deep structure. The 

study of structural relations in language is a basis for his conclusions 

regarding the acquisition of language. He methodically constructs a 

foundation for his belief in an innate determining organization within 

the unique phenomena of human language capacity. He would assign the 

general theory of language, termed "universal grammar," as an innate 

property of the mind. Such an innate schema is restricted to a few 

possible grammars consistent with available data. He urges the study 

of human language to include also the study of the stimulation and 

interaction of the organism and the environment that activates the 

innate cognitive mechanism and confirms its products. He reasons that 

it is natural in regard to language to expect a close connection between. 

innate properties of the mind and features of linguistic structure as 

language does not exist separate from its mental representation. He 

remains mystified as to the genesis of the innate structure of the human 

mind. 

David McNeill (1970) presents his views on the acquisition of 

language by children through studying the concept of a sentence. He 

believes that virtually all that occurs as a child acquires language 



depends on a prior knowledge of features of sentence structure. He pro

poses that the concept of a sentence may be a portion of man's innate 

mental capacity, then methodically argues the fact as an explanation of 

the child's efforts to organize and interpret linguistic evidence 

through a series of hypotheses on sentence form. As the abstract struc

ture of a sentence is not arbitrary, grammar emerges, he theorizes, in 

a natural order which depends on the range of the rules being learned. 

McNeill also subscribes to the idea that there are linguistic universals 

identical across language which result from the capacity for language. 

He agrees with Eric Lenneberg (196?) that human language is a highly 

specialized result of evolution. A result of his logical presentation 

of facts to support his theory is the rejection of behaviorist theories 

of language learning. 

Dell Hymes (Cazden 1972) in Functions of Language in the Class

room, speculates that leading theorists have a goal of disclosing the 

universal structures which underlie all language and are postulated as 

inherent in the human mind. Human beings are gifted with a capacity 

for language which he sees as fundamentally equivalent for all. For 

this reason he scoffs at the thesis advanced by some that children can 

be disadvantaged linguistically. 

Referring to the historic controversy on the relative importance 

of nature or nurture as determinate in human performance, Tony Apolloni 

et al. (1975) regard the debate as achieving contemporary status in the 

discussion of language development. Hereditary mechanisms which enable 

language to develop are the inherent deep structures subject to environ

mental manipulation proposed by Chomsky (1968), or the inherited latent 



language structure requiring exposure to speech offered by Lenneberg 

(1967). 

Charles Stephenson (1980) believes that the oral and visual 

acquisition of language in modern humans may be innate. He draws sup

port from McNeill (1980), Lenneberg (1967)1 and Chomsky (1968), and 

quotes W. von Humboldt (1836, in Stephenson 1980), who declared that 

one cannot really teach language but only present certain conditions so 

that it will develop in the mind in its own way. Accepting this posi

tion on the genesis of language, Stephenson hypothesizes that the lin

guistically competent child would learn to read between the years of 

eight and twelve with strictly informal instruction if surrounded by 

many and varied reading and writing materials providing many experiences, 

and if in an atmosphere which would encourage understanding of the pur

poses for which reading and writing are used within the culture. An 

innate language use mechanism (LUM) assures an infant is born with the 

propensity to recognize and replicate all visual language symbols. 

Writing becomes simply an extension of speaking into other sets of 

senses, the meaning of visual language is then relayed directly to and 

from the language processing centers of the brain. Literacy becomes a 

true extension of natural language' development. As man has invented and 

developed spoken and written language through centuries of use, it seems 

logical to Stephenson that innate tendencies toward acquisition of both 

language forms have evolved. The school's responsibility, then, would 

be to focus attention on developing a command of oral language in solv

ing problems, critical thinking, and on applying new ideas, to the age 

of eight. Children would be read and written to, would be surrounded 



with purposes for visual language, would observe others reading and 

writing and would be given opportunities to read and write. Assistance 

would be available in all communicative activities toward a goal of 

having reading and writing as well exercised as listening and talking. 

A program based on the philosophy of learning being discussed 

is the Tucson Early Education Model (TEEM) whose desire is to individu

alize instruction. Provision is made to accommodate children's learn

ing; in adapting to students' myriad learning styles, the teacher 

adjusts and offers support to the children. Activities in TEEM class

rooms offer choices designed to provide for the range of levels, 

interests, and learning styles students represent. The learning en

vironment constantly changes to provide personalized instruction so 

that school is a happy, stimulating environment in which children make 

continuous progress (Burrus and Wright 1979)# 

The literature pertaining to Open Education is almost entirely 

descriptive or prescriptive. Open education's focus is the child's 

social, emotional, physical, intellectual, and moral development. Chil

dren become active directors of their own learning in an environment • 

which provides materials and means appropriate to the child's level of 

learning. Instruction is geared to individuals and, at times, small 

groups. Performance is assessed in the context of the student's own 

pattern of growth. The teacher acts as a consultant or resource person. 

Lillian Stephens (197*0, in The Teacher's Guide to Open Education, 

addresses the philosophy of learning which supports this approach to 

teaching prior to describing strategies and organization in the open 

classroom. She emphasizes that the open educators' individualized 



approach to children incorporates the belief that children are worthy of 

respect and trust. 

Lillian Stephens summarizes three major positions individuals 

concerned with child development may assume. These are: 

1. Behavioral-environmental — the child's development is 
shaped by his environment through his learned responses to 
stimuli. 

2. Maturational-Nativist — development is viewed primarily 
as the "unfolding" of the child's nature; although it is be
lieved. that environment can influence what a child learns, his 
development is considered to be determined primarily by his 
genetic patterns. 

3. Interactional — it is assumed that development results 
from the active interplay between the child and his environment, 
in which the child's existing mental structures are constantly 
modified and reorganized as a result of his experiences 
(Stephens 197i+» pp. 16-17) • 

It is Stephen's opinion that the interactional view most directly 

aligns with Open Education. Although she interprets Open Education as 

interactional, other comments and information in the literature sources 

reviewed in this section indicate a closer affinity with the maturational-

Nativist position. 

Writing is available for choice in every curriculum area and is 

viewed as an extension of spoken communication. Children who choose to 

are encouraged to write freely and often for functional purposes. Con

cern for punctuation or spelling is not permitted to detract from the 

content the child is expressing. 

Informal learning is the term employed by McKenzie and Kernig 

(1975) while discussing the precepts and operation of a learning en

vironment which encourages the natural development of the child. Liter

acy skills are enhanced as children are encouraged to extend their 



language use and communication skills. Children discover a real purpose 

for writing. 

In this child-centered educational plan, the child is viewed as 

striving to build a working model of the world while developing compe

tency in action and thought at his or her level of understanding arid 

thinking. Children are free to make real choices and pursue their own 

interests. The classroom is a workshop which brings the world to the 

child; the teacher, his or her teaching, and the school act as a 

"clarifying medium" for the facts of the physical world and human life. 

A rich environment is arranged with a great "diversification of pro

vision" within which children are encouraged and assisted in pursuing 

the experiences which are intensely personal to them, where creative 

work is considered a life-force for the child. Concepts and skills are 

learned by acting on or being involved with various materials. 

The teacher, as a highly-skilled adult, has a goal of helping 

children in their overall development as a person, in McKenzie and 

Kernig's view. Growth at the cognitive level assumes special importance. 

Teacher tasks are outlined in some detail with specific directions and 

advice provided. Language and literacy is one of several subject areas 

discussed with ideas for implementation in the informal classroom. 

Children compose their own language and make their own books. The 

teacher must recognize differences and link into and extend the language 

the child uses, not correcting or changing it. The teacher stays aware 

of what children are doing in writing and other subjects and discusses 

what is being done to assist students in organizing their communications. 



Children read and write when they choose. Evaluation is ongoing, rely

ing heavily on observation, informal records, and examples of students' 

work. 

McKenzie and Kernig (1975, p. xi) sum up their position toward 

informal learning in the following definition: 

Informal learning and teaching are activities which take place 
in a planned environment so arranged that each child is free to 
use time, space, materials, and skilled adult help in order to 
advance in learning along the path indicated by his own inter
ests and learning-style. The teacher's task is to ascertain 
each child's individual concerns and style of learning, so that 
the school environment is planned and maintained in response to 
these known needs. Her function then, is actively to assist the 
child to achieve educational objectives initiated by his own 
interests and inquiries. 

Alan Blyth (1980) advocates social experience as the higher 

quality, more realistic and humane framework within which primary educa

tion should operate. Individual children are at the center of such a 

program. Successful education, in his opinion, provides prolonged and 

systematic interaction between the social experience of the child and 

the curriculum designed to engage with that experience. He would agree 

with the Plowden report and counsel educators to note the impact of the 

environment on the child and the child's responses to it as an active 

agent in his or her own learning. The teacher follows the child's 

interests which lead to discovery and learning. Blyth would include 

some elements of intervention and interaction in his concept of primary 

education. 

After a discussion of the difficulties encountered in attempting 

to define Open Education, Lillian G. Katz (1972) lists some "dimensions 

of practices" which characterize open classrooms. She includes space, 

time, children's activities, locus of activity selection, content or 
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topics, teacher-child relationships, individual instruction, and teacher 

role as describing informal learning. She indicates open-informal edu

cation seeks to teach skills only while strengthening and enhancing the 

students' "feelings of self-respect, self-responsibility, and sense of 

dignity" (Katz 1972, p. 7)» She poses some questions that research 

could answer to support open education, but found no research to prove 

or disprove the efficacy of this approach. In response, Vincent Rogers 

(1972) feels that much of what open education proponents want for chil

dren, in discussion among themselves, that much of what is said to 

parents is "based upon a set of beliefs about education and about life 

that are not necessarily researchable" (Rogers 1972, p. 15)• He ex

presses the opinion that research could provide data on some concerns, 

but studies have not been attempted. 

Management, implementation, and evaluation information designed 

to make the open classroom work for the novice is shared by Hal Malehorn 

in a handbook organizational format. Options for organization are de

scribed for teachers to underscore the elements of variability and 

individuality in learning activities. The following principles consti

tute the recurring characteristics which Malehorn culled from a study of 

the literature on Open Education. They are: 

1. The need for self-directed learning. 

2. Making instruction relevant. 

3. Enhancing uniqueness. 

4. Encouraging exploration. 

5. Learning how to learn: process, not product. 

6. Flexibility in planning. 

7. Sensitivity and affective awareness. 

8. Success and satisfaction (Malehorn 1978, pp. 4-12). 



Open education teachers explore students' backgrounds to promote indi

vidual abilities and to respond to student needs. A classroom becomes 

a language laboratory for the child awakening to the need to master 

communication skills. Each child writes daily, relieved of the imposi

tion of an absolute standard of performance. 

It's an evolutionary process that cannot be adopted overnight 

Jenny Andreae (1973) warns in her discussion centering on the implemen

tation of an open education program. She relates a number of premises 

upon which open education is based. Provision must be made for a rich, 

stimulating environment designed for discovery, manipulation, planning, 

questioning, and practicing whatever is important to the child, although 

what is really critical is the teacher. It is the teacher who deter

mines the program's success or failure. 

Nativistic Statements for the Shaeffer 
Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching 
of Writing 

A study of the Nativistic statements developed for the Shaeffer 

Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing reveals the content 

represents information found in the literature sources reviewed. The 

following statements reflect writing instruction's Purposes, Organiza

tion, and Implementation based upon Nativistic learning theory. 

Purposes. 

1. The main purpose of writing instruction in my class is to foster 

the child's growth in communication through self-determined goals 

(McKenzie and Kernig 1975; Malehorn 1978; L. Stephens 197*0• 



2. My plan for writing instruction is determined by and follows 

individual learners* writing interests and needs (L. Stephens 197^i 

McKenzie and Kernig 1975; Blyth 1980). 

3. I feel the best motivation for writing is living in an environ

ment which contains functional incentives for learning (Andreae 197^; 

Blyth 1980; Malehorn 1978). 

Organization. 

k. My classroom is organized to support the many and varied activi

ties relating to writing which students may select. I schedule indi

vidual pupil conferences in response to pupil requirements or requests 

(L. Stephens 197^5 McKenzie and Kernig 1975; Blyth 1980). 

5. In my class, most writing by children is "free" writing in that 

children generally determine the time and type of writing they will do 

for purposes apparent to them (McKenzie and Kernig 1975; L. Stephens 

197*0 . 

6. Pupil growth in spelling proceeds in a natural maturational 

sequence from invented spellings to standard spellings through inter

action with writing and reading materials (L. Stephens 197^; McKenzie 

and Kernig 1975; Malehorn 1978). 

7. I evaluate children's growth in writing in the context of indi

vidual development through growth in communicative skills (Katz 1972; 

Blyth 1980; Malehorn 1978). 

Implementation. 

8. I try to provide a classroom environment conducive to indi

vidual learning, to the encouragement of many writing activities that 



enable students to realize personal goals through writing (McKenzie and 

Kernig 1975; Katz 1972; Andreae 1973). 

9. Pupils in my class receive most of their direct writing instruc

tion during individual conferences which are based upon the writing 

produced independently (McKenzie and Kernig 1975; L. Stephens 197*+; 

Katz 1972). 

10. In my class, attention is given equally to the development of 

the child's self-concept and to writing interests, attitudes, and skills 

(McKenzie and Kernig 1975; Malehorn 1978; Katz 1972). 

11. Individual differences in my classroom are valued since personal 

interests and needs motivate students into becoming directors of their 

owa learning (Malehorn 1978; L. Stephens 197^; Burrus and Wright 1979). 

12. I recognize in my teaching that personal language expressions 

in self-directed writing situations are one of the most significant 

elements in composing (Malehorn 1978; McKenzie and Kernig 1975). 

13. As children develop their natural language patterns, it is the 

teacher's responsibility to accept and support that language use to en

hance the child's self-concept (Malehorn 1978; McKenzie and Kernig 

1975). 

Assessment Instruments and Validation 

Research whose purpose is the development and validation of a 

measuring instrument must be based upon a design which provides an 

assessment of the usefulness and accuracy of that instrument in measur

ing what it purports to measure. The process of validation in research 

design is not standardized; for that reason the foundation of and 



purposes for assessment instruments and certain validation techniques 

are reviewed in the literature section which follows. • 

Test makers and users can profit from a review of the American 

Psychological Association publication, Standards for Educational and 

Psychological Tests (197*0. Although specific to standardized tests, 

the standards are intended to apply to various assessment procedures, 

devices, aids, or to "any systematic basis for making inferences about 

characteristics of people" (American Psychological Association 197^, p. 

2). Recognizing that the "sophistication" of assessment techniques 

varies widely, the purpose of the outlining of standards is to suggest 

procedures which will result in reasonably valid predictions or reliable 

classifications while conforming to the purpose of the testing. A 

lengthy checklist format itemizes factors which are recommended for 

consideration in designing, standardizing, validating, scoring, and 

interpreting data. 

Validation is defined as "the investigative processes of gather

ing or evaluating the necessary data" (American Psychological Associa

tion 197^» p. *0. The various methods of validation all require that 

what is to be inferred from the scores must be defined and that a data 

base for such inferences must be established. Noting that validity 

itself is inferred from the judging of a "collection of coefficients," 

the traditional types of inferential interpretation are criterion-

related validity, content validity, and construct validity. 

Criterion-related validity may be predictive, the defining of a 

future level on the criterion, or concurrent, the present standing on 

the criterion. Content validity concerns the intent to show that 
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certain behaviors demonstrated in testing do represent a selective 

sample of behaviors recognized in a desired performance domain. 

According to American Psychological Association Standards, con

struct validity refers to a "theoretical idea developed to explain and 

to organize some aspects of existing knowledge" (American Psychological 

Association 197^» p. 5)« The construct is postulated to account for the 

variance noted in a given set of test scores; the set of operations is 

then evaluated in terms of the specified construct. It is possible to 

infer evidence of construct validity from the procedures followed in 

developing a test. 

Reliability is defined as the degree to which testing results 

can be attributed to systematic sources of variance. However, any 

reliability coefficient is based on several types of evidence requiring 

that a method be clearly described. The standard error of measurement 

should be included to identify limits within which there is the proba

bility of locating the true score. Internal consistency estimates 

should be reported for unspeeded tests, including the correlations 

between the sections of a test. 

As a general principle, a test-maker should provide as much 

validity information as possible, allowing the users to thoroughly 

evaluate a test with regard to their purposes. It is important to re

member that a test score is an estimate of performance under a given 

set of circumstances, and should not be considered an absolute charac

teristic of the individual. 

The standards delineated are specific as to inclusions in test 

manuals and responsibilities of test developers and users. The method 



of presentation of statistics related to validity and reliability and 

necessary support information will maximize proper test usage. Tests 

themselves are utilized for description or evaluation to enable under

standing, analysis, or assistance. Assisting a teacher in working more 

effectively with a pupil (or pupils) was an example cited in the text. 

Test results may be considered when completing an organizational analysis 

or in making program changes. 

The importance of measurement, its fundamental principles and 

role in research, is explicated by Mason and Bramble (1978) in Under

standing and Conducting Research. They pose three questions for be

havioral science and educational researchers to consider in research 

design. They are: 

1. Does the construct being measured exist? 

2. How can the construct be operationally defined? What are the 

best kind of scale and units to measure it? 

3. If the construct exists and can be measured, is it important 

to include it in the research? 

In answering these questions, researchers in the field often cannot 

measure the construct directly. For this reason, a variety of data are 

collected and a choice is made of the best possible measurement tech

niques available. 

Mason and Bramble (1978) state that validity is the most im

portant characteristic of a test. The degree to which the measuring 

instrument measures what it is supposed to may be approached via three 

routes. First, content validity requires that a universe of content be 

identified prior to the inclusion of a representative sampling of that 



universe for the measuring instrument. Second, the degree to which an 

assessment instrument measures the construct it was designed to measure 

represents construct validity. Its evaluation requires consideration of 

the theory underlying the construct and the adequacy of the test in 

measuring the construct. Convergence of data from other sources with 

test interpretations supports test validity. A demonstration that the 

construct may be discriminated from other constructs further supports 

instrument validity. The third, criterion-related validity, differs from 

the preceding two in that it is concerned with the relationship between 

the assessment instrument and a criterion in place of the previously 

mentioned construct or domain. 

The stability or consistency of a test score, its reliability, 

is also of concern in constructing an assessment measure. Here the con

cept of an observed score is actually the sum of the true score and 

error score whose reliability is estimated in the ratio of variance in 

true and observed scores. Reliability estimates are computed by several 

methods. Stability or equivalence or a combination of the two require 

repeated administrations of the same test or two parallel forms of a . 

measure. An internal consistency measure, which requires only one 

administration of an untimed test,- may be computed using the Kuder-

Richardson formula 20 or Cronback Alpha. 

Mason and Bramble (1978) offer some guidelines to an individual 

constructing a test. Planning requires that the purpose and domain of 

behaviors to be assessed are determined initially, then followed by an 

item analysis coupled with one of several scaling techniques. One of 

the methods for measuring and observing is the questionnaire or a form 
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of it, such as an attitude scale or inventory. It is self-administered, 

economical in reaching a large sample, and allows anonymity. It tends 

to lack flexibility and information on the respondents' degree of com

mitment. The response group may more strongly represent one point of 

view due to the return of only a percentage of the questionnaires. 

A universe is the term Lee Cronback et al. (1972) use to de

scribe the body of content to be sampled by a test. The more exactly a 

developer of a measuring device describes the universe that exists in 

his or her mind, the greater the degree of generalizability of the sample 

results. Even at this point, however, there is no evidence the universe 

is worth investigating. Efforts are concentrated on establishing con

vergence of indicators of different kinds in moving toward construct 

validation. 

The arbitrary aspects of statistical tests listed by Blommers 

and Forsyth (1977) underscore the researchers' responsibility when using 

statistical measures. Initially there is a choice among statistics; the 

researcher must choose a statistic that is valid as an indicator of the 

research hypothesis and efficient in the sense of having a small stan

dard error. A level of significance and critical region must be 

selected. A t statistic, if chosen, is to be used to make tests of 

hypotheses about the means of equally variable, normally distributed 

populations with small samples. A correlation of scores on two dimen

sions would indicate they have the same relative position in their re

spective distributions. Blommers and Forsyth provide clear explanations 

of current basic statistical methods illustrated by situations requiring 

the use of a particular method. 
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Sabers and Whitney (1976) include definitions and prescriptions 

in their Suggestions for Validating Rating Scales and Attitude Inven

tories. Their goal is to provide information for a preliminary judg

ment on the worth of an instrument. Criterion-related validity, content 

validity, and construct validity differentiate among various types of 

evidence used in the validation process. Concurrent with the develop

ment of an instrument is the assumption that content validity is 

established. Validation should be considered an ongoing activity to 

assure one is measuring what was intended. Categories of validity 

evidence are then explored in some detail. 

Convergent validity is concerned that the instrument measure the 

intended construct. Two basic methods may be employed. A fairly accept

able instrument may be used to measure the trait and the scores compared 

by the use of a correlation coefficient. Lacking a similar instrument, 

another way to separate people who possess a lot or little of the con

struct and score very differently is the t test, a test of significance 

which compares the average scores of the two groups. If the means of 

the groups ranking low or high on the construct are substantially dif

ferent, it presents evidence the intended construct is being measured. 

Discriminant validity, related to reliability, involves whether 

the instrument measures what it should not. Evidence of lower correla

tions and/or smaller score differences between high and low groups in 

areas outside the construct being measured will support the reliability 

of the measure. The problem inherent in convergent and discriminant 

validity data is interpreting the magnitude of the correlation co

efficient or group differences. 



Sensitivity to change seeks evidence on whether or how certain 

conditions produce changes in the scores. A valid instrument allows 

prediction of individuals* scores under different conditions. Subse

quent to utilizing the before and after treatment testing or related 

samples t tests, it is experience or theory that dictates what is a 

substantial difference or small difference. Evidence should also be 

presented on how different groups score on the instrument. A construct 

resistant to change could have validity in some instances. 

It is also necessary to assess whether the instrument measures 

more than one thing. Items ought to measure the same thing with the 

construct clearly dominating each item. It requires that respondents 

score similarly on items measuring one construct. Where three scales 

produce three different scores, each scale is considered a separate 

part, measuring one aspect. The statistic is an index called an inter

nal consistency coefficient indicating the degree and accuracy with 

which the total items measure the identical construct. The coefficient 

is greater for large, varied groups and varies with the trait being 

measured. 

The type of information sought is essentially the same for all 

instruments, but the choice of method for obtaining that data is left 

to the researcher. 

The instrument developed for validation in this study was the 

Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing (Appendix 

A). Lacking any inventories or questionnaires dealing with composition 

instruction as references, the scope and presentation of the 39 state

ments of the Shaeffer Inventory utilized as models the Inventory of 
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Approaches to the Teaching of Reading, San Diego County Department of 

Education (196*0, and an updated, reorganized version by Robert Canady 

(1976). 

The Teacher Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Reading 

was originated for use by elementary teachers participating in the San 

Diego County Study Project. The instrument was processed through a con

sistency index that produced a score which indicated the degree to which 

the instrument measured individual teachers essentially the same over a 

two-year period. Due to this paired agreement of results, the Inventory 

was judged reliable in obtaining this type of information. 

Subsequent to the San Diego County Study Project, a question

naire was distributed to participants for the purpose of providing 

information on how accurately the Teacher Inventory of Approaches to the 

Teaching of Reading measured their instruction. Sixty-seven of the 

respondents indicated the use of the Inventory as good or excellent in 

measuring their approaches to the teaching of reading. It was concluded 

the instrument was valid for the purpose for which it was used. The 

Teacher Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Reading from the San 

Diego County Reading Project was later adopted for use by the Coopera

tive Research Program in First-Grade Reading Instruction in all their 

projects (Bond and Dykstra 1967)• The Inventory was useful in compiling 

information on current practices in the teaching of reading before and 

after intensive training in a particular approach. 

The original 11 elements identified as common to all reading 

programs in the San Diego Inventory of Approaches were extended to 13 

by Robert Canady (1976). Each element described according to the three 
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approaches accounted for the 39 items, randomly arranged, on the revised 

Canady Inventory. In a further refinement, Canady utilized the evalua

tion framework for educational programs advocated by Decker and Saunders 

(1973)• As a result, the 13 elements in the Inventory were grouped 

under the headings of Purposes, Organization, and Implementation, cor

responding to the three levels outlined by Decker and Saunders. 

A brief self-assessment instrument developed by Bohning (1978) 

has some resemblance to the San Diego and Canady Inventories. It is 

designed to provide knowledge of a teacher's basic convictions or per

sonal beliefs about beginning reading and beginning reading instruction. 

The five statements comprising each item correspond to basic principles 

of a basal phonics, linguistic, language experience, programmed, and 

individualized approach for teaching beginning reading. Contrary to the 

Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing, no attempt 

has been made by Bohning to identify an approach with a particular 

learning philosophy or to explicate teacher behaviors in using an 

approach. Among the statements are ones which refer to materials, skills 

instruction, and teacher responsibility. The forced-choice design re

quires the respondent to mark the two statements with which he or she 

most agrees or least agrees. Content validity evidence related to the 

degree to which the choices represented each particular approach was 

established through the judgments of a panel of reading specialists. 

The assumption, that statements on beliefs and organization can reflect 

teachers' instructional approaches, undergirds the self-assessment in

strument and the inventories previously described. 
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The literature which has been reviewed in Chapter 2 provided 

the learning theory base and content for the statements developed for 

the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing and the 

View Toward Learning sheet. Each item in the Inventory is based on the 

research and study of scholars in the field of writing and language 

arts education. The division of items into three major categories 

reflects the varied opinions of the scholars who were studied. 

Material on measurement and validation in the literature review 

constitute a rationale for the organization of procedures for validation 

which are integrated into the Design of the Study, in Chapter 3« 



CHAPTER 3 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

This study was designed to develop and validate the Shaeffer 

Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing as a valid indicator 

of the theoretical orientation and instructional practices of teachers. 

This chapter describes the sample population, the measures and pro

cedures used in data collection, and the treatment of the data. 

Sample Population 

The Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing 

with attached cover sheet, View Toward Learning, was administered to two 

distinct groups. Group A included 6k authors, teachers, and researchers 

identified as experts in the field of writing and/or language arts edu

cation. Group B members were 50 active teachers involved in graduate 

language arts courses in Michigan and Arizona during the summer, 1981. 

Group A and Group B were combined for a Total group numbering 114 sub

jects. 

Members of Group A were certified by means of one or more of 

the listed criteria: 

1. Author of one or more books or articles, or a dissertation, on 

writing or language arts education. 

2. Recognition in the literature as an authority or information 

source on writing or the language arts. 
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3. Participation in a published research study on writing. 

k. Recommendation, by administrators, of active teachers considered 

excellent or of master status according to current evaluation of teach

ing. Classroom composing activity must occur with some regularity. 

5. Membership on language arts or children's writing committee of 

the National Council of Teachers of English. 

6. Validation of expert status by two outstanding professionals in 

the field of language arts education, literacy, and children's writing, 

Dr. Roach Van Allen and Dr. Yetta Goodman. 

The majority of Group B teachers were urban educators from grade 

levels K-8; several were learning disabled, special education,and lan

guage arts and reading specialists. 

Hypotheses 

To support the validation process, the following hypotheses were 

tested: 

1. Those who agree with the Behavioristic View Toward Learning will 

not have a mean score on the Behavioristic items of the Shaeffer Inven

tory which is significantly higher than the mean score of those who 

disagree with the Behavioristic position in Group A, Group B, or the 

Total. 

2. Those who agree with the Nativistic View Toward Learning will 

not have a mean score on the Nativistic items of the Shaeffer Inventory 

which is significantly higher than the mean score of those who disagree 

with the Nativistic position in Group A, Group B, or the Total. 

3. Those who agree with the Cognitive Field View Toward Learning 

will not have a mean score on the Cognitive Field items of the Shaeffer 



Inventory which is significantly higher than the mean score of those who 

disagree with the Cognitive Field position in Group A, Group B, or the 

Total. 

k. The Cronback Alpha reliability coefficient will not equal or 

exceed .75, failing to document that 75fl= or more of the variance is due 

to true score variance for the Behavioristic Inventory items in Group A, 

Group B, or the Total. 

5. The Cronback Alpha reliability coefficient will not equal or 

exceed ,75» failing to document that 7596 or more of the variance is due 

to true score variance for the Nativistic Inventory items in Group A, 

Group B, or the Total. 

6. The Cronback Alpha reliability coefficient will not equal or 

exceed ,75i failing to document that 75^ or more of the variance is due 

to true score variance for the Cognitive Field Inventory items in Group 

A, Group B, or the Total. 

7. Each Behavioristic Inventory item will fail to correlate at a 

.2 level or higher with nine or more Behavioristic Inventory items. 

8. Each Nativistic Inventory item will fail to correlate at a .2 

level or higher with nine or more Nativistic Inventory items. 

9. Each Cognitive Field Inventory item will fail to correlate at a 

.2 level or higher with nine or more Cognitive Field Inventory items. 

10. Two recognized experts in the field of language arts, Dr. Roach 

Van Allen and Dr. Yetta Goodman, will fail to successfully sort 80% of 

the Shaeffer Inventory statements into the proper Behavioristic, 

Nativistic, and Cognitive Field categories. 
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Measures and Procedures for Collecting Data 

The instrument developed for validation in this study, the 

Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing, was dis

tributed with the View Toward Learning sheet attached. This sheet 

contained one-sentence descriptions of the three points of view toward 

learning: Behavioristic, Nativistic, and Cognitive Field. Subjects 

were requested to indicate their level of agreement or disagreement with 

each of the viewpoints listed. A category, "none of the above," per

mitted a respondent to disagree with all statements on how children 

learn. The following statement from the View Toward Learning sheet 

represents the Nativists' view of learning: 

Each child will learn best individually in a natural 
sequence within an environment which provides opportunities 
and materials for learning; the child can direct his/her 
own learning with minimal adult intervention. 

Agree 

Tend to Agree 

Tend to Disagree 

Disagree 

The following statement from the View Toward Learning Sheet 

represents the Cognivists* view of learning: 

Each child will learn best as a result of his/her inter
action with the environment and with supportive adults 
who can guide and facilitate the child's purpose, inten
tion and insight during the learning process; instruction 
is planned cooperatively to support and direct learning. 

Agree 

Tend to Agree 

Tend to Disagree 

Disagree 
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The following statement from the View Toward Learning Sheet 

represents the Behaviorists' view of learning: 

Each child will learn best through a planned sequenced 
instructional program requiring success at a more basic 
level before proceeding to a more difficult level; the 
adult judges success and directs the sequence. 

Agree 

Tend to Agree 

Tend to Disagree 

Disagree 

The compiled list of experts who met the criteria, Group A, were 

mailed the View Toward Learning sheet, the Shaeffer Inventory of 

Approaches to the Teaching of Writing, a cover letter requesting the 

recipient's participation in this project, and a stamped, self-addressed 

envelope for the return of the completed Inventory (see Appendix A). 

Those completing the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the 

Teaching of Writing could remain anonymous or could sign the Inventory 

to request a copy of the study's results. A large majority of the 6b 

respondents in Group A requested results. 

Copies of the Inventory were also distributed to a summer grad

uate class of teachers at Oakland University in Rochester, Michigan. 

All students were invited to complete the Inventory as part of a re

search project, but participation was not required. Forty-four students 

from the class of 99 returned the Inventories. An additional six mem

bers of a graduate Language Arts Workshop at The University of Arizona, 

Tucson, Arizona, completed the forms for a total of 50 Inventories. The 

majority of this group, Group B, did not sign the Inventory. 



The completed Inventories were tallied on the Scoring Sheet for 

the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing (see 

Figs. 1 and 2). First, the subject's responses on the View Toward 

Learning sheet were recorded adjacent to the Profile Scale on the Scor

ing Sheet. Then the respondent's scores were recorded individually on 

the Scoring Sheet for the Shaeffer Inventory. Statements on the Inven

tory which participants considered entirely accurate according to their 

orientation received a 5» those statements tending to be accurate a 4, 

those neither accurate nor inaccurate a 3» and those tending to be 

inaccurate or entirely inaccurate a 2 and 1. When statements were 

questioned and left blank, a 3» denoting neither accurate nor inaccurate, 

was recorded for scoring purposes. The three columns on the scoring 

sheet separate the items according to the three approaches: the 

Behavioristic, the Nativistic, and the Cognitive Field. The digit 

indicating the degree of agreement or disagreement before each item on 

the Inventory was transferred to the identical numbered space in the 

appropriate column on the score sheet. The numbers were recorded and 

totaled for each column. The totals were then recorded with an "X" at 

the designated points on the Scale of Scores to reveal a profile for 

each participant (see completed Score Sheets, Illustrative Examples, 

Appendix C). 

The Scale of Scores ranges from 13, the minimum possible for a 

column total, to 65, the maximum score possible for a column total. 

Fifty-two points separate the lowest from the highest possible score. 

The scale is divided into quartiles with 13* 26, 39» 52, and 65 repre

senting the limits for Disagree, Tend to Disagree, Tend to Agree, and 
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Agree. The degree of agreement or disagreement revealed by the profile 

was compared to the position indicated on the View Toward Learning form. 

The three examples which follow show different sets of responses re

corded and placed in profile on the Scale of Scores (see Appendix C). 

The Scale of Scores for the first example shows a response that 

agrees with a Behavioristic orientation, and tends to disagree with the 

Nativistic and Cognitive Field orientations (see Fig. 3)• It will be 

noted that the respondent signified agreement with the Behavioristic 

statement while tending to disagree with both the Nativistic and Cogni

tive Field statements on the View Toward Learning sheet (see Appendix C 

for entire Scoring Sheet). 

The Scale of Scores for the second example displays, on the 

Inventory and the View Toward Learning sheet, a response that agrees 

almost equally with the Nativistic and the Cognitive Field orientations 

and tends to disagree with the Behavioristic position (see Fig. k; see 

Appendix C for entire Scoring Sheet). 

The Scale of Scores for the third example pictures some agree

ment with all three theoretical orientations contrary to the indicated 

tendency on the View Toward Learning sheet to disagree with the Behavior

istic and Nativistic statements on learning. As no clear theoretical 

position emerges, the position may be termed eclectic (see Fig. 5; see 

Appendix C for entire Scoring Sheet). 

Treatment of Data 

The purpose of this study was to develop and validate the 

Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing for use as 

a valid indicator of teacher's learning philosophy and instructional 
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behaviors. In undertaking such a procedure, it is vital to keep in mind 

the following statement by Sabers and Whitney (1976* P» 2). 

Since the exact nature of validity evidence differs for each 
instrument used for a particular purpose, it is not possible 
to prescribe one set of procedures which will yield all neces
sary evidence. 

Validity is defined by Sabers and Whitney as the degree to which 

an instrument reflects the behaviors, feelings or thought processes it 

was designed to measure. The American Psychological Association (197*0 

differentiates among the kinds of evidence used in the validation pro-' 

cess. The categories are: 

1. Criterion Related Validity, expressed as a correlation, consti

tutes evidence that provides information on the relationship between 

scores on the instrument and on other measures. 

2. Content validity evidence concerns information on the domain of 

skills, behaviors, or attitudes the instrument is intended to represent. 

3. Construct validity evidence concerns the degree to which the 

theoretical idea or construct that has been developed to explain or 

describe some common phenomena is related to the scores on an instrument. 

In order to assess the validity of the Shaeffer Inventory of 

Approaches to the Teaching of Writing, the data from the administration 

of the Inventory was programmed into a computer. Each participant was 

assigned a coded number and all item scores were fed into the computer 

with the coded responses from the View Toward Learning. Several sta

tistical analyses were run using the data. 

The usefulness of an instrument is based primarily on its 

ability to measure the intended construct. If a similar, somewhat 

acceptable instrument were available, it would be utilized to measure 



the construct; then the scores on the existing measure and the new in

strument would be compared by computing a correlation coefficient. With 

no instrument similar to the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the 

Teaching of Writing available for correlation of scores, it was neces

sary to employ another approach. 

Although the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching 

of Writing has modeled the basic form of the Inventory of Approaches to 

the Teaching of Reading, San Diego County, and the Canady revised 

Teacher Inventory previously described, the content of the Shaeffer 

Inventory was determined only after a thorough study of the literature 

and research concerned with the field of writing in education and lan

guage and learning theory. The search of the literature revealed sup

port and practices unique to approaches which were classified under the 

Behavioristic, Nativistic, and Cognitive Field rubrics. Thirteen 

elements were selected as characteristic of the majority of the language 

arts programs studied within each classification. These 13 elements 

were then formulated into statements which described instruction accord

ing to the three approaches to teaching writing. 

1. The Behavioristic as employing a sequenced skills or product 

focus. The adult determines and directs a program; the student is 

passive. 

2. The Nativistic, aligning with the British primary or Open Edu

cation concept, as focusing on an enhancing of the student as a person. 

The active student self-directs; the adult supports. 
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3. The Cognitive Field as centering on the student and his or her 

interactive thought processing. The adult guides with student cooper

ation, but roles may shift. 

Each statement in the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the 

Teaching of Writing was documented in more than one literature source 

to increase content validity (see Chapter 2, Literature Review). 

To assess the construct validity of the instrument, a series of 

t tests were programmed and performed on all sub-scale scores for each 

of the theoretical orientations: Behavioristic, Nativistic, and Cog

nitive Field. For the purpose of this computation, the responses on the 

View Toward Learning were combined so that "Agree" represented "Agree" 

and "Tend to Agree" positions, and "Disagree" represented "Disagree" and 

"Tend to Disagree" positions. Using a 2-tailed probability value, the 

level of significance for F value was set at .05, for t value at .01. 

The resulting means of scores on the three Shaeffer Inventory sub-scales 

were compared between those agreeing and those disagreeing in each of 

the three categories on the View Toward Learning sheet for Group A, Group 

B, and the Total. 

As an example, the mean score of those agreeing with the 

Behavioristic position would be significantly higher on the Behavioris

tic Inventory items than those disagreeing with the Behavioristic view. 

When this occurs, it presents evidence the intended "thing" is being 

measured. 

Efforts to ascertain to what degree a single, or in the case of 

the Inventory, three constructs were being measured may reveal clear 

constructs dominating each item, or a complex construct. The measure 
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of this specification is reflected in a special type of index called an 

internal consistency coefficient. For the form of the Inventory, the 

Cronback Alpha reliability index was used to determine the measuring of 

the theoretical orientation. The internal consistency reliability 

analysis of item responses for each of the three sub-scales was computed, 

producing the Cronback Alpha reliability coefficients. The resulting 

alphas, converted to a percent, specify the percent of the variance that 

is due to true score variance. 

The correlation coefficient for each of the 39 items to every 

other item in the Inventory was computed. A decision to consider a 

correlation of .2 or higher as significant was based on a review of the 

data for the level or point at which a number of correlations seemed to 

break into clusters. 

A further study of construct validity was afforded by means of 

a task performed by Dr. Roach Van Allen and Dr. Yetta Goodman. Both 

were given a set of 39 unnumbered cards, each containing one of the 

statements from the Shaeffer Inventory. The instructions were to sepa

rate the cards according to their alignment with the Behavioristic, 

Nativistic, and Cognitive Field classifications. No further directions 

were provided. Each of the cards was placed in the proper envelope and 

all were sealed to await tabulation. 

Non-parametric analysis of the data included a computation 

indicating the percent of subjects' responses displaying agreement 

between the stated View Toward Learning and the Inventory position on 

the Scale of Scores. Also obtained was a percentage disclosing the 

agreement between the stated View Toward Learning and the Inventory 



position, allowing a variance of one quartile. Comments on selected 

Inventory items provide some insight on responses by participants. 



CHAPTER k 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study was to develop and validate an assess

ment instrument which would yield valid information on teachers' 

theoretical positions on learning and instructional behaviors in the 

teaching of writing. Analysis of data determined whether there was a 

relationship between stated learning theories and responses to state

ments of elements of a writing program. 

The responses from expert authors, teachers, and researchers in 

the field of writing (Group A), classroom teachers (Group B), and the 

Total (Groups A and B combined), were analyzed to test ten hypotheses 

in validating the Inventory. For a consecutive listing of hypotheses, 

see the beginning of Chapter 3. In this chapter each hypothesis will be 

presented within the section in which it is discussed. 

The first nine hypotheses were accepted or rejected on the basis 

of the data analyses available on computer printout sheets. The report 

of the results of the data analyses specifically relates to construct 

validity and reliability by means of t tests, the Cronback Alpha, and 

the intercorrelations of all Shaeffer Inventory items. The data rele

vant to Hypotheses 1 through 6 is presented for these three groups: 

Group A, Group B, and the Total. The report for Hypotheses 7 through 9 

relates to the intercorrelation of items within each theoretical posi

tion. Hypothesis 10 concerns the sorting of items into Behavioristic, 
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Nativistic, and Cognitive Field subsets by Dr. Allen and Dr. Goodman 

and represents another approach utilized to further assure a valid 

instrument exists. Content validity was previously established by the 

documenting of each Inventory item's content in several literature 

sources (see Literature Review, Chapter 2). Nonparametric data reported 

includes the percent of agreement by respondents on the three scales. 

Additionally, some pertinent comments on specific Shaeffer Inventory 

items are noted. 

Comparison of Means, Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 

Hypothesis 1 stated that those who agree with the Behavioristic 

View Toward Learning will not have a mean score on the Behavioristic 

items of the Shaeffer Inventory which is significantly higher than the 

mean score of those who disagree with the Behavioristic position in 

Group A, Group B, or the Total. 

The results of t tests on responses from those in agreement with 

the Behavioristic point of view are presented in Table 1. Means are 

presented for Group A, Group B, and the Total, with Group 1 representing 

those who disagree with the Behavioristic position and Group 2 repre

senting those agreeing with the Behavioristic position. 

A study of the results of the t tests for all groups reveals 

that those agreeing with the Behavioristic View Toward Learning (Group 

2) had a mean score on the Behavioristic Inventory items of 35<.28, 

*+0.20, and 37«97i contrasted to mean scores of 25.50, 29.86, and 27.02, 

respectively, for those who disagree. According to these data, a 



Table 1. Significance of means for those Agreeing and those Disagreeing with the Behavioristic 
position toward learning. — Group 1 Disagrees with the Behavioristic position; 
Group 2 Agrees with the Behavioristic position. 

Group 
Number 
of Cases Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error F Value T Value DF 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

Group A 1 25.50 5.67 .85 3.5^ -3.68 21 .001* 

Group A 2 19 35.28 10.67 2.51 3.5** -3.68 21 .001* 

Group B 1 28 29.86 S.h9 l.6o 
1.05 -4.12 *+7 .00* 

Group B 2 21 'to.20 8.72 1.95 

Total 1 73 27.02 7.^9 .93 1.81 -5.52 50 .00* 
Total 2 *40 37.97 10.07 1.75 

•Significant at .01 Probability Level (.00 is a rounded probability figure). 

Missing case from Number of Cases column, Group B and Total, due to incomplete View Toward 
Learning Sheet. 

DF for Group A and Total are based on the use of a separate variance computation. 
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significant difference between means exists and Hypothesis 1 is rejected 

for all groups. 

The F value probability was considered significant at the .05 

level, while the t value probability was considered significant at .01, 

providing evidence for the assumption that the populations dealt with in 

the study have equal variance. The more stringent .01 level of sig

nificance was selected to allow for some alpha slippage which occurs 

when using multiple t tests. All groups' values in Table 1 were sig

nificant at the .01 level statistically, assuring that a probability of 

almost .00 or .001 exists that the variance occurred by chance. The .00 

probability indicated in Tables 1 and 2 is not exact; it represents a 

rounding off of a number of zeros preceding a digit. 

Hypothesis 2 stated that those who agree with the Nativistic 

View Toward Learning will not have a mean score on the Nativistic items 

of the Shaeffer Inventory which is significantly higher than the mean 

score of those who disagree with the Nativistic position in Group A, 

Group B, or the Total. 

The t test results specific to the Nativistic position were 

mostly favorable to construct validity (see Table 2). Those agreeing 

with the Nativistic View Toward Learning had a mean score on the 

Nativistic Inventory items of 57.80, 48.76, and 5^.67, while those who 

disagreed with the Nativistic position, including Cognivists and 

Behaviorists, exhibited mean scores of 51.93» 44.67, and 49.19$ respec

tively. According to these data, there is a significant difference in 

means for all groups. However, attention to the final column reveals 

values significant at the .01 probability level for Group A and the 



Table 2. Significance of means for those Agreeing and those Disagreeing with the Nativistic 
position toward learning. — Group 1 Disagrees with the Nativistic position; 
Group 2 Agrees with the Nativistic position. 

Group 
Number 
of Cases Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error F Value T Value DF 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

Group A 1 29 51.93 7.06 1.31 
1.8l -3.08 62 .00' 

Group A 2 35 57.80 5.25 .89 

Group B 1 2k Mt.67 7.11 1.45 
1.24 -2.12 ^7 .04** 

Group B 2 25 48.76 6.40 1.28 

Total 1 53 ' 1*9.19 7.88 1.15 
1.32 -3.73 111 .00* 

Total 2 60 54.67 6.86 .93 

•Significant at .01 probability level (.00 is a rounded probability figure). 
**Not significant at .01 probability level. 

Missing case from Number of Cases column, Group B and Total due to incomplete View Toward 
Learning sheet. 
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Total, but not for Group B, indicating the variance could have occurred 

by chance in this group. Hypothesis 2 is rejected for Group A and the 

Total, but accepted for Group B. 

Hypothesis 3 stated that those who agree with the Cognitive 

Field View Toward Learning will not have a mean score on the Cognitive 

Field items of the Shaeffer Inventory which is significantly higher than 

the mean score of those who disagree with the Cognitive Field position 

in Group A, Group B, or the Total. 

The t test results relative to those agreeing with the Cognitive 

Field View Toward Learning are less definitive due to the dispropor

tionate number who agreed with the Cognitive Field position (see Table 

3). A wider range of responses is necessary to produce usable statisti

cal data. The 56.08, 50.22, and 5^.07 mean scores for those ascribing 

to the Cognitive Field philosophy contrasts with the 52.00, 45.00, and 

50.60 mean scores for those in disagreement with the Cognitive Field 

position and are judged not significant. In addition, the extremely 

high number of individuals who agree with the Cognitive Field position 

with almost no disagreement renders the statistical computation un

reliable. All groups' values were not significant at the .01 prob

ability level; thus the variance could have occurred by chance. 

Hypothesis 3 is accepted for all groups. 

Reliability Coefficients, Hypotheses k, 5, 
and 6 

One category of reliability data is reported in Tables 5» and 

6. The Item-Total Correlation provides information on the correlation 

that exists between one specific item and others within that particular 



Table 3. Significance of means for those Agreeing and those Disagreeing with the Cognitive 
Field position toward learning. — Group 1 Disagrees with the Cognitive Field 
position; Group 2 Agrees with the Cognitive Field position. 

Group 
Number 
of Cases Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error F Value T Value DF 

2-Tail 
Prob. 

Group A 1 if 52.00 3.16 1.58 
3.05 - -1.45 63 .15* 

Group A 2 60 56.08 5.53 .71 

Group B 1 1 ^5.00 0 0 
0 - .7b 48 .47* 

Group B 2 49 50.22 7.03 1.00 

Total 1 5 50.60 4.16 1.86 
2.60 -1.14 112 .26* 

Total 2 109 5^.07 6.71 .68 

•Not significant at .01 probability level. 
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Table 4. Reliability analysis for items on Behavioristic scale; Group 
A. 

Statistics Mean 
for Scale: 28.13636 

Std Dev Variables 
8.42686 13 

Inventory 
Items 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Alpha 
if Item 
Deleted 

Q33 .44987 .51004 .83049 

Q29 .65166 .57848 .81521 

Ql6 .49161 .36701 .82784 

Q23 .57014 .55074 .82172 

Q19 .30176 .31151 .83958 

Q37 .37529 .31101 .83873 

Q25 .39243 .31190 .83372 

Q1 .55205 .42831 .82818 

Q5 .41688 .36373 .83226 

Q28 .57619 .61585 .82160 

Ql8 .70387 .61668 .81324 

Q6 .56302 .50486 .82215 

Q10 .41909 .30917 .83255 

Reliability 
Coefficient 13 Items Alpha = .83886 

Number of Cases: 64 
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Table 5. Reliability analysis for items on Behavioristic scale; Group 
B. 

Statistics Mean 
for Scale: 34.32000 

Std Dev Variables 
9.76550 13 

Inventory 
Items 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Alpha 
If Item 
Deleted 

Q33 .57891 .56502 .83126 

Q29 .64643 .56304 .82613 

Q16 .25724 .47824 .85235 

Q23 .60787 .46058 .82877 

Q19 .31269 .34507 .84739 

Q37 .50355 .53092 .83635 

Q25 .66231 .64253 .82521 

Q1 .50463 .58575 .83631 

Q5 .60802 .63614 .82995 

Q28 .50902. .50047 .83598 

Ql8 .29840 " .37966 .84900 

Q6 .39024 .27760 .84312 

Q10 .62894 .65117 .82884 

Reliability 
Coefficient 13 Items Alpha = .84722 

Number of Cases: 50 



Table 6. Reliability analysis for items on Behavioristic scale; Total. 

Statistics Mean 
for Scale: 30.62500 

Std Dev Variables 
9.72554 13 

Inventory 
Items 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 

Alpha 
if Item 
Deleted 

Q33 .58898 .53692 .84929 

Q29 .70022 .59396 .84173 

Q16 .48732 .38787 .85598 

Q23 .59954 .49147 .84866 

Q19 .27096 .26357 .86665 

Q37 .42478 .28176 .85992 

Q25 .561^9 .46381 .85107 

Q1 .5^579 .49625 .85221 

Q5 .55850 .48317 .85133 

Q28 .57335 .51222 .85033 

018 .5^820 .42755 .85179 

Q6 .48414 .34860 .85548 

Q10 .54867 .44720 .85249 

Reliability 
Coefficient 13 Items Alpha = .86276 

Number of Cases: 114 



scale. The Squared Multiple Correlation figure is a predictor of the 

amount of variance accounted for by that single item. The final Alpha 

if Item Deleted column allows a decision concerning items which could 

be deleted from the scale to increase the Alpha or shorten the scale and 

retain the Alpha level. The Alpha presented in the Tables is carried to 

five places to the right of the decimal point as provided on the com

puter printout. For discussion in the text the Alpha will be rounded to 

hundredths. The Cronback Alpha is a procedure for estimating test re

liability from a single test administration and has essentially the 

same interpretation as a split-half reliability coefficient. 

Hypothesis k stated that the Cronback Alpha reliability coeffi

cient will not equal or exceed .75» failing to' document that 75^ or more 

of the variance is due to true score variance for the Behavioristic 

Inventory items in Group A, Group B, or the Total. 

The Cronback Alpha computed for the Behavioristic Inventory 

items was .84, .85, and .86, indicating a high amount of variance due to 

true score variance, requiring the rejection of Hypothesis k for all 

groups. These reliability alphas are exceptionally high for a scale of 

only 13 items. A study of the final columns of Tables 4, 5» and 6, 

Alpha if Item Deleted, indicates the elimination of Item 19 would in

crease the Alpha somewhat for all three groups, but more noticeably for 

the Total. An identical effect would ensue if Item l8 were deleted in 

Group B, Table 5« This effect was not apparent for Group A or the Total. 

Hypothesis 5 stated that the Cronback Alpha reliability coeffi

cient will not equal or exceed .75, failing to document that 7% or more 



of the variance is due to true score variance for the Nativistic Inven

tory items in Group A, Group B, or the Total. 

The reliability analysis for the Nativistic Scale yielded an 

Alpha of .8^ for Group A (see Table 7), «79 for Group B (see Table 8), 

and .86 for the Total (see Table 9)« Therefore Hypothesis 5 is rejected. 

A scan of the Alpha if Item Deleted columns shows a slight increase in 

the Alpha without Item 31 for Group A and without Item 12 for Group B. 

No items could be deleted without decreasing the Alpha in the Total. 

Hypothesis 6 stated that the Cronback Alpha reliability coeffi

cient will not equal or exceed .75, failing to document that 75^ or more 

of the variance is due to true score variance for the Cognitive Field 

Inventory items in Group A, Group B, or the Total. 

The computation of the Cognitive Field Cronbsck Alphas reveals 

support for the rejection of Hypothesis 6. The Alphas represent percent 

of variance due to true score variance amounting to 73)° for Group A (see 

Table 10), 7996 for Group B (see Table 11), and 8($ for the Total (see 

Table 12). An inspection of the Alpha if Item Deleted columns disclose 

that exempting Items 2k and 26 would increase the Alpha for all three 

groups (see Tables 10, 11, and 12). Eliminating Item 27 would have the 

same effect with Group A and Group B. It is the teachers' responses 

(Group B) which produced the most confounding information on item de

letions. A total of nine items, if missing singly, would contribute to 

an increased Alpha. The existing Alpha, .79 for Group B, remains very 

high for a IJ-item scale. 
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Table 7. Reliability analysis for items on Nativistic scale; Group A. 

Statistics Mean 
for Scale: 55.24242 

Std.Dev Variables 
6.72781 13 

Inventory 
Items 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Alpha 
if Item 
Deleted 

039 .41874 .39178 .84022 

Q12 .67757 .51248 .82082 

012 .46523 .37075 .83358 

030 .63152 .55463 .82165 

Q21 .41641 .31518 .84049 

Q36 .59604 .53644 .82416 

031 .29315 .24593 .84300 

020 .55990 .42497 .83023 

07 .59341 .54350 .82448 

03 .44112 .29371 .83512 

017 .56655 .46621 .83314 

015 .49714 .39933 .83294 

02 .52672 .39852 .83047 

Reliability 
Coefficient 13 Items Alpha = .84265 

Number of Cases: 64 
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Table 8. Reliability analysis for items on Nativisitc scale, Group B. 

Statistics Mean 
for Scale: 46.72000 

Std Dev Variables 
6.93127 13 

Inventory 
Items 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 

Alpha 
if Item 
Deleted 

Q39 .52576 .44265 .76028 

Q32 .5^511 .51180 .75845 

Q12 .25081 .25421 .78790 

Q30 .49716 .62449 .76335 

Q21 .36832 .30572 .77650 

Q36 .38875 .43740 .77439 

Q31 .28232 .22420 .78309 

Q20 .61797 .46558 .75064 

Q7 .36418 .37272 .77965 

Q3 .38220 .50248 .77506 

Q17 .53867 .41555 .76485 

Q15 .33125 .37483 .77891 

Q2 .34137 .36634 .77818 

Reliability 
Coefficient 13 Items Alpha = .78583 

Number of Cases: 50 
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Table 9. Reliability analysis for items on Nativistic scale; Total. 

Statistics Mean 
for Scale: 52.17308 

Std Dev Variables 
7.80645 13 

Inventory 
Items 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Alpha 
if Item 
Deleted 

Q39 .57179 .46886 .84441 

Q32 .68135 .57498 .83774 

Q12 .48955 .39603 .84954 

Q30 .67275 .61667 .83695 

Q21 .50177 .38343 .85039 

Q36 .48016 .35389 .85026 

Q31 .45119 .31351 .85165 

Q20 .64632 .48450 .84043 

Q7 .50378 .36994 .84597 

Q3 .35836 .24400 .85639 

Q17 .63155 . .44646 .84548 

Q15 .44888 .32888 .85223 

Q2 .42756 .33223 .85307 

Reliability 
Coefficient 13 Items Alpha = .85781 

Number of Cases: 114 
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Table 10. Reliability analysis for items on Cognitive Field scale; 
Group A. 

Statistics Mean 
for Scale: 55.77273 

Std Dev Variables 
5.46259 13 

Inventory 
Items 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Alpha 
if Item 
Deleted 

Q4 .26696 .35636 .74125 

Q26 ,23422 .48392 .75014 

Q22 .49992 .44013 .72054 

Q8 .56179 .52512 .71822 

Q27 .18612 .27938 .75298 

Q13 .45993 .50868 .71960 

Q34 .42949 .46331 .72475 

Ql4 .44489 .41434 .72507 

Q3« .41554 .37951 .72552 

Q9 .48878 .48758 .71732 

Qll .32483 .27391 .73566 

Q35 .47929 .37307 .71670 

Q24 .20522 .22343 .75224 

Reliability 
Coefficient 13 Items Alpha = .74658 

Number of Cases: 64 
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Table 11. Reliability analysis for items on Cognitive Field scale; 
Group B. 

Statistics Mean 
for Scale: 50.12000 

Std Dev Variables 
6.99749 13 

Inventory 
Items 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Alpha 
if Item 
Deleted 

Q4 .62321 .52768 .78458 

Q26 -.05789 .11488 .836OI 

Q22 .63186 .53474 .77739 

Q8 .68080 .60450 .77151 

Q27 .45367 .55981 .79409 

Q13 .43637 .37261 .79557 

Q34 .45307 .37657 .79462 

Ql4 .53456 .45355 .78852 

Q38 .36230 .35486 .80389 

Q9 .57972 .56479 .78464 

Qll .43530 .45591 .79570 

Q35 .40431 .44826 .79819 

Q24 .35470 .30511 .80227 

Reliability 
Coefficient 13 Items Alpha = .78583 

Number of Cases: 50 
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Table 12. Reliability analysis for items on Cognitive Field scale; 
Total. 

Statistics Mean 
for Scale: 53.88462 

Std Dev Variables 
6.60877 13 

Inventory 
Items 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Alpha 
if Item 
Deleted 

.45182 .31908 .78725 

Q26 .16201 .17503 .81407 

Q22 .64964 .48474 .76847 

Q8 .66741 .54037 .76750 

Q27 .41595 .28881 .78899 

Q13 .42329 .37936 .78849 

Q34 .48552 .33195 .78344 

Ql4 .55029 .43486 .77921 

Q38 .44983 .33248 .78645 

Q9 .56276 .45506 .77693 

Qll .37083 .28309 .79262 

Q35 .38308 .31797 .79204 

Q24 .20331 .14977 .80817 

Reliability 
Coefficient 13 Items Alpha = .80071 

Number of Cases: 114 
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Item Correlations, Hypotheses 7, 8t and 9 

Hypothesis 7 stated that each Behavioristic Inventory item will 

fail to correlate at a .2 level or higher with nine or more Behavioris

tic Inventory items. 

The analysis of data included a computation of the correlation 

of every single item in the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the 

Teaching of Writing to every other item in the Inventory. The inter-

correlations of all items within the Behavioristic, Nativistic, and 

Cognitive Field classifications were studied. Due to some clustering 

of items above and below this level, a correlation of .2 or higher was 

chosen as the significant level for item correlations. Table 13 reveals 

a powerful intercorrelation of Behavioristic Inventory items, with the 

exception of Item 19. Hypothesis 7 is rejected for the Behavioristic 

Scale. Beyond Item 19, there is an absence of correlations with scale 

items other than Item 26 with Item 25. 

Two of the Behavioristic statements which display total corre

lation with all other Behavioristic items in Table 13 can illustrate 

items which Behaviorists rated as accurate but which Nativists and 

Cognivists found to be inaccurate. 

6. In my class, I try to teach standard English usage in writing 

because improper usage may contribute to a writing deficiency. 

23. I have a regular time period scheduled for written expression 

and grammar which is separate from reading or spelling in

struction. 

Item 6 refers to setting a standard for proper usage through 

correct models and/or grading and rewriting to correct mistakes in 



Table 13. Item correlations: Behavioristic. 

Behavioristic 
Items 

Behavioristic 
Item Correlations 
.2 or Higher 

Behavioristic 
Item Correlations 
Less than .2 

Nativistic Item 
Correlations 
.2 or Higher 

Cognitive Field 
Item Correlations 
.2 or Higher 

1 5,6,10,16,18,23,25, 
28,29,33,37 19 0 0 

5 1,6,10,16,18,23,35, 
28,29,33,37 19 0 0 

6 1,5,10,16,18,19,23, 
25,28,29,33,37 0 0 0 

10 1,5,6,18,23,25,28 
29,33,37 16,19 0 0 

16 1,5,6,18,23,25,28, 
29,33,37 10,19 0 0 

18 1,5,6,10,16,23,25, 
28,29,33,37 19 0 0 

19 

23 

6,23,37 

1,5,6,10,16,18,19, 
25,28,29,33,37 

1,5,10,16,18,25,28, 
29,33 

0 

20 

0 

13,1^,2^,3^ 

0 

25 1,5,6,10,16,18,23, 
25,29,33,37 19 0 26 

28 1,5,6,10,16,18,23, 
25,29,33,37 19 0 0 

29 1,5,6,10,16,18,23, 
25,28,33,37 19 0 0 

33 1,5,6,10,16,18,23, 
25,28,33,37 19 0 0 

37 1,5,6,10,16,18,19, 
23,25,28,29,33 0 0 0 
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classroom writing, plus drill on proper usage which Behaviorists arrange 

in a sequence for mastery. Item 23 reflects the tendency by Behavior

ists to segment scheduling and content to facilitate mastery. 

The statement which correlated with only three Behavioristic 

items, Item 19, states: 

19. In my class, children may use time when other students are 

are being instructed and other assignments are finished to 

complete compositions or assignments so that writing skills 

are strengthened. 

The stress on assigned tasks and skills identified this as a 

Behavioristically conceived item. The generally accurate response to 

the statement from subjects holding all three views toward learning 

seems to suggest the item describes an accepted classroom practice by 

a large number of respondents, precluding its consideration as accurate 

only by Behaviorists. 

Hypothesis 8 stated that each Nativistic Inventory item will 

fail to correlate at a .2 level or higher with nine or more Nativistic 

Inventory items. 

Reviewing the Nativistic item correlations in Table l*f discloses 

all individual items correlate with nine or more of the other Nativistic 

Inventory items, dictating the rejection of Hypothesis 8. However, 

scrutiny of the final column of Cognitive Field Inventory item correla

tions with Nativistic Inventory items divulges the information that ten 

Nativistic Inventory items also correlate at a .2 level or higher with 

nine or more Cognitive Field Inventory items. Excepting Item 19, there 

is no correlation with Behavioristic Inventory items. The Behavioristic 



Table 1**. Item correlations: Nativistic. 

Nativistic Item Nativistic Item Behavioristic Cognitive Field 
Nativistic Correlations Correlations Item Correlations Item Correlations 
Items .2 or Higher Less than .2 .2 or Higher .2 or Higher 

2 3,12,15,17,20,21, 
32,36,39 7,30,31 0 4,13,14,22,24,35,38 

3 2,7,12,15,17,20, 4,8,13,14,22,24,27, 
30,31,32,36 21,39 0 3^,35,38 

7 3,15,17,20,21,30, 8,9,11,13,14,22,27, 
31,32,36,39 2,12 0 34,35,38 

12 2,3,14,17,20,21, 
30,31,32,39 7,36 0 

9,14,22,27,34,38 

15 2,3,7,12,17,20, 8,9,11,13,14,22,34, 
21,30,31,36,39 32 0 35,38 

17 2,3,7,12,15,20, 8,9,11,13,14,22,27, 
21,30,31,32,36,39 0 0 34,38 

20 2,3,12,15,17,30, 4,8,9,13,14,22,26, 
31,32,36,39 7,21 19 27,34,38 

21 2,7,12,15,17,20, 8,9,13,14,22,26,27, 
30,32,39 3,31,36 0 38 

30 3,7,12,15,17,20, 8,9,13,14,22,26,27, 
21,31,32,36,39 2,30 0 34,38 

31 3,7,12,15,17,20, 4,8,9,11,13,14,22, 
30,32,36,39 2,21 0 27,34,35,38 

32 2,3,7,12,17,20, 4,8,9,13,14,22,26, 
21,30,31,36,39 15.32 0 27,34,35,38 

36 2,3,7,15,17,20, 8,9,11,13,14,22,34, 
30,31,32,39 12,21 0 35,38 

39 2,7,12,15,17,20, 8,9,14,22,24,26,34, 
21,30,31,32,36 3 0 35,38 
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Scale clearly separates from the Nativistic Scale, but the delineation 

is not clear between the Nativistic and Cognitive Field Scales. Those 

respondents indicating agreement with the Nativistic Inventory items 

usually signified agreement with the Cognitive Field Inventory items, a 

pattern that also emerged in a review of the View Toward Learning Sheets. 

Nativistic items 3 and 32, which correlate highly with other 

Nativistic items but just as highly with Cognitive Field items, read as 

follows: 

3. In my class, attention is given equally to the enhancing of a 

child's self-concept and to writing interests, attitudes and 

skills. 

32. My plan for writing instruction is determined by and follows 

individual learners' writing interests and needs. 

Item 3 alludes to the focus on the child's development as a 

person in conjunction with the child's writing interests and attitudes, 

placing skills last. A positive response by both Nativists and Cog-

nivists indicates both groups consider this a positive approach to 

children and support individualizing to meet student needs and encourage 

improved performance. 

Item 32 was intended to reflect the self-determination component 

of Nativistically oriented programs. The appeal to both Cognivists and 

Nativists may lie in the "follows individual learners' ... interests 

and needs," a practice both groups considered desirable. 

Hypothesis 9 stated that each Cognitive Field Inventory item 

will fail to correlate at a .2 level or higher with nine or more Cog

nitive Field Inventory items. 
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Table 15 presents data closely paralleling the cross-correlation 

information in Table 14. Only five Cognitive Field Inventory items 

correlate at a .2 level or higher, but eight of the Cognitive Field 

Inventory items correlate with nine or more Nativistic Inventory items 

at the significant level. Items 2k and 26 have the lowest number of 

intercorrelations at the level of significance. Hypothesis 9 is 

accepted in view of the correlation data noted in Table 15. The sta

tistics do differentiate Behavioristic Inventory items from both Nati

vistic and Cognitive Field Inventory items. The exceptions are Item 19 

in several instances and Item 28 once. 

Two Cognitive Field items which failed to correlate with other 

Cognitive Field items, or with Nativistic items, read as follows: 

24. I judge the significance of written composition mistakes in 

terms of the literary merit of a selection rather than requir

ing adherence to a standard grammatical form. 

26. My plan of instruction is to facilitate the written expression 

of the children by identifying needs and instructing in con

text. 

Item 2k specifies teacher judgment in evaluation of writing but 

emphasizes meaningful context over mechanics, as Cognivists do. The 

terminology may have caused a neutral or random response; Cognivists 

may object to this item because for them one aim of writing experiences 

is the editing of selections for publication. 

Item 26 characterizes the teacher as providing instruction based 

upon identified needs. A designation that an individual or group is the 

recipient of the instruction might clarify the position; specifics 



Table 15. Item correlations: Cognitive Field. 

Cognitive Field Cognitive Field Behavioristic Nativistic Item 
Cognitive Item Correlations Item Correlations Item Correlations Correlations 

Field Items .2 or Higher Less than .2 .2 or Higher .2 or Higher 

3 8,9,11,14,22,27, 
34,38 13,24,26,35 0 2,3,20,31,32 

8 4,9,11,13,14,22, 3,7,15,17,20,21, 
27,3^,35,38 24,26 . 0 30,31,32,36,39 

9 4,8,13,14,22,27, 7,12,15,17,20,21, 
34,38 11,24,26,35 0 30,31,32,36,39 

11 4,8,13,22,24,34, 
35 9,11,14,26,27,38 0 7,15,17,31,36 

13 8,9,11,14,22,24, 2,3,7,15,17,20, 
35,38 4,13,26,27,3^ 19 21,30,31,32,36 

14 4,8,9,13,22,27, 2,3,7,12,15,17,20, 
34,35,38 11,24,26 19 21,30,31,32,36,39 

22 4,8,9,11,13,14, 2,3,7,12,15,17,20, 
26,27,34,35,38 24 0 21,30,31,32,36,39 

24 11,13,35 4,8,9,14,22,26,27, 
34,38 19 2,3,39 

26 22,38 4,8,9,11,13,14,24, 
27,34,35 28 

20,21,30,32,39 

27 4,8,9,14,22,34, 3,7,12,17,20,21, 
38 11,13,24,26,34,35 0 30,31,32 

34 4,8,9,11,14,22, 3,7,12,15,17,20, 
27,35,38 13,24,26 19 30,31,32,36,39 

35 8,11,13,14,22, 2,3,7,15,31,32,36, 
24,34 4,9,26,27 0 39 

38 4,8,9,13,14,22, 2,3,7,12,17,20, 
21,30,31,32,36,39 26,27,34 11,24,35 0 
2,3,7,12,17,20, 
21,30,31,32,36,39 
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seem to be lacking to positively distinguish the statement as Cognitive 

Field. 

Item Classification, Hypothesis 10 

Hypothesis 10 stated that two recognized experts in the field 

of language arts, Dr. Roach Van Allen and Dr. Yetta Goodman, will fail 

to successfully sort 8C$ of the 39 Shaeffer Inventory statements into 

the proper Behavioristic, Nativistic, and Cognitive Field categories. 

Dr. Roach Van Allen's intention was to separate the 39 state

ments from the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of 

Writing in equal groups according to the Behavioristic, Nativistic, and 

Cognitive Field categories. He first separated out the Behavioristic 

items, locating 12. With care, the 13 Nativistic and 13 Cognitive 

Field statements were divided and placed in labeled envelopes. The re

maining statement, number 19» was then placed in the Behavioristic 

envelope. A review of the contents of the envelopes revealed the order

ing of the statements agreed with the Shaeffer Inventory classification. 

Dr. Allen's accuracy exceeded 8056, requiring the rejection of Hypothesis 

10 for one expert. 

Dr. Yetta Goodman evaluated each item and ordered it according 

to the philosophical position it represented in her judgment, with no 

attempt to distribute the 39 statements evenly among the three envelopes. 

The Behavioristic envelope contained 12 statements, all correctly clas

sified. Only Item 19 was missing. The Nativistic envelope contained 

ten statements, seven in the appropriate category. Three Cognitive 

Field statements, numbers l't, 26, and 35, were inappropriately placed. 

The Cognitive Field envelope contained 17 statements, ten of which were 
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accurately classified. Those inaccurately classified were statements 

12, 15, 19» 20, 31, 36, and 39» Only Item 19 was Behavioristic; the 

others were Nativistic statements. Dr. Goodman sorted 7*$ of the items 

appropriately, below the 8C$ level, requiring the acceptance of 

hypothesis 10. 

Data Agreement Percentages 

A consideration of the responses by 6k experts (Group A), 50 

teachers (Group B), and the combined group of 11^ experts and teachers 

(Total), provided information on agreement in percentages. Respondents 

indicated agreement or disagreement for each of the three positions on 

the View Toward Learning sheet. Only in three instances did the sub

ject check none or only one or two positions. The percent of agreement 

between the Shaeffer Inventory profile placement picturing the level of 

agreement or disagreement on the Scale of Scores and the individual's 

indication of learning philosophy are shown in Table 16. The final 

column indicates a very high percentage of agreement between the posi

tions of respondents on the Learning View and the Inventory response 

position. The computations of the Cronback Alpha reported earlier pro

vide similar data. Noticeable in scoring the Shaeffer Inventories was 

the teachers* (Group B) tendency to avoid the extremes; their responses 

were most often 2, 3» or 4, and avoided 1 and 5. The experts (Group A) 

were much more apt to indicate entirely accurate (5) or entirely in

accurate (1). Thus Group B Scale of Scores responses were Tend to 

Agree or Tend to Disagree most often while Group A exhibited Agree or 

Disagree more often on the Scale of Scores. 
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Table 16. Percent of agreement. Inventory position and View Toward 
Learning. 

Group 

Inventory Position 
and View Toward 

Learning: Agree 

Inventory Position 
and View Toward 
Learning: one, 

Quartile Separation 

Total 
Agree or one 

Quartile Separation 

Group A 36% 85^ 

Group B 91% 

Total 5056 38^ sm 
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Inventory Item Comments 

Several respondents indicated their answers but questioned the 

definitions of words, or phrasing, or noted amendments or alterations 

in the statements which would allow closer agreement from them with the 

reworded statement. Many of the questioned statements were left blank; 

these were completed with a 3 denoting neither agreement nor disagree

ment. 

In four instances statement 9 was cited as unclear. Statement 

28 was judged puzzling by four individuals, two of whom requested a 

definition of skill development. The unclear wording of statement 11 

was noted by several respondents. Approximately fifteen of the state

ments drew questions or comments from two or three, rarely more than 

four, of those who completed the Shaeffer Inventory. Comments were 

from Group A in nearly all instances. Group B tended to complete the 

Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing with few 

questions or comments. 

Summary 

A review of the data compiled in this chapter indicates the 

Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing is valid: 

1. In assessing a teacher's approach to writing instruction as 

Behavioristic or Nativistic, documented through a comparison of mean 

scores for those agreeing and those disagreeing with each position, 

respectively. 

2. In clearly differentiating the Behaviorist from the Nativist 

and Cognivist, documented by the item correlations. 
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3. In reliably revealing the alignment of views toward learning and 

teaching beliefs and behaviors, documented by the high Alphas. 

The Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing 

does not appear valid: 

1. In assessing a teacher's approach to writing instruction as 

Cognitive Field, due to lack of data from those who disagree. So few 

disagreed there were no usable statistics. 

2. In differentiating the Cognivist from the Nativist, or the 

Nativist from the Cognivist, due to the correlation between Cognitive 

Field and Nativistic items as well as correlations between items within 

each sub-scale and the sorting by one professional. 

This information will be utilized in drawing conclusions and 

making recommendations in Chapter 5. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing 

was developed through the study of the literature on language acquisi

tion and learning theory, and on writing and language arts (see Review 

of Literature, Chapter 2). The sources reviewed made a clear distinc

tion between the Behavioristic, Nativistic, and Cognitive Field 

theoretical orientations. A study of teaching approaches presented in 

the literature provided information on characteristics specific to 

approaches interpreted to be based upon each of the three theories of 

learning. Statements in the Shaeffer Inventory were derived from this 

review and study. Other assessment instruments analyzed offered 

guidance in constructing the Shaeffer Inventory. Items for each theo

retical position were classified according to purposes, organization, 

and implementation. 

The declarations on the View Toward Learning sheet condensed 

information on the Behavioristic, Nativistic, and Cognitive Field 

learning theories to concise, one-sentence descriptions. Subjects 

could appraise, then indicate their position on how children learn 

prior to the completion of the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the 

Teaching of Writing. There was the opportunity to indicate degree of 

agreement or disagreement or no position relative to the three learning 

theory descriptions. 

105 
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The statements on the Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the 

Teaching of Writing attained content validity through documentation in 

the literature. The results of the computations of t tests, Cronback 

Alphas, and item correlations on 11^ respondents participating in the 

study were analyzed to establish construct validity and reliability. 

The instrument that was developed and validated in this study 

reveals that the learning theory position indicated by subjects on the 

View Toward Learning sheet was supported by the profile obtained from 

the scores on the Shaeffer Inventory. This alignment was verified by 

the high Cronback Alphas and mean score comparisons which disclosed a 

significant difference between those agreeing and those disagreeing 

with each position, attesting to the construct validity of the instru

ment. The statistical computation was not highly reliable for the 

Cognitive Field sub-scale due to the uneven distribution of those who 

agreed and those who disagreedo 

This instrument is useful in distinguishing between programs 

that implement a Behavioristic orientation contrasted to Nativistic and 

Cognitive Field programs. It is not useful in distinguishing between 

Cognitive Field and Nativistic implementations. The clear delineation 

of the Behavioristic sub-scale,, with the exception of Item 19, and the 

blurring of the Cognitive Field and Nativistic sub-scales was documented 

by the results of the item correlations and item sorting by one partici

pant, for establishing internal consistency or reliability. 

Forty-three respondents signified agree or tend to agree for the 

combination of the Cognitive Field and Nativistic positions on the View 

Toward Learning sheet. The Shaeffer Inventory scores located on the 
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Scale of Scores profile reflected the same tendency to agree with the 

two orientations, indicating construct validity (see Appendix E, 

Illustrative Example 2). 

Six Group A and eleven Group B members displayed almost identi

cal scores on each of the three orientations: Behavioristic, Nativistic, 

and Cognitive Field. The profile resulting on the Scale of Scores thus 

revealed a tendency to agree with all three positions. The eleven 

teachers show from their responses that they are not operating from one 

theoretical base, but are eclectic in their practices. It may be 

assumed that they varied their behaviors for specific students or situ

ations. It was noted that the subjects in Group B used noticeably fewer 

extreme scores, ones and fives, than Group A on the Shaeffer Inventory 

items. A majority of their responses were two, three or four (see 

Appendix E, Illustrative Examples 1 and 3)» 

The two theories, Nativistic and Cognitive Field, do distinguish 

basic language learning beliefs: the distinction seems to blur in 

classroom instruction. The intellectualizing by theorists is definitive; 

the operationalizing by teachers is not. Teachers may have internalized 

the need for individualization and some student choice options, a con

trolled form of student self-selection, thus adopting practices with 

these features into the Nativistic and Cognitive Field approaches. The 

Cognivists and Nativists have come to share many classroom practices as 

programs have evolved, resulting in approaches not easily distinguished, 

though the two points of view are clearly separated in the literature. 

It is possible that the theories remain distinct while some teaching 

practices may overlap. Canady (1976) observed that there is a "high 
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degree of affinity among Nativistic and Cognitive Field theorists; in 

fact, much of what has been termed Nativistic has been included in the 

growth of the Cognitive Field theory" (Canady 1976, p. 61). 

The Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing 

was administered to two distinct groups of teachers and experts, in

cluding authors, researchers, and teachers. The results from the two 

groups and the total of the two were reported. A comparison of the data 

reveals some differences in means, but not substantial differences. The 

alphas varied, but within reasonable limits. The conclusion would seem 

warranted that the differences between groups are not great, indicating 

the Shaeffer Inventory may be administered to varying groups and yield 

equally valid results. 

The ability to compose text and write coherently when required 

is basic to adult literacy. The fulfillment of the expectation that a 

specified level of competency will be attained during the student's 

school tenure is the teacher's responsibility. As our knowledge of what 

children do while composing expands through research, the classroom 

teacher can plan instruction which more exactly aids students within 

the context of the learning theory which reflects his or her beliefs. 

The Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing de

veloped and validated during this study can provide valuable information 

on teaching practices and clarify an individual's theoretical orienta

tion toward learning through the View Toward Learning sheet. 

As a result of the findings in the present study, the following 

recommendations are offered: 
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1. The Cognitive Field and Nativistic items should be revised to 

make a clearer distinction between the two approaches than the present 

instrument seems to make* 

2. The Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing 

and View Toward Learning Sheet should be used in a large-scale study 

and the response data analyzed to further establish validity and re

liability. 

• 3. The Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing 

and View Toward Learning Sheet should be used in a study on Teacher 

Self-Appraisal to explore classroom practices which reflect learning 

theory beliefs. 

km The Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing 

and View Toward Learning Sheet should be used in staff development 

projects as a means of focusing on theoretical positions teachers might 

hold as writing programs are developed. 

5. The Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing 

and View Toward Learning Sheet could be used by teachers as a self-

assessment instrument apart from an organized study. 

6. The Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing 

and View Toward Learning Sheet could be used in a study concurrent with 

classroom observation to confirm responses or revise them when necessary. 

7. The Shaeffer Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Writing 

and View Toward Learning Sheet could be used in teacher education pro

grams concerned with writing instruction to assess beliefs about the 

way students learn and related classroom practices. 



APPENDIX A 

VIEW TOWARD LEARNING SHEET 

View Toward Learning 

The following statements represent three points of view toward learning. 
Please indicate your level of agreement and/or disagreement with each 
of the statements below. 

If you agree with none of the viewpoints described, indicate in the 
appropriate space. 

Each child will learn best individually in a natural sequence within an 
environment which provides opportunities and materials for learning; the 
child can direct his/her own learning with minimal adult intervention. 

Agree 

Tend to Agree 

Tend to Disagree 

Disagree 

Each child will learn best as a result of his/her interaction with the 
environment and with supportive adults who can guide and facilitate the 
child's purpose, intention and insight during the learning process; 
instruction is planned cooperatively to support and direct learning. 

Agree 

Tend to Agree 

Tend to Disagree 

Disagree 

Each child will learn best through a planned sequenced instructional 
program requiring success at a more basic level before proceeding to a 
more difficult level; the adult judges success and directs the sequence. 
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_Agree 

JTend to Agree 

JFend to Disagree 

_Disagree 

None of the above 



APPENDIX B 

SHAEFFER INVENTORY OF APPROACHES 
TO THE TEACHING OF WRITING 

Prepared by Ann M. Shaeffer, The University of Arizona 

INSTRUCTIONS: Here are 39 statements regarding the teaching of writing 
as different teachers would approach it. These statements should be 
read carefully and then judged in terms of their accuracy in describing 
your approach to the teaching of writing. Your judgment will be indi
cated by using the following key: 

Place a "5" beside the item if it is entirely accurate. 

Place a "4" beside the item if it tends to be accurate. 

Place a "3" beside the item if it is neither accurate nor 
inaccurate. 

Place a "2" beside the item if it tends to be inaccurate. 

Place a "1" beside the item if it is entirely inaccurate. 

Please read all statements, 1 to 39? at least once before you attempt to 
make final judgments. 

1. I provide sequential systematic instruction in writing 
skills for my class primarily through the use of the 
language textbook in my classroom. 

2. As children develop their natural language patterns, it 
is the teacher's responsibility to accept and support 
that language use to enhance the child's self-concept. 

_3» In my class, attention is given equally to the en
hancing of a child's self-concept and to writing 
interests, attitudes, and skills. 

b. The basic purpose of writing instruction in my class
room is to extend writing across the curriculum, 
emphasizing written expression as the child interacts 
with many language activities. 

5. I do most of my direct teaching of writing through 
whole class instruction using the language textbook to 
model correct form and provide sequence. 
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_6. In my class, I try to teach standard English usage in 
writing because improper usage may contribute to a 
writing deficiency. 

__7» Pupils in my class receive most of their direct writing 
instruction during individual conferences which are 
based upon the writing produced independently. 

_8. My classroom organization for writing instruction pro
vides numerous opportunities for producing, sharing, 
and revising written materials based upon the child's 
own thoughts, concerns, and ideas. 

9. Writing skill development in my class utilizes the 
child's interactive thought-language processes in the 
context of the child's seeking for meaning while 
writing. 

JLO. I judge the child's writing proficiency according to 
the number of mistakes noted on compositions and 
writing skills test scores. 

_11« In my class, the production of written material in the 
student's language is valued and encourages students 
who, in addition to the teacher, help follow students 
individually when appropriate. 

12. I feel the best motivation for writing is living in an 
environment which contains functional incentives for 
learning. 

13. I encourage children to invent word spellings when com
posing. A conversion to standard spelling, reinforced 
through instruction, is made when a selection is 
published or put in final form. 

Ik.  The writing activities of the students in my class are 
based primarily upon the children's many and varied 
language experiences involving listening, speaking, 
reading, and writing. 

15. I recognize in my teaching that personal language ex
pressions in self-directed writing situations are one 
of the most significant elements in composing. 

16. I motivate children to write by discussing assigned 
topics and by providing correct models and vocabulary 
lists. 

17. Individual differences in my classroom are valued since 
personal interests and needs motivate students into 
becoming directors of their own learning. 
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18. In my class, provision for individual differences is 
made through the use of extra practice exercises and 
assignments repeating the sequences in instruction 
until mastered. Those achieving early mastery will 
experience reinforcement activities and rewards. 

19. In my class, children may use time when other students 
are being instructed and other assignments are finished 
to complete compositions or assignments so that writing 
skills are strengthened. 

20. I try to provide a classroom environment conducive to 
individual learning, to the encouragement of many 
writing activities that enable students to realize 
personal goals through writing. 

_21. In my class, most writing by children is "free" writing 
in that children generally determine the time and type 
of writing they will do for purposes apparent to them. 

22. I believe the motivation for writing in my classroom 
is the functional use of language in an environment in 
which children are assisted in realizing they have a 
purpose for expressing experiences and thoughts through 
writing. 

23» I have a regular time period scheduled for written 
expression and grammar which is separate from reading 
or spelling instruction. 

2b. I judge the significance of written composition mis
takes in terms of the literary merit of a selection 
rather than requiring adherence to a standard grammati
cal form. 

25. I evaluate pupil progress in my writing program in 
relation to mastery of punctuation rules, correct 
spelling, and paragraphing, plus inclusion of interest
ing facts in compositions. 

26. My plan of instruction is to facilitate the written 
expression of the children by identifying needs and 
instructing in context. 

27. I encourage children to use undesignated time in a 
variety of language activities and to respond through 
written expression when appropriate. 

28. Skill development is the primary objective of my 
writing program. 
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_29. I use whole group instruction in writing and composi
tion production. I try to provide additional practice 
in writing and grammar through specific assignments 
or drill. 

_30. My classroom is organized to support the many and varied 
activities relating to writing which students may 
select. I schedule individual pupil conferences in 
response to pupil requirements or requests. 

31• I evaluate children's growth in writing in the context 
of individual development through growth in communica
tive skills. 

_32. My plan for writing instruction is determined by and 
follows individual learners' writing interests and 
needs. 

_33. Writing instruction in my class is designed for the 
most part to develop the skills and mechanics of the 
writing process. 

_3k. I evaluate children's growth in writing in terms of 
ability to express ideas and communicate thoughts. 

35. In my writing program the child's unique mastery of the 
sound system of language and variety of ways to express 
meaning in written form are valued. 

36. Pupil growth in spelling proceeds in a natural matura-
tional sequence from invented spellings to standard 
spellings through interaction with writing and reading 
materials. 

37. I help children to use correct spelling in all compo
sitions through personal dictionaries or lists, or 
through providing correct spellings, or through regular 
spelling lessons, or through any combination of these. 

38. I base my direct instruction in writing primarily upon 
material produced by the children themselves while in 
flexible or whole class grouping, or individual 
conferences. 

39• The main purpose of writing instruction in my class is 
to foster the child's growth in communication through 
self-determined goals. 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 1  

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

DEPARTMENT OP ELEMENTARY EDUCATION 

A research project examining the teaching of writing 
(composing) in the elementary grades is being conducted 
by Ann Shaeffer under the supervision of Dr. R. Van Allen 
at the University of Arizona. Since you are an active 
author, teacher or researcher in the area of writing 
your involvement in this project is requested. 

Your participation would include completing (1) a brief 
form relating to your point of view toward learning and 
(2) an Inventory describing teaching beliefs and practices 
in the teaching of writing. 

Please return completed forms in the enclosed envelope. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. R. Van Allen 
Professor 

ties ear cner 

RVA:AS/deb 



APPENDIX D 

SCORING SHEET FOR SHAEFFER INVENTORY OF 
APPROACHES TO THE TEACHING OF WRITING 

Elements of the Writing Program 

A. Purposes 
lo My Purpose for Writing 

Instruction 
2. The Basis for My Plan of 

Writing Instruction . . . . 
3. How I Motivate for Writing 

Instruction . 

Behavior-
istic Nativistic 

Cognitive 
Field 

Item No. Item No. Item No. 

33 39 k 

29 32 26 

16 12 22 

subtotal subtotal subtotal 

B. Organization 
1. How I Organize My Classroom 

8 for Instruction . 23 30 8 

2. How I Provide for Additional 
Writing Time . 19 21 27 

3. How I Deal With Spelling 
in Composing 37 36 13 

k. My Criteria for 
25 31 3k 

subtotal subtotal subtotal 

C. Implementation 
1. Materials of Writing 

Instruction Which I Use ... 1 
2. How I Provide for Direct 

Writing Instruction ..... 5 
3. How I Include Skill Development 

in My Writing Program ...» 28 
k» How I Provide for Individual 

Differences in My Writing 
Program ........... 18 

5. How I Treat Dialects in 
Writing Instruction ..... 6 

6. How I Respond to Oral 
Language 10 

20 

7 

3 

17 

15 

2 

subtotal subtotal 

Total Total 

Ik 

38 

9 

11 

35 

2k 

subtotal 

Total 
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Total Total Total 

VIEW TOWARD 
LEARNING SCALE OF SCORES 1 3 2 5 3 3 52 

Behavioristic Behavioristic 

Nativistic Nativistic 

Cognitive Field Cognitive Field 

Disagree 
Tend to 
Disagree 

Tend to 
Agree Agree Degree of Agreement Disagree 

Tend to 
Disagree 

Tend to 
Agree Agree 
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ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES 
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ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE 1 

Scoring Sheet for Shaeffer Inventory of 
Approaches to Teaching of Writing 

Elements of the Writing Program 

A. Purposes 
1. My Purpose for Writing 

Instruction 
2. The Basis for My Plan of 

Writing Instruction . . . . 
3® How I Motivate for Writing 

Instruction ........ 

B. Organization 
1. How I Organize My Classroom 

for Instruction ....... 
2. How I Provide for Additional 

Writing Time 
3. How I Deal With Spelling 

in Composing ........ 
b» My Criteria for 

Evaluation 

C. Implementation 
1. Materials of Writing 

Instruction Which I Use . . . 
2. How I Provide for Direct 

Writing Instruction ..... 
3. How I Include Skill Development 

in My Writing Program .... 
b. How I Provide for Individual 

Differences in My Writing 
Program . 

5. How I Treat Dialects in 
Writing Instruction ..... 

6. How I Respond to Oral 
Language 

Behavior-
istic Nativistic 

Cognitiv< 
Field 

Item No. Item No. Item No. 

33 J±_ 39 3 kj_ 

29 4 32 _d_ 26 

16 _±_ 12 4 22 3 

subtotal 

12„ 
subtotal 

1£L 
subtotal 

S-

23 £_ 30 2- 8 2~ 
19 4 21 2- 27 3 
37 36 2, 13 2-
25 4 31 4- 3  ̂ 4 
subtotal 

ML 
subtotal 

J0_ 
subtotal 

J±-

1 4 20 i** 4 
5 JL 7 2> 38 

28 4 3 3 

18 4 17 4 li \3 

6 4 35 3 
io 4 2 v2_ 2b 2s 

subtotal. 

* 

subtotal 

22. 

subtotal 

XL 
Total Total 

3% 
Total 
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Total Total Total 
<&*/ j?7 

VIEW TOWARD 
LEARNING 

A 

SCALE OF SCORES 1 3 2 5 39 52 

Behavioristic V Behavioristic 

V 

A 

Nativistic V 

A 

Nativistic A 
V Cognitive Field 

A 
V Cognitive Field 

Disagree 

A 
Tend to 

Disagree 
Tend to 
Agree Agree Degree of Agreement Disagree 

A 
Tend to 

Disagree 
Tend to 
Agree Agree 



ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE 2 
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Scoring Sheet for Shaeffer Inventory of 
Approaches to Teaching of Writing 

Elements of the Writing Program Behavior- Cognitive Elements of the Writing Program 
istic Nativistic Field 

A. Purposes Item No. Item No. Item No. 
1. My Purpose for Writing 

Instruction . . . . . . . . a  33 J__ 39 S~ 
2. The Basis for My Plan of 

29 4 26 _±_ Writing Instruction . . . a . 29 4 32 <S~ 26 _±_ 
3. How I Motivate for Writing 

29 4 
is_aL 

26 _±_ 

Instruction ......... 16 SL is_aL 22 v5" 

subtotal subtotal subtotal 

JL ±L 
B. Organization 

±L 

la How I Organize My Classroom 
s for Instruction ....... 23 >5" 30 S~ s 

2. How I Provide for Additional 
19 £ 27 s Writing Time .. . 19 £ 21 >s: 27 s 

3a How I Deal With Spelling 
19 £ 

36 

27 s 
in Composing ........ 37 3 36 V J L  

4. My Criteria for 
37 3 

31 

V J L  

25 2- 31 3  ̂ -S 

subtotal subtotal subtotal 

JS_ 2* JJL 
C. Implementation 

1* Materials of Writing 
Instruction Which I Use . a • 

2» How I Provide for Direct 
Writing Instruction .... a 

3a How I Include Skill Development 
in My Writing Program ... a 

4. How I Provide for Individual 
Differences in My Writing 
Program 

5a How I Treat Dialects in 
Writing Instruction ... 

6. How I Respond to Oral 
Language ........ 

1 

5 

28 

20 

7 JL 

i j L  

lb v5~ 

38 >5" 

a  a  18 / 17 viT 11 

a  a  6 ̂ ,  35 

. a  10 / 2^1 24 

subtotal 

Je_ 

subtotal 

,£L 

subtotal 

ZL 

Total Total 

Mi 

Total 

JsL. 
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Total Total Total 

£2L JaJL ML 

VIEW TOWARD 
LEARNING 

' ( / L l Q /  

* 

SCALE OF SCORES 1 3 a S 39 52 

Behavioriatic V Behavioriatic A 
V Nativistic 

A 
V Nativistic 

y Cognitive Field y Cognitive Field 

Disagree 
Tend to 
Disagree 

Tend to 
Agree 

A 
Agree Degree of Agreement Disagree 

Tend to 
Disagree 

Tend to 
Agree 

A 
Agree 
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ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE 3 

Scoring Sheet for Shaeffer Inventory of 
Approaches to Teaching of Writing 

Elements of the Writing Program 

A. Purposes 
1. My Purpose for Writing 

Instruction ........ 
2. The Basis for My Plan of 

Writing Instruction . . . . 
3. How I Motivate for Writing 

Instruction ........ 

B. Organization 
1, How I Organize My Classroom 

for Instruction ....... 
How I Provide for Additional 
W r i t i n g  T i m e  . . . . . . . .  
How I Deal With Spelling 
in Composing ........ 

km My Criteria for 
Evaluation 

2. 

3. 

Behavior-
istic Nativistic 

Cognitive 
Field 

Item No. Item No. Item No. 

33 _±_ 39 Z. bj_ 

29 4 32 4 26 3 

16 4 12 4 22 2. 

subtotal 

J&. 

subtotal 

JO..  

subtotal 

_2_ 

23 / 3° _JL_ 8 JL 

19 4 21 J_ 27 3 

37 4 36 -3 13 n2_ 

25 4 31 jL 3b 4 

subtotal subtotal subtotal 

C. Implementation 
1. Materials of Writing 

Instruction Which I Use ... 
2. How I Provide for Direct 

Writing Instruction ..... 
3. How I Include Skill Development 

in My Writing Program .... 
4. How I Provide for Individual 

Differences in My Writing 
Program ......... 

5. How I Treat Dialects in 
Writing Instruction ... 

6. How I Respond to Oral 
Language 

/3 

l 4-

5_fL 

28 If 

20 

7 jL 

3 3 

JJL 

lb 2. 

38 / 

9 

. . 18 / 17 11 

. • 6 /2» 15_Si_ 35 j£_ 

. . 10 J2_ 2 v5~ Zb i]> 

subtotal 

H. 
subtotal 

2J2-
subtotal 

J±. 

Total Total 

i£L 
Total 

JJtZ, 



Total Total Total 

JUL. 

VIEW TOWARD 
LEARNING SCALE OF SCORES 1 3 21 f 3 ? 52 

Behavioristic Behavioristic A 
V • Nativistic 

A 
V • Nativistic A 
y Cognitive Field 

A 
y Cognitive Field 

Disagree 
Tend to 
Disagree 

A 
Tend to 
Agree Agree Degree of Agreement Disagree 

Tend to 
Disagree 

A 
Tend to 
Agree Agree 
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