ABSTRACT

Title of Document: THE EFFECTS OF PROMPT CONDITION
AND GENRE ON THE WRITING
PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS IN?8 AND
5™ GRADE.

Kelly Marie Worland, Doctor of Philosophy,
2014

Directed By: Associate Professor Susan De La Paz
Department of Counseling, Higher Education
and Special Education
Research on writing at the elementary level hasvahtbat prior knowledge and
task environment can have a significant effect oitig performance. In addition, there
is preliminary evidence that suggests that childgrdevelopment in writing may vary by
genre favoring the narrative over expository geiees., Olinghouse & Wilson, 2011,
and Camp, 1993). One way to mitigate the effectzrioir knowledge on topic and genre
is through varying prompting conditions. The newn@oon Core writing assessment
context requires students to write in responsexttstread. To date, however, there are no
studies that simultaneously examine the effectpeofe and prompt condition in the
elementary grades.
This study examines the effect of two promptingdibans (supported and
unsupported) on students’ writing performance irltiple genres (narrative, persuasive
and informational report) in order to assess themta@l impact of the read aloud

accommodation on these new types of writing assestnalong with the effect of genre



simultaneously. Findings show that at tﬁdegBade level, students write best in the
informational report genre over the narrative aacspasive genre, and that the read
aloud accommodation positively affects writing dtyalAt the 5" grade level, the read
aloud accommodation does not have a significaetetin writing quality.

Based on the findings above, there are a numbenpications for current testing
policy and instruction. First, features of the ppiaroondition such as providing a
common text, and audience and genre cues resultagher style, organization,
conventions and mechanic scores for the informaticeport genre in the younger
grades. This contradicts earlier findings that esg@t the elementary level, the narrative
genre is more accessible. Accordingly, an effoousth be made by test-makers and
educators to provide students with these benefscipports when designing tests and
assignments particularly for expository genreso8dcgiven the observed benefit of the
read aloud accommodation for students in the yougigaeles, test makers should
consider designing tests that vary the degreemats students are provided on the read

and write response tasks as they progress thrdwegirade levels.



THE EFFECTS OF PROMPT CONDITION AND GENRE ON THE WING

PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS IN?8 AND 5" GRADE

By

Kelly Marie Worland

Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of the Graedw&chool of the
University of Maryland, College Park, in partialfilment
of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy

2014

Advisory Committee:

Dr. Susan De La Paz, Chair
Dr. Leslie V. Page-Voth

Dr. Rebecca Silverman

Dr. Wayne Slater

Dr. Jade Wexler



© Copyright by
Kelly Marie Worland

2014



Dedicated to my parents, John and Mamiya Worlaridh were my first, and continue to
be my best teachers

And to my husband, Brian, my sturdy oak



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to thank the many people who suppabrtee as | worked on my
dissertation. First, | would like to thank the fadaachers who welcomed me into their
classrooms during the 2012-13 school year. All fware flexible, gracious and
wonderful to work with. Thank you for your contriiten to educational research and to
the profession of teaching.

| am also deeply appreciative of the time, energy support that the

members of my committee from the University of Mangd provided to me as a graduate
student, and throughout the dissertation processfR€becca Silverman, | appreciated
the opportunities you provided me to participateome of your research projects and
publications. Dr. Jade Wexler, thank you for shgmour insights into research design
across a multitude of settings and topics. Dr. Page-Voth, thank you for sharing your
insights not only into my research, but also iratahcing the life of an academic with
that of family. Dr. Wayne Slater, thank you for piely to deepen my understanding of
genre study and writing research. Finally, thank §@Dr. Susan De La Paz, my advisor.
Your support and guidance throughout my time attheersity of Maryland was
invaluable. | could not have asked for a bettenore supportive advisor to help me
through this process.

Lastly, | would like to thank my parents and myshand. Thank you to all of you

for your unconditional love, and support of allnoy personal and academic endeavors.



TABLE OF CONTENTS
97T [ 0% 11 0] o R
ACKNOWIEAGEMENTS. ...t e e e e e e e eena
Table Of CONENLS ... e e e \Y
LiSt Of TADIES ...t e e e eI X
LISt Of FIQUIES. ... e e e e e e e X
Chapter 1: INtrodUCHION ... e e e e e e e e e 1
Problem Statement. ... ... e L
Theoretical Framework. ..........covi i e ee 20 O
Cognitive Process of WIitiNg.......ccooeveii i e e e 6
Study Context and Rationale......... ..o 11
Research QUESTHIONS........ooi i e s 13
Dissertation Organization...........coouoe oo iiii e e e e e 14
Significance of Study ..........co oo e 1D
Definitions of KeY TeIMIS... ... e e 16
Chapter 2: Literature REVIEW. .. ... ...coiiiiiiiiie i i e e ne a0 18
Overview of Critical Issues in Writing Assessment...........c.ccovvevviennnen. 18

Writing ASSESSMENt MEASUIES........iiniiiieeee et e e et 21

RUDIIC MEASUIES. ... e 23
Implications for current study............ccocvevieinnn e, 25
Writing ASSESSMENt PUIMPOSES. ..ot 27

Students with learning disabilities..................ccoiiiiiinnn. 28



Implications for current study............ccocvevivinnn e, 31
Students who are English language learners.......................32
Implications for current study............c.ooveieiiieannnn. 35
Writing Assessment FOrmS..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiicci e 36
Prompt conditionS........ccoui i 37
GeNIE MOUE. ... e 37
Rhetorical specification......................coeevveeen....38
Wording and structure of prompt..........................39

Implications for currents study...................ee..nl 4l

Prior knowledge...... ..o 24

Implications for current study..............ooveieiiiiannnn. 45

SUMIMAIY ... ettt e e e e e e et et e e e e e eae e e eenaenaas 46
Empirical Content and Methodological Review .......... .. 49

Methods and Search Procedures..........covvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiee 49

Resultsfrom the Content and Methodological Review...................1.5

Effect of prior knowledge............cooiiiiiiii 52
Implications for current study..............co. cevieinennn. 60

Effect of prompt condition..............ccooiii i 61
Implications for current study..............oeveviiiieiiinnnnn. 64

Effectofgenre.........cooiiiiiiii .. BD

Implications for current Study...........ccoceeiiiiiiinneeeeeeeeee. 71
CONCIUSIONS ... .ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 71
Discussion and Rationale for Study ... e 73



Chapter 3: Methods. .. ..o e e eeeee O T

(@ T AV [=) AR & 4

DB SN . e et et et e e e e —————— 77

Settings and PartiCIPANTS.........o it e 78
SAMPIE. .. e A B
SBING . et it e 78
Recruitment and Selectian............oooooiiiiiiiiiiie e 81
Resulting Sample.........cooi i 82

Independent, Dependent, and Control Variables..........cccueeiiiiiiinnin. 82

WIHEING OULCOMES. ...ttt it e e v e e e e e e 008D

PrOCEAUIES. ... e e e e e e e 86.......
Stratified Random Sampling..........cooiiiiiiiiii 87
P OMIPES . .. e 88
Prompt Administration and Counter-Balanced Design................ 91
Data Collection and SCOINNQG........couveiiiiiiiiiieie e e a3
TrAINING . . e e e e e 93
SCOMNMNG PrOCEAUIES. ... et e e e e 94
Data ANAIYSIS. ... et it e e e 94
Expected Outcomes and Significance.............ccocoviiiiiiiiiiiie e 95
Repeated Measures ANOVA and Paired Sartyst....................... 97
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) ........cccoiviiiiiiiene, 99

Alternative Procedures Considered and Rejected....................101

MANOVA MOAEIS. ... e 102

Vi



Variables
Chapter 4: RESUIS. ... e e e eeen 2. 104
L@ 1Y 7= e 1 0
DeSCrPIVE STAtISTICS. ... ettt et it e e e emeemr s 105
Description of the Variables............c.co i 105
Descriptive Statistics of Outcome Variables ................c.......... 105
(O70] ¢ (=1 F= 110 1S PR 109
Effect Of GeNIre. ... .o e e 110.
ASSUMPLIONS. ... iie v ie e e e e e eaeeeeeennenieneeeeeneena 2. 110
RESUIS. ..o el 11
Effect of Condition and Grade Level...............oooiiiiiiiii 116.
ASSUMPLIONS ... ettt et e e eeeae e eeieieneeneeneenaenn 116
INdEPENENCE. ... e s 116
NOrmMality ......covve i e e a2, 116
LIN@AIIEY. . e et e e e e 117
HOmMOSCedastiCity. .......ocvveiieii e 117
Procedures for AnalySiS........ccvvviiiii i i 117
RESUIS. e 118
Post-hoc Analysis. ... 119
Conclusions
Chapter 5: DISCUSSION... ...ttt it et ie e e e e ae e e re e e eaeeae e e e 123
Implications for POICY ........c.ooovi i 2. 123

Implications for Research............cooooii i e a0, 128

vii



Implications for PractiCe ..........cooviii i e e e 129

LIMITALIONS ... e e e e 136

Future ReSEarCh ... 138

(@] 3 Tod 11815 (0] o 1< P 141
APPENDIX A: CONENt MALIX ...ttt i e e e et e e e e et e eas 43
APPENDIX B: Methodological Review Criteria .............ccot meerieeeeeiiiiiiiinnnn 148
APPENDIX C: Methodological MatriX...........c.cuiuiaeeiieie i e e 149
APPENDIX D: Narrative, Persuasive and InformatioRedmpt Samples............... 150
APPENDIX E: Supported and Unsupported Prompt Dio@st ...................coenee 169

APPENDIX F: Analytic RUBIIC .......oooii i 022 183
APPENDIX G: SCOrNg DIr€CHIONS. .. ...cuui i s e e e 184
APPENDIX H: Correct Word SEQUENCE.........uiuuieiieiie e e e e e aeaeeaeeaa e 185

REIEIENCES. ... e e e e e e e e e e e e . 180

viii



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1: Mean TEWL-3 Percentile Score (with stadd#eviations) by Age............87
Table 2: Demographic Characteristics by Condition...........................o.e.......87
Table 3: Counterbalanced Test Administration bydérand Condition.................. 92
Table 4: Number of Participants by Subgroup..........coviiiicicce i 101

Table 5: Narrative Genre Means (and Standard Dewt for Writing Outcome

Measures by Condition, Grade, and Learner..................ocoevvcceeeeien e enn el 106
Table 6: Informational Genre Means (and Standandddens) for Writing Measures by
Condition, Grade and LEarNer........ooui it et e e e e e e e 107

Table 7: Persuasive Genre Means (and Standard tixagafor Writing Outcome

Measures by Condition, Grade, and Learner..................ocoeivvceeeeven e enn ... 108
Table 8: Correlations among MANOVA variables...............ooceeeii i, 109
Table 9: Analytic Rubric Means by Category Features.............c.ccocveivvennnen. 114

Table 10: Means (and Standard Deviations) for At@alpformational Measure by

Condition and Grade LeVel. ......oooooiii e 118



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1: The cognitive process model of the cormgpprocess (Flower & Hayes,



EFFECTS OF PROMPT, GENRE, AND GRADE

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Problem Statement

Writing is a fundamental skill and an importanttpzEfrschool and post-secondary
life. Failure to acquire competent writing skillashthe potential to limit an individual's
opportunities for future success in both educatiod employment (Graham, 2006).
Given the recognized importance of writing skilvd®pment, current testing outcome
data is worrisome.

According to the 2002 National Assessment of Edana®rogress (NAEP) 72%
of students were performing below the proficienelan the 2f‘-grade. Furthermore,
children with disabilities and English languagertesis performed on average 22% and
18% below their general education peers, respdgtilreessence, many students,
particularly students with disabilities (LD), andvavare English language learners (EL)
still struggle to meet basic levels of writing coetgncy and as such are at-risk for school
failure.

One way to improve students’ writing ability maytheough assessment. Writing
assessments provide teachers and stakeholdersaliible information on students’
strengths and weaknesses to help individualizeucsbn to meet student needs (Graham
& Hebert, 2010). Writing assessments, however,coane in many forms. Standardized
writing assessments are typically developed byidist states, and other constituent
groups, and are used for a number of reasons {@igentify a student as having
particularly weak writing skills, or for accountéity purposes). It is possible to examine
many of these standardized tests, and to thenndietemhat types of writing are

currently valued by educators and policy makerse @tent movement of relevance
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includes the Common Core Curriculum (www.corestagslarg), which has been
adopted by 45 states and 3 United States terstofiee Common Core Curriculum
includes English language arts learning standgrdsifically targeted towards narrative,
persuasive, and informational report writing.

Twenty-two states and the District of Columbia ve#gin participating in the
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for ColegeCareers (PARCC,;

www.parcconline.orpjto assess the Common Core curriculum. The PAR&Sartium

has reported that the grades 3-8 tests will inchetféormance-based writing assessments
that include both a research simulation task amedfooused on analyzing literature.
These tasks will involve asking students to readtipia texts and write several pieces to
“demonstrate the ability to read and compreherahge of sufficiently complex texts
independently, to write effectively when using amlyzing sources, and to build and
present knowledge through integration, compariaod, synthesis of ideas.”

(http://www.parcconline.ofg Another assessment consortium is the SmartemBat]

(SBAC) group ttp://www.smarterbalanced.grgr'wenty-one states have agreed to

participate in SBAC, which will have similar wrignassessment formats to the PARCC.
There are a number of advantages to the newestdbstandardized assessment,
proposed by PARCC and SBAC over previous models! kdrently, one of the most
commonly used forms of standardized state anddistide writing tests were one-time
assessments in a single genre once or twice ogeamtrse of a child’s entire primary
and secondary education (Murphy, 2008). Withindleenentary school context, the
genres most commonly assessed include narrativ&ygsve and informational reports

(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/writing/
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Prior assessment models have been criticized fee thrimary reasons. First,
previous standardized writing assessments ofteedreh single samples of one form of
writing (e.g., narrative or persuasive). Reseaahhown that one form of writing has
not been found to be consistently representativewf a student might perform on all
forms of writing (Olinghouse & Wilson, 2012; Hebe@raham & Harris, 2011). Second,
writing skills are not the same depending upongdmere (Hebert, Graham & Hatrris,
2011; Olinghouse & Wilson, 2012; and Camp, 1993Yelsponse to both sets of findings,
researchers suggested that assessment in a samgkergay not be appropriate for the
identification of students with writing difficultse(Hebert, et al., 2011, and Olinghouse &
Wilson, 2012). A third criticism is that the infr@ency of these standardized
assessments is likely to be insufficient in prowgdieachers and school systems enough
information on student writing progress. As sutie, PARCC and SBAC's proposed
assessments seem to offer a good alternative faréveous state and district wide
assessments by: (a) assessing writing in multipiees, (b) assessing writing in an
applied context, and (c) assessing writing at rpldtgrade levels.

Unfortunately, there may be problems even withgtewosed PARCC and SBAC
writing assessments. To illustrate, the new forrassfessment requires students to read a
topic, and then write a response to what they réad.problem with the new form of
writing assessment is that it may conflate readiidjty and prior knowledge with
writing ability. In addition, there is researchsioggest that an assessment’s task
environment (e.g., prompting condition and demangtsidents’ prior knowledge, and the
genre of the assessment all can have the potémiiapact a student’s writing

performance (e.g., Huot, 1999; Myhill, 2005; Olingise & Graham, 2009; and Scott &
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Windsor, 2000). Less is known, however, on theti@iahip between how these
components of writing assessment vary given indiaigtudent differences.

On November 12, 2013 the PARCC consortium adoftedPARCC
Accessibility Features and accommodations manuattaents with disabilities
(including students with LD and students who anelltd hearing, blind or have other
cognitive or physical disabilities), students whe BL, and students with 504 plans

(http://lwww.parcconline.org/parcc-releases-accelgsHeatures-and-accommodations-

manua). The accommodations manual provides a descriptidhree layers of supports
offered to students. The first two supports arelalbke to all students and include
embedded supports and accessibility features. Tihelkgle accommodations such as
directions read aloud and repeated, blank papghliphting tools, spell checker, writing
tools (cut, paste, copy, underline) on the compbésed assessment format, and text-to-
speech read aloud of all content on the mathemasi®sssment. The third layer of
support includes testing accommodations that meistabermined specifically for
students with disabilities, students who are Eld students with 504s. For this layer of
support, the PARCC accommodations manual (201 3)fsgethat the text-to-speech or
the read aloud accommodation on the literacy ass&ds including items, response
options, and passages,

“Is intended to provide access to printed or wnittexts in the PARCC ELA/Literacy
assessments to a very small number of studentstgisivilities who would otherwise be
unable to participate in the assessment becauselisability severely limits or prevents

them from decoding printed text.” (p. 27).
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The policy for the read aloud accommodation isnawere stringent for the
SBAC assessment. In a paper published on MarchQil4

(http://lwww.smarterbalanced.org/wordpress/wp-coritehbads/2014/03/Read-Aloud-

Guidelines.pdf the SBAC “Guidelines for Read Aloud, Test Reatistate “test readers

are allowable across all grades as a designatgumeupr mathematics and ELA items as
appropriate (not ELA reading passages). Test reaterallowable for ELA reading
passages as a documented accommodation in grade®6d 11.” (p. 1). The published
SBAC policy for the read aloud accommodation hanbeade in spite of a “Literature
Review of Testing Accommodations and Accessibilibpls for Students with
Disabilities” published by Laitusis, Buzick, Storidansen and Hakkinen (2012) that
suggests that “none of the studies specificallyuatad the impact of audio presentation
on other aspects of ELA such as writing prompts.”27). In effect, the current testing
accommodations policies for both the PARCC and SB&iing assessments lack a
research-base to determine whether or not thealead accommodation in the read and
respond writing assessment context would havefantedn overall writing performance.
In the absence of reading accommodations for thiggm of the ELA assessment, there
is the possibility that the SBAC and PARCC writegsessments may be conflating the
assessment of the skill of reading with the sKillvating.

Given the new developments in standardized wriisgessments at the state and
district level, further research on how studentsting performance may be affected by
their individual differences reading ability, aslings varying prompt conditions and

genres of writing assessments are warranted.
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Theoretical Framework.

The theoretical framework that guides this studyesCognitive Process Theory
of Writing first forwarded by the seminal work ofafes and Flower (1980), which was
subsequently updated by Hayes (1996; 2006). luded underlying elements of adult or
mastered writing ability, and how cognitive demamdaririting such as task environment,
and memory affect children’s writing performance(&ter & Scardamalia, 1987, &
McCutchen, 1996).

Cognitive Process of Writing

Hayes and Flower observed that writing is goalatad and that it involves three
major components: (a) task environment, (b) cogaitirocesses and (c) a writer’s long-
term memory. In this model of writing, task envinoant involves elements such as
attributes of the writing assignment (e.g., topiedience, and motivating cues) as well as
the text produced thus far (Graham, 2006). The itwgrprocessem this model refer to
the acts of planning, composing, and revising. Iina writer's long-term memory
refers to the role that an author’s prior knowledgehe topic and audience influence the
plan or approach the author takes when composioliedively, all of the components of
the Hayes and Flower (1980) model yield an appréaetriting that is demanding in a
number of ways. First, it requires that a writerpéoy a number of mental operations to
meet the goals of the task. Second, these mengahtbpns occur in a complex iterative
and non-linear fashion. As a result, the writer tdesal with a number of cognitive

demands at once.
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Figure 1.The cognitive process model of the composing p{eewer & Hayes, 198
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While the contributions of Hayes and Flower (19are substantial, sorr
researchers did nobnsiderthis model of the writing process to be an acct
representation of how a young or novice writer rhighte. Bereiter and Scardama
(1987) developed a model for writing that diffeiatds between novice and exg
writers. More specifically, Bereit and Scardamalia suggest that novice writers enige
a form of writing referred to eknowledgetelling while expert writers engage in a fo
of writing called knowledge transformation. ™ primary distinction between these t
modes of discourse ligs the role that prior knowledge has on how wri with varying
maturity interpret thevriting task anchow they approach the overarching proces
composing. Bereiter and Scardamalia contend tmathiddren, limits on their prio
knowledge and their siptification of the writing process have the potahto greatly

constrain their ability to compose effectivt
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Figure 2.Structure of the knowled-transforming process (Bereiter & Scardame
1987)
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In contrast, adult writers have not only ieater fund of information on a wid
array of topics, but also more experience; thusy tire generally are better prepare
plan text and engage problem analysis and goal seti (Bereiter & Scardamalia 19¢.
In this context, problem analysis agoal setting refers to how the writer addres
concerns with content knowledge, and the text beintgen (i.e., arhetorical spac).
Bereiter and Scardamalia suggest that experiencégersvare not only better able to pl

what they write; they are also better prepareceterdnine how tconsider their audienc
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as they work to express their ideas. As such, expegd writers compose through a
back-and-forth process of solving rhetorical andwiedge-related problems.

The distinction between novice and experiencedevgiholds significance for
writing assessment. It clearly indicates that &dthprior knowledge on the writing topic
and the writing genre can have an impact on thatig output. Given this finding, the
topic and the writing task students are being as@edspond to should clearly be taken
into consideration when generating assessments.

The importance of writing task was further elabedan Hayes’ (1996) later
revised model of writing. In this model, Hayes @aparticular emphasis on the role that
the task environment can have on a writer’s conmpposiHere factors such as audience,
texts read while writing, and the writing mediumg(e hand-written vs. word processor)
play a greater role. Further, in Hayes’ new mof#eltors such as motivation and affect as
well as the writer’'s schema on genre and lingusstiave a more explicit link to text
production. Hayes (1996) was also among the firgtng theorists to integrateorking
memoryinto the writing process model. He suggests thaking memory is comprised
of three properties for processing information: pdlogical memory, visual and spatial
information, and semantic memory (cited in Grahaa6). All of these serve to work as
a tandem link between motivation and affect, losigrt memory, and the overarching
cognitive processes involved in composing.

The role thatvorking memoryas on a child’s writing process has been further
elaborated in a review by McCutchen (1996). McCekcbontends that information from
the environment and from long-term memory are stok@ing processing in working

memory. She suggests that due to overall resoumatations, a trade-off exists such that
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as more resources are used for processing infamdawer resources are available for
storing information. Given this view on working mery, the implications for the

complex process of writing become clearer. McCutcirgjues that in order to compose a
text, writers must, “coordinate within working memi@lanning goals (e.g., plans for
content, audience, overall tone) and product g@ats, requirements of grammaticality,
plan, fulfillment) while language generation prages retrieve words to express content
to organize those words into appropriate text” (MtBen, 1996, p. 301). Given these
demands, it follows that if processing or storagpacities are compromised, one’s
overall writing performance will be negatively afted.

The interaction between working memory and thesletmg or transcription and
text generation process particularly highlights ¢ffect of working memory on
children’s writing. McCutchen (2000) found thatfin@ent processes in fluent text
production such as the coordination of fine-motalisfor handwriting, or spelling can
hinder a child’s ability to compose, plan, and seviStudies by Daiute (1984) and Fayol,
Largy and Lemaire (1994) support this theory. mdtudy, Daiute was able to find
negative correlations between short-term memorpa#pand the frequency of errors in
children’s written texts. Fayol et al., found tigtincreasing working memory demands
in a writing task, they could increase subject-v&gbeement errors.

Findings related to the relationship between warkimemory and transcription in
young children support Bereiter and Scardamal@87) model of writing development.
Children focus more energy on knowledge telling] Bass energy on planning and
revising when composing. Further, limits on prioolwledge with respect to the task

environment (e.g., topic and genre) as well as wmgrknemory capacity, motivation and

10



EFFECTS OF PROMPT, GENRE, AND GRADE

affect all seem to have implications for studentgrall text production. Given these
potential limitations on young children’s writingiéity, it holds that any
developmentally appropriate writing assessmentlshmake an effort to minimize the
effects of prior knowledge and working memory dedsathrough task environments that
support students’ ability to write. Writing assegsits that consider the above factors will
likely help to obtain the best representation ohdéd’s overall composing ability.
Study Context and Rationale

This quasi-experimental study examines the writih§3, 3% and 5th-grade
students at a public charter school (PK-6) in danrschool district in the Mid Atlantic.
The participants in this study belong to a cultiyrdiverse school of 350 students:
typically 47% of the students are African Americdda% are Hispanic, 9% are
Caucasian, and 1% are Asian American. Approximdtédp of the population receives
special education services and 83.5% of studeatslayible for free or reduced-price
lunches. In addition, 45% of the students come fh@mmes in which a language other
than English is spoken (including Spanish, Fredehharic, Woolof, Arabic, Chinese,
and Yoruba). Another contextual factor for thisaalhs that all students, including
monolingual/native English speakers, participateither French or Spanish language
immersion for half their school week. In additiaf, students participate in their English
language arts classes in English, with written legge comprising a large component of
instruction. The sample in this study is approxighatepresentative of the school
population with a sample comprised of 65.1% genedlacation students, 11.1% students
with LD, 15.9% students who are EL, and 7.9% ofgtuielents are both students with LD

and who are EL. In contrast to the general popuiadt this school, the sample is

11
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comprised of mostly African American students (86)7and some Hispanic (25.4%)
and Caucasian students (7.9%) with no Asian stsdent

Recent demographic information from within the pasi years indicated that the
majority of students from this school were from lowome families (84%). Information
from the school district's Assessment and Accouhtalata reported that 90% of the
students tested at the school were considered 6eaically disadvantaged.” These
figures are considerably higher than the entir@skdistrict (66%).

Regardless of their socio-economic status, theddahstrict's standardized
reading assessment revealed that during the 201D-&demic year 58% of students at
this charter school were identified as proficiesdders, as compared to only 44% in the
entire school district. Even more interesting wesdifference in scores for African
American students as 71% of students were idedt#geproficient readers compared to
39% in the district. This percentage is second tmh highly academic charter school
where 77% of students were identified as proficreaters. In contrast, only 39 % of
students identified as English Language learnely \{iere found to be proficient
readers. Moreover, only 20% of students with dig&s at this school were identified as
proficient readers.

The purpose of this study is to address gaps iettent literature on writing
assessment. In particular, the goal of this stadg evaluate the relationship between
task environment and prior knowledge on acadenyicalllturally, and linguistically
diverse elementary children’s performance acrosgtttee genres of writing they are
most commonly asked to produce in schools (naeatnformational, and persuasive).

Current research on how and why various groupsudliesits compose differently across
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these genres is limited due to inconsistent measemeand assessment procedures. In
addition, there is limited research that simultarsp examines the interaction of prompt
condition and students’ performance within and semenres across grade levels.

Writing is a complex iterative process that regsiitee integration of multiple
skills and cognitive abilities that develop in andnear fashion (Bereiter & Scardamalia,
1986). As a result, writing can be a difficult aeadc area to assess. This study seeks to
find ways to improve the construct and contentdrgliof writing assessments through
the exploration of diverse groups of students’ @eniance on two forms of prompting
conditions: supported and unsupported. In both itiemd, | provided students with topic
content, audience, and genre goals. This informatias provided to students in an
attempt to moderate potential prior knowledge eff@t topic and genre, and to isolate
the potential effect of prompt condition on studémtriting performance. In this study,
prompt condition refers to whether or not studeatgive the read aloud accommodation
for all texts and passages that are part of thengrprompt. In the supported condition,
all students were provided a read aloud accommuaédr all text in the prompt
including reading passages and genre specific tudise unsupported condition,
students were not provided the read aloud accomtiooc@nd were only read the
directions. My initial hypothesis was that childiarthe supported condition would write
better quality essays. More specifically, | hypailzed that all children, and in particular,
younger students and students who are developaugrs in the supported condition
would write better quality essays than peers wittloe read aloud accommodation.
Ultimately, this research addresses the followeggarch questions:

1. What is the effect of genre off'3and %-grade students’ overall writing
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guality and sentence level skills? Is the effeaj@fre similar or different
across grade levels?

2. What is the effect of prompt condition (supportedinsupported) on'3 and
5™_grade students’ overall writing quality and sectetevel skills? Is the
effect of prompt condition similar or different ass grade levels?

Dissertation Organization

This dissertation is organized into five chaptéise current chapter includes the
problem, theoretical framework, study context,aadile, and research questions that
guide this study. In Chapter 2, | first presenbaarview of critical issues in writing
assessment, which includes: (a) writing assessmeasures, (b) writing assessment
purposes, and (c) writing assessment forms. Inctiegter | also introduce current
research on students with LD and students who by&ko are of particular interest
given the population in the setting of my proposedly. This overview of critical issues
in writing assessment will be used to situate thiesequent content and methodological
review of empirical studies specific to elementamjters within the broader scope of
writing assessment research. More specificallyillipesent research that examines the
effects of prior knowledge, prompt condition, arehe for elementary writers. | will
also identify gaps in the extant research thatiges/the justification for my study. In
Chapter 3, | review my research design, as wetethods, analysis, and procedures.
Chapter 3 also includes an elaboration of the ssyslymary research questions as well
as expected outcomes. In Chapter 4, | providedbelts of my study including
descriptive summaries and answers to each of n@arels questions using, descriptive

statistics, paired sample t-tests, and MANOVA pdaces. Finally, in Chapter 5 | discuss
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the significance of my study, the limitations, aslivas potential future directions for
research.
Significance of Study

In a report from the Carnegie Corporation of Newky@&raham, Harris, and
Hebert (2011) suggest, “when teachers assess atanstudents’ writing progress, it has
a positive and statistically significant impactsindents’ overall writing performance”
(p-19). They suggest that there is a need fodévelopment of new “formative and
summative assessments that are reliable, validfaands well as methods for
determining how such assessments can best enhaitiog \wstruction and students’
writing development” (p. 31). In particular, thescommend that the field needs to
develop a better understanding of how writing depg) and how writing assessments
can minimize or eliminate factors that bias or irdate such assessments.

This study is significant for several reasons.tftree findings in this study may
help researchers gain a better understanding tafrehis writing development within and
across genres. Second, this study seeks to mintimezeffects of task environment in
writing assessments and consider the effect ofeeé aloud accommodation on writing
assessments that require reading. The findings fhisrstudy help to identify factors that
may be biasing or invalidating results particulddy younger students and students who
are developing readers. By examining these factiodings from this study may provide
stakeholders with assessment tools and standatistre clearly reflect the extent to
which students’ performance within and across genray be a function of the
assessment task, topic, or individual studentsétigmental growth and ability.

Ultimately, this study forwards the overarching adg of improving writing assessments
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so that teachers can make informed decisions ontb@liver instruction that will

positively impact struggling writers.

Definition of Key Terms

Cognitive processeshe acts of planning, composing, and revising (l$a§é-lower,
1980; Hayes, 1996; 2006).

Genre:different modes of discourse or rhetorical struetiimat have a distinctive style,
form or conten{Kamberlis, 1999)

Informational report: ‘writing is subject oriented. The focus of this kiofdwriting is on
presenting information about the subject, rathantbn the writer” (Prater &
Padia, 1983, p. 129).

Knowledge-tellinga form of writing typically used by novice writenghere the writer
writes down everything they know about a topic Wéks concern for rhetorical
and discourse goals (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987).

Knowledge-transforminga form of writing typically used by experiencedaalult writers
that involves goal setting and problem solving ehikiting for a particular
purpose (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987).

Long-term memorythe role that an author’s prior knowledge ontthc and audience
influence the plan or approach the author takeqwebenposing (Graham, 2006).

Narrative or story:includes a setting (e.g., character, locale, tiamg) plot (e.g.,
initiating event, goal, direct consequence; Olingg®& Santangelo, 2011).

Persuasive: Writing is audience oriented. The writer takes aippon and supports it in

an effort to convince an audience” (Prater & Pati®g83, p. 129).
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Prior knowledgethe whole of a person’s actual knowledge thatiga)yailable before a
certain learning task, (b) is structured in schexmn@) is declarative and
procedural, (d) is partly explicit and partly ta¢#) and is dynamic in nature and
stored in the knowledge base” (Dochy, 1994, p. 4699

Prompt conditioninvolves the discourse mode, rhetorical speciftcgtivording and
structure, and cues given to the writer on theimgiassessment (Huot, 1999).

Task-environmeninvolves elements such as attributes of the wriisgignment (e.qg.,
topic, audience, and motivating cues) as well ag¢lt produced thus far
(Graham, 2006).

T-unit: a dominant clause and its dependent clauses anaireclause with all
subordinate clauses attached to it (Hunt, 19630p.

Working-memoryprimarily comprised of text generation (contenesébn, lexical
retrieval, and syntactic processes) and transonthe cognitive and physical

acts of forming writtemepresentations of text (McCutchen, 2000).
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

The following chapter is divided into two principctions. The first section
presents a broad conceptualization of the liteeayrdiscussing content that is relevant
to the overarching purpose of this study, whictoiexplore critical factors related to
writing assessment for elementary students. Thiseseincludes a broad base of
material (such as literature reviews, position papa&s well as empirical studies) on
current issues in writing assessment such as gragsessment measures, purposes, and
forms.

In the second section, | begin by presenting thithads and search criteria | used
to select the empirical studies that will servéhesbasis for my own future research.
Towards that end, | present a content and methga@breview of empirical studies that
examine the effect of prior knowledge, promptingditions, and genre on elementary
children’s writing. | then provide conclusions, bdiy identifying limitations to the
extant research and by summarizing what resear&hers about the effects of prior
knowledge, prompting conditions, and genre for eetary writers. Finally, | outline the
rationale for my proposed study.

Overview of Critical Issues in Writing Assessment

Quellmallz et al. (1982) noted that the challengdesigning writing assessments
arises from the requirement that assessments gossestruct, content and ecological
validity. Moreover, the researchers note that steoffor tests to be valid, they not only
need to be concerned with the form and contert@htsessment, but also how these
assessments are used as the basis for evaluatdentt’ performance. Quellmallz et al.

present some of the unique challenges to resegrtentopic of writing assessment.
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Writing, as a construct, is a complex and multifadeskill that includes the interaction of
factors such as the learner’s characteristicstlamavriting task. Writing assessment not
only needs to consider the role of the learnerthadvriting task, but also the methods
and procedures for evaluating learners and thenpatémplications of the results. Given
the comprehensive nature of writing assessment@s@and the limits of what can be
accomplished in a single study, it was importarftr&t review writing assessment
broadly to identify sub-topics that will serve as primary foci for my future research.

Accordingly, the purpose of this overview on calicssues in writing assessment
is two-fold. First, given the new SBAC and PARCGeassment context, it was important
to situate the current study within the broademavork of issues related to writing
assessment. This helped to identify factors wighgteatest priority within an elementary
school context. Second, a preliminary search ofitheature using key phrases such as
writing assessment, writing tests, writing measuvwaging assessment validity, writing
assessment purposes, prior knowledge, backgroundlkdge andtask environment,
resulted inliterature that was primarily focused on secondarg post-secondary writers.
While research at the secondary and post-secot@aelydoes not directly apply to the
context and rationale for the current study, thiskaprovides valuable information on
critical issues in writing assessment that infothis work.

Several literature reviews, position papers, ptaelisbooks, and articles that
related to writing assessment were found as atrebthis search. This body of work fell
into three primary categories: (a) writing assesgmeeasures, (b) writing assessment

purposes, and (c) writing assessment forms. In ehtttese sections, seminal literature
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reviews and position papers became the foundatiosubsequent ancestral searches of
articles relevant to these topics.

For example, in the section on writing assessmeasares, Olinghouse and
Santangelo (2010) and Huot’s (1999) literatureawesg on writing assessment serve as
the starting points for subsequent searches fatestrelated to measures such as
Curriculum Based Measuremeimindholistic, analyti¢c andprimary trait rubrics In the
section on writing assessment purposes, Olinghandeé&santangelo’s review and
Gebhard and Harman'’s (2011) position paper onngiassessment and English
language learners were especially informativehis $ection, | identify how writing
assessments are used in the standardized tesxtctintgentify at-risk learners. In
addition, | present a broad overview of importawtdrs to consider when examining the
writing of these populations of students, whichelevant when analyzing and
interpreting writing assessment results. Finahythie section on writing assessment
forms, | use Huot (1990) and Dochy, Segers, anchBag€1999) literature reviews as
well as a position paper by Myhill (2005) as thsibdor ancestral searches on topics
related to the form and structure of writing asses#s, and their potential interaction
with a learner’s prior knowledge.

After each subsection in this first portion of Ctea2, | present implications for
the current study. Finally, | close with a summafyindings that serve as the basis for
narrowing the goals of my empirical review to sagdand topics specifically related to
elementary writers. This empirical review will beepented in the second half of Chapter

2.
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Writing assessment measures

Writing involves the integration of multiple skilésxd sub-skills in order for
children to generate a coherent and well-executedyet. These skills and sub-skills
include: (a) letter and word-level features likethariting, spelling, and vocabulary; (b)
sentence level features like punctuation, capaéibn, and grammar or syntactical
structure, and (c) text level features such asrozgéion using paragraphs, structures
specific to different genres of writing (e.qg., destive, sequence), and coherence through
the use of main ideas, details, and transitionsi¢f@buse and Santangelo, 2010). Given
the complex nature of writing, the assessment dfngrrequires an evaluation of
multiple aspects of writing. Nevertheless, reliadntel valid measures of growth and
development in writing ability are often difficuld quantify. In the following sections |
present four forms of writing measures that arguently used to assess the writing of
children in schools. These measures include CudancuBased Measurements (CBM),
and rubric-based measurements (e.g., holisticyaoahnd primary trait assessments).
These measures are examined for both strengtheeaichesses, and will provide
background on how the measures for the proposely stare developed.

CBM. One approach to writing assessment that has beeesaful is Curriculum
Based Measurements Curriculum Based Measuren@Bid) involves the repeated
sampling of student performance in the curriculxano (1985) stated that CBM
decreases “the separation between measurememstneattion—to make data on student
achievement more integral to daily teacher decisaking” (p. 221).

When CBM was first researched and developed, fesigth characteristics were

specified. Measures should be: (a) reliable andl valensure that the results would be
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accepted as evidence of student achievement armhsie for making instructional
decisions; (b) simple and efficient for teacherf&¢guently monitor student
achievement; (c) easily understood so that resolitd be clearly communicated to
parents, teachers, and students; and (d) inexpessige multiple forms were to be
required for repeated measurement (Deno, 1985)

Deno (2003) later clarified the characteristicewfriculum-based assessments
relative to other standardized test measures. Bjoeeifically, in CBM (a) the curriculum
materials used for instruction are the test stin{bl emphasis is placed on direct
observation and recording of student performancesponse to selected curriculum
materials; (c) interobserver agreement is usedtabésh reliability of data collected; and
(d) social validity is the basis for justifying thise of information gathered. In effect,
curriculum materials, daily instruction, and assesst of performance are inextricably
linked.

To date, there is a large body of research thaestablished reliable and valid
measurements of students’ technical writing abiging CBM (see, e.g., Benson &
Campbell, 2009; Espin et al., 2004; Jewell & Male2K05; McMaster & Campbell,
2008; McMaster & Espin, 2007; Powell-Smith & Shi2004, Weissenburger & Espin,
2005). Here, technical writing ability refers teetletter, word, and sentence level
features of writing described earlier in this seati

For example, Parker, Tindal, and Hasbrouch (199991b; Tindal & Parker,
1989) demonstrated the effective use of CBM inrthealysis of students’ writing
samples using total words written (TWW), words Bgetorrectly (WSC), correct word

sequence (CWS), and words written legibly. All CBMasures were able to show
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growth from fall to spring across grade levels; bwer, differences were smaller and less
stable for older students (Espin et al., 2004).s8ghent studies such as Espin, De La
Paz, Scierka, and Roelofs (2005) examined thewakttiip between curriculum-based
measures (in this case CWS and correct minus ecioword sequences or CWIS)
relative to criterion measures such as the numbtemational elements in and quality
ratings of student essays. Results from this stedgaled a strong relationship between
curriculum-based and criterion measures. McMastdrEsspin (2007) demonstrated that
CWS and CWIS were reliable and valid measures @i/t in narrative prompts in

Grade 7 from fall to spring. On expository testg/IS was found to be a reliable and
valid measure of growth fof"7graders.

McMaster and Espin (2007) noted one significantthtion in their study as well
as in previous studies that applied CBM to writtepression. While CBM measures of
written expression such as CWS, CWIS, TWW, and WM&& been established as
reliable and valid measures of growth in letterrdy@nd sentence level features, they are
not likely to capture all of the critical dimens®of writing. Towards that end, other
measures of writing quality and text level featuses necessary in order to evaluate the
full construct of writing.

Rubric Measures.There are three primary approaches for assessaildyqof
writing using rubrics: holistic, analytic, and piny trait. Holistic rubrics are used as a
measure of overall writing quality. Scoring cannoem-referenced (compared to a
group) or criterion referenced (compared to a jpecsied set of criteria) and are
frequently used in large-scale writing assessnm&unth as the National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP). For example, in th&ERAwriting assessment, each rubric
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includes a 6-point scale (1=low, 6=high) relatedverall text structure, idea
development, sentence structure, and mechaniciyg{sae

http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcardccording to Olinghouse and Santangelo (2010),

while holistic measures are considered economiuglcaick, they do not work as well

for progress monitoring purposes. They suggestthieal -6 point scales usually
represents a significant jump from one point tortbet and as such, incremental growth
is more difficult to measure. In addition, whilelistic measures are useful tools for
identifying a child’s overall writing ability, Olighouse and Santangelo contend that they
are less useful in identifying specific areas faervention as individual writing

processes are not isolated from each other. koilistasures are also commonly used in
writing research because it is possible to capuegge range in writing performance
within a target population (e.g., third graders).

In contrast, analytic rubrics allow educators talaate specific areas of writing
separately (e.g., conventions, organization, whiae). The advantages of analytic
rubrics are that unlike holistic rubrics, individ@aeas for intervention can be isolated.
The disadvantage for such rubrics is that theynafi&e longer to score taking
approximately 1 to 2 minutes to score each tragw® 1 to 2 minutes per paper for
holistic scoring (Spandel & Stiggins, 1980). Additally, research has shown that
holistic scores correlate reasonably well with gialscores (Freedman, 1984).

Primary trait rubrics, like analytic rubrics invethe evaluation of specific areas
of writing separately. Where primary trait rubrdiffer from analytic rubrics are in the
specification of the traits under review. The b&s&hkind primary trait assessments is that

the genre or specific discourse goals create tkerierfor writing quality (Lloyd-Jones,
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1977). Like analytic rubrics, however, cost amdetiis a consideration. According to
Spandel and Stiggins (1980), primary trait rubsetso require approximately 1 to 2
minutes per trait. In addition, Veal and Hudsong@Pnoted that primary trait rubrics
often have lower correlations with other measufesriiing quality. The combination of
lower correlations and higher cost and time consiitens can make this form of writing
rubric less preferable to holistic and analyticricdk

Important considerations when evaluating the uselwfic-based measures of
writing quality are the factors that influence hthvese measures are found to be valid
and reliable. One way to establish the reliabdgityl validity of rubric measures is
through establishing adequate interrater religbiliiterrater reliability refers to the
extent that two raters can establish agreementsoor@. In a literature review by Huot
(1990), he notes that research on interrater iétiabuggests that at times, the goal of
establishing interrater reliability may work agdiagaters’ natural response to a
students’ writing (Barritt, Stock, & Clark,1986néthat conflicting responses might be
treated as inaccurate in an effort to reach agraee(®ock & Robinson, 1987). In
addition, Huot found that raters who were chargét wsing rubric measures were
“more sensitive to content and organization thasetatence structure and mechanics” (p.
256). The above findings related to the role thadrrater reliability and rater judgments
have on evaluations of writing quality indicate theed to carefully train raters to attend
carefully to benchmarks and guidelines for accuuain scoring student writing.

Implications for the studyBased on the broad overview of literature related t
writing assessment measures, there are specificcatipns for the current study. First, it

is clear that while rubric measures are valuabdstm evaluating overall writing quality,
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these measures have certain limitations. For ex@ampimary trait rubrics are useful
tools for evaluating specific discourse criteriapever, the additional time it takes to use
these types of measures coupled with their lowl leveorrelation with other assessment
procedures may not be as useful for the purpostgeeafurrent study. Holistic measures
can be used to compare students’ overall writingiguto their peers, however, the
published SBAC and PARCC rubrics all fall into tegegory of analytic measures. The
benefits of analytic measures are that they caregerisolate specific writing skills for
the purposes of determining potential areas farugntion. Special concern for the
effect that rater judgment may have on writing espparticularly with respect to a
potential preferential bias towards content andbization above and beyond sentence
structure and mechanics are considered. Additipniadith the PARCC and the SBAC
writing rubrics use analytic measures that inclog&gories for organization, use of
evidence from texts, and conventions on 4-poinesc®n the PARCC assessment, an
additional category dedicated to the raters’ assessof a student’s demonstration of
reading comprehension through students' essaygligded as well. Accordingly, for the
purposes of this study, an analytic rubric measwag selected over a holistic measure to
ensure alignment with the writing assessment contex

Finally, the use of curriculum-based measures asatorrect-word sequence or
total words written may be useful in ensuring ti@se word and sentence-level features
of writing are captured in the evaluation processvall. Given the overlapping nature of

many CBM measures, an effort should be made torenbkat measures are independent.
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Writing Assessment Purposes

Olinghouse and Santangelo (2010) suggest that #nerfour primary purposes
for assessing students’ writing. These includessssg: (a) to identify children who are
at-risk for school failure, (b) to inform instruatial planning and modification, (c) to
monitor students’ progress, and (d) to identifydstuts for eligibility for special
education services. Since the reauthorization®Blementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA) and the implementation of No Child LB&hind (NCLB) in 2001, a fifth
possible purpose of assessment has been to detattmimllocation of federal funding to
schools.

Given the high-stakes nature of state and distvide standardized assessments,
stakeholders (i.e. policy makers, schools, parems,teachers) need assessments that
accurately reflect and measure how children’s ngitlevelops. The need for accuracy
and equity is particularly true for students with Bnd students who are EL. For students
with LD, one concern is that children may be ineotly determined eligible or ineligible
for special education services based on these bfpessessments. For students who are
EL, Gebhard and Harman (2011) argue that childrea are identified as struggling
English language learners are often relegated tol&srooms where they are exposed to
“truncated, inauthentic reading material and ligtactice composing extended texts
beyond the word or sentence level” (p. 46). Dgrltammond (2006) further contends
that the consequences for students who are ELhemdtéachers in the NCLB context is
that it may incentivize schools to allow or everc@rage their struggling students to

leave.
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According to the 2002 National Assessment of Etdacdrogress (NAEP)
students with LD and students who are EL from ttfesl district in this study’s setting
had only 7% and 1% of students performing at tlediggent level in writing respectively.
In essence, most students with LD and studentsam&L still struggle to meet basic
levels of writing competency in the targeted schdistrict. In addition, nearly 23.8% of
the population in the current study includes stisl@rno are EL and 11.1% of the
population includes students with disabilities. &ivthe above concerns regarding the
potential marginalization of at-risk students wlifh and students who are EL, a
concerted effort to ensure fair and equitable prastin writing assessment are
warranted.

The broader purpose of this study is to evaluagestfect that genre and prompt
condition may have on elementary aged studentadimalj culturally, linguistically, and
academically diverse students. Given the contedtrationale for this study, it is
important to specifically review what researchamew about the writing development
and abilities of students with LD and students wh®EL in order to be able to
effectively collect and analyze assessment datth&se specific populations. The
following brief overview will examine the effect$ disability and the effects of English
language learner characteristics on students’ paence in writing. This information
will provide context for the broader goals of therent study, which will be presented in
further detail in the next section of this chapter.

Students with learning disabilities.Writing can be especially difficult for
children with learning disabilities. Limits on conghension, working memory,

phonological awareness, spelling, transcriptiofisskind overall executive control are
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often times amplified in a child with a LD. Compdr® peers without disabilities,
children with disabilities often produce texts that shorter, poorly organized, are often
incomplete, and are generally weaker in quality{d,r2006). Studies have also shown
that the writing of students with disabilities ofteontain more mechanical and
grammatical errors (Graham, 1990; Graham, HarrescAMthur & Schwartz, 1991,
Graham, Harris & Fink, 2000). Researchers sugfpestihese problems may be
attributed to difficulties in some of the underlgiaspects of the writing process and
children’s writing development (Englert, RapahaaF, & Anderson, 1988; Graham,
1997; and De La Paz, Swanson, & Graham; 1998).i$tparticularly true for aspects of
writing such as planning, content generation, iagisand general text transcription.
Houck and Billingsley (1989) found that student#wiD demonstrated a
number of areas of weakness relative to normalyeaing peers. They wrote fewer
words and sentences, produced fewer words withndeters or more, wrote more
sentence fragments, and had a higher percentaggpivélization and spelling errors.
One interesting finding they noted was that chitdneth disabilities produced more
words per sentence. While at first glance this seeounter-intuitive, Houck and
Billingsley suspect that this finding might be doehe likelihood that students with LD
wrote more run-on sentences. They also found tiemetwere no overall group
differences between normally achieving studentsstindents with LD in the number of
t-units and mean morphemes per t-unit. This findsngligned with findings from other
studies that have suggested that t-units weremeffactive measure of overall writing

development (Stewart & Grobe, 1979, Nelson, 2011).
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One explanation for the finding that children watisabilities often struggle with
written production could be related to deficitdetter and word level aspects of writing
such as handwriting accuracy, legibility and spgll{Graham & Weintraub, 1996).
Students with challenges in these areas of trgytgumi may avoid writing words they
don’t know how to spell, or write less than theyghtibe able to express orally in order
to shorten the writing process (Olinghouse & Sageém 2010). De La Paz and Graham
(1995) and McCutchen (1996) also suggest that hawimttend to conventions such as
spelling can cause novice writers to forget thaé@ais or plans for writing. As such,
students may only choose to include words they khow to spell. This can often result
in writing with less diverse vocabulary and vocaylthat is below the writer’'s grade
level (Olinghouse & Santangelo, 2010). Poor spglimparticular can cause a reader to
perceive a students’ writing to be poor qualityaeetiess of its content (Chase, 1986).

Students with LD often have more grammatical ersoich as incorrect use of
verb tenses and articles at the sentence levett(&at'indsor, 2000). Olinghouse and
Santangelo (2010) suggest that limited prior kndgteregarding sentence conventions
(e.q., correct word order and subject-verb agre¢noam hinder the ability to write
complex sentences. Perhaps as a result of mahegsé difficulties, struggling writers’
compositions may primarily contain simple or refredi sentence structures (Olinghouse
& Santangelo, 2010).

Planning and organizing lengthier more complexdéxt@nother common
challenge for novices, and in particular, for studevith LD. According to Hayes and
his colleagues (Hayes & Flower, 1987; Hayes, 200@)ning involves: (a) formulating,

prioritizing, and modifying goals and subgoals tloli@ess task and genre demands, and
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perceived audience needs, (b) generating ideaqcasdlecting and organizing content
for meeting established goals. Moreover, novicgengiand students with LD often start
to write immediately after an assignment has beesngand generate text in an
associative manner (Donovan, 2001). As they wyibeing and struggling writers often
overlook considerations for text organization, dnietal structures, genre and audience,
as novices place a primary focus on the demantteedfanscription process (Bereiter &
Scardamlia, 1987; Graham, 1990; McCutchen, 198)gBouse and Santangelo (2010)
suggest that novice and struggling writers freqgygaroduce texts in the form of one
long paragraph for every composition. Alternativehey may write multiple paragraphs
that lack coherence and organization and jump tagric to topic. In addition,
Olinghouse and Santangelo suggest that struggliiigrey may not be able to change the
structure of their writing depending on the expddtxt genre.

Implications for the current studyln essence, there are a number of barriers that
can impede a student with LD’s ability to writeexffively. Challenges with the writing
process including planning and text transcriptib@ppear to be more difficult and they
may be particularly vulnerable to these obstaclestd limitations in some of the
underlying cognitive processes that are necessamffective writing.

It seems reasonable to believe that informatioruabognitive processing writing
theories and information about how novice and gfling writers should be used to
inform the design and interpretation of writing@ssments. More specifically, it would
be helpful if writing assessments were designa@veal the absence or presence of
surface level (e.qg., transcription) difficultiestagher level (e.g., planning) problems in

students, particularly at the elementary schoatllewWhis may, in turn, allow for the
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identification of struggling writers for the purpssof intervention. Nevertheless, while
identifying struggling writers is an important gadlassessment, assessments can also be
used to find students eligible or ineligible foespl education services. As such, a
concerted effort should be made to create validssssents that eliminate all factors that
may be potentially biasing the assessments agstud¢nts who may simply struggle
with transcription or in level of prior knowledgéhe elimination of potential bias will
ensure that the assessment is an authentic repagserof a student’s overall writing
ability, and not simply their performance on hanitiwg or their performance in a
specific context that would not generalize giventhaer topic or task environment.
Students who are English language learner3he intersection of writing and
second language literacy presents a unique challengtudents who are EL (Strickland
& Alvermann, 2004). As identified by the work of 8a(1921), language is a cultural
construct or artifact. As such, students’ cultlnatkground is likely to have a significant
effect on the use of language both in oral andteriformats. Second, students’ ability to
engage in more complex language structures andatsris related to social background
and language proficiency (Loban, 1976). This iBria with Scarcella’s (2003) findings
that suggest that while in recent years teachers imaproved their ability to teach skill-
based literacy components to students who are Bhyrstudents’ literacy problems
revolve more around a failure to acquire knowledfyacademic English rather than their
ability to perform discrete literacy skills suchg®elling and simple sentence writing.
She contends that as students move into the uppees) increased attention on the
distinctions between conversational and academgtiginmust be made to provide

students better access to the curriculum. Givesetfiadings, it is no surprise that
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language background has the potential to signifigaiffect students’ performance in
writing.

According to Hooper and Enright (2011) much of tegearch on the writing of
students who are EL has focused on either the eatliteracy or the transition of these
students from high school to higher education. Kéedess, research on students who
are EL is sparse and very little is known about tiogir writing develops, particularly at
the elementary level. What is known from the resganowever, is that students who are
EL are vulnerable to school failure relative toitimative-English speaking peers
(Strickland & Alvermann, 2004).

Crosson, Matsumura, Correnti, and Arlotta-Guer(@12) suggest that much of
the difficulty that students who are EL have withglish-language writing tasks is due to
“lack of familiarity with the lexical, grammaticahnd discursive features that are
associated with academic language” (p. 470). Ouienlying premise that exists in
learning English as a second language is thatlfingijuage (L1) competencies transfer to
similarly cognitively demanding tasks in the sectartuage (L2; Cummins, 1979).
Furthermore, scholars (e.g., Colombi & Schleppég?l02; Scarcell, 2002;
Schleppergrell, 2004) and practitioners alike (@.€achers of English to Speakers of
Other Languages [TESOL] 2009) have asserted thmpetency in L1 has the potential
to contribute to the development of competencyan L

Crosson et al. (2012) explored this phenomenohéir study of 4 and %'-grade
writers in Spanish-English bilingual classroomshia Southwest. Over the course of a
two-year period, the researchers collected 224ngreaamples or 4 samples for each

writing task assigned from 12 different schoolse¥ fiound that the quality of the writing
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tasks assigned to students who are EL was genefdtyyv cognitive demand involving
tasks such as surface-level summaries or recdtaggnented information from reading
assignments. They concluded that students werly i@sked to use features of academic
language when writing in English or their nativadaage. This was in-line with the
findings of Colombi and Roca (2003) who found thettool systems rarely give students
the opportunity to develop advanced levels in thative language, which would
theoretically support their ability to write morfextively in the language demanded by
their school.

Crosson et al. (2012) also found that the cogndiemand of tasks was a
significant predictor of students’ use of featusash as academic vocabulary, embedded
clauses, temporal and causal connectives, andfaseasiety of connectives. In
particular, Crosson et al. found that low-cognittleamand tasks yielded writing samples
with little to no evidence of the lexical and graatmal features of academic vocabulary.
Instead, these types of writing tasks producedsevriproducts that contained basic and
nonspecific word choice, and incomplete sentericesddition, they found that cognitive
demand of the task also predicted the overall guafistudents’ writing.

In a qualitative study of grade 3-5 students wieHlr's writing, Brisk (2012)
examined the relationship between students’ unaledstg of first, second and third
person grammatical markers and their ability taevim multiple genres. She found that
students made successful attempts to write in plalgenres, but there use of incorrect
grammatical person in certain genre contexts intddta lack of understanding of
academic English. For example, Brisk found thatas common for students who are EL

to use the pronowvein all the genres where American academic wrigrgects the
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first person singular (e.g., narrative writing) fbe narrator of the text. In addition, she
noted that many students who are EL have only arging understanding of a
connection to a particular audience for a particgenre. For example, in academic
writing, frequently students are expected to wintéhe third person to establish distance
from the audience and place emphasis on the tBpgk noted that many students who
are EL inappropriately udeandyouin more formal expository texts due to their
misunderstanding of genre and audience.

While these findings are significant, Brisk (20B2)d Crosson et al.’s (2012)
studies represent two of the few studies that fipally examine the development of
writers who are EL at the elementary level. Atheldle-school level, students who are
EL have been shown to struggle with grammaticalfes of writing such as the
appropriate use of past tenses, prepositions, eswhd-person pronouns (Reynolds,
2005). In addition, in another study of middle sahwriters, students who are EL were
found to write shorter texts when writing in thegcond language (Stevenson, Schoonen,
& de Glopper, 2006). These findings at the midudieool level broadly support the work
of Crosson et al. in that they reinforce the notiwat learning a new language has a
significant effect on students’ writing performannehe target/transfer language.

Implications for current study.There are multiple implications for writing
assessment given this literature on the effecsgobnd language development on
writing. First, it is clear that if a student hasited knowledge and understanding of the
cultural expectations of academic language, théitgud their writing may be negatively
affected. This limited understanding of academiglih suggests that measures that

examine factors such as syntax, vocabulary, and weage would be useful to isolate
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potential areas for instruction. Second, Crossai.€2012) suggest that the cognitive
demands of the writing task (high vs. low) can @asignificant role in students’ writing
performance both in overall writing output andheit use of appropriate grammatical
structures. It holds then that an effort shouldriaele to present tasks that are sufficiently
cognitively demanding, but that do not overwhelm Writer who is learning a second
language with topics and tasks that are unfamiliar.

A final consideration with respect to writing asse&nt and instruction for
students who are EL comes from Hyland (2003). Hgyests that in order for students to
gain a better understanding of how to write effesdti in their second language, they
require not only direct instruction in featuresaofting such as grammar, spelling, and
composition, they also benefit from direct instroctin genres that are constructed
directly from the social context. Therefore, ineasse, by focusing assessment on the
writing development of students across genresjtarally contextualized view of
writing may be forwarded that would significantlgriefit students who are EL.

Writing Assessment Forms

Another important aspect of writing assessmertiesmanner by which one can
solicit students’ writing. There have been a nundiatifferent studies, literature
reviews, and position papers that have suggesstd/éniability in the way that writing is
solicited from students can have a significant iotj@a their writing output and in turn
the evaluation of their abilities. In particulaesearch has suggested that factors of
writing prompt such as the task and topic may lavenpact the types of scores given

by raters (Hoetker, 1982).
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In Huot’s (1990) literature review on concerns @nelvailing trends on direct
writing assessments, he highlights many of theeisshat researchers and educators have
determined are still important in writing assessiteday. His primary foci include the
following components of the writing prompt condrtiqgyenre mode, rhetorical
specification (e.g.. audience), and the wording stnacture of the writing prompt itself.
Huot reviews a number of studies that are of irsteirerelationship to the above topics,
which are synthesized in the following sections.

Another area of concern with respect to the formvating assessments is the
relationship between the topic of the prompt ardvhiters’ prior knowledge. To
explore the relationship between writing prompti¢s@and prior knowledge | present a
literature review by Dochy, Segers, and Buehl (3291 a position paper by Myhill
(2005).

Prompt conditions. Within the broader theoretical framework of Cogreti
Process Theory (Hayes, 1996; 2000), elements oktitien assignment including both
content and discourse goals can have a signifiogmdct on children’s writing
performance. Elements of the prompting conditiaat thay influence content and
discourse goals can include the genre mode, rleat@pecifications, and the wording
and structure of the prompt itself.

Genre modeHuot (1990) reviewed five studies that specificakamined the
role of genre or discourse mode on the writing grenfance of secondary and post-
secondary writers. Of the five studies he reviewleke of the studies found syntactical

differences (Crowhurst, 1980; Nold & Freedman, 13 Rosen, 1969) between
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students’ writing in various genres, and one stiadyd differences in number of T-units
and overall length (Rosen, 1969).

In Quellmalz, Capel, and Chou’s (1982) study df ahd 13-grade students, the
researchers examined the effects of genre on raeneeptions of writing quality.
Students were asked to write a narrative and et@ggsiesponse and were evaluated
using five different criteria: general impressiégus, organization, support, and
mechanics. Quellmalz et al., found that the leeélserformance varied based on the
different genre modes. As a result, they warnetldacators should be hesitant to judge
a student’s writing ability based on one writingngde in a single genre or form.

Rhetorical specificationAccording to Huot (1990), rhetorical specificatieffiect
refers to the relationship between a specifiedenad or writing purpose in a writing
prompt and the quality of scores given by rateris literature review on rhetorical
specification, Huot identifies six studies that kexe this topic (Brossell, 1983; Hult,
1987, Leu, Keech, Murphy & Kinzer, 1982; McAndrel®82; Puma, 1986; and Redd-
Boyd & Slater, 1989). It is important to note tladltstudies focused on secondary and
post-secondary students.

For example, Brosell (1983) found that when compathree levels of rhetorical
specification (low, moderate, and high), highly-gfied writing prompts with elaborated
audience and writing purpose goals yielded loweameeores on writing quality and
shortest mean length of essays relative to thealmdvmedium specificity prompts. In
contrast, Brosell found that moderately specifiedimg prompts yielded the highest
mean quality scores and longest mean length wheapaced to the low and highly

specified prompting conditions. He theorized thahay be possible that within a timed
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testing situation, writing prompts that were higepecified may have been too
demanding, but that some specificity on the wrifingpose and audience may be
beneficial for writers.

Puma (1986), explored the effect of audience spatibn differently. In his
study, Puma examined the effect of audience intynaa@ writer’s sense of distance
from the audience (peer vs. superior), on theissghent writing quality. A finding of
note in this study was that Puma found an invezksionship between a writer's sense of
intimacy to their writing quality. More specificgl/lPuma found that the closer a writer
felt to their audience (i.e. a peer rather thaopesor) the more likely their writing
would resemble spoken discourse, which yielded groguality essays.

Findings from these six studies were mixed. Ofstuelies Huot reviewed, four of
the studies did not find significant differenceghe quality ratings of essays based on
varying levels of rhetorical specification (Hul987; Leu et al., 1982; McAndrew, 1982;
and Redd-Boyd & Slater, 1989). For the two stueigh findings indicating differences
in quality ratings relative to rhetorical speciticas, the results were difficult to
interpret.

Wording and structure of promptAnother area that Huot (1990) explored in his
literature review was studies that examined thectfdf the wording and structure of the
prompt on students’ writing quality. Based on lagiew, Huot concluded that while
structure, wording, and the presentation of wrifpingmpts can at times have an effect on
students’ writing, the nature of this effect wall ahclear. He cites four studies that
support this conclusion. It is important to ndtewever, that none of these studies

examined the writing of elementary aged students.
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Three of the studies found no statistically sigrfit differences in writing quality
ratings based on variations in the wording andcstine of the prompt (Brosell & Ash,
1984; Greenberg, 1981; and Hoetker & Brosell, 1988jiations in the wording and
structure of the prompt included combinations saglfa) personal questions and
commands versus neutral questions and commandsg|B&Ash, 1984); (b) varying
levels of writing demand based on the level ofcttrite requirements (low vs. high) in
the writing prompt and the level of personal exgece (low vs. high) required to
respond to the prompt (Greenber, 1981); and (ggved vs. impersonal prompts paired
with a brief or extensive wording of the promptateld to paragraph length, voice,
purpose, and audience (Hoetker & Brosell, 1989).

One study that did report differences in the eftéatarying wording and
structures of prompts was Smith et al.’s (1985)kw@o examine the effects of wording
and structure of prompts, these researchers pezbkstitdents with three different
prompting conditions: (a) writing a response tamaen ended prompt, (b) reading and
writing a response to one text, and (c) readingvamiihg a response to three texts.
Another variable of interest in this study was ldwee| of the writers’ ability (basic=low,
general=average, and advanced). When examinirgfakdents’ writing quality under all
three conditions, the advanced writers consistenitperformed the general and basic
writers particularly with respect to the open-endt&dcture condition. It was interesting
to note, however, that in the one-text responsie tmmdition, general and basic students
were closer in their writing quality performancedadvanced writers were only slightly
superior to basic writers. Furthermore, in the mpldttest response structure, general and

advanced writers performed significantly bettemtbasic writers. Smith et al concluded
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that the wording and structures of prompts may ltafferential effects for varying
levels of writing ability.

Implications for current studyHuot’s (1990) literature review highlights many
key issues to consider when designing writing aseests. Of particular interest is how
variations in the writing assessment prompting doordcan affect the task environment
or overall demands for the writer. In Hayes’ (1988)ised Cognitive Process Theory of
writing, task environment plays a significant raighe writer’'s output. More
specifically, Hayes notes that factors such asesgd specification, texts read while
writing, and the genre mode have an explicit limkext production. The findings from
Huot's literature review supports Hayes’ theordtfcamework particularly with respect
to the potential effect of genre, audience spedifon and texts read while writing. First,
based on Huot's review, it is clear that genre muakean impact on secondary and post-
secondary writers’ syntax and length (Rosen, 19689)ell as quality ratings (Quellmalz
et al., 1982). In addition, it appears that moddyaspecified audience and structure goals
have the potential to increase writing quality tigkto more open-ended prompting
conditions (Brosell, 1983, and Smith et al, 198&ixrthermore, writing prompts that
specify a superior as opposed to peer audienceyialyhigher quality essays (Puma,
1986). It is important to note, however, that toacim specificity with respect to audience
and purpose in the writing prompt can have a negatfect on writing quality (Brosell,
1983). In addition, tasks that require a respoasauiltiple texts may disadvantage basic
writers relative to general and advanced writersenso than in open-ended and single-

text response writing tasks (Smith et al., 1985).
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This last finding with respect to open versus npldtitext response requirements
is of particular importance given that the curretoidy is situated within the new PARCC
assessment context. In this new standardized gestintext, elementary students will be
transitioning away from the open-ended prompth®response to text prompt condition.
Huot's literature review focused on studies thatraied the writing of secondary and
post-secondary writers. While these studies progrééminary evidence on how writing
prompts might differentially affect basic, genemad advanced writers at the secondary
and post-secondary levels, less is known on hotingrprompts may affect elementary
writers. Furthermore no studies exist to date ¢basider the effect of providing the read
aloud accommodation to writers in a text respomeenpt condition.

Prior Knowledge. In Dochy, Segers, and Buehl's (1999) literaturaeevof the
relation between assessment practices, prior krimeleand writing outcomes, they
begin by presenting an operational definition abpknowledge. They note that various
terms for prior knowledge are often used intercleabdy such as experiential knowledge,
background knowledge, and personal knowledge. l&r purposes, these authors use
Dochy’s (1994) definition of prior knowledge whiafcludes “the whole of a person’s
actual knowledge that: (a) is available beforersage learning task, (b) is structured in
schemata, (c) is declarative and procedural, (dary explicit and partly tacit, and (e) is
dynamic in nature” (p. 4699).

Dochy et al.’s (1999) review is divided into twections. The first section focuses
on research related to assessment of prior knowledthe methods used to assess prior
knowledge. They identify six categories for assggprior knowledge: (a) multiple-

choice tests (e.g., Chiang & Dunkel, 1992), (b)ropeestions / cloze tests / completion
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tests, (c) association tests, (d) recognition t@sts, Chiesi, Spilich, & Voss, 1979;
Hasselhorn & Korkel, 1986) / matching tests, (egfrecall (e.g., Lambiotte &
Dansereau, 1992; Sanbonmatsu, Sansone, & Kardgk), Bhd (f) experimenter
judgment (Heit, 1994) and self-estimation (i.e. ilaanty ratings; Afflerbach, 1986).
The second section of the review focuses on trezedf prior knowledge on
performance. It is important to note that the priyrfacus of Dochy et al.’s review was to
examine the effect of prior knowledge on perforneagenerally. Of the 183 empirical
studies they reviewed, none of the studies usetthgrability as the performance or
outcome variable. Instead, performance variablpgsajly included: (a) reading
comprehension tasks (e.g., Afflerbach, 1986, 189Mtton & Tesser, 1982; and
Johnston & Pearson, 1982, Matthews, 1982), (b¢emmal knowledge (e.g., Brynes &
Guthrie, 1992) , (c) memory (e.g., Chiang & DunKkel92; Clifton & Slowiaczek, 1981;
Willoughby, Walker, Wood & MacKinnon, 1993; Willobgy, Wood, & Kahn, 1994),
and (d) content knowledge (e.g., Lavore, 1989addition, the majority of the studies
reviewed focused on secondary and post-secondadgras with one study examining
the work of 4-grade readers and in one study examining the wb8-grade readers.
Dochy et al.’s (1999) review is useful in thapiesents a broad conceptualization
of the role that prior knowledge can have on leagrand academic performance. The
researchers arrived at four primary conclusionstAhere is a strong relationship
between prior knowledge and performance. Dochy. etoded that 91.5% of the studies
reviewed reported positive effects of prior knovgean performance and that prior
knowledge generally explained between 30-60% of¥/#reance in performance. Second,

other learning variables related to prior knowledge essential to performance such as
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interest and the learners’ personal beliefs. Thivd,method of assessment influences the
observed effect of prior knowledge on performamdere specifically, these researchers
noted that the positive effect of prior knowledgeriost apparent when objective
methods such as multiple-choice tests and clozetsed are employed. Other methods
such as self-assessment and self-estimation aredisble. Finally, flawed assessment
methods such as familiarity ratings, self-estinratend matching tests of prior
knowledge can still yield informative results. Fexample, they noted that some studies
that used flawed assessment methods of prior krigelshowed other interesting
implications such as that having no prior knowledgey be more beneficial than flawed
prior knowledge (Schiefele, 1990; Lipson, 1982; iC€aves & Howes, 1981,
Alvermann, Smith, and Readance; 1985; Marshall518&uman, 1989) and that when
subjects have little or no prior knowledge tharigst of the topic may play a greater
role (Alexander et al., 1990; Garner & Gillinghah992).

While the studies in Dochy et al's (1999) revien dot use writing ability as the
outcome variable for evaluating the effect of pkapowledge on students’ performance,
the intersection of the findings from Dochy et aksiew with Myhill's (2005) position
paper provide some interesting insights into thempioal role that prior knowledge may
play in writing performance. In Myhill’s (2005) pitisn paper on the impact of prior
knowledge on written genres produced in examinagttings, she presents the view that
children “whose home background has sociocultugaigpared them for production of
written genres are advantaged over those withréifitecultural and meaning-making

resources available to them” (p.289). Moreover, Myontends that the task demands in
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examination questions frequently fail to acknowlketgw prior knowledge might impact
student responses to the question.

In her paper, Myhill (2005) primarily cites datarn a study which analyzed
children’s writing produced for examination purpese England. In the English context,
examination items typically provide students witbmpts that identify a purpose, an
audience, and a form of writing that may simulatea-life situation (e.g., imagine that
you are a reporter for a local newspaper). In bermmsary of student responses, she noted
that children’s prior knowledge of narrative apmehto be stronger than their expository
text knowledge, and as a result, many studentstesl/éo writing narrative essays in
response to expository prompts. In a similar examdiyhill illustrates how children
prompted to write a radio advertisement insteadvdngon their knowledge of print and
television advertisements. She argued that thelignsaent of children’s prior
knowledge and the discourse goals of a radio adeenent where brevity and voice are
prioritized led to writing samples that were oveglgborate and detailed.

Implications for current studyMyhill's (2005) article presents preliminary
evidence to suggest that children’s prior knowledgeenre may have an influence on
the quality of their writing output. Unfortunatelgther features of prior knowledge
highlighted in Dochy et al's (1999) review suchcasitent knowledge are not discussed
within the writing context in Myhill's position reew. Nevertheless, Dochy et al. (1999)
and Myhill (2005) make a strong case to suggestaheiter’'s prior knowledge may
have a significant impact on their performance.

For the purposes of the current study, Dochy atidagues’s review presents a

foundation for considering how to assess prior Kedge and how these forms of
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assessment may differentially affect performandeaues. More specifically, Dochy et
al. noted that objective measures of prior knowde@gg., multiple choice tests) were
more reliable predictors of performance outcomas ftawed procedures such as student
self-assessment.

Additional considerations highlighted by Dochy et(4999) include the potential
role that student interest in, and student’s miseptions around the topic can play in
their performance. Namely, higher interest levels mitigate difficulties associated with
having low levels of content knowledge on a togidditionally, student’s
misconceptions and misunderstandings of a topidheae the potential to negatively
impact their performance. While Dochy et al.’s eavidid not specifically examine
students’ writing performance; it holds that ifereésts and misconceptions on a topic can
have an effect in reading and content area subjiestsould also hold for writing as well.

Therefore when designing writing assessments @mnehtary aged children, it
may be beneficial to evaluate students’ prior kremgle on the topic and the genre they
are being asked to produce in writing assessmErtduations of student’s prior
knowledge should allow researchers to determidédférences in levels of prior
knowledge may be having an effect on students’alerriting performance.

Summary

This overview on critical issues in writing assasst presents a broad
conceptualization of three areas of interest: (@jivg assessment measures, (b) writing
assessment purposes, and (c) writing assessmaerg.f&ach topic provides insight

relevant to issues in the current study’s largeitext and rationale. This study seeks to
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examine the effect of prompt condition and genrelementary aged students from
culturally, linguistically, socially, and academligadiverse backgrounds.

The section that reviewed writing assessment mmesasllustrated the importance
of using various procedures for evaluating stuaerk including both overall quality
indicators and sentence level skills. For examgt@]ytic rubrics should be used to
identify strengths and weaknesses in specific tutatures of writing such as content,
organization, and style. In addition, Huot’s (19€ayling that raters using writing
quality rubrics tend to focus on features of wigtsuch as content and organization
above word and sentence level features such asameshand grammar is important to
note. Given the potential for raters to overloodsth equally important features of
writing, additional CBM measures such as total wandnt and correct word sequence
will likely be useful in obtaining a comprehensiiew of elementary children’s writing
development.

In order to effectively analyze and apply the abomeasures of writing, a key
consideration must be the overall purpose of thesessments. Olinghouse and
Santangelo (2010), and Gebhard and Harman (2014 tinat standardized tests are often
used for identifying at-risk writers, and in padi@r students with LD and students who
are EL. Towards that end, a critical understandihigow these potentially marginalized
populations write is necessary in order to acciyam¢erpret and contextualize findings.
Features of writing for students with LD and studemho are EL that should be
highlighted include challenges with transcriptidills such as spelling and handwriting,
and challenges with task environment factors ssdh@ prompt and prior knowledge.

An attempt should be made when designing writirggasments to moderate the potential
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effect of transcription and the task environmenthed students with LD and students
who are EL are not unfairly disadvantaged overtpeneral education peers.

One way to mitigate or conversely amplify the effeicorompt and prior
knowledge is through the form of the assessmesift.ifSactors such as genre mode,
rhetorical specification, and wording and structoiréhe prompt have been proven to
have a significant impact on students’ writing pemiance at the secondary and post-
secondary level (Huot, 1990). In particular, Humirid that moderately specified
audience and structure goals have the potentiattease writing quality relative to
more open-ended prompting conditions (Brosell, 1988 Smith et al, 1985), while
writing prompts that had too much specificity witspect to audience and purpose can
have a negative effect on writing quality (Bros&B83). Another important
consideration Huot uncovered was that tasks tloptine a response to multiple texts may
disadvantage basic writers relative to generalahdnced writers more so than in open-
ended and single-text response writing tasks (Seti#ll., 1985). Furthermore, writing
prompts that specify a superior as opposed to gstience may yield higher quality
essays (Puma, 1986).

Another consideration is the potential effect abpknowledge particularly with
respect to content and genre knowledge as higkligint Dochy et al’s (1999) review and
Myhill’s (2005) position paper. Key points for cadsration here are the role that prior
knowledge of content can play on students’ acad@eaiformance. More specifically,
higher levels of content knowledge are associatéu migher levels of performance in
areas such as reading (Dochy et al., 1999). Intiaddit appears that middle school

writers may be negatively affected by a lack obpknowledge on expository genres
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relative to narrative genres (Myhill, 2005). Givire above findings with respect to
prompt conditions and prior knowledge effects gaittrly for content and genre at the
secondary and post-secondary level, it would kerésting to see if these same prompt
and prior knowledge effects held at the elemenitargl.

The content outlined in this section’s overviewanitical issues in writing
assessment will be used to situate the goals afutrent study within the broader
context of writing assessment research generalingthe above information, the
empirical content and methodological review of tthapter have been narrowed to three
specific areas related to writing assessment rels¢hat are most relevant to elementary
aged writers: (a) the effect of prior knowledge, tfie effect of prompt condition, and (c)
the effect of genre.

Empirical Content and Methodological Review
Methods and Search Procedures

| conducted an automated database cross searcluocdfion Research Complete
(EBSCO), Educational Resources Information Ce#&IC), JSTOR, PsycINFO, and
the Social Sciences Index for studies related tongrin multiple genres at the
elementary level, task environment, prior knowledgel students who are EL and
students with LD. Descriptors used weanet*, elem*, prompt, genre, prior knowledge,
task environment, and prompting conditidimis yielded 55 articles. | then conducted an
ancestral search to locate additional studies aité¢lde reference lists obtained from the
database search. This yielded an additional thitexes for a total of 58. These included
literature reviews, dissertation abstracts, qualtadescriptive, correlational,

experimental and non-experimental studies.
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From this body of work, my focus for inclusion img review was based on
several criteria. First, | limited selection todies that had been published in a refereed
journal. While it is commonly accepted that papbeg have been vetted through a peer-
reviewed process are considered more credibleaTi®99) added a caveat that most
published studies “do not fulfill the accepted centtons of methodological rigor” (p.
31). Thus, further evaluation of published workéeded.

Second, only studies that employed quantitativdyaisawith independent
variables related to elementary grade levels coetbwith each of the following focus
areas were included: (a) prior knowledge, (b) proagmditions, and (c) genre. | did not
include studies that were qualitative or descrgtivnature. Due to the limited number
of studies on children’s writing development at gementary level, | did not exclude
studies based on the date of publication. Thiglgelten studies that fell into three
primary categories: (a) effects of prior knowled@®,effects of prompt condition, and
(c) effects of genre. | present a content matrigaxth study by these focus areas in
Appendix A.

It is important to note why it seemed best to sagastudies that specifically
targeted the effect of prior knowledge, which imtgs topic knowledge and genre
knowledge from studies that solely focused on ffeceof genre. My decision to create
these two separate categories was based on thidacurrent research has explored the
effect of genre on elementary children’s writingtbas a function of prior knowledge
and as a topic of potential developmental diffeesnwithin and across genres. No studies
to date have considered children’s prior knowledge performance in multiple genres

simultaneously. Furthermore, no studies have sanalusly examined the potential
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interaction of prior knowledge of topic and genmgth the prompt condition. This gap in
the extant research is ultimately what providesr#ti®nale for the current study.

In addition to a content review, | also conductedethodological review of these
studies. According to Shadish, Cook and Campb8022, validity refers to the extent to
which we can accept an inference to be true oecblrased on evidence presented from
a study. The extent to which researchers contrdtiethreats to validity influences the
reliability and generalizability of their resultadhclaims. | therefore evaluated the ten
empirical studies in my review for: (a) internaliddy; (b) construct validity; (c)
statistical conclusion validity; and (d) externalidity. After an initial review of
thellstudies, | chose to focus on 10 of the 3ditglthreats highlighted by Shadish et al.
(2002). The majority of the studies in this reviesre correlational and quasi-
experimental. | selected these ten categorieslafityacriteria based on their relevance
to this body of research. | operationally defiaeleof the validity threats in Appendix B
and provide a summary of methodological strengtitsveeaknesses by threat and study
in Appendix C.

Results from the content and methodological review

In the sections below, | will review these ten stsdvhere the focus of
assessment is on identifying students’ performamegiting based on factors such as
prior knowledge, prompt condition and genre. Oftire studies reviewed, four of the
studies placed primary emphasis on the effectiof gnowledge, three focused on the
effects of prompt condition, and three examinedetfiects of genre on students’ writing

performance Within each of these studies, partitgpaary across elementary grade
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levels and learner characteristics (e.g., EL andstddus). In addition, the types of genres
used as the focus of assessment vary as well.

After presenting a review of both the content aredhadological strengths and
limitations of these studies’ designs, | will bhesynthesize what researchers know
about the writing of typically developing elementatudents, students with LD and
students who are EL. More specifically, | will sumnze the role that prior knowledge,
prompt condition, and genre plays in students’ aNevriting performance. | will also
suggest ways in which assessments can be improuaetter isolate the factors that may
be contributing to students’ differential perfornsarboth across and within the genres
they are most frequently asked to produce in eléangischool.

Effect of prior knowledge. In this portion of the literature review, | use a
definition of prior knowledge that combines Dochy1994) definition described in the
previous section of this chapter with elements afét’ (1996) cognitive process theory
model. Here, prior knowledge refers to the studerastent or topic, and discourse
knowledge (including genre purpose and rhetorittattures) available to them before
the writing task. Of the ten studies reviewed, folithe studies examined the effect of
prior knowledge on the quality of students’ writipgrformance.

One of the earliest studies to examine the effetamc prior knowledge on the
guality of students’ written responses was DeGsoff987) study of 40 fourth grade
students. Students were given a 49-item short arnsseof baseball knowledge used in
two previous studies (Mosenthal, 1984; Mosenthal.etLl985). Of the 95 original
students in the sample, 20 (17 boys and threg gidse identified as high knowledge

students and 20 (15 girls and five boys) were ifledtas low knowledge students. In
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addition to the prior knowledge assessment, chldvere administered the
Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, 1981 (CTB&E TTBS examined students’ total
language, mechanics and expression scores. Ndisagmirelationship was found
between baseball knowledge and children’s CTBSescdrhis was done to ensure that
students’ writing would reflect their baseball kdedge rather than their writing ability.

Students were then asked to write stories aboasaldall game. Stories were
scored and analyzed using Voss, Vesonder, andi3p(it980) baseball grammar for
information about the goals of a baseball game.m#GL987) found that students with
higher prior knowledge on baseball included moral gelated information while
students with lower prior knowledge included mooa+goal related information. In
addition, high knowledge students’ wrote longeicpeof writing that were more
syntactically complex as measured y mean T-undtlerelative to their low knowledge
peers. Another measure of quality used by the reBees was a 4-point holistic score
(1=very poor, 4=very good). These scores were geeeby the %-grade students; in
this study, high knowledge writers were more s@tsWvith their work than low
knowledge writers.

This study represents one of the earliest atteatpssessing the effect of topic
prior knowledge on elementary writers’ compositiocBgengths of this study included
the use of the CTBS score to control for factoxshsas students’ individual writing
abilities above and beyond their prior knowledgdlmtopic of baseball. In addition, the
use of holistic, analytic (in the form of baselmmthmmar content), and sentence level
(syntactic measure of mean t-unit length) writingasures strengthens the study’s

overall construct validity. Nevertheless, the laflcontrol for gender and other
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individual factors introduces both selection biad generalizability threats into the
study. Furthermore, by using students’ self-ratiogghe holistic measures, statistical
conclusion validity threats are not controlled doe to the unreliability of this type of
self-assessment measurement.

Another area of prior knowledge that can have aisagnt effect on students’
writing performance is their prior knowledge on tgenre of the composition. Genre
refers to the different modes of discourse thaehadistinctive style, form or content
(Kamberlis, 1999). The remaining three studiedis section focus on the effect of genre
or discourse knowledge on students’ performan@xpository and narrative genres.

Englert, Raphael, Fear, and Anderson’s (1988) stxdynined the role that
students’ metacognitive knowledge of expositorytiwg played in 30, 4 and %-grade
students’ writing. Students were randomly seleétexh a pool of 260 students in th8 4
and %'-grades using a stratified random sampling proeetiuselect 10 students with
LD, plus 10 high-achieving and 10 low-achievingdemts. Achievement levels were
based on students’ performance on the Stanforde&ement Test. To measure students’
metacognitive knowledge about the writing process $tudents’ knowledge of
planning, editing, revising, and text organizatiaesearchers conducted interviews using
three vignettes centered on the writing problenthiefe hypothetical children where
students were asked to give these children advideow to write in each of four genres:
(a) informational reports, (b) compare/contrastefplanation, and (d) problem and
solution. Interview responses were ranked as mgddium, low, and no knowledge (3-0

points).
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Students were then asked to write an explanatidrcampare/contrast
compositions in a counterbalanced design. Thesgygsgere scored using a primary trait
score based on the extent to which the compogitietthe required organizational and
text structures. For the explanation essays, tivere four primary trait categories worth
a total of 12 points and for the compare/contrasag there were five categories worth
15 points. In addition to the primary trait anatytubric, essays were scored using a
holistic score from 0-3 points based on the detyeehich the paper was interesting and
effectively communicated (Englert et al., 1988).

Englert et al., (1988) found that students with\WwBre less aware than high-
achieving students on the metacognitive procesxpdsitory writing. Furthermore, there
was a strong positive relationship between studemisng performance and
metacognitive strategies of organization, genegadimd monitoring expository writing.
There were also strong positive correlations betvike quality of students’ writing and
their awareness of writing strategies and whatélsearchers described as the students’
internal awareness of when a paper was finishedwyd

Strengths of this study included the random selaatif participants, the counter-
balancing of the explanation and compare/contrastes, and the use of multiple text
level measures of writing. Limitations of this syudcluded a lack of sentence-level
measures to represent the full spectrum of thetnotf writing and the unreliability of
the analytic primary trait measures that diffenegoints across the two genres of writing
making them more difficult to compare. Neverthel¢ks study represents one of the

few studies that addresses the unique effect tiat knowledge can have on students
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with LD, although it did not address the potengitiécts of task environment on students
who are EL.

In contrast, Lee, Penfield, and Buxton’s (2011fgtspecifically examined the
effect of prior knowledge or schema on the writgiggtudents who are EL. This study
was part of a larger five-year intervention stuidgttfocused on English language
development or English for speakers of other laggeagdESOL) in a science curriculum.
The goal of the intervention was to teach studesis are EL science content with a
focus on literacy strategies. Pre and post-tesingrsamples were collected for
informational reports on the water cycle and stislerere asked to write in either
English or their native language. These essays thiereused to evaluate the relationship
between students’ knowledge of writing form andteanrelative to their EL
background.

The research took place in a large urban schotldisver a three-year period in
3 grade classrooms. There were 638, 661, and 6Ti6ipants in each of the three years
respectively. Participants were evenly divided byder and were predominantly
Hispanic (46.4%-50.5%) and African American (45.9%8%) with approximately 1%
of students with disabilities in each of the thyears. Students were additionally
categorized based on their EL status in each ofhttee years with the least English
proficient students representing 13.5% to 15% efgbpulation, the moderately
proficient students representing 38.7% to 53.3%efpopulation, and the proficient to
native English speaking students representing 33a244.7% of the sample population

across each of the three years of the study.
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All student essays were scored with a form (coneest organization,
style/voice) and content (specific knowledge andarstanding of science) rubric. Inter-
rater agreement was established at 90%. Only d somaber of students wrote in their
home language of either Spanish or Haitian Crewahéch were scored by research
personnel that were fluent in these languageseLak (2011) used hierarchical linear
modeling. Analyses were conducted on 2,020 stutlessslys. Approximately 37% of
students were omitted from the sample becausewkey either missing a pre- or
posttest. Omitted students had similar demograydni@bles for gender, ethnicity and EL
status. The results indicated that there was afignt relationship between writing form
and content and that this relationship was strofggehe post-test. Furthermore, this
relationship was stronger for students who werebtotThe researchers suggested that
this indicated that students with greater Engligdfipiency learned science content and
literacy skills simultaneously while students whie BL did not show simultaneous
growth to the same degree. Lee et al. concludddsthdents who are EL required
support not only in the form of writing they ararnmgasked to produce, but also the
content or the topic.

One of the greatest strengths of this study wasxtt®mely large sample size.
Based on this large sample size, Lee et al. (2@&a%$)better able to control for selection
bias and their results can certainly generalizgudents who are EL and African
American and Hispanic populations. In additionjtise of multiple raters and the
establishment of inter-rater agreement at 90% gthem the reliability of their
measurements. Areas of their study that could baea improved upon are primarily in

the measures they used. They used the same prontpefpre and post-tests, which may
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yield some testing effects. The use of the sammpt@ould also result in problems with
respect to mono-operation bias. The prompt usédsnstudy asked students to “imagine
they were a water drop and part of the water c¥y@leis type of first person, personified
approach to an informational report may have beewi@ challenging task environment.
As such, it would have been nice to see if theidgtwould have yielded similar results if
students had been given multiple prompts on theegapic.

The last study in this section of the review focliea the relationship betweeff'2
and 4"-grade writers’ discourse knowledge in the naretjenre and their writing
performance. Olinghouse and Graham (2009) exantmedelationship controlling for 4
writing (handwriting fluency, spelling, attitudeward writing, advanced planning), and 3
non-writing variables (grade, gender, and basidirgpskills). In order to obtain a range
of writing abilities in the study, participants veechosen using a stratified random
sampling procedure using Verbal IQ on the Weschldreviated Scale of Intelligence
and the Test of Written Language 1ll. As such, framoriginal sample of 32 second and
32 fourth-grade students a sample of 8 studentsbitle 25’ percentile, 16 students
between the 25and 78" percentile, and 8 students above th® gércentile were
selected.

Students were asked to write a story and then askexspond to a series of
guestions on discourse and procedural knowledgjeeafarrative genre. Olinghouse and
Graham (2009) found that five aspects of discoknesvledge made a unique and
significant contribution to the prediction of stdgngth, quality, and vocabulary diversity
beyond the control variables. These included stisd&nowledge of substantiation,

production, motivation, story elements, and irral@factors. In addition, they found that
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4"-grade writers possessed more discourse knowldédge’-grade writers and also
wrote better quality essays. This supports ther#tmal stance that greater knowledge of
how to compose in a particular genre influencegythadity of written output.

One important limitation was the sample size. Eirthegression analysis,
Olinghouse and Graham (2009) used 12 predictoabkas and because the sample size
was so low, the reported values may be less thamalppopulation estimates. The
authors also noted that they may have inadvertentigted testing effects by biasing
students’ responses on the discourse knowledgdiguesnmediately after
administering the handwriting fluency test. Theggested that this may have accounted
for students’ focus on writing mechanics over beyaéxt level features of writing.

Relative strengths of the study include the usstrattified random sampling and
the controlling for variables such as handwritingehcy, which have proven to
negatively bias scorers’ quality ratings of studetexts (Graham, 1999). In addition, the
use of multiple measures such as an analytic rustiocy length, and vocabulary
diversity provide a fuller view of the constructwfiting.

An additional strength of the study was that stiuslemere provided three line
drawing story prompts to select from. These prorhpats been vetted in previous
investigations as yielding similar writing perfornee with elementary students (Graham
et al., 2005). In addition, advocates of examirte@ae in writing assessment support this
approach and suggest that choice allows studestéat topics that are more familiar so
that writers can develop a greater sense of owigefshtheir writing (Atwell, 1987).
Nevertheless, findings on studies of examinee ehai¢he secondary level have been

mixed. For example, Engelhard, Gordon, and Galome{$992) found in a study of'8
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grade students that writing tasks that requiredenp@rsonal responses (e.g., direct and
imagined experiences) yielded essays that recéingrbr quality ratings than writing
tasks that required outside knowledge or were isg®l. In contrast, the same
researchers in a study oftgrade students found that task choice had no auibss
effect on the quality of essays (Gabrielson, e1895). As such, it would be interesting
to see if Olinghouse and Graham’s (2009) study Woalve yielded similar findings if
children had been provided a different task envirent for writing.

Implications for current studyThe findings from the studies above present a
number of important implications for my currenteasch. First, it is clear that a student’s
prior knowledge on the topic and the genre of thiéing task has an impact on their
overall writing quality and sentence level featunésvriting (DeGroff, 1987; Englert et
al., 1988; Lee et al, 2011; Olinghouse & Grahan@@0In particular, it is important to
note that the relationship between prior knowledfgeoth topic and genre relative to
writing performance appeared to be stronger faestts with LD (Englert et al., 1988)
and students who are EL (Lee et al., 2011). Fumbeg, Lee et al, concluded that
students who are EL required support not only eafdrm of writing they are being asked
to produce, but also the content and the topic elbeless, none of the studies reviewed
above examined the potential effect of varyinggh@mpting condition with features
such as content and rhetorical specification. Gihenfindings regarding the effect of
genre and topic knowledge on students’ performameeiting, it holds that additional
supports in the prompting condition may help to srate the disadvantages that
struggling writers such as students with LD andistus who are EL may have on

writing tasks relative to their general educatieens.
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Effect of prompt condition. One way to mitigate the potential effects of prior
knowledge on students’ writing performance is tigtoadaptations to the prompt
condition. These adaptations can include audiegeae, and motivating cues. Of the ten
studies reviewed, only three studies considereeffieet of prompt condition on
students’ writing performance.

In Brodney, Reeves, and Kazelskis (1999) quasiéxgatal study, 96, Bgrade
students in intact classrooms were assigned t@bfoair prompting conditions: (a)
reading and pre-writing, (b) reading only, (c) pveting only, and (d) control. Students
in all conditions first observed a video on volcasoThey then wrote an expository essay
on volcanoes for 30 minutes under one of the feampting conditions listed above. For
the first three prompting conditions, children wprevided an additional 20 minutes of
time for the reading and pre-writing, reading oy pre-writing only conditions. In the
control condition, children were not provided amigigional time and were told to write
using the information from the volcano video toghtlem. Outcome measures included a
holistic measure, four analytic measures of idseg$g, organization, and mechanics, as
well as total words per t-unit. Raw reading scaneshe Stanford Achievement Test were
used as a covariate measure.

Multivariate analysis of covariance showed thattthpe of pre-writing treatment
significantly affected scores on students’ expogitmmpositions. More specifically, the
reading paired with prewriting prompting task eowiment resulted in higher style,
organization, and mechanics scores than the otbergiing conditions. A finding of
note, however, was that students in the compagsoump wrote longer sentences that

contained several ideas resulting in higher wordpmit scores. Brodney et al. (1999)
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noted that the comparison group sentences didielot more cohesive essays. They
found instead that students in the comparison gfocgsed on sentence level ideation,
whereas students in the reading and pre-writinglitiom focused on global paragraph
level ideation. As such, the authors suggest thiaguvords per t-units as a measure of
guality may be restrictive and that “multiple assaents of student compositions, rather
than the use of single indicators, provide a moramehensive view of students’ writing
performance and achievement.” (p. 18). Brodney. estugigest that holistic and analytic
measures provide useful information about diffentensions of writing performance,
and that sentence level measures should not beagsbé sole measure of writing
performance.

The use of multiple measures was a relative stheofgthe study and helped to
support the construct validity of their findingsniitations that the authors noted
included a focus on only one genre of writing. dldiéion, they noted that they did not
include students’ domain knowledge and interegténtopic, which could also be
explanatory variables for students’ performanceotAar potential limitation is that
participants represented one grade level in asielgimentary school with a minority
population of less than 10%. Adjusted group mea@mewsed and individual student
ability based on the covariate of reading achievdrae measured by the Stanford
Achievement Test was not shared. This coupled thghuse of intact classroom
assignments to each of the treatment conditiorsepte both generalizability and
selection bias concerns. Finally, there may alsm&ttumentation effects across the

control and treatment conditions as the contradests were not given 20 minutes of
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additional preparation time before being askedtomose, which may give students in
the treatment condition a performance advantage.

In Hudson, Lane, and Mercer’s (2005) study, stuslertre asked to write
narrative stories under 6 different prompting ctiods: (a) copying a story starter, (b)
writing a dictated story starter, (c) discussing #men copying a story-starter, (d)
discussing and then writing a dictation for a ststirter, (e) discussing a story starter,
and (f) no priming condition with just an assignmehtopic. Results showed that
writing produced under the discussion and topiaddmns were lengthier than writing
produced under the copying and discussion-copyamglitions. Hudson et al., (2005)
hypothesized that writing prompts may have hindénedstudents’ writing fluency. The
authors noted further limitations in their studgr lExample, students were not randomly
assigned to conditions as they were in intact ggo@ontrols for prompt effects were not
in place as the prompts changed with the priminglttemn. An additional problem may
be that the handwriting demands in the copying ttaomd may have exhausted students
prior to asking them to write independently.

Another approach to promoting the quality of studeessays is through a task
environment that specifies audience awareness.gbatsrding to Hayes and Flower
(1980), awareness of audience and the intentisebtiideas to create written text for a
specific audience is a hallmark of good writing.etudy that did find conclusive
differences in the writing quality of students’ @gs based on audience awareness
prompts was Midgette, Haria and MacArthur's (208@)dy of %" and &-grade students.
While this study evaluated the effects of a reygsmtervention, its findings have the

potential to offer unique insight into another pbksarea of research with respect to

63



EFFECTS OF PROMPT, GENRE, AND GRADE

prompt effects. In their study, Midgette et alkexs students to revise their persuasive
essays under three conditions: (a) a general gnad, goal to improve content, and (c) a
goal to improve content and communication with adi@nce. Under each condition,
students were provided specific directions. Gengwals consisted of directives such as
make any changes that you think would improve #sag Content goals included
prompts such as make sure that your opinion iglgletated in your essay or think of
other reasons to support your opinion, making suraclude at least three reasons.
Audience goals included directions such as thirkuakhe people who might disagree
with your opinion and think about how you would eledl your opinion and show that
they are wrong. Essays were then analyzed for byenasuasiveness using measures of
persuasive discourse such as position, reasorelahdration. Midgette et al., (2007)
found that students in the audience goal group wene likely than both other groups to
write more persuasive essays.

Relative strengths in the design of this studyudeld random assignment to the
three goal conditions using a matched-triads desigd identical writing prompts across
the goal conditions. Limitations of their study wever included mono-operation bias
through the use of one-time assessment, and ambang on the construct of writing due
to their limited focus on holistic features of peasive writing alone.

Implications for current studyBased on the three studies reviewed above, it is
clear that variations in prompt conditions can harvempact on students’ performance in
expository (Brodney et al., 1999), narrative (Hudsbal., 2005), and persuasive
(Midgette et al., 2007 ) genres. More specificaidgtures of the prompt condition such

as varying the task (e.g., reading and pre-writragding only, pre-writing only) show
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that combinations of pre-writing and reading taglsulted in higher style, organization,
and mechanics scores (Brodney et al., 1999). Iitiaddaudience specification at the
elementary and middle school level appear to impsiudents’ writing performance
(Midgette et al., 2007), which is in line with reseh at the secondary and post-secondary
level (Huot, 1990). The above findings with respedhe potential benefits of including
audience specification goals and reading and prgtasks as part of the writing
prompt condition were considered when designingptieenpts for the current study.

Effect of genre.Studies that focus on the development of writindjteds across
genres take on many forms. What unifies thesesestade their independent variables.
All studies included independent variables thatiar@me way related to learner
characteristics such as grade level (K-7), agedgeror disability. All studies also look
at some form of genre (e.g., narrative, persuagmiesmational reports, and poetry).
Where these studies differ; however, is in whatgpdearner characteristics they
examined, the types of genres that were the areco$, and most importantly, their
dependent variables. Dependent variables acrodestuaried from general language
performance indicators (GLPM), to holistic scalesmeasures of syntactic complexity.
Given the degree of variability across these fagtivis difficult to gain a complete
picture of how students’ writing develops acrossglenres they are most frequently
asked to produce in schools. Nevertheless, eatttesé studies does represent a part of
the puzzle.

In their studies of upper-elementary writers, bB&ers and Nagy (2010) and
Scott and Windsor (2000) focused on relatively oarconstructs of writing related to

syntactic maturity and GLPM at the sentence Ié#ile their focus on the construct of
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writing was quite narrow, they did find that alldents were affected by genre in similar
ways.

Beers and Nagy’s (2010) correlational study invdltlee collection of writing
samples for the same two cohorts of students orotegasions, two years apart as part of
a larger longitudinal study. Their participantsluted 83 students in grade three and then
grade five, as well as 96 students in grades fidkthen seven. Students were asked to
compose based on topic prompts related to geogrégdations of the Pacific Northwest
in four genres: narrative, descriptive, compareii@ast, and persuasive. Each text was
then coded for length, clauses per t-unit or sex@eand words per clause.

Results showed significant effects for grade antdgen text length.

Furthermore, they also found distinctions betwegmnagtic complexities across the four
different genres under review. More specificallyile children were able to differentiate
between the genres broadly and were able to rezediné different purposes associated
with each genre, they struggled to write effectvialthem. This was particularly true for
the compare/contrast and persuasive genres. Fompeathe compare/contrast text had a
relatively low score for syntactic complexity inthaclauses per T-unit and words per
clause. In contrast, while children wrote persuagissays with higher levels of clauses
per unit relative to other genres, their numbewofds per clause were lower than
descriptive texts. Beers and Nagy suggest thafitidsng was due to the simplified
pattern that students often followed in persuatwés where they would state their
opinion and provide a justification for it.

One limitation of the study that Beers and Nagyl(®Mffered was that while

broad measures of syntactical maturity providedesorformation on distinctions across
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genre, it did not necessarily provide insight itite extent to which students effectively
employed genre-specific syntactical formats. Assult, the extent to which qualitative

aspects of students’ ability to effectively comnuate their purpose in each genre from
grade level to grade level was not captured.

A strength of Beers and Nagy’s study was theiriightib assess students on two
occasions. This gives more credence to their fgglon the effect of genre on
performance as their findings were duplicated ath lsecasions of assessment. Even so,
there are some threats to internal and constrliclityahat have the potential to weaken
their claims. First, the same four assessments usaé on both occasions, which could
lead to testing effects as well as the threat ai@roperation bias. Second, grade level
was used as a within subjects factor in the armlybkiere the samples from the two time
points were analyzed within the individual coh@$sopposed to across cohorts. As such,
factors such as history and maturation given thgtleof time between occasions were
not adequately controlled. It would have beenredeng to see if grade level differences
would have been detected had this been a betwégectifactor of analysis across the
two groups. In addition, lack of random assignndhre to their use of volunteer
participants has the potential to lead to seledbias, and limits the ability for results to
generalize to other individuals. Finally, while Beand Nagy (2010) stated that they
attempted to control for topic effects using thenaoon theme of the Pacific Northwest
where the study was conducted, the effect of tapat prompt cannot be isolated when
the same four prompts were given to all studentsath occasions.

The focus of Scott and Windsor’s (2000) study washe effects of narrative and

informational prompts on the GLPI of students vatid without disabilities for both
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written and oral language tasks. Students wereorahdassigned in matched-triads
based on three distinct learner characteristiesnlag disability, chronological age peers,
and language-age peers. Students were then givalteptasks and prompts in narrative
and expository genres after watching videos andrngaimilar directions. This was

done to control for both background knowledge effemd prompt effects that may have
influenced students’ performance in each genre.

Scott and Windsor (2000) found that clauses peniTwere not significant
indicators of group differences. They did find thelative to chronological age peers,
students with language based LD produced only 628%18% of the volume of narrative
and expository summaries. In addition, they fougdiicant group differences in the
number of errors per T-unit. More specifically, yifeund that number of grammatical
errors per T-unit for students with LD ranged frowio to five times higher than
chronological age peers in their study of 60 sttslertween the ages of 8 and 12. Most
importantly, Scott and Windsor also found main e@fdhat favored narrative over
expository contexts for GLPM.

Of the ten studies reviewed, Scott and Windsor Q20@et the requirements for 7
of 10 threats to validity. Moreover, there are aber of strengths to their study. First,
Scott and Windsor were able to employ a matched-aesign that helped to control for
some threats to selection bias. Second, by usagétched-triads design, Scott and
Windsor model an effective method for meeting staial assumptions of independence
of observations for ANOVA designs. In addition,abgh their use of reliability checks,
they moderately controlled for threats to statat@onclusion validity such as the

reliability of their measures. An important stremgf Scott and Windsor’s (2000) study,
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not found in many writing studies was the use afriterbalancing. The use of
counterbalancing allowed for greater control ofiteseffects. In addition, through the
use of the video priming conditions and paralletiwg tasks, better control for
background knowledge and prompt effects was exacis

By methodological standards, Scott and Windsoi®(@ results are likely the
most reliable and generalizable. But their conbradr validity threats are countered with
inevitable trade-offs in terms of other construgish as generalizability. Scott and
Windsor’s study is very narrowly focused on thealepment of children’s productivity
or fluency and grammatical complexity across tworgse. This narrow lens on the
construct of writing does not sufficiently accodot factors of writing in multiple genres
such as content, organization, and style. Thudgwthey were able to find main effects
for genre that favored narrative over expositomtesits, this finding is limited to GLPI
and is not fully representative of how children Wbperform on all aspects of writing.

In Prater and Padia’s (1983) study, gender, grad discourse topic served as
the independent variables while the dependentbasancluded a four-point holistic
scale. Participants from six elementary schoolsvpeirposefully selected to represent a
mixture of urban/suburban settings and diversit@i5. This yielded 140 participants
with half at the #-grade level and half at th&@rade level. Students were asked to write
in response to three writing tasks within the same-week period using a counter-
balanced design across intact classrooms. Vocabidathe task was controlled at no
higher than third grade level using the EDL Coreamulary List. Writing tasks that
specified purpose and audience, with several stringt sentences, were designed to

elicit each of three types of writing: expressipersuasive, and explanatory.
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Prater and Padia (1983) found that for both gen@syzressive writing tasks
produced higher quality essays relative to exptayaend persuasive writing tasks.
Persuasive writing tasks were found to be the mibstult type of writing for all
subgroups with the exception df-¢rade boys whose lowest performance was on the
explanatory writing task. This finding is signifitain that it is one of the few studies that
examined genre and grade level differences thaid@n inconsistent trend. Expressive
writing tasks involve the student writing aboutfsahd according to Prater and Padia
“may develop naturally with somewhat general inginn, (while) the other types of
writing require direct, focused instruction” (p.)5Uhe finding that tZi-grade writers
performed better on explanatory writing than expirgswriting somewhat contradicts
this theory.

Prater and Padia’s (1983) study has both strerggttidimitations in their design.
Their use of purposeful sampling allowed for bett@ntrol over potential selection bias;
however, their use of intact classrooms somewhgatee that. The use of 4-point
holistic scales with multiple scorers to establigler-rater reliability was helpful in
establishing an effective means for comparing sttel@erformance across genres and
grade levels. In addition, by counter-balancinggeguence of the assessments across the
six schools, some level of control was establidbegotential testing effects.
Nevertheless, threats to validity that have beenmon across most studies exist: (a)
mono-operation bias due to the use of one-timesassents; (b) too few constructs due to
the lack of sentence-level measures; and (c) lackmtrol for background knowledge

and topic effects.

70



EFFECTS OF PROMPT, GENRE, AND GRADE

Implications for the current studyThe research summarized above provides a
number of content and methodological insights ddsigning this study. First, while it is
clear that genre has some effect on children’sngriperformance, the nature of that
effect is not entirely clear due to variations atalcollection procedures and dependent
measures across each of the studies above. Asfatiaie, research on the effect of genre
is warranted. Relative strengths in some of thdietuabove include the use of multiple
assessments (Beers & Nagy, 2010), random assignmeanditions (Scott & Windsor,
2000), and counterbalancing the sequence of assassm multiple genres (Prater &
Padia, 1983). These strengths were taken into deragion when designing the current
study.

Conclusions

Within the context of assessment, writing must deceptualized as a broad
integration of skills. While factors such as flugramd grammatical complexity should
certainly be considered, other factors such astsre, content, mechanics and an
understanding of audience and purpose are equafigrtant within the context of
children’s writing development (Bereiter, 1980).

Based on the research reviewed above, there amnban of insights and
implications that are relevant for the current gtugrst, it is clear that variations in
prompt conditions can have an impact on studemigbpmance in expository (Brodney
et al., 1999), narrative (Hudson et al., 2005), pacuasive (Midgette et al., 2007 )
genres. More specifically, features of the prongutdition such as varying the task (e.g.,
reading and pre-writing, reading only, pre-writiogly) show that combinations of pre-

writing and reading tasks resulted in higher stglganization, and mechanics scores
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(Brodney et al., 1999). In addition, audience djEations appear to improve students’
writing performance (Midgette et al., 2007). | calesed the above findings with respect
to the potential benefits of including audiencecsjpation goals and reading and pre-
writing tasks as part of the writing prompt conalitiwvhen designing the prompts for the
current study.

It is also clear that a student’s prior knowledgettoe topic and the genre of the
writing task has an impact on their overall writiqgality and sentence level features of
writing (DeGroff, 1987; Englert et al., 1988; Letead 2011; Olinghouse & Graham,
2009). In particular, the relationship between ipkisowledge of both topic and genre
relative to writing performance appeared to bergjen for students with LD (Englert et
al., 1988) and students who are EL (Lee et al.12(Hurthermore, Lee et al, concluded
that students who are EL required support not ontiie form of writing they are being
asked to produce, but also the content and the.tGwen the findings regarding the
effect of genre and topic knowledge on studentgfgpmance in writing, it holds that
additional supports in the prompting condition nh@jp to moderate the disadvantages
that struggling writers such as students with L@ atudents who are EL may have on
writing tasks relative to their general educatieens.

Finally, relative strengths in some of the studibeve include the use of multiple
assessments (Beers & Nagy, 2010), random assignmeanditions (Scott & Windsor,
2000), and counterbalancing the sequence of aseatsm multiple genres (Prater &
Padia, 1983). These strengths were taken into deragion when designing the current

study.
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While the findings from the above studies provideliminary evidence on how
students’ writing develops within and across gemesearch is very limited with respect
to how elementary aged students are affected byegprompt condition, and prior
knowledge. In addition, findings to date are somawimited due to limits in control
over internal and construct threats particularlthie areas of selection bias, lack of
control for topic and prompt effects, mono-openatimas, and measures that
inadequately explicate the entire construct ofingit These factors make it difficult to
isolate the causes of the disparity between stgtpatformance across the genres of
writing they are most frequently asked to producth@ elementary level. For example,
students’ performance could be attributed to armlmer of factors including their
individual abilities, differences in their knowleglgf the form of the genre, students’
background knowledge on the topic of the prompthertask demands of the prompt
itself. These limitations present opportunitiesfitture research that build on what has
been learned thus far.

Discussion and Rationale for Study

Writing has long been considered a complex cogaipirocess rather than a body
of knowledge or a specific set of skills (Hayes &halver, 1980). As a result, it is no
surprise that learning how to write is challengiogelementary aged children. Cognitive
process theorists such as Hayes and Flower (1B8dgjter and Scardamalia (1987), and
McCutchen (1988) present a view on writing develeptrthat is contingent upon
gaining competency in managing complex cognitivealeds. These include the task
environment, working memory, and general processesiting such as transcription,

planning, and composing. In this view on writingJltiple factors can have an impact on
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a students’ performance from their language backgipto disability characteristics, to
the form and the topic of the prompt.

Studies that examine students’ writing developnétitin genres most
commonly associated with the culture and contexsicbbol, suggest that researchers’
understanding of how students’ writing develop®asrgenres is incomplete. Preliminary
evidence suggests that students’ ability to wiitectively in narrative genres develops
more easily than expository genres (Beers & Na@¢02and Scott & Windsor, 2000).
Yet, Prater and Padia’s (1983) study showed instesties in students’ performance
across expository genres at tiegtade level. Anomalies such as this coupled with
limitations in these studies’ designs (e.g., moperation bias, lack of random
assignment and selection bias, inadequate exglisabf construct, lack of control for
topic effects, and generalizability of assessmente it difficult to determine if
differences in performances across genres carydmehssociated with developmental
features that make expository genres inherentlyermognitively demanding than
narrative genres.

To date, only three studies have empirically exauahitihe effects of prompting
conditions on students’ performance within genoesefementary-aged writers (Brodney,
Reeves, & Kazelskis, 1999; Hudson, Lane & Mercéf032 and Migette, Haria &
MacArthur, 2007) yet none of these studies examgtedents’ performance across
genres. Based on the four studies that examineeftbet of prior knowledge on
students’ writing performance it is clear that@adgnts’ prior knowledge on both the

topic and the genre are an important area of censlidn when designing assessments
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and evaluating students’ writing ability (DeGraf987; Englert et al., 1988; Lee et al.,
2011; Olinghouse & Graham, 2009).

In order to gain a truly representative understagaf how students’ perform
across genres, an effort should be made to elimgaknown potentially biasing effects
that may be invalidating results. Considering thiéofving ideas may strengthen future
writing assessment research. First, any futurearebeshould be grounded in a broader
conceptual framework as it relates to children’ging development. This framework
should include multiple constructs of writing aritbald not be limited to discrete skills.
This will help researchers gain a better understanaof the integrative nature of the
writing process and children’s writing developmanthe elementary level. Second, in
order to control for internal validity threats, osieould attempt to employ randomization
either through random assignment or through ranslampling. In addition, if random or
purposive sampling is available, external threatgalidity such as generalizability to
individuals may be achieved. Third, researchersishmake a concerted effort to assess
multiple genres using multiple methods of assessnidms will lend greater credibility
to findings and help mitigate possible mono-operabias and internal validity threats.
In addition, a concerted effort should be madeotatrol for topic and prompt effects
through the varying prompt conditions across geniésle the form and topic of
assessments in multiple genres will inherently Hdifferences, the above
recommendations will allow for greater control ofyaask environment effects.

Decisions regarding measurement of writing develapnare important factors in
this field of research. Multiple measures shouldibed to fully represent the construct of

writing. This should include both word and sentelesel measures (e.g., spelling,
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grammar, word usage, vocabulary, punctuation) amdadl quality measures (e.g.,
content, structure, and style). In particular, #iareshould be made to analyze text level
features individually through the use of analytibrics to help isolate potential
developmental trends within quality features. TdHear promote measurement reliability,
independent scorers, blind analysis, and inteaddity checks should be employed.
Finally, in order to better generalize to indivithieeho are most at-risk for school failure,
studies should seek to examine the work of popatthat include students with LD and
students who are EL.

Through these methods, researchers may gain a batterstanding of how
children, and in particular how students with depahg skills such as students with LD
and students who are EL’s overall writing develdpgthermore, this research will
enable educators to identify how children’s writohgvelops uniquely across each of
these sub-constructs in an integrated fashionrrdmdtion from assessment tools
developed in studies that employ the above recordatams will give teachers what

they need to provide targeted instruction for thgopses of intervention.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS
Overview
In this chapter, | discuss methodology relevarihis study. The methodological

components are as follows: (a) design; (b) setimd) participants; (c) independent,
dependent, and control variables; (d) procedures @) data analysis. This chapter also
includes the study’s expected outcomes, which aiged by the following research
guestions:

1. What is the effect of genre off-3and %'-grade students’ overall writing

guality and sentence level skills? Is the effeaj@fre similar or different

across grade levels?

2. What is the effect of prompt condition (suppdrte unsupported) ol

and 8"-grade students’ overall writing quality and sectetevel skills? Is the

effect of prompt condition similar or different ass grade levels?

Design
This study employed a quasi-experimental desigocofding to Kline (2009),

“dealing with selection-related threats to intervalidity in quasi-experimental designs is
a major challenge.” (p. 92). He suggests that depto control for these threats,
researchers should identify possible threats tsthey as well as potential alternative
explanations prior to enactment. Additionally, Kliauggests that design elements such
as a pretest, additional measures, or group assigincan be used to better control for
possible threats. He argues that with “sufficiesmteols, a quasi-experimental design can
be a powerful tool for evaluating causal hypothe§es92). Accordingly, relevant

design elements were used throughout this study.
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In order to exercise sufficient controls over potdrgroup differences, | first
implemented a stratified random sampling procedsreg relevant demographic
characteristics to determine how the two independamables (prompt condition and
genre) under investigation vary with specific sudugs of students. After obtaining
teacher and parent consent, | randomly assigneerstsiinto one of two prompting
conditions: supported and unsupported, after magctar initial writing ability based on
the Test of Early Written Language 11l (TEWL-3) aadditional demographic data (EL
status, disability status, reading proficiency leaed grade). Following random
assignment, students were administered three gmtiompts in narrative, persuasive,
and informational report genres using a counteatii@d design. The following sections
provide descriptive details on the setting andigiadnts, independent, dependent, and
control variables, procedures, and data analysthads.

Setting and Participants
Sample

The final number of participants in this studyluded 63 3rdrf=37) and 5th
grade (=26) students from a public charter school (PKrGm urban school district in
the mid-Atlantic.

Setting

The participants in this study belong to a cultyrdlverse school of 350
students: 47% of the students are African Ameriddfp are Hispanic, 9% are
Caucasian, and 1% are Asian American. Approximdtédp of the population receives
special education services and 83.5% of studeatslayible for free or reduced-price

lunches. In addition, at this particular school#6f the students came from homes in

78



EFFECTS OF PROMPT, GENRE, AND GRADE

which a language other than English (including $gfarFrench, Amharic, Woolof,
Arabic, Chinese, and Yoruba) was spoken. It isartgnt to note, however that all
students, regardless of being labeled EL, wereidered by school personnel to be
proficient in the English language.

At both the 8" and %-grade level, there are two classes each. All sitsot this
school, including monolingual/native English spaakgarticipate in either French or
Spanish language immersion for half of their schvoetk; in other words, parents chose
for their children to attend the target schoolaket advantage of its dual language
approach to instruction. It is important to notewever, that all students were expected
to participate in their English language arts clag€snglish, and that written language
was a large component of instruction.

Recent demographic information from within the pasi years indicated that the
majority of students from this school were from lowome families (84%) and that
information from the school district’'s Assessmemtl &ccountability Data reported that
90% of the students tested at the school were deresi “economically disadvantaged.”
These figures are considerably higher than theeestihool district (66%).

Regardless of their socio-economic status, theddahstrict's standardized
reading assessment revealed that 58% of studetiiis @harter school (during the 2010-
2011 Academic Year) were identified as proficiezdders compared to only 44% in the
entire school district. Even more interesting wesdifference in scores for African
American students as 71% of students were idedt#geproficient readers compared to
39% in the district. This percentage is second tmh highly academic charter school

where 77% of their students were identified asipierit readers.

79



EFFECTS OF PROMPT, GENRE, AND GRADE

Moreover, 42% of the Hispanic students at this temachool were identified as
proficient readers. The percentage of proficieaiders from this charter school (42%) is
considerably higher than a bilingual charter scl{80Pb6) where 100% of the students are
Hispanic. It is also important to note, howeveattbnly 39 % of students identified as
English Language learners (EL) were found to béigemt readers in this school. In
addition, only 20% of students with disabilitieglais school were identified as proficient
readers

In sum, these descriptions indicate that studdrttsegparticipating school were in
some ways more proficient in terms of literacy tloéimer students in the overall school
district, but in other ways somewhat less so. litazh, while the vast majority of
students at the target school were English learmetis the exception of students who
were Hispanic, most were proficient in reading,cading to district standards. Certainly,
the overall population of students was typical @y schools both in the participating
school district as well as in neighboring schostuicts. Thus, this school appears to be
an appropriate setting for the current study.

This district has recently begun to adopt the Cami@ore standards. These
standards include a significant focus on readirgj\anting in multiple genres. At the
upper elementary grades, particular emphasis ce@lan reading expository texts and

writing opinion or argumentative essaysxw.corestandards.oygGiven this new focus

on writing in multiple genres, the current studylassess the same genres targeted

within the Common Core curriculum.
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Recruitment and selection

In the fall of 2012, parents and guardians '8B8d §'-grade students received a
permission form to allow their child to participatethe current study. The permission
form stated that four writing samples as well avsy information would be collected
from their child over the course of the school yéaaddition, | requested permission to
obtain their child’s district assessment and demplgic data from the school.

To encourage student participation and to maxirs&aple size, participants
were offered an incentive for returning the permisgorm (with either a “yes” or “no”)
in the form of goodie bags that were distributedhmsir classroom teacher. Goodie bags
included pencils, erasers, and a small amountradycthat were provided to all students
who returned their permission form regardless oétiver or not their parents agreed to
their participation in the study.

Upon receipt of permission forms, | obtained derapgic and district assessment
data from the school’s data manager for those stadeho had received permission to
participate in the study. Data provided includadishts’ age, race, first semester reading
grades (below basic, basic, proficient, advanga@yious year’s district reading levels
(below basic, basic, proficient, advanced), disgbdtatus as identified by the presence
or absence of an Individualized Education Plan JJlEHaglish Learner status, home
language, and language level as determined byrectisssessment (1-entering, 2-
beginning, 3-developing, 4-expanding, 5-bridgingg &-reaching). Teachers reported
that all students identified as having IEPs reagisgecial education services for

language-based learning disabilities.
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Resulting sample

All students who agreed to participate in the stwaye initially included in the
sample. This sample included 37 grade students and 33}-§rade students for a total
of 70 students. Of the original 70 participantsiudents failed to complete the study due
to their inability to do make-up assessments folhgnabsences from school on days that
data was collected resulting in their removal fribid study and the loss of 3 matched
pairs from the sample. All remaining students weagt in the study yielding a final
sample of 63 participants.

The sample in this study is fairly representatif/éhe school population with
65.1% or 41 general education students, 11.1%students with LD, 15.9% or 10
students who are EL, and 7.9% or 5 students idedt#s students with LD who are also
considered to be EL. In contrast to the generatfaon at this school, the sample has
fewer students who are identified as EL and is atsed of mostly African American
students (66.7%), with fewer students who are Higpg5.4%) or Caucasian (7.9%) and
no Asian students.

Students’ performance on the district wide assessfmam the previous school
year show that 42 of the students were readinigeaptoficient and advanced level with
18 students reading at the basic level and 3 stadeading at the below basic level. Of
the 17 students who were identified as either amiEds a student who had LD and was
EL, 11 students spoke Spanish as their first laggua students spoke French, 2 students
spoke Ibo, 1 student spoke German, and 1 studekéesyoruba at home. District
assessment criteria for EL included the followiagegories: 1- entering; 2-beginning; 3-

developing; 4-expanding; 5-bridging; and 6- reaghiAccording to this criteria, most
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students receiving EL services at the participasicigool were identified as having
expanding English language skills with 9 of theselents categorized as having oral and
written language with minimal phonological, syntaar semantic errors that do not
impede the overall meaning of the communicationrwpresented with oral or written
connected discourse with sensory, graphic or inteasupport. Five students were
identified as having oral or written communicatiarEnglish that was comparable to
English-proficient peers. The remaining 5 stud@mthie sample were identified as
performing at a developing level on the districgksh language assessment. This
suggests that for these students, oral or writaguage may include phonological,
syntactic or semantic errors that impede commuioicabut retain much of its meaning.
Independent, Dependent, and Control Variables

Based on the diverse population of the schoolyrstady, care was taken to
study the results in evaluating the effects of ggboondition and genre by considering a
number of demographic factors including: (a) Edglesnguage learner status; (b) special
education status; (c) reading proficiency levellaermined by the most recent district
assessment; and (d) grade. In addition, to cofdgrahitial writing ability, the Contextual
Writing subtest of the Test of Early Written Langeall (TEWL-3) was administered to
all students and used as a matching variable iitiaddo the demographic variables
listed above. The TEWL-3 is a norm-referenced wgithssessment that requires a
student to “spontaneously produce a narrative stasged on a picture stimulus” (TEWL-
3, 2012, p. 3). The story is then evaluated baseatsdheme, dialogue, elaboration of
detail, use of characters, vocabulary selectiod,ssmtence structure.

There are three independent variables of centqabrtance in this study. The first

83



EFFECTS OF PROMPT, GENRE, AND GRADE

independent variable of interest is grade leveeé iflclusion of grade level as a variable
in this study was driven by a desire to see ifélrany be developmental differences in
students’ writing performance based on promptingddions and genre by grade.

The second independent variable is genre, as daidene asked to write
narrative, persuasive, and informational report positions. These genres were selected
due to their alignment to the Common Core standamis were used to determine if
genre has an impact on students’ writing perforreanc

The third independent variable is the promptingdibon: supported and
unsupported. After stratification and matchinggdstuis were randomly assigned to write
compositions in either a supported or unsupportedlition. Both conditions seek to
mirror the task environment proposed in the new SEBfd PARCC assessments.
Students were asked to read a passage, plan,@mevtlie a response to the passage. In
the unsupported condition students were askedite wrresponse to a passage and a
genre specific checklist they were asked to redd minimal guidance and support (see
Appendix D for examples). In contrast, in the supgd condition all students were
provided the read aloud accommodation for all texthe prompt including the passage
and the genre-specific planning checklist in otdeminimize knowledge effects related
to level of prior knowledge on topic and genre &il &s to decrease the overall cognitive
demands of the task environment. The use of thedtfferent prompting conditions in
the overall design will help determine the potdrntifluence of the reading
accommodation on a writing assessment given theS®&C and PARCC writing

assessment context.
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Writing outcomes

Given the small sample size in my study, | seletterldependent measures of
students’ writing performance to represent studewntsing ability in each of the genres
and prompt conditions. Prior to obtaining my fisample size, I initially intended to use
four outcome measures: (a) a holistic measure ihgrquality, (b) an analytic rubric of
writing quality; (c) a CBM measure that evaluates humber of correct-word-sequences
(CWS) or grammatical errors in a sentence, anad (djal word count measure.
However, based on a G*Power 3.1 analysis for MANOYi8dels (Faul, Erdfelder,
Buchner, & Lang, 2009), in order to get a mediufeafsize with 0.90 power and 4
outcome variables (i.e. holistic, analytic, CWSd avord count) a minimum sample size
of 124 participants would have been required. Baseohy goal of aligning to the new
writing assessment context, | prioritized the ahalgubric over the holistic rubric as it
best matched with the rubrics provided by the PARMDA SBAC consortiums. In
addition, the holistic rubric was highly correlatedh the analytic rubricr€0.68 to 0.79,
p < 0.00) suggesting a lack of independence, or milarcapture different aspects of
writing quality. Of the two CBM measures that cobklused to assess sentence level
features of writing development (e.g., fluencyhbse the total word count measure over
the CWS measure as it was more widely used inngritesearch to date (e.g., Beers &
Nagy, 2010; Olinghouse & Graham, 2009, Hudson, L&ahercer, 2005; Scott &
Windsor, 2000, etc.).

My final measures included: (a) an analytic ruboi@ssess quality features of
writing individually, and (b) total word count agv@easure of sentence level

development. The four point analytic rubric wasduse each of the following four text
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level features: organization, content focus, stgtej conventions yielding a final 16-
point total (see Appendix F). In this context, orgation refers to a logical progression
of ideas or events. Content focus refers to theewsiability to maintain focus on the
topic or subject throughout the composition. Stgesists of specific, developed details
and skillful use of vocabulary that is precise aadooseful. Style also includes skillful
sentence fluency such as varied length, good fledvraythm, and varied structure.
Lastly, convention refers to the writer's contreko grammatical conventions
appropriate to the writing task such as sentengadtion, standard usage including
agreement, tense, and case, and mechanics inclusiengf capitalization, punctuation,
and spelling.

In addition to a measure of analytic quality, ldisme sentence level CBM
measure of writing production: students’ total woalint. The use of both dependent
measures provided a more comprehensive assesshstmtdents’ overall writing ability.
It also provides researchers and teachers valugblenation on students’ strengths and
needs. Based on the findings from these writingsssaents, areas for intervention and
instruction may be determined.

Procedures

| collected data during the fall and winter of 2@12-2013 school year. In the
fall, following IRB approval, | distributed permiss forms for all students and teachers
at the & and §‘-grade level. All writing assessments including T &NVL-3 and the
narrative, persuasive, and informational reportnpts were administered to all students
as part of their regular classroom curriculum; hesvel only collected and analyzed data

from students for whom | had received permission.
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Stratified Random Sampling

This study included four participating classrooms. (two classrooms each at the
39and 8" grade levels). | randomly assigned students ircheat pairs by classroom and
grade level to either the supported or unsuppartediition. Students were initially
assigned in matched-pairs based on their perforenantche TEWL-3, district reading
assessment proficiency levels, as well as demographaracteristics, which included
disability status, English learner status, and genflee Table 1 for further information

on students’ performance on the TEWL-3 based amégaharacteristics.

Table 1
Mean TEWL-3 Percentile Score (with standard deworet) by Age
N Mean

General Education 41 78.90 (23.56)
SLD 7 54.57 (25.07)
EL 10 70.50 (22.35)
Dually Exceptional 5 26.40 (28.62)
Total 63 70.70 (27.87)

Race was not used as a stratifying variable am#jerity of students were
African American and Latino. Unfortunately, duedtitrition, four of the matched-pairs
were lost in the final sample. See Table 2 fordtries of demographic subgroups

across each condition in the final sample of thest

Table 2
Demographic Characteristics by Condition
Supported Unsupported
General Education Students 24 17
Students with LD 3 4
Students who are EL 4 6
Students who are EL with LD 2 3
Female 18 14
Male 15 16
Total 33 30
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Nevertheless, while the original matched pairs s&nditions changed in the
final sample 1=63), there were no statistically significant difaces in students’
performance on the TEWL-3%£.211) with the students in the supported condition
performing on average .15 SD above the mean (SDarf®®students in the unsupported
condition performing on average .16 SD below tham&D=1.00). Furthermore, the
students’ average reading performance level asrdeted by the district assessments
were equivalent at .03 SD below the mean (SD=1fd@®)oth students in the supported
and unsupported reading condition. This is sigaiit in that the differences between the
two conditions are that in the supported conditgindents were read the prompt, while
in the unsupported condition, students had to teagrompt independently.

Finally, because the school could not provideesis! individual socio-
economic status, this demographic variable wasindér consideration in this study.
Prompts

| administered three writing prompts to the papiits: narrative, informational,
and persuasive. When designing these prompts sidemred factors that have a
significant impact on students’ writing performantéese factors included the genre
mode, rhetorical specification, and wording anddtre of the prompts as Huot (1990)
found that moderately specified audience and siragoals have the potential to
increase writing quality relative to more open-ah@eompting conditions and because
Brosell (1983) and Smith et al. (1985) found thating prompts with too much
specificity with respect to audience and purposel@ve a negative effect on writing
quality. In addition, Puma (1986) found that writiprompts with a specified superior as

opposed to peer audience might yield higher quabiays.
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In accordance with the above findings, all writpr@mpts included a specified
audience and genre-specific structure goals (s@ergix D). For the narrative prompt, |
directed students to write a story for a story-wgtcontest to be published in the “Mini
Pages.” a weekly kids insert that the children hsaen in their local newspaper. For the
informational report prompt, | directed studentswite a report on pandas to be
published by “Time for Kids” magazine. Finally, ftire persuasive prompt, | directed
students to write a persuasive article on whethaobkids should eat at Wendy’s to be
published by the “Kid’s Post.”

Based on findings from Huot (1990), | provided i genre specific structure
goals in the form of checklists on pages for plagnincluded on the planning pages in
each prompt was a generic graphic organizer thiatfed an introduction, supporting
paragraphs, and conclusion format from the Oredate ®epartment of Education’s
Writing Performance Assessment.

http://www.ode.state.or.us/teachlearn/subjectd&iariting/resources/wrgraphicorganize

rl.pdf These types of generic graphic organizers a@enavailable to all students on
most state and district assessments, and havefdamhto have a supportive effect in the
writing process (Marzano, Pickering & Pollock, 2D0The specified audience cues were
read to all students as part of the primary diosiof the writing prompt. For the
planning portion of the assessment, the generattitins included a prompt to plan for
five minutes. While all students received the wentthecklists in their assessment
packets, only students in the supported conditierewead the checklists. See Appendix
E for scripted prompt directions for both the sup@d and unsupported writing

conditions.
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Huot (1990) also suggested that writing prompts tbquire a response to
multiple texts may disadvantage basic writers negatib general and advanced writers
more so than in open-ended and single-text respenseg tasks (Smith et al., 1985).
Dochy et al. (1999) and Myhill (2005) note thabtrer consideration when designing
writing prompts is the potential effect of priordmledge of content and genre on
students’ performance. These authors noted thhehigvels of content knowledge are
associated with higher levels of performance imamich as reading (Dochy et al.,
1999). In addition, it appears that middle schootexrs may be negatively affected by a
lack of prior knowledge on expository genres rekato narrative genres (Myhill, 2005).
Given the above findings with respect to promptdibons and prior knowledge effects,
an effort was made to provide all students additi@ontent and genre knowledge
supports when writing in the expository genrese@st this study. This included the use
of a single-text writing response task for bothitifermational report and persuasive
writing prompts and the genre specific planningatiists. For the informational report
prompt, | provided students with a text that inedghotos, a map, and a diagram about
pandas. For the persuasive prompt, | provided stsdeith a sample of the Wendy’s
menu as well as text that described possible reafeorand against eating at Wendy’s
from the perspective of the character, Wendy, whe fer Wendy’s, and from a doctor
who was against Wendy'’s.

| differentiated texts for the®and ' grade levels using a Lexile analyzer
ensuring that all texts fell into the Common Cquedfied Lexile range for each grade

level (Grade 3=420L-820L and Grade 5=740L-101xtp://www.lexile.com/using-

lexile/lexile-measures-and-the-ccssi/text-complegitade-bands-and-lexile-rangeksy
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the supported condition, students were read dh@tontent on these pages of texts as
well as the genre specific checklists in the plagrgection. In the unsupported condition,
students independently read all text in the prompts

In the narrative prompt condition, students wereprovided a text to read, as
prior content knowledge effects are less of a confm narrative genres (Myhill, 2005).
Instead, all students were provided a picture fitever response to (see Appendix D). In
an effort to ensure that students wrote narrativees that included story elements such
as characters and a plot, | selected a picturddbased on a single character facing a
problem; in this case a set of mystery paw prints.

For every writing prompt, students were providedifutes to either examine the
picture in the case of the narrative prompt, odréee passage in the case of the
persuasive and informational report prompts. Sttederere then given 5 minutes to plan
their writing. After the 5 minutes were up, studewere given 15 minutes to write their
narrative, persuasive or informational report psedéne timing of the writing assessment
was structured to mirror that of the TEWL-3, whighs used as a matching and control
variable at the start of the study. Furthermopekented all writing prompts and
supporting materials to teachers for review andldeek prior to the start of the study.
This allowed teachers the opportunity to give feskoon the topic of the prompts to
ensure that the topics were not familiar, but alspropriately challenging.

Prompt Administration and Counter-balanced Design

There were a total of four participating classrgamthis study consisting of two

3 grade and two"sgrade classrooms. Matched pairs were createdasgitom and

across the grade level using the TEWL-3 and denpbggavariables. Students were
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randomly assigned to one of two classrooms whereldssroom teacher or |
administered either the supported or unsupportechpt condition to the class on a
rotating schedule to minimize any potential testiffgcts based on the administrator of
the assessments. One assessment was given eactoweeek class over the course of a
three to four week time period in the month of felby depending on the class (See
Table 3). While there were slight differencesha tength of time between assessments
for each class, these differences were minimalmgifiat at this school, students receive
instruction in English and writing composition fonly half of the week as the other half
of the week is spent in either a Spanish or Fre@mchersion setting.

All students were assessed in each of the threeeg@mder review (narrative,
persuasive, and informational report) in a coubdanced design across grade levels
(See Table 3). The use of counterbalancing allol@edreater control of any potential
testing effects based on the type and sequencenoé ghat students were asked to write.

Table 3
Counterbalanced Test Administration by Grade andditon

Genre Type and Administration Date

39 Grade Persuasive Informational Narrative
Class | 2-6-13 2-20-13 2-28-13
(n=20)

3 grade Informational Narrative Persuasive
Class Il 2-5-13 2-12-13 2-26-13
(n=17)

5" grade Persuasive Informational Narrative
Class Il 2-7-13 2-21-13 2-28-13
(n=9)

5 grade Informational Narrative Persuasive
Class IV 2-5-13 2-12-13 2-19-13
(n=17)
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Given unequal sample sizes, the variability intthee between assessments, and
the counterbalanced sequence of the different gaumss classes, | ran a MANOVA to
assess the homoscedasticity of the dependent legiabthe assumption that the
dependent variables have equal variances acrasseslarhis assumption is tested using
Box’s M Test of Equality of CovariancegX.001). Box’s M Test showed that for
measures of writing quality and word count, theuagstion that variances across classes
were equal was met: (a) holistic scongs.28); (b) analytic scorepE.21); and (c) word
count scoresp=.35).

Data Collection and Scoring

After all assessments were collected, | generateteat identification numbers to
blind student essays to control for potential scbras. Handwriting has been shown to
have a significant effect on scorers’ rating oflgugdGraham, 1999). To control for this
effect, | typed all essays without corrections asdd Microsoft Word’s word count
feature to identify the total number of words eattident wrote for each essay.

In addition to length of essay, there was one adle@endent variable of interest:
an analytic quality measure using al6-point taibric. | hired two outside raters to
score the analytic rubric measures to eliminatepotgntial researcher bias from this
measure in the study. The raters worked in paite/ofscore the analytic measure. One
of the raters was a doctoral student in speciat&n, and the other was a master’'s
level student in the same program.

Training. Raters were provided anchor and practice essaysafomg purposes
from students whose parents permitted participabahwho did not complete the study.

One of the % grade teachers who participated in this studylaodred anchor essays for
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the analytic measure to ensure that the analytesore was aligned with grade level
expectations and construct and content validitgate were minimized.

Scoring proceduresJpon completion of the training, the pair of ratersrked
together to score the student essays using thgt@nalbric. There were a total of 63
participants in the study who each produced thssayes for a total of 189 essays to be
scored.

| randomly selected 25% of the student essayhpairs of raters to score
together to establish inter-rater reliability. bpided the analytic raters the same set of
scoring directions (see Appendix I). In generalygaf raters were asked to
independently score essays in sets of five. Afseheset of five essays, raters were asked
to share their scores to identify inter-rater tality. Before proceeding to the next set of
five essays, raters were asked to review theirescimr any essays in which their scores
differed to help pairs of raters calibrate thewrsng procedures so that they could
consistently rate the remaining essays accordimpgdoedures outlined by De La Paz
(1999). After establishing inter-rater reliabiligl] remaining essays were divided
between the pairs of scorers and scored separhttdy-rater reliability for the analytic
essays were=.86.

Data Analysis
The data analysis includes descriptive statisticgelations, and inferential statistics
using Repeated Measures ANOVA, paired sample $;tastd Multivariate Analysis of
Variance (MANOVA) procedures. The descriptive sits indicate means and the
standard deviations of students’ performance onwoedependent variables of interest in

this study including total word count and analytibric scores by each genre under
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review (narrative, informational and persuasivéje Thitial relations among all measures
are shown through bivariate correlations. To addties first research question regarding
the effect of genre orf%and %'-grade students, a series of Repeated Measures AISOV
were conducted to see if there are statisticafjgiScant mean differences in students’
performance on each of the genres. To determineahee of these differences, |
conducted post-hoc contrasts using paired-samplgts: A Bonferroni correction to
alpha (a /15 = .003) was applied to control thpéFyerror rate.

Finally, three MANOVA analyses are shared to explitre effects of prompt
condition, and grade level, on students’ perforneamt the two dependent variables
mentioned above. The following section include}efgected outcomes and
significance; (b) a description and rationale for Repeated Measures ANOVA and
paired sample t-tests; (c) a description and ratefor the MANOVA methodology; (d)
MANOVA models; and (e) a description of anticipatadcomes.

Expected Outcomes and Significance

There are a number of hypotheses that have guigegsearch. My first
hypothesis is that in both conditions, studentsfggenance in expository genres will not
be significantly lower and may even be higher ttrair performance in narrative genres
due to the use of supports such as genre speua#g and topic content in the form of
reading passages in both prompt conditions. Previesearch suggests that children in
the elementary grades are more likely to perforttebé narrative genres because
narrative genres are deemed less challenging anel farmiliar in the elementary grades
than expository genres (DeGroff, 1987; Englertl€1@88; Lee et al., 2011; Olingouse &

Graham, 2009; Brodney et al., 1999; Hudson eR805; Midgette et al., 2007). This
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suggests that there may be developmental diffeseincgtudents’ performance across
genres. There is, however, competing evidencedgesi that the task environment and
the amount of prior knowledge students have ondpie and the genre may influence
the effect of genre on students’ writing performafiduot, 1999, and Myhill, 2005).

If my hypothesis proves true and children do nbenently perform better in
narrative genres than expository genres, this maggest that given appropriate supports,
expository genres are equally accessible and mabégtor elementary aged-students. If
students continue to perform significantly bettenarrative genres despite the inclusion
of audience and genre specific cues as well as tapitent supports in informational
report and persuasive writing, then my study wilttier support the belief that narrative
genres are developmentally more accessible to eliameaged students. Alternatively, if
there are grade level differences in children’$qremance across genres, this might
imply that children’s abilities to write across ges may be influenced by their overall
development or that it may be a matter of increassiuction and exposure to different
genres.

My second hypothesis is related to the effect efrdbading accommodation or
supported versus unsupported condition. There research to date that examines the
effect of the reading accommodation on studentdbp@ance on writing assessments.
Smith et al.’s (1985) work at the college levelwawer, suggests that there may be a
relationship between a read and respond writing éasironment and students’ writing
performance based on different learner charaasidtlore specifically, the authors
found that advanced writers consistently outpergdrthe general and basic writers

particularly with respect to the open-ended stmectiondition, but that general and basic
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students were closer in their writing quality peni@nce and advanced writers were only
slightly superior to basic writers when given a-o&et response condition. This finding
supports my hypothesis that the use of a textppau topic knowledge for

informational report and persuasive genres mayeeficial to all students, but
specifically basic or developing writers such assthin grade 3.

Nevertheless, Smith et al.’s (1985) study lookecodiege level writers, which
provides less insight into how developing readalslities to respond to a one-text
writing response might differ at the elementaryele¥urthermore, Smith et al. found that
in the multiple-text response structure, basicegsllevel students performed
significantly worse than their general and advarnmesls suggesting that as the cognitive
demands for reading increased, students’ perforenemwariting decreased specifically
for struggling learners. Accordingly, my third hypesis is that based on the above
finding. It might hold that *§ grade children or younger readers at the elemefeael,
even with the one-text response writing conditimay still struggle significantly more so
than their 8 grade peers.

Repeated Measures ANOVA and Paired Sampletest

To answer the first research question in thisystethted to the effect of genre on
3 and %' grade students’ performance on overall writingliggand sentence level
features | used a Repeated Measures ANOVA, combuitadoost-hoc paired sampte
tests. Repeated measures ANOVA is used when magsamiindividual two or more
times on the same dependent variables (Hinkle, 3fiar and Jurs, 2003). In this study, |
assessed students using the analytic and total @antk measures for each of the three

focus genres: narrative, informational, and peliseas also assessed the effect of genre
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for each outcome measure by grade level. Usingradatd ANOVA in this case is not
appropriate because it fails to model the corr@tabietween the repeated measures
thereby violating the ANOVA assumption of indepemcie Repeated measures
ANOVAs help to reduce potential error variance ases where there is a great deal of
variation between sample members where error vagiastimates in traditional
ANOVAs may be large.

There are several assumptions that underlie th@fuepeated measures ANOVA
(Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs, 2003). These includeti{e sample was randomly selected
from the population, (b) the dependent variableosmally distributed in the population,
(c) the population variances for the test occasaasqual, and (d) the population
correlation coefficients between pairs of test samas scores are equal. In particular, if
the last two assumptions are violated the Typedreate can be seriously affected.
Accordingly, | used Mauchly’s test of sphericityrieasure that evaluates the variances
of the differences between all possible pairs otigs) for each of the models to ensure
that the population variances for the test occasaa equal.

In this study, | conducted repeated measures AN®OMAeach of the outcome
variables to determine if the means for each ou&cwamniable (analytic and total word
count) differed significantly across each genreotdpompletion of this analysis, |
conducted post-hoc contrasts using paired satvtplgs to determine the nature of these
differences. A Bonferroni correction to alpha (& A .003) was applied to control the
Type-I error rate. Upon completion of the initialadysis of the complete data set, |
separately ran repeated measures ANOVAs and postdrdrasts using paired sample

tests by grade level.
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Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA)

To answer the remaining research question in thdyselated to the effect of
condition, and grade level on overall writing gtyahnd sentence level skills, | used
MANOVA. According to Mertler and Vannata (2005) tdemining the appropriate
statistical technique relies upon the identificatod the type of variables (categorical or
guantitative) and the number IVs (independent Wées) and DVs (dependent variables)
all of which influence the nature of the researabsiions being posed” (p. 20).

The general purpose of MANOVA models is to detanivhether multiple levels
of independent variables (IVs) on their own, ocambination with one another have an
effect on multiple dependent variables (DVs). Imtcast to Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) procedures, MANOVA is used to simultanegustudy two or more related
DVs while controlling for the correlations among tbVs.

MANOVA models are guided by certain assumptions tere examined in this
study (Mertler & Vannata, 2005, p. 123). These ag#ions are: (1) the observations
within each sample must be randomly sampled and beusndependent of each other;
(2) The observations on all dependent variabled follew a multivariate normal
distribution in each group; (3) The population caarace matrices for the dependent
variables in each group must be equal (this assamg often referred to as the
homogeneity of covariance matrices assumptione@asumption of homoscedasticity);
and (4) The relationships among all pairs of DMsdach cell in the data matrix must be
linear.

In lieu of the homogeneity of variance used in AND&hdt-test procedures, a

MANOVA model examines the homogeneity of covarianc@omostedacity. It is
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assumed that the amount of variance within eachi®comparable and that these
results can be pooled to produce an error valuaghapresentative of the population
from which the groups in the sample are derivecréfore it is also assumed that if there
are large differences in error variance within egup, then the inferences generated
from the estimated error measure for the model beamisleading.

The statistical power of any test is limited byn@adl sample size as a greater
amount of variance will be attributed to error madler sample sizes, reducing the
chances of significant finding8. value known as Box’s M, given by most statistical
programs, can be examined to determine whethesaimple size is too small. Box's M
determines whether the covariance in different gsaa significantly different. If the
difference in groups is significantly differentethit is presumed that the sample sizes in
each cell are inadequate to make statistical infasg (Ho, 2006).

Generally speaking, MANOVA procedures are robushtalerate violations of
normality and unequal sample sizes provided theainasks only a few DVs and a
sample size of at least 20 in the smallest cglhénmodel (Mertler & Vannata, 2005).
Given the relatively small sample size in this gt(t=63), the limited number of
participants in each sub-group under review (sd#el4), and the number of Vs and
DVs of interest in this study, a MANOVA procedurasvselected to minimize the
potential for Type | error and incorrect statisticderences. In addition, there are limited
and uneven numbers in each learner charactengigreup (e.g., general education,
students with LD, students who are EL, and studehts are dually exceptional). As a
result, I was unable to model these subgroup @iffees with any statistical significance.

Table 4
Number of Participants by Subgroup
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Supported 33
Unsupported 30
Grade 3 37
Grade 5 26
General Education 41
SLD 7

EL 10
Dual 5

Alternative Procedures Considered and Rejected

Finally, it should be noted that one alternativalgsis procedure was under
consideration for this portion of the study. MuldigRegression Analysis (MRA) can also
allow investigators to examine main effects andrattion effects by group for a single
outcome variable. A limitation of MRA in this comtds that it does not allow for the
assessment of group differences. The independeables of primary interest in this
study were the effect of grade level and the efdé@rompt condition on writing quality
as measured by both sentence level (total wordtyamd overall writing quality
(analytic quality) variables. Accordingly, a MANOVprocedure was deemed the best
fitting method of analysis for this portion of teeidy relative to the targeted research
guestions of interest.

Post-hoc MRA analysis was attempted to determitigeife might be statistically
significant effects for condition and grade for rgggmeral education students.
Unfortunately, even when including all the outcorf@sa collapsed learner
characteristics group that included all studentb WD, students who are EL, and
students who are dually exceptional in the studs sample size was still only 22. As a
result, there was insufficient power to generaa¢istically significant effects using this

model. Based on a G*Power 3.1 analysis (Faul,.e2@09), in order to get a medium
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effect size with 0.90 power and 3 predictor vamahi.e. grade, condition, and learner
characteristic) a minimum sample size of 99 paréinis would have been required.
MANOVA Models

Variables.Like ANOVA, MANOVA examines the degree of varian@éhin the
independent variables and determines whethesmaller than the degree of variance
between the independent variables. If the withinjextts variance is smaller than the
between subjects variance it suggests that th@erakent variables have had a
significant effect on the dependent variableshla study, there were three independent
variables of interest. These included grade le38land "), and condition (supported
and unsupported).

There were two categories of dependent variabl@st@fest in this study: analytic
guality, and total word count. It should be notedttinitial writing ability and reading
ability were controlled for in the stratified ranmdasampling procedure through the use of
the TEWL-3 and district reading assessment prafydevels as matching variables.

My primary interests in this portion of the anabysiere to determine if there
were main effects of condition, and grade level itioere were additional interaction
effects. To address these questions, | created MANOVA models. Each model
focused on a different genre, and all of the indeleat variables yielding three 3 x

(genre) x 2 (outcome variables) x 2 (condition dglaMANOVAs.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
Overview
This chapter presents the results of the dataysisatonducted to assess the
independent variables (genre, grade and condiéind)dependent variables (analytic and
word count measures) of this study. The two printasgarch questions that guide this
study are:

1. What is the effect of genre off'3and %-grade students’ overall writing
guality and sentence level skills? Is the effeaj@fre similar or different
across grade levels?

2. What is the effect of prompt condition (supportedinsupported) on'3 and
5™_grade students’ overall writing quality and sectetevel skills? Is the
effect of prompt condition similar or different ass grade levels?

The results of the analysis in this study are omgghinto the following sections: (a)
descriptive statistics and correlations, (b) effgagenre, (c) effect of condition and

grade, and (d) conclusions. The first section prisséescriptive statistics (i.e., means and
standard deviations) of the raw scores for eathefvriting quality outcome measures
by independent variable subgroups as well as @iioek to present an overview of the
data and sample. The second section provides shés®f the Repeated Measures
ANOVA and paired sampletests that seek to answer the first research aqureistithe
study. The third section shares the results foh @¢he three MANOVA models
presented in the previous chapter that seek toem®search question 2. In addition, this
section presents the results of post-hoc analgsdstermine if the effects found in the

MANOVA models were a function of small sample sizef these effects were
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statistically unique. This chapter concludes wiguaamary of results.
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Description of the Variables

The variables in this study include two categonaaiables: (a) condition, and
(b) grade. The dependent variables in this stodde one ordinal measure of quality
(the analytic rubric) and one continuous dependwdsure (total word count). The
former measure provides a total score up to 16tpdimat is based on four, 4-point rubric
measures, assessing organization, style, conventoi content. All outcome measures
were used to assess each of the three genresusfifothis study: narrative,
informational and persuasive.
Descriptive Statistics of Outcome Variables

The variables of interest in this study are theaoiwf genre, grade, and condition
on students’ performance in writing. Tables 5,1 & display means, and standard
deviations for the outcome variables by conditiod grade level and learner

characteristics for each of the genres.
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Table 5
Narrative Genre Means (and Standard Deviations)biting Outcome Measures by
Condition, Grade, and Learner

Outcome Condition Grade Learner

Means(Standard Deviations)

Characteristic
Analytic  Supported 3 GenEd 9.75 (0.87)
SLD 9.50 (3.53)
EL 9.00(1.73)
Dual 11.00 (--)
5 GenEd 12.92 (2.07)
SLD 10.00 (--)
EL 10.00 (--)
Dual 8.00 (--)
Unsupported 3 GenEd 8.23 (3.00)
SLD 7.50 (2.12)
EL 7.67 (2.08)
Dual 4.00 (-)
5 GenEd 13.75 (2.23)
SLD 10.00 (0.00)
EL 10.66 (2.08)
Dual 7.00 (0.00)
Word Supported 3 GenEd 85.08 (33.02)
Count SLD 63.00 (49.50)
EL 96.67 (25.58)
Dual 108.00 (--)
5 GenEd 161.66 (72.07)
SLD 97.00 (--)
EL 126.00 (--)
Dual 27.00 (--)
Unsupported 3 GenEd 75.69 (44.50)
SLD 96.50 (85.56)
EL 62.00 (25.63)
Dual 26.00 (--)
5 GenEd 167.75 (27.26)
SLD 52.50 (14.85)
EL 183.00 (12.17)
Dual 27.00 (9.90)

GenEd = general education students, SLD = studwathid D, EL = students who are EL
Dual = students who are EL with LD
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Table 6
Informational Genre Means (and Standard Deviatidos)Writing Measures by
Condition, Grade and Learner

Outcome Condition Grade Learner

Means(Standard Deviations)

Characteristic
Analytic  Supported 3 GenEd 11.58 (1.38)
SLD 9.00 (4.24)
EL 10.67 (2.08)
Dual 13.00 ()
5 GenEd 13.25 (1.48)
SLD 15.00 (--)
EL 13.00(--)
Dual 4.00(--)
Unsupported 3 GenEd 9.15 (3.31)
SLD 8.00 (2.83)
EL 9.00 (4.36)
Dual 5.00(--)
5 GenEd 14.75 (1.50)
SLD 12.00 (1.41)
EL 12.67 (0.58)
Dual 11.00 (5.66)
Word Supported 3 GenEd 10.47 (3.83)
Count SLD 10.00 (2.94)
EL 10.83 (3.43)
Dual 9.00 (5.29)
5 GenEd 66.83 (22.98)
SLD 50.50 (33.23)
EL 43.00 (14.73)
Dual 47.00(--)
Unsupported 3 GenEd 127.83 (50.51)
SLD 166.00(--)
EL 165.00(--)
Dual 18.00(--)
5 GenEd 58.92 (29.80)
SLD 54.00 (26.87)
EL 60.00 (50.11)
Dual 37.00(--)

GenEd = general education students, SLD = studwathid D, EL = students who are EL
Dual = students who are EL with LD
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Table 7
Persuasive Genre Means (and Standard Deviatiom3)Mdating Outcome Measures by
Condition, Grade, and Learner

Outcome Condition Grade Learner

Means(Standard Deviations)

Characteristic
Analytic  Supported 3 GenEd 9.83 (1.99)
SLD 6.00 (1.41)
EL 10.33 (0.58)
Dual 12.00 (--)
5 GenEd 12.17 (1.28)
SLD 13.00 ()
EL 9.00 (--)
Dual 6.00 (--)
Unsupported 3 GenEd 9.38 (2.72)
SLD 8.00 (1.41)
EL 9.33 (0.58)
Dual 7.00 (--)
5 GenEd 14.00 (1.15)
SLD 10.50 (0.71)
EL 12.33 (1.53)
Dual 11.50 (0.71)
Word Supported 3 GenkEd 73.08 (24.78)
Count SLD 52.00 (49.50)
EL 65.67 (40.00)
Dual 52.00 (--)
5 GenEd 125.8333
SLD 143.00 (--)
EL 111.00 (--)
Dual 30.00 (--)
Unsupported 3 GenEd 61.23 (39.23)
SLD 47.50 (6.36)
EL 41.67 (24.79)
Dual 63.00 (--)
5 GenEd 158.25 (53.01)
SLD 77.00 (29.70)
EL 141.67 (25.32)
Dual 53.50 (2.12)

GenEd = general education students, SLD = studwdtiid_D, EL = students who are EL
Dual = students who are EL with LD

Initially, 1 was interested in examining whethee tffect of genre and condition
was similar or different for students across gragels and by learner characteristics
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(e.g., students with LD, students who are EL, andents who are dually exceptional
relative to their general education peers). Unfoataly, due to the small sample sizes for
each of the subgroups that include these popul{gtndents with LD = 7, students who
are EL = 10, and students who are dually excepto®d | am unable to use inferential
statistics to model any potential learner chargtiergroup differences. Furthermore, as
demonstrated in the tables above, in many instatioeie was only one participant in
each of these learner categories for each gragéded condition. Based on this, the
variable of learner characteristic was removed feapsequent analyses, as any
significant results would have little educationiginsficance.
Correlations

Bivariate correlations among the MANOVA variab(esndition, grade level,

total word count and analytic writing quality) greesented in Table 8.

Table 8
Correlations among MANOVA variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.ANANARR .

2ANAINFO 575" -

x* F*x

3.ANAPERS 553 562 -

4WCNARR 02" 454" 589 -

SWCINFO 461" 577 477 774 -

6WCPERS 509" 414" 574" 791" 826 -
7.CONDITION _319  -257 -037 -171 -157 -114 -

8.GRADE 512" 454" 527" 466 575 5527 -.089 -

ANA=Analytic, WC=Word Count, NARR=Narrative, INFO#¥brmational, PERS =
Persuasive

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (twateml)

*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (twatted)
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As expected, the outcome variables of total worght@and analytic writing quality are
significantly related to one another given the mguped relationship between writing
guantity and writing quality (Graham, Berningerbb®dtt, Abbott, & Whitaker, 1997;
Rankin, Bruning, & Timme,1994). The condition \adoie was moderately correlated
with the analytic narrative measure, and weaklyatated with the analytic informational
measure. In addition, grade was significantly exlab all outcome measures.
Effect of Genre

| conducted a series of repeated measures ANOVAgsgwer the first research
question: what are the effects of genre 8rad %-grade students’ overall writing
guality and sentence level skills? The purposéese tests was to determine if there
were statistically significant differences betwele@ means for each genre and for each
of the writing measures used (analytic and totaidamunt) in this study.
Assumptions

Repeated measures ANOVA tests follow certain astomgp(Hinkle, Wiersma,
and Jurs, 2003). These include: (a) the sampleavaomly selected from the
population, (b) the dependent variable is normdigributed in the population, (c) the
population variances for the test occasions araleguad (d) the population correlation
coefficients between pairs of test occasions scar@gqual. In particular, if the last two
assumptions are violated the Type | error ratebsaseriously affected. Accordingly, |
used Mauchy’s test of Sphericity (a measure thaluaes the variances of the
differences between all possible pairs of groupsefch of the models to ensure that the
population variances for the test occasions aralequ

Results
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| first assessed the effect of genre as measurdéloebgnalytic outcome variable, a
measure of writing organization, content, stylej atructure. Mauchy's Test of
Sphericity indicated that the assumption of splitgritad not been violated?(2) = 3.74,

p = .16. The repeated measures ANOVA determinddhleamean analytic scores
differed significantly between genreg§2, 124)=6.94p=0.00. Post hoc paired sample
tests using the Bonferroni correction revealed shadents ability to write using the
analytic quality measures in the informational geover the narrative genre (11.52 vs.
9.95, respectively), which was statistically sigzaht (p=.00). However, there were no
statistically significant differencep£0.30 between the narrative and persuasive genres
(9.95 vs. 10.43, respectively). Finally, there weoestatistically significant differences
(p=0.11) between the informational and persuasiveagefil.52 vs. 10.43, respectively).
In effect, based on the analytic measure, studggeared to write best in the
informational report genre with less success witérall organization, content, style and
conventions in the persuasive and narrative genres.

| next assessed the effect of genre as measurgteltigtal word count variable.
Mauchly's Test of Sphericity indicated that theuasgtion of sphericity had been
violated, %(2) = 6.05, p = 0.05. To address this issue, Iquatéd a Greehouse-Geisser
procedure, which corrects the degrees of freedothed-distribution. As such, thE-
test result is corrected from(2, 10) = 12.53p=0.001to F (1.28 6.38) = 12.53,
p=0.0001. This correction elicits a more accurataificance value. By increasing tipe
value | can compensate for the fact that the reypeaeasures ANOVA test is too liberal
when sphericity is violated (Howell, 2002). Witretbreehouse-Geisser correction, the

mean total word counts differed significantly beénegenre$ (1.83, 113.03) = 12.09,
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p=0.00. Post hoc paired samplests using Bonferroni corrections revealed thadests
wrote more in the narrative genre over the inforamat! genre (103.22 vs. 82.40,
respectively), which was statistically significgpt0.00). However, there were no
statistically significant differencep£1.00) between the informational and persuasive
genres (82.40 vs. 86.06, respectively). Finallgréhwere statistically significant
differences [§=0.02) between the narrative and persuasive geh@&s22 vs. 86.06,
respectively). In short, students appeared to whigemost in the narrative genre followed
by the persuasive and informational genre.

The between subject effects for grade and wordtcaere statistically
significant. In order to determine the nature @sih effects by each genre | ran additional
repeated measures ANOVAS for the writing qualéigglytic) and writing quantity (total
word count) variables for third and fifth grade aegiely. At the 3 grade level,
Mauchy’s Test of Sphericity was not violated foe #malytic outcome variablé(2) =
5.98, p = 0.05. The repeated measures ANOVA detsmanihat the mean analytic scores
differed significantly between genreg§2, 72)=3.71p=0.02. Post hoc paired sample
tests using the Bonferroni correction revealed #fagrade students’ ability to write
using organization, content, style and conventiwas greater in the informational genre
over the narrative genre (9.97 vs. 8#3,0.04) while there were no statistically
significant differences between the narrative agigpasive and persuasive and
informational genres. For the word count variaMeauchy’s Test of Sphericity was
violated at, %(2) = 6.13, p = 0.04. | therefore used a Greenh@ssser correction
yielding statistically significant differences irowd count between genreg1.72,

72)=7.26,p = 0.00. Post hoc paired sampfests using the Bonferroni correction show
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statistically significant mean differences acrasgenres p < 0.05)with 3¢ grade
students writing more in the narrative genre (M309. followed by the persuasive
(M=62.41), and informational genres (M= 58.65).

At the 8" grade level, Mauchy’s Test of Sphericity was riotated for the
analytic outcome variablé(2) = 3.73, p = 0.16. Results of the repeated nreasu
ANOVA for 5" grade analytic writing quality show no statistigaignificant differences
between genres. For the word count variable, Maschgst of Sphericity was not
violated at the 8 grade level, %(2) = 1.51, p = 0.47. In addition, there were statally
significant differences between genres for the wamant measure at th& §rade leveF
(2, 50) =4.68p = 0.01. Post hoc paired sampieests using the Bonferroni correction
show statistically significant mean differencps 0.05) between the narrative
(M=137.27) and informational genres only (M=116.18)oring the narrative genres.
There were no statistically significant mean woodrt differences between the
informational and persuasive genres at thgmde level.

These findings contradict previous research thagissts that writing fluency
skills are predictive of individual differenceswriting quality (Graham, Berninger,
Abbott, Abbott, & Whitaker, 1997; Rankin, Brunningmme, & Katkanant, 1993).
Furthermore, in past studies the effect of genses@wn that students appear to write
more and achieve better quality essays in narrgevees relative to expository genres
(e.g., Olinghouse & Wilson, 2012; and Camp, 1988jhis study, children did write
more 0=.00) in the narrative genre (M=103.22 words) rgkato the informational
report (M=82.40), and persuasive genres (M = 86o0d6)all and in both grade levels.

However, in contrast, on the analytic meastit@de students on average seemed to
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perform best in the informational report genre vﬁ‘ﬂ’grade students demonstrating no
statistically significant differences in their atyilto write using organization, style,
content, and conventions across the genres.

One possible explanation for students’ strongefoperance in the expository
genres relative to previous studies could be atfomof the task environment and
prompt structure in the current study. | hypothedithat given the research
recommended supports in the expository genres &pegcified superior audience, genre
specific cues, graphic organizers, and topic amdect supports through the provision
of a text) the effect of genre or more specificaignre knowledge and topic knowledge
may be minimized thereby making the expository gemnore accessible to elementary
writers. The results of this study with respecth® analytic score results support this
hypothesis.

Nevertheless, there was still a difference favothegnarrative genre for the
word count measure. A possible explanation fordifference between students’
relative performance in each genre by total woght@ersus analytic measures could
be attributed to how raters weighted each of thiegmaies on the analytic measure. For
the analytic outcome measure, | used a collapsalytanvariable that combined four 4-
point features of writing (organization, conteryje and structure) to create a 16-point

total analytic writing measure. In Table 9, | shdre means for each of these features

by genre.
Table 9
Analytic Rubric Means by Category Features
Organization Content Style Conventions
Narrative 2.39 2.63 2.29 2.63
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Informational ~, 54 3.20 2.59 2.95

Persuasive 221 3.19 2.21 2.69

While the analytic scores for organization seerbdaelatively equivalent, both
the informational report and persuasive genresaegeo receive much higher ratings
for content than the narrative genre. Graham (188§)ed that spelling words and
writing letters might interfere with other aspectomposition such as planning,
organization, and content generation. In the dateva it seems that organization is a
relative constant across genres while content andemtions are higher for the
informational and persuasive genres. This findumghier supports the contention that
providing students with content in the form of ter¢ad prior to writing in the
expository genres can mitigate the demands of cogeneration and help aid in areas
of conventions such as spelling, thereby yieldisgpgs that may be shorter in length,
but higher in quality. In short, although perhagmpered by a small sample size in the
current study, prior results suggesting a bettelop@ance on narrative over expository
genres only occurred for the length of the studemtiting. This suggests that students
may not write better in narrative than expositoeynigs.

One concern, however, that is highlighted by thevaldata across the genres
and analytic categories is that there were onlyitvgtances when average writing
quality was above a 3.0 or effective range with hstisdents performing in the
developing range. Of the lowest performing studétsl analytic score < 8.0 or an
average of < 2.0 across each of the four analgtiegories: organization, content, style,

and conventions) 52% were general education stad&6% were students with
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learning disabilities, 11% were students who aredfld 20% were dually exceptional
students. Given that the representation of thelsegsoups in the overall sample is 65%
(general education), 11% (students with LD), 168adents who are EL), and 8%
(dually exceptional students), the overrepresemaif students with LD and students
who are dually exceptional in this low performiragegory is concerning.
Effect of Condition and Grade Level

In the following section | share the results oeEnMANOVA models | used to
identify the effects for the independent varialf@ndition and grade) in relationship to
the outcome variables. These models seek to arteeeemaining research question in
the study that relates to the effect of prompt @md and grade level, on students’
overall writing quality and sentence level perforro@. In the following section, | will
share the results of the MANOVA assumptions testiognducted for the data in the
study. | will then share each of the results farteaf the dependent variables | modeled.
Assumptions

Tests for the four general assumptions for MANOWAgedures were examined
by pre-screening the data to confirm its robusthessatistical analyses.

Independenceln this study, independence was established thrthehise of a
stratified random sampling procedure.

Normality Visual examination of a series of histograms for each nidet
measure demonstrated that each was normally dittdb

Given the limited sample size in each group fos giudy, | conducted a
Mahalanobis’ B analysis to check multivariate normality for eadtthe groups of

dependent variables in the four MANOVA models. Timsasure is a multidimensional
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version of a z-score and it provides informatiogareling the distance of a case from the
multidimensional mean of a distribution, given ttevariance of the distribution. For
each of the three models’ dependent variables there no significant outliers that
would violate the multivariate normality assumption

Linearity. Another assumption of the MANOVA procedure is ttiegre are linear
relationships among all pairs of dependent vargbl@is assumption was examined
through bivariate correlations. Based on the batarcorrelation statistics, all models
have DVs that are significantly correlatgek (001 orp<.05).

HomoscedasticityThe last assumption of MANOVA is that population
covariance matrices for the DVs in each group rbastqual or in other words the
models should have multivariate normality. Thisuasgtion is assessed through Bols
statistic using an alpha value of 0.00. The assiomaif homoscedasticity was met for all
outcome variables in this study: (a) analy#0.10 and (b) word counp= 0.0Q

Procedures for analysidn the following sections | share the results facte of
the three MANOVA models | created to evaluate tiiece of prompt condition and
grade on each of the dependent variables. | fustiened multivariate normality for
each model. If multivariate significance was fodada variable, | then interpreted the
univariate ANOVA results to determine significambgp differences for each dependent

variable (Mertler & Vanatta, 2005).

Results
As expected there were statistically significaiffedences favoring 8-grade

students over'$grade students across all genres and outcome resasnalytic
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narrative F (1, 59) =21.34p <0.00, (Cohen’sl = 0.27); analytic informationaFk; (1, 59)
=16.86,p < 0.00, (Cohen’sl = 0.22); analytic persuasivi,(1, 59) =23.40p <.0.00,
(Cohen’sd = 0.28); word count narrativé, (1, 59) =15.52p <0.00, (Cohen’sl = 0.21);
word count informationak: (1, 59) =27.83p <.001, (Cohen’sl = 0.32); and word count
persuasivel (1, 59) =25.67p <0.00, (Cohen’sl = 0.30). For the analytic informational
variable, there was also a statistically signifiaateraction effect for grade level and
condition,F (2, 58) =3.93p <0.03, (Cohen’sl = 0.12). Table 11 shows means and
standard deviations for writing outcome measuresdmylition and grade level for the
analytic informational outcome variable.

As evidenced in Table 10"&rade students performed significantly bettehi t
supported condition with respect to the organiratamntent, style and structure of their
essays (ES = 0.90). In contrast, statistical resntticated that students il-grade
students performed slightly better in the unsumgbdondition (ES = 0.12).

Table 10

Means (and Standard Deviations) for Analytic Infatimnal Measure by Condition ar
Grade Level

CONDITION GRADE Means (Standard Deviations)
Analytic Unsupported 3 8.79 (3.29)
5 13.00 (2.53)
Supported 3 11.22 (1.93)
5 12.73 (2.79)

Post-hoc Analysis

To determine if this result was an effect of smsalinple size, | performed a post-
hoc analysis to determine if there were any sigaift outliers that may be skewing the
results. Stem and leaf plots and an Explore araigssPSS found three outliers for

students in the data set. Students identified Hemuin the dataset included: (a) a third
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grade boy in the supported condition identifiechwtlearning disability, (b) dBgrade
boy in the supported condition identified as duakgeptional and (c) a fifth grade boy in
the unsupported condition identified as dually gticmal. The initial sample had 33
students in the supported condition with 5 studetis LD or who were identified as
dually exceptional, and 30 students in the unsupdarondition with 7 students with LD
or who were identified as dually exceptional. Temoval of these three outliers yielded
the following total numbers for each subgroup (gl = 31, and unsupported = 29),
but decreased the number of non-general educdtidersts in the supported condition.
To assess if this significantly changed the grogans based on the stratifying variable
of initial reading and writing ability as measufggthe TEWL-3 and student reading
levels, | ran an ANOVA test of means for this vatea Because there were no
statistically significant differences between grep>.05), these outliers were removed
from the supported and unsupported conditions|fdudher analyses.

| reran the MANOVA analysis for all outcome variabland genres with these
three outliers removed. As expected, grade levefimoed to be a statistically significant
variable on both outcome variables across all gertitewever, the data set with the
outliers removed yielded a new area of statiss@ghificance across the condition
variable. For the analytic narrative variable, dood was statistically significarf (1,
56) = 6.42p =0.01 (Cohen’sl = 0.10). For this variable, the effect of conufitifavored
the supported over the unsupported condition fon B (9.82 vs. 7.84, respectively),
and %'-grade (12.50 vs. 11.40) although there was a smdiliference between th&'5
grade students across conditions. There was etalatistically significant effect of

condition for the persuasive genre or the word toweasures.
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One possible explanation for why there was nassizdlly significant effect for
the persuasive genre is that it is possible thatestts in this sample wrote using their
general fund of knowledge as opposed to usingekts they read as sources for
generating ideas. Support for this idea comes ftumfact that the participating school
participates in a healthy eating program and culuim. As a result, the current
participants may have had adequate background ledlg@lon the topic of whether or
not Wendy'’s is a healthy food option, allowing therbypass the need to read text.
Accordingly, future research should consider tledusion an additional variable that
accounts for the use of evidence from the textd tedurther isolate the potential effect
of prior knowledge across these two genres.

Conclusions

In summary, students on average performed beah@malytic measure (a
measure of students’ organization, content, styte@nventions) in the informational
report genre, followed by the persuasive and naeggenres. Past studies have shown
that students appear to write more and better tyuedisays in narrative relative to
expository genres (Olinghouse & Wilson, 2012; aran@, 1993;). In this study, third
grade students performed significantly better aitiformational genre over the
persuasive and narrative genres with fifth graddestts showing no difference in
performance across genres. This finding suppoetsvibrk of Huot (1999) and Myhill
(2005) that contend that the task environment hacatount of prior knowledge
students have on a topic and genre may influereeffiect of genre on students’ writing
performance. With these variables controlled thioting use of supports such as a

common text, and genre and audience awarenessitcapgears that expository genres
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are accessible and manageable for elementary aggehss.

In addition, while students still wrote more in tharative genre relative to the
informational and persuasive genres, in this sttlig/relationship between quantity and
quality was not as explicit. While the word countlanalytic outcome measures were
highly correlated across genres, further analylsis@means for the sub-categories of the
analytic measure show that content, style and auiowes were higher in the
informational genre relative to the narrative aedspasive genres while the organization
category was relatively stable across genres.fifidéng also supports the hypothesis
that the inclusion of topic content supports thtoagcommonly read text in the
informational and persuasive genres may mitigatedtfmands on aspects of the writing
process such as spelling and content generatiosuéts while students may be able to
write more in the narrative genre, this may notassarily equate with quality when
controls for topic and genre cues are providedhéimformational and persuasive writing
prompts.

Another significant finding in this study was thiéeet of condition and grade
level on students’ performance on analytic writtngality and total word count. As
expected, grade level was a statistically signifidactor in student performance across
all outcome measures and genres. In contrastffihet ef condition was more variable.
For the analytic informational variable, there vaasinteraction effect for condition and
grade suggesting that fof’ §raders, there was a significant effect (ES=0f60)he read
aloud accommodation on the informational reportrgdavoring the supported condition.
In contrast, at the"5grade level students performed slightly bettehmunsupported

condition based on the means (ES=0.12). One pessbkon for the discrepancy in the
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effect of condition by grade level is the leveleding proficiency betweeri®and %'
grade students. Presumably, md$gsade students are still learning how to read. As
such, the read aloud accommodation may help yowrgeeaker students overcome the
additional challenge of the read and respond vgritiontext. For 8 graders who are
typically more proficient readers, the read aloadoenmodation may potentially hinder a
student’s ability to read and apply what they himeaened from the texts to their writing.
Further research into this effect is needed toioorthis hypothesis.

In a post-hoc MANOVA analysis of the outcome measwrith outliers removed
from the data set, condition was also found to tmstatistically significant effect for the
narrative genre favoring the supported conditiarbfath the %' and %" grade although
the difference in means was greater f0itf3an %" (1.98 vs. 1.10). This finding further
supports the hypothesis that the benefit of thd edaud accommodation may decrease
as children become more proficient readers anaergtit

While there was no statistically significant effe¢tcondition for the persuasive
genre, mean differences between conditions acfogsupported = 9.88, unsupported =
9.11) and % (supported = 12.00, unsupported = 12.6) gradddestdl demonstrate the
same trend as the narrative and informational genrth the benefit of the read aloud

accommodation decreasing as students get olddvesnmine more proficient readers.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

This study provides insight into two important giimss: What effect does genre
have on early and intermediate elementary studemishg performance? And, what
effect does condition and grade have on studentshgy performance? Findings from
this study are particularly relevant given the r@@mmon Core writing assessment
context that will require students to write in respe to texts read thus revealing
important considerations for both policy and pratiin this chapter, | first discuss the
main concerns that this study addresses with réspéesting policy. | also discuss
potential implications for instructional practidewill then discuss limitations of the
current study, and will conclude with a discussibimow the present findings relate to
future areas for research in the field of writirsg@ssment and instruction.

Implications for Policy

Olinghouse and Santangelo (2010) suggest that #nerfour primary purposes
for assessing students’ writing. These includessssg: (a) to identify children who are
at-risk for school failure, (b) to inform instruatial planning and modification, (c) to
monitor students’ progress, and (d) to identifydstuts for eligibility for special
education services. Since the reauthorization®Blementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA) and the implementation of No Child LB&hind (NCLB) in 2001, a fifth
possible purpose of assessment has been to de¢ettmimllocation of federal funding to
schools.

Given the high-stakes nature of standardized gstifolds that an effort should
be made to ensure that such assessments aredaiakch The primary purpose of this

study was to examine the effect of prompt condijteomd genre on the writing and

122



EFFECTS OF PROMPT, GENRE, AND GRADE

sentence level quality of%and 8" grade students. In an effort to mirror the testing
conditions proposed in the new Common Core contadgsessed students in three

genres: narrative, persuasive, and informationadmeiwww.corestandards.oygising a

read and respond to text writing prompt conditiloat twill be used by both the PARCC
and SBAC consortiums.

The PARCC and SBAC consortiums have published anwmhations manuals
that limit the use of the read aloud accommodatiotheir writing assessments without a
research-base to determine if there are potentithgy construct validity threats given
the new read-and-respond writing assessment cofhaitisis et al., 2012). The results
of this dissertation study indicate that developangounger readers benefit from a read
aloud accommodation before writing, suggesting thatew writing assessments may
pose a threat for construct validity at the eadiexde levels. It holds that if developing or
younger readers and writers perform more poorthéread and respond writing
assessment context without the read aloud accontmoogdthan these types of
assessments may in fact be just another assesehstutients’ reading abilities. Given
the aforementioned purposes for writing assessrientesults of the current study
support new concerns that writing assessments utithgpport for reading text may be
unfairly biased against students who are struggiaglers. Another result from this
study to take into consideration is the inversatiehship that the read aloud
accommodation has on more proficient or older caidIn this study, the benefits of the
read aloud accommodation appeared to cease faraddren and in some cases
appeared to even hinder a child’s ability to apphat they had read effectively to their

writing.
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There are a number of potential policy implicatidmst can be drawn from this
study. First, it is clear that there is an effedth@ read aloud accommodation on writers
in the new assessment context. It is also cleathiaeffect may be different based on
grade level and learner characteristics. Givengbssibility, assessment consortiums
such as PARCC and SBAC should consider how to gpijately accommodate all
learners, but particularly developing readers antevg in the new writing assessment
context. Starting in the 2015 school year, &ltBrough 18-grade students will be
formally assessed in the three genres exploreaisrstudy. In many states, this will be
the first time students in th&'3jrade will be asked to write in a standardizetrtgs
context. For younger and developing readers, slmesatesting formats or supports may
be needed until they reach a level of reading piericy that allows them to integrate
what they read into their writing effectively togwent any construct validity threats.

Another area that warrants consideration baseti®neisults of this study is the
potential effect of task environment on studengfagrmance across the genres. Research
on writing at the elementary level has shown theatrgknowledge and task environment
can have a significant effect on the writing pemfance of students in general education,
as well as those with LD and students who are Ebg§bn et al., 2012; Olinghouse &
Santangelo, 2010, Donovan, 2001; and McCutcherg8)18fuot (1990) and Myhill
(2005) suggest that a number of prompt conditiatofa can promote students’ writing
performance across genres. These include a spksifjgerior audience, the inclusion of
genre specific cues, and the inclusion of backgidurowledge content support in the
topic of the prompt particularly for expository ges.

In an effort to isolate the effect of genre andnppd condition, | implemented all
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of the recommended practices proposed by currertireh in all of the writing
assessments in this study regardless of prompttcamdl hese included a specified
audience for each prompt (narrative = Mini-Pagef®rimational report = Time for Kids,
and persuasive = Kids Post), supportive conterts tex the informational report and
persuasive genres, a focused picture prompt indh&tive genre, and genre specific
checklists for each genre. Finally, all studentsenwovided the opportunity to use a
generic graphic organizer across all writing agsesss, which has proven to have a
supportive effect in the writing process (MarzaRwkering & Pollock, 2001).

Previous work suggests that children’s developnrentriting may vary by genre
with most students in the elementary grades perfayinetter in narrative over
expository genres (e.g., Olinghouse & Wilson, 28h#@ Scott & Windsor, 2000). In
these previous studies, researchers predominasely open-ended writing prompts
across the genres where students were asked toexgtusively from their personal
background knowledge and experience. For exampl@linghouse and Wilson’s study
students were asked to write in the following wgg3:the narrative task prompted
students to write a story in response to a piadfig@stronauts on the moon uncovering
something on the moon’s surface, (b) the informmetidask asked students to write a
report about outer space, and (c) the persuasskeatked students to write a letter about
whether or not President Obama should build plazése in outer space. When viewing
open-ended prompts of this nature, it is morediffito isolate the potential effects of
background knowledge of the topic from studentditgtio write effectively within each
genre. This study contradicts earlier findings fsjigg that when students are provided

the task environment supports listed above sudoresnon content from texts read,
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expository genres such as persuasive and informatreport writing may become more
accessible. Additionally, it may further suppor fimdings by researchers like Crosson
et al. (2012) that suggest that background knovdexdm have a significant impact on
students’ performance across the genres. For exathglre is evidence from this study
that students may have used their background kmigelen healthy eating from their
school program in lieu of the provided text to etibeir response thereby negating the
need for a read aloud accommodation. Accordinglyeféort should be made to control
for this effect.

In addition, the above findings suggest that teskens, researchers, and
educators should make a concerted effort to inctedearch-based writing supports such
as a specified audience, genre specific cues, grapyanizers, and background
knowledge supports when assessing students’ writiffigle the use of a read and
respond testing prompt may help to accommodatenpatéackground knowledge
deficits particularly with respect to informatiorralport and persuasive writing topics,
this study shows that a students’ reading abilisynmfluence their ability to write. In
order to isolate the construct of writing from tlo&treading, other vehicles for providing
background knowledge on the topic in testing caistekould be considered. These could
include read-aloud presentations or videos aloegsrts such as those used in Scott and
Windsor’s (2000) study. In particular, the PARQ@I&BAC consortiums should
consider applying these strategies to the writsgpasments they create to ensure that the
targeted writing skills of organization, conterdngentions, and use of evidence are

isolated from other biasing factors such as backgidknowledge and reading ability.
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Implications for Research

A potential challenge facing researchers in the neMing assessment context is
the interpretation of the Common Core writing stad and its subsequent assessment.
In particular, how researchers assess the rolemfegn a research context presents
particular difficulties for the field. Genre theory represents a multi-faceted and complex
collection of ideas that are marked by regionaldfispecific, and individual differences
and similarities (Hyland, 2009). Swales (2009) sgig that there are multiple theories of
genre including (a) a balance between constrahichnice, (b) the role of culture in the
realization of genre exemplars, (c) a sense thategevolves in response to various
constraints and demands, and (d) a nuanced appi@#&eaiching and gaining and
understanding of genres. In the Common Core wriisgessment context, it appears that
there are also numerous interpretations of germeekample, a PARCC published
document that shares sample writing forms

(http://lwww.parcconline.org/sites/parcc/files/PARCGE®leofWritingForms.pdflists 40

sub-genres of writing as potential vehicles foreassig the Common Core standards in
grades 3-8. These range from prompting childrenrtte satires, spoofs, testimonials,
apologies, endings, biographies, fables, explanatiand more. Given the wide range of
possible genre prompts, that are being proposeaddbyng consortiums, researchers will
likely have difficulty isolating and standardiziag approach to writing assessment
research that can be repeated and also alignedheittiemands of the school-based
writing assessment context.

Furthermore to date, most writing assessment relséas relied heavily on

holistic measures similar to those used by theioNat Assessment of Educational
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Progress (selettp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcardin contrast, the new PARCC and

SBAC rubrics are analytic measures that includeva focus on the role that reading
comprehension has on writing. Accordingly, an @ftrould be made among researchers
to begin to standardize measures and assessmémtqisoto better align with the new
writing assessment sample items being publishatidse two national assessment
consortiums.
Implications for Practice

In this study the average rubric scores for thdyéicaneasures placed most
students at an inadequate or developing writinglleéstudents appeared to perform the
most poorly in organization, style and conventiand relatively better in the general
inclusion of content. While the participants inststudy may not be wholly representative
of the elementary school population at large basethe fact that they attended a
bilingual school, the results from this study imgiat many elementary students may
have good ideas to share, but lack the facilitgXpress these ideas clearly and accurately
through the written word. Research suggests tleagjtiality of students’ writing is often
impeded if they have difficulties with writing coemtions such as spelling and
transcription (McCutchen, 2000). Given the linkvaeen these two variables, additional
emphasis on the mechanics of writing may be beiakfic

The newly adopted Common Core writing standardseh great deal of
emphasis on structure and content, and place heghasis on writing mechanics. There
are standards that specify language use in boteksgeand writing, which include the
use of various verb forms, sentence structuresstardtlard conventions. There is a

concern that the separation of these skills froenctbre writing standards may lead to
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their omission in daily instruction. As teachersrkvtio design writing units of study, they
should make a concerted effort to systematicakbyiily the language standards that
appropriately match the overall goals of the wgtumits they plan around the Common
Core standards to ensure that sentence level akdlsonsistently and repeatedly taught
throughout the language arts curriculum.

A commonly held belief in the world of reading insttion is that in "In K-3
children are learning to read, and in 4-12 childaenreading to learn” (Chall, Jacobs, &
Baldwin, 1990; Chall and Jacobs, 2003). Unfortulyaia the new Common Core
Context with students being asked to read and resftexts in writing starting in3
grade, schools and educators can no longer affonit until 4" grade to explicitly
make the connection for students that readingsldlbthat needs to be applied to a
broader context. Likewise, Houck and Ross (201@)athat learning to read should
continue well past the early grades as childrertaarght more sophisticated strategies for
comprehension. In effect, learning to read andingaid learn should happen
simultaneously across the grade levels.

A similar myth exists in the world of writing thatiggests that in the early grades;
narrative writing is more accessible to childreartlexpository genres (Calkins, 1986,
Olinghouse & Wilson, 2012; and Camp, 1993). Thiglgtdisproves this assumption.
Data now shows that when students are providedppeopriate task environment
supports, elementary aged students can write afédzin expository genres.
Accordingly, an effort should be made to give studesufficient opportunities to write
across multiple genres. Teachers should shiftgitnstruction away from daily journal

entries, to authentic and purposeful reasons ttewadross the genres on a regular basis.
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Furthermore, based on the results of this studst, fr@ctices for writing assessment such
as specification of audience, genre cues, and tapitrol through the use of shared texts
would likely be beneficial to students during gextevriting instruction throughout the
school day.

Given the poor performance of students across genrthis study and in
previous studies (e.g., Hebert, Graham & Harrid@0it is clear that students in the
younger grades need more practice writing fromaaheg age. In particular, students will
likely need significantly more practice writing frotexts they read. One possible effect
of the learning to read and reading to learn myaly tme that up until recently,
elementary educators in the early grades have ghlacgue emphasis on learning to read
without providing students sufficient opportunittesapply what they have read across
multiple contexts such as writing. This coupledhatiie emphasis on narrative genre
structures in both reading and writing in the egrigdes may provide students with
insufficient exposure to informational and persuagext structures.

Bridges (2012) argues, “Approximately half the g2ah elementary school
student should encounter should be nonfiction airey to 70% by the time students are
in high school.” (p.9). She also highlights the wof Yopp and Yopp (2006) and Jeong,
Gaffney and Choi (2010) that suggest that in presktinrough grade 3 children seldom
encounter informational texts witf%yraders experiencing 1 minute per day, aficu3d
4" graders averaging 16 minutes per day of exposutieese types of texts. Given the
demands of the new Common Core context and wrégsgssment formats, it is
imperative that teachers increase the amount & tivat students get to work with non-

narrative genres.
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One way to improve students’ level of engagemetit somplex texts across the
genres is through close reading. Close reading issdructional method for reading
instruction that is commonly seen at the secondadypost-secondary level, but less so
in the primary grades (Fisher & Frey, 2012). Theppse of close reading is to give
students the opportunity to read complex and higle&ie leveled texts through
supporting text-dependent questions that highligatmetacognitive skills necessary to
make inferences about the text, determine the datharpose, and identify when
something is confusing. Fisher, Frey, and Lapp 22@bntend that as students gain
experience with reading texts that are quantittisad qualitatively more complex, the
materials they are able to read independentlyimgliease as well. This is an important
goal given that the Common Core standards haveratdaled the adoption of higher

Lexile band requirements from grade level to griagel (vww.corestandards.oyg

According to Fisher and Frey (2012), close readnetudes the following key
features: (a) short passages, (b) complex teXtfin{ited front-loading, (d) text-
dependent questions, (e) repeated readings, aanifejations. The role of annotating in
the close reading process is of particular intareite writing assessment context. Text
annotation is a common practice at the secondsagy &s students learn to make notes
about the texts they read to support their anali&sher and Frey note that this strategy
is also “useful in analytic writing about text, stsdents consult their annotations to
formulate arguments, analyze information, and n@mections within and outside of
the text.” (p. 186).

In their meta-analyses of the relationship betweawling and writing, Graham

and Perin (2007) and Graham and Hebert (2010) $faitv that writing has a strong and
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positive impact on reading comprehension and deweémt. Unfortunately, up until
recently, writing instruction and practice has beéen a core part of the elementary
curriculum. This is likely driven by the fact thatior to the adoption of the Common
Core and the implementation of the PARCC and SBAiing assessments, the
assessment of writing has not been an expectatithe state and district level as it is not
required for the purposes of meeting No Child [Bdhind requirements
(www2.ed.gov/nclb/accountability). Graham (2010)atbthat in the primary grades,
students spend only 20 to 30 minutes a day wrikiitl little time spent writing in
expository texts. Graham also notes that 40% ahiea make few or no adaptations and
spend very little time teaching the writing processthe 4"-6" grade levels, students on
average receive only 15 minutes a day of writirggrirction with only 25 minutes a day
for actual writing practice.

Literacy blocks in elementary schools continued¢ddrgely dedicated to reading
work (Graham, 2010). One way to better integra¢egibals of writing instruction and
development into the literacy block is to more @iy link the close reading
instructional sequence to writing outcome measunethis context, writing outcome
measures should go beyond the use of annotaticstsoor journal responses to text
dependent questions. In the current close readsgph sequence, students are asked to
read a text multiple times in an effort to answeedes of text dependent questions that
reveal aspects of the text such as author’s puypgseative language, text structures,
and perspectives (Fisher & Frey, 2012). As clos€irgg instructional approaches are
used with greater frequency, an effort should bdarta include an additional component

to the close reading sequence that requires a oatmg writing task that goes beyond
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journal responses to assignments that require istsitie respond to reading in one of the
three targeted genres of the Common Core (e.@srative, argumentative/persuasive, or
informational essay). This would make the connechietween reading and writing in the
classroom more explicit for both students and teexh

Finally, both the PARCC and SmarterBalanced cdnsos have reported that
the new assessments will include some form of caen@daptive testing technology.
Accordingly, students will need to gain familiarepd expertise with a number of
technology based skills particularly with respecivMord processing. MacArthur (1996)
notes that word processing can support writingeiesal ways. These include: (a) the
ability to produce neat and legible text for studemho may have challenges with fine-
motor processing skills, (b) the ability to usetiedj tools to improve spelling, (c) the
ability to use features such as cut and pastééoptirposes of revising, and (d) the
ability to publish work in a uniform format. Nevbkéless, all of the benefits of word
processing cannot be maximized without giving stisil@pportunities for practice with
such technologies.

Graham and MacArthur (1993) found that typing skilhd familiarity with
different software and hardware features of teabgpylvere necessary in order for
children to effectively utilize word processing figi@es in their writing. They noted that
this required regular access to technology. Unfately, Graham (2010) noted that over
20 years later, students’ opportunities to workwvigchnology in the elementary grades
is still extremely limited with many elementary-agehildren receiving little to no time
to work on computers. Alternatively, there is a@am that children may have access to

certain technologies (e.g., iPads), but not necgsachnology that promotes writing
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development and skills specifically. Furthermoreaistudy of the differential effects of
dictation, handwriting, and word processing fOrad 6'-grade students with LD,
MacArthur and Graham (1987) found that studenthk wid struggled with word
processing skills and there was little to no défeze between their handwritten and typed
essays. For example, in their study students wiitwlcote on average 4.6 words per
minute, which was less than half of what they cqarlaluce by hand. In addition, the
guality of these essays were significantly lowanthhose produced through dictation. In
contrast, for general education students, resdmslishown that there is little difference
in quality measures between dictated and handwrfttéedi & Hildyard, 1983), and
handwritten and typed essays (Daiute, 1986).

Moving forward there is a concern that with theeduction of technology based
assessments, additional variance that is outsitleeatealm of writing ability may be
introduced into writing assessment. It holds thahildren’s abilities to effectively use
technology to demonstrate writing proficiency hiaggon their ability to access
technology for regular practice, than studenthosl systems with less access to
technology both at home and at school will be aolditly disadvantaged. Furthermore,
research to date shows that students with LD ihquéar may have greater difficulty
mastering technology based writing applications tteeir general education peers
(MacArthur & Graham, 1987). In a review by De L&R#4999), she argues that one way
to provide student with LD greater access to tetdgybased writing requirements is
through the use of adaptive speech-recognitioresys{SR). She noted “while our
understanding of the impact of dictation and SResys on the composing of persons

with LD remains unclear, the latter may allow indwals to transcribe at rates closer to

134



EFFECTS OF PROMPT, GENRE, AND GRADE

the speed of speech, a development that may iesaiproved writing for some.” (p.
180). De La Paz’s work coupled with the findingsnfr MacArthur and Graham (1987)
regarding students with LD’s ability to composeh@g quality texts under dictation
conditions bring to the forefront another importaansideration for writing assessment.
It holds that if the new writing assessment measwié require some form of computer-
based technology, than the role of word procesasimbassistive technologies for writing
warrants further investigation particularly wittspect to students who may be
disadvantaged socially, economically, linguistigatir academically.
Limitations

A significant limitation to this study was the sdmpize. While there were 63
participants in this study, my goals of assesdnegefffects of interest required the
reduction of this total population into two condits shrinking the sample size across
these groups to 33 and 30 respectively. As a rdblte were significant limits to my
ability to disaggregate student performance acstsent subgroups such as students
with LD, students who are EL, and students whadaadly exceptional. Additionally,
due to limits in sample size and its resulting &ffen power, | was unable to run
statistical analyses for all outcome variables tltatlected data for. In addition to the
analytic and total word count variables, | had aslected data using a holistic and
correct-word sequence variable. For the purpos#s®ttudy, as | was limited in the
number of variables | could enter into the modelachieve statistically significant
results (Faul, et. al., 2009). Accordingly, of thk® measures of writing quality (holistic
and analytic) | prioritized the analytic outcomeiable that was best aligned with the

PARCC and SBAC assessment measures. | then sethetedntence level variable that
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was most frequently used in research to date sitdwelopmental level (e.g., Beers &
Nagy, 2010; Olinghouse & Graham, 2009, Hudson, L&amhé&ercer, 2005; Scott &
Windsor, 2000, etc.), in this case the total waydrt measure.

Additionally, the population at my selected scheetting is very unique. The
combination of its urban setting, immersion progiamd the diversity of students may
present threats to external validity factors suxlyeneralizability of individuals.
Unfortunately, there was also very limited inforioatavailable on students’ baseline
skills across grade levels and learner sub-groibsle | was able to obtain some
information on students EL levels, students withwere only designated by the
presence or absence of an IEP. In addition, difeetfact that 8 grade was the first
standardized testing year, there was limited baselata on the®grade students to
compare. Another limitation in this study was thatas not able to isolate the potential
effects of instruction due to limited access t@heas for follow-up interviews regarding
their reading and writing instruction practiceghe classroom. In the persuasive writing
task, students’ background knowledge on healthp@aiabits, types of food, etc.,
through their school-based program may have skéecesults for the persuasive genre
assessment that asked students to argue whetheh&/eras a healthy choice. Given
the possibility of instructional effects on studeetformance, additional information on
students’ backgrounds and learning experiencdseiclassroom would have been
helpful to contextualize the above findings.

Finally, while the use of multiple assessment messand multiple assessments
helped to control for mono-method bias and monaatpm bias, it may have lead to

threats to internal validity in the areas of faggand history.
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Future Research

There are a number of potential areas for futusearch. First, future studies
should attempt to include more schools in ordent¢tude a larger sample size
particularly with respect to subgroups of inteisth as students with LD and students
who are EL. In addition, researchers should comgldplicating the above study with
varying settings to see if the findings above migdtunique to urban and/or immersion
classroom populations.

Another area to further explore is the effect & tbad aloud accommodation on
developing readers and students with differentnieacharacteristics. This study presents
preliminary findings to suggest that the read alaccommodation is supportive df 3
graders, but less so of §raders. Furthermore, the effect of the read aloud
accommodation on struggling learners appears xtvsemely variable suggesting that
individual learning characteristics beyond broatgaries such as students with LD,
students who are EL and students who are duallgmianal may influence the efficacy
of this accommodation.

While the read aloud accommodation appears to stamély support younger and
developing readers overall, its effect for studewits LD, students who are EL, and
dually exceptional students is not yet known amsuhnot be taken as wholly beneficial
to these subgroups in the writing assessment coridescriptive statistics for these
subgroups in this study show that there was a langeunt of variability in students’
performance across conditions and genres. Onelp@ssiplanation for this phenomenon
comes from the field of neuroscience. Recent rebesuggests that some language-based

learning disabilities that lead to challenges it#racy skill development can be
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attributed to auditory processing issues (Heim),K&houndhury, Friedman & Benasich,
2013 and Lehongre, Ramus, Villiermet, Schwartz,i€aGd, 2011). Given that the read
aloud accommodation relies on providing childreditwy stimuli, this accommodation
may not be as supportive to struggling readersigsally hypothesized. Unfortunately,
given the small sample size for each of the sulggani this study, and the likelihood for
selection bias and the influence of individual eliéfnces on the group comparisons
requires additional research to generate concldsidengs.

Accordingly, another possible research avenue coeltb further investigate the
procedure for providing the read aloud accommodatcsee if there is a differential
effect for students depending on the populatiom.ekample, all students may receive
more benefits from the read aloud accommodatitimely are first asked to read texts on
their own. This could be true for not only writiagsessments, but also for reading and
math assessments that warrant the read aloud acodation as well. Alternatively,
other reading accommodations other than the reagialccommodation could be more
effective such as providing students the opporyuisitead smaller segments of text over
an extended period of time.

In this study, depending on the measure of intestéisdents on average appeared
to write better or equivalently well in the expaosit genres (persuasive and informational
report) as they did in the narrative genres. P@koauses for this shift in students’
performance from stronger narrative writing thap@sitory writing as seen in previous
studies (e.g., Olinghouse & Wilson, 2012; and Cai993) could be related to various
features included in the task environment or pramgptondition. These included

supports such as a specified audience, genre gpeugcklists, graphic organizers, and
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the inclusion of texts to read to support backgbkimowledge on the topic.
Nevertheless, the design of the current study dicaow for the isolation and

exploration of how and why these factors may hafleeénced students’ stronger
performance in the expository genres over the tiaergenre or to factor in other
influences such as increased attention by teatbéhgse genres in response to policy
changes such as the CCSS-ELA. Future studies skhonklder testing the effects of each
of these supports individually and conjointly witrand across genres to identify the best
possible combinations of supports for developingens.

The new writing assessment formats also warrattiduexploration. If the next
generation writing assessments will all follow tkead and respond type of structure,
additional research into the effect of differerpeyg of texts and task environments are
needed to ensure that these types of writing assggs can reliably assess the construct
of writing as opposed to reading. In particularttier analysis of writing samples to
determine the relationship between students’ uswidence from texts and their
resulting writing quality is warranted. While inighstudy | did not use an analytic rubric
that included a category on the use of evidenam text read, this is a category on both
the PARCC and SBAC rubrics. Accordingly, adding thariable should be an area for
future research as well.

In addition to exploring the effects of differegpes of accommodations and
supports for struggling learners, specific attemsbould be directed to exploring how
dually exceptional students who are EL and havenliie. Very little is known on how
this growing population of students write and givleeir poor performance relative to all

other peers in this study, this population deseagebtional support and attention.
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Moving forward, qualitative analysis of the writiiog the participants in this study could
yield interesting insights into similarities andfdiences, as well as areas of strengths
and needs in the writing of this sub-group of stugle

Finally, given the new computer based technologgssment formats that will be
introduced with the SBAC and PARCC assessmentsarels into the effect of word
processing and assistive technology programs dimgmerformance warrants further
review. In particular, an effort should be madexplore the potential biasing effects that
may be included in writing assessments that requéciency in technology for
students who may have limited access to such resssuch as those students who are
socially, economically, linguistically, and acadesally disadvantaged.

Conclusions

The current study is significant for several reasdiirst, the findings in this study
offer a more refined view on the factors that affgadent performance within and across
genres such as prior knowledge on the topic andeges well as the potentially unique
effect of the read aloud condition on studentsifieiént grade levels. By better isolating
these factors, researchers will hopefully be ablgain a better understanding of whether
or not students’ writing performance across diffiérgenres is a function of development,
differences in levels of cognitive demands acrasg&g, prior knowledge, or learner
characteristics. This may in turn allow educatorappropriately identify benchmarks
and standards for learning. Second, findings frioim study may afford the opportunity
to gain a more holistic understanding of how tddygbrepare students to write in in the
SBAC, PARCC, and Common Core writing context. Hndindings from the current

study could be used to further develop standardirtthg assessments and formative
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classroom assessments that minimize known biasegptove measurement practices

and ultimately, instruction and curriculum.

141



EFFECTS OF PROMPT, GENRE, AND GRADE

APPENDIX A

Content Review Matrix

Topic

Authors
(Date)

Research
Questions or
Purpose

Design

Sample/
Participants

Ind. Variables

Dep. Variables

Results

Prior
Know.
Effects

Degroff
(1987)

Knowledge of
topic on
expository
writing

Correlational

®_grade students

20 high knowledge
(17 boys and 3 girls
20 low knowledge
(15 girls and 5 boys

Low and high
prior knowledge
of baseball as
measured by
Voss et al.
(1980)
questionnaire

Voss et al. (1980)
baseball grammar

Mean t-unit length

Students’ self-rated
holistic scores.

Prior knowledge was found to be related to goal-

related in-formation in high-knowledge writers'
first and second drafts and to comments from
conferences with high-knowledge respondents
Also, prior knowledge was related to non-goal-
related information in low-knowledge writers'.
High knowledge writers also had more
syntactically complex pieces of writing and
longer pieces of writing.

Prior
Know.
Effects

Englert,
Raphael,
Fear,
Anderson
(1988)

Students’
metacognitive
knowledge
about how to
write
informational
texts

Quasi-
experimental

30 (LD, low-
achieving, high
achieving) groups

4™ and %' grade
students

Metacognitive
knowledge

Learner
characteristics

Genre

Writing interviews
(high to low
knowledge scores)
Primary trait score

Holistic score

When performance levels among the three abi
groups were compared, the results suggested
learning disabled students were less aware thg
high-achieving students of modeled writing
strategies, steps in the writing process, strateg
for presenting expository ideas, and procedure
for selecting and integrating information from
multiple sources. Discrepancies between learn
disabled and low-achieving writers also emerg
in the metacognitive interview in terms of ability
to (a) control and regulate the writing proces$,
use organizational strategies or text structures
generate or group ideas, and (c) monitor the
quality of texts. When performance on the
composition and metacognitive measures was
related, the results revealed that the strongest
relationship existed between writing performan
and the following metacognitive variables:
students' awareness of modeled writing strated
students' knowledge of processes related to
monitoring the completeness of text, and studg
categorizing abilities. These findings suggest t
writing instruction should focus on both the
development of students' metacognitive
knowledge of the expository writing process an
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the organizational strategies for generating,
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organizing, and monitoring expository prose.

ue

er

ge

Prior Lee, Relationship Quasi- ESOL Two scoring The results indicated significant relationships
Know. | Penfield, between form | experimental classification rubrics: between writing form and content at both pretest
Effects | Buxton and content (ESOL 1-4; “form” and posttest, with a stronger relationship at
(2011) knowledge on ESOL 5; Exited | (conventions, posttest. The effect of
expository ESOL or never | organization, and | English proficiency on the magnitude of the
science writing in ESOL) style/voice), relationship was significant only at posttest, for
of Students whq “content” (specific | which the relationship was stronger for non-ELL
are EL knowledge and students. The results suggest that through our
understanding of | intervention over the course of the school year
science). students with greater English proficiency learngd
Both rubrics used g science content and developed English literacy
5-level system simultaneously, whereas students with lower
based on a English proficiency did not show this
continuum of simultaneous growth to the same degree.
“minimal”
(score of 1) to
“comprehensive”
(score of 4), with a
score of 0 used
to indicate
irrelevant or no
response.
Prior Olinghouse | Discourse Correlational | Grade 4 students (1®iscourse Story quality, Five aspects of this discourse knowledge
Know. | & Graham | knowledge boys, 14 knowledge length, and (substantive, production, motivation, story
Effects | (2009) effects on girls) possessed (substantive, vocabulary elements, and irrelevant) together made a unid
narrative more discourse production, diversity beyond and significant contribution to the prediction of
writing knowledge than motivation, story| the 7 control story quality, length, and vocabulary diversity
Grade 2 students (1Belements, and variables--4 writing| beyond the 7 control variables. In addition, oldg
boys, 14 girls). irrelevant) (handwriting students possessed greater knowledge about the
fluency, spelling, | role of substantive processes, motivation, and
attitude toward abilities in writing. Findings support the
writing, advanced | theoretical propositions that discourse knowled
planning) and 3 is an important element in early writing
nonwriting (grade, | development and that such knowledge is an
gender, integral part of the knowledge-telling approach
basic reading writing.
skills) variables.
Task Brodney, Selected Quasi- 96 5"-grade students Condition Used multivariate A significant (p < .001) multivariate F-ratio
Effects | Reeves, Prewriting experimental (pre-writing f‘ongg’asr'ﬁ"?;‘;ﬁ;aé,'ﬁae”c‘ig o indicated that type of prewriting treatment
Kazelskis | Treatments: groups) the four prewriting significantly affected scores on expository
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(1999) Effects on Reading- treatments on the compositions. Reading paired with prewriting
Expository prewriting ?hoé'?gﬁr“;ﬁzlsy‘ﬂf (HM): | pefore composing was found to be the most
Compositions Reading measures of ideas (ID),| €ffective prewriting instructional strategy.
Written by only style (ST), organization
ifth- i OR), and mechanics
gﬁg;ﬁde E;Ie;vmmg EMC)); an_d total words
] per T-unit (TU). Raw
comparison | reading achievement
served as co-variate
Task Hudson, (1) What are thg Correlational | 195 grade Condition compositional Priming condition and writing occasion had
Effects | Lane, and | effects of students fluency, including | significant effects. Interactions were found
Mercer writing prompts Occasion handwriting between priming condition, occasion, and each
(2005), on the Four schools in one fluency and the covariates (handwriting fluency and spelling
compositional north central Florida spelling achievement).
fluency of district free or achievement
second-grade reduced-price lunch Analysis of the sample based on the covariate$
students? and 49.4t086.9 (M V4 revealed differential effects for the slowest and
(2) Are these 69.4). fastest writers and poorest and best spellers.
effects different
for students
who vary on
spelling
achievement
and
handwriting
fluency?
Task Midgette The purpose of | Quasi- 181 8" and & Condition Final drafts of Students in the audience goal group were more
Effects | and Haria | the study was tq experimental | graders essays were scored likely than both other groups to consider
& investigate the one elementary Grade for elements of opposing positions and rebut them. Students ir
MacArthur | effects of school and two persuasive both the content and audience goal groups wrq
(2007) revising goals middle schools in an Gender discourse relevant | essays that were more persuasive than essays
focused on urban/suburban to content and students in the general goal group. The results
content and school district in the audience and for | also indicate that eighth grade students wrote
audience mid-Atlantic region overall more persuasively than fifth-grade students an
awareness on of the United States persuasiveness. that girls wrote more persuasively than boys.
the persuasive
writing of fifth- Free reduced lunch
and 29% elementary
eighth-grade
students. No SWD or ESL
Genre | Beers and | How does Correlational | 83 students in Grade level 3, 5 | 2 measures of For clauses per T-unit, significant differences
Effects | Nagy syntactic grades 3 and 5 and 5, 7 syntactic were found between persuasive essays, which
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ere

h

vel

oth
be

(2010) complexity complexity: clauses more subordinate clauses, than the 3 other genres.
develop across 96 students in Genres of per T-unit and For words per clause, significant differences w
genres from grades 5 and 7 narrative, words per clause | found btw descriptive texts, which had more
mid-elementary descriptive, on four genres of | words per clause than persuasive essays, whig
years to early Same cohort of compare/contrast text: narrative, did not differ from the compare/contrast texts.
adolescence? students on 2 and persuasive | descriptive, For text length grade x genre effects were
occasions 2 years compare/contrast, | significant for both cohorts. Findings suggest that
apart as part of a and persuasive although students could produce each kind of
larger longitudinal genre, their ability to do so may have been
study compromised by their limited knowledge of the
syntactic structure necessary to achieve text-lg
genres.
Genre | Prater and | What are the Correlational | 70 fourth grade Sex, grade, Each essay was Expressive writing tasks generated essays at |
Effects | Padia effects of three students discourse topic | scored using a grade levels for both sexes that were judged tqg
(1983) modes of four-point holistic | higher in quality than either Explanatory or
discourse on 70 sixth grade scale. Persuasive writing tasks. Persuasive writing ta
student writing students from six were found to be the most difficult type of
performance at elementary schools Essays were given| writing for all subgroups with the exception of
two elementary in California. two independent | fourth grade boys whose lowest performance \
grade levels? readings and scoreson the Explanatory writing task. Predictable se
Schools were varying by more and grade differences were found across all
Will grade/ selected to represent than two points modes of discourse.
topic, sex/topic, a mixture of urban/ were arbitrated by
or grade /sex/ suburban settings a table leader.
topic interaction and a diversity in
occur? SES.
Genre | Scottand | Does GLPM Correlational | 60 students LLD, LA, and 10 General Group differences were seen for 5 of the 10
Effects | Windsor distinguish 20 each in matched| CA matched for | Language GPLM
2000 school-age triplets (LLD, gender and Performance
children with Chronological Age, | socioeconomic | Measures (e.g., Productivity differences between LLD and CA
and without and Language-Age | status productivity was notable.
learning Peers) measures, total T-
disabilities upper-elementary tg Spoken and units, total words, | All students, regardless of language status, we

based on (a)
language group
(b) discourse
genre
(expository vs.
narrative); (c)
modality
(spoken or

middle-school age
students in grades 3
7

average or above
average intelligence
on Test of
Nonverbal

written narrative
-and expository
responses to 2
videos (one for
narrative and one
for expository)

etc.)

affected in similar ways by genre.

Main effects for genre favored narrative over
expository contexts.
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written); and (d)
interactions
among group,
genre, and
modality?

Intelligence
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APPENDIX B

Validity Criterion and Definitions

Category Criterion Definition
Internal Validity Selection Systematic differendegarticipants may account for outcome differences
Testing Repeated exposure to an assessment measyimpact subsequent scores, maki

it difficult to ascertain effect of an independeatiable.

Instrumentation

Changes in measurement protocas (estruments, rubrics, assessments) may
account for outcome differences.

Construct Validity

Inadequate explication of consts

Construct defined too broadly or narrowly which nhegd to incorrect inferences
about the relationship between the variables exahnin

Construct confounding

Presence of other possibistoacts that may mask the effects of the measured
construct.

Mono-operation bias

Single method of measuremeamdesl to measure a construct.

Statistical
Conclusion
Validity

Violated assumptions of statistica
tests

Selecting an inappropriate statistical assumptiay fead to over- or underestimati
of an intervention’s effect size.

Unreliability of measures

Measurement error weakbagelationship between two variables and sthesg
or weakens the relationships among three or marahlas.

External Validity

Generalize to individuals

An eftdound with certain individuals might not holdather individuals had been
studied.

Generalize to other assessment
outcomes

An effect found on one kind of assessment may olut i other assessments had

been used.
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APPENDIX C

Methods Review Matrix

Internal Validity

Construct Validity

Statistical Co nclusion Validity

External Validity

Focus | Study Authors Selection | Testing Instru- Mono- Expli- Confound- Violation of Statisti- | Unreliability of Generalize to Generalizability of
Bias mentation Operation cate ing of con- cal Assump-tions Measurement individuals Assessment
Bias con- structs Outcomes
structs
Prior DeGroff (1987)
Know. NO n/a NO YES YES YES YES NO NO NO
Effects
Prior Englert, Raphael,
Know. | Fear, Anderson YES YES YES NO YES YES YES NO NO NO
Effects | (1988)
Prior Lee, Penfield,
Know. [ Buxton (2011) YES NO YES NO YES YES YES YES YES NO
Effects
Prior | Olinghouse &
Know. [ Graham NO NO YES YES YES YES NO YES NO NO
Effects | (2009)
Task | Brodney, Reeves,
Effects | Kazelskis (1999) NO n/a NO YES YES YES YES YES NO NO
Task | Hudson, Lane, an
Effects | Mercer (2005) YES NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO
Task | Midgette, Haria &
Effects | MacArthur (2007) YES n/a NO NO NO NO YES NO NO NO
Genre | Beers and Nagy
Effects | (2010) NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO
Genre | Prater and Padia
Effects | (1983) YES YES NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO
Genre | Scott & Windsor
Effects | 2000 YES YES YES NO YES YES YES YES NO NO
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APPENDIX D: Narrative, Informational and Persuasive Prompts
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Panda cubs are born with their eyes
closed. Panda cubs are about the size of a
stick of butter at birth. When they are born

they are hairless and helpless.

Pandas are originally
from China. Pandas
are an endangered
species. Currently,
there may be only
around 2000 left

living in the wild.

Pandas live in the forest and eat

bamboo, insects, bulbs and fruit.

Giant pandas eat as much as 22

pounds of bamboo a day.
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Limmd Dawd-
Gidrii rurniud
Atiuropoda meianoieuca

/j Pandas have
/
T /I black and
WiuGh g urvung ‘,‘D !! ;
1y waa .
( ® white fur and
-

are about 5

I

feet long.

Male pand as

ey
4|l|||||!!

can weigh up

to 330 pounds.

Pandas use their teeth to peel off
the tough outer layers of the
bamboo stalk to reveal the soft
inner tissue. They also eat the

leaves.

The panda mother takes great care not

to harm the baby panda. For several

days after birth, the mother does not

leave the den, not even to eat or drink!
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& 0
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+
I I
, /0
1
#
Side Nutrition Side Nutritio n
Selections Total Selections Total Calories Fat (g)
Garden Side Salad 25 0 Small Natural -Cut Fries* 1320 16
S 530 25
Apple Slices 40 | 0O fles
Plain Baked Potato 270 0
S Nutrition Sandwiches Nutritioni on
Made when you Made when you order it.
order it. Total Total Calories
P Eat (o)

Grilled Chicken Go Wrap| 260 | 10 Jr.Bacon Cheeseburger 400 24
Splcy Chicken Go 340 16 J Cheeseburger 350 19
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APPENDIX E: Prompt Directions

Informational ReporSUPPORTED Condition Prompt

---Administration Directions---

1. Before starting the test, tell studeriBease write your name, teacher, grade, and

date on the front of this packet.”

2. Teacher saySWhen you are ready, turn to page 2. Imagine that gu are a
reporter for “Time for Kids” Magazine. You've just been assigned to write an
informational report article about pandas for their latest edition on endangered
animals. Before you being, | am going to read to yofrom a passage about pandas
for five minutes. You may highlight and mark key information as | read. Then you
will write an informational report about what you h ave learned.”Read all of the
content in the passage including the diagram (ceadter-clockwise) and the map (use
the class color print out as needé€th).the remaining time, you may reread the

passage.”

3. After the 5 minutes are up the teacher sasfdre you begin writing, you will have
5 minutes to plan your report in the space provided(Set timer for 5 minutes and read
the following in approximately 1 minute interval$urn to page 4. Remember that as

informational report writers, you’ll want to includ e your information about pandas
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in a particular order. You can use the space belotwo plan or the graphic organizer

on page 5:

You should start by introducing your topic in a setence. Take a moment
to think. What is your informational report going to be about?Pause to allow

students time to record their thoughts.

You should include main ideas and supporting det&. What were some of
the main ideas in the passage? What were the suppioig details that went
with them? Take some time to think about how to orgnize these ideas.

Pause to allow students time to record their thtgigh

You should also include words that help the readeiollow your thinking,
such asfor exampleand also. Pause to allow students time to record their

thoughts.

Finally, you should provide a conclusionPause to allow students time to
record their thoughts.
3. Teacher saysYbu may now have 15 minutes to write your informatonal report
for the Time for Kids article. | will warn you when you have 3 minutes left. You
may begin now.” At the 3 minute warning stat&’ou have 3 minutes left. Please begin
to finish your writing. Remember to edit your paperto be sure that

You used good grammar;
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You used capital letters and punctuation marks corectly;

You spelled words correctly; and

You let your readers know where you started new pagraphs.

You checked your paper to make sure that it is thevay that you want

readers to read it.
At the end of the 15 minutes say,dur 15 minutes are up, please put your pencils
down and turn to the last page in your packet. | wi now ask you to answer
guestions to a brief questionnaire. | will read thedirections and questions to you.”

Read the questionnaire items on the last page. @digact all writing packets.
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Informational Repor NSUPPORTED Writing Prompt

---Administration Directions---
1. Before starting the test, tell studeriBease write your name, teacher, grade, and
date on the front of this packet.”
2. Teacher say$SWhen you are ready, turn to page 2. Imagine thayou are a
reporter for “Time for Kids” Magazine. You've just been assigned to write an
informational report article about pandas for their latest edition on endangered
animals. First, you are going to read a passage alniopandas for five minutes. You
may highlight and mark key information as you read.Then you will write an

informational report about what you have learned. You may begin now.”

3. After the 5 minutes are up the teacher saBgfére you begin writing, you will have
5 minutes to plan your report in the space providedTurn to page 4. You may begin

now.

4. After 5 minutes, teacher say¥,0u will now have 15 minutes to write your report

for the Time for Kids article. You may begin now.” When there are 3 minutes left say,
“You have 3 more minutes to write your report. Be ske to reread what you have
written to make sure it makes sense. After the 15 minutes are over say,our 15
minutes are up, please put your pencils down and ta to the last page in your

packet. | will now ask you to answer questions to hrief questionnaire. | will read
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the directions and questions to you.'Read the questionnaire items on the last page.

Then collect all writing packets.
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NarrativeSupported Writing Prompt
(25 minute administration time)
----Administration Instructions----
TO BEGIN ADMINISTRATION:
1. Before starting the test, tell studeriBease write your name, teacher, grade, and

date on the front of this packet.”

2. Begin testing by sayingThe Washington Post Mini-Pages is having a story
writing contest for a picture they have posted. Ira few moments | am going to show
you the picture they want you to write your story dout. Open your booklet to page
2.” Show the students the Picture on the overheadieloard. Say'l want you to
write a story about this picture.” Take the next five minutes to carefully look at the
picture. Be sure to examine all of the details inhie picture. Now, before you start,
take some time to plan your story(Set timer for 5 minutes and read the following in

approximately 1 minute intervals)

Take a look at the picture. What do you think has Bppened? Can you create an
interesting and exciting story about this picture?You can use the space below to

plan or the graphic organizer on page 4.

Remember . ..

A good story has a beginning that includes the saty, characters, and an
introduction to the problem. Take a moment to thinkabout the characters.
What are their names? What might his problem be?Pause to give students

time to record their thoughts.

A good story also has a middle that has interestindetails and action. Take a

moment to think about what the most exciting part ® your story will be?
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What will the characters do and feelZPause to give students time to record their

thoughts.

Finally, a good story has an end with a great solign. How will your
character solve his problemause to give students time to record their

thoughts.

3. After 5 minutes have elapsed, sagou will have 15 minutes to write your story for
the “Washington Post Mini-Page” contest. Use youmnagination to make your story
as interesting as you can. Also, use paragraphs,@bspelling, and the right
punctuation to make your story the best it can beRemember to write neatly.”
Pause, then sa{Begin writing now.”

4. When 12 minutes have lapsed, safou have 3 minutes left. Please begin to finish
your writing. Remember to edit your paper to be sue that

You used good grammatr;

You used capital letters and punctuation marks corectly;

You spelled words correctly; and

You let your readers know where you started new pagraphs.

You checked your paper to make sure that it is thevay that you want

readers to read it.
At the end of the 15 minutes say,dur 15 minutes are up, please put your pencils
down and turn to the last page in your packet. | wi now ask you to answer
guestions to a brief questionnaire. | will read thedirections and questions to you.”

Read the questionnaire items on the last page. @diéact all writing packets.
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NarrativeUnsupported Writing Prompt
(25 minute administration time)
----Administration Instructions----
TO BEGIN ADMINISTRATION:
1. Before starting the test, tell studeriBease write your name, teacher, grade, and

date on the front of this packet.”

2. Begin testing by sayingThe Washington Post Mini-Pages is having a story
writing contest for a picture they have posted. Ira few moments | am going to show
you the picture they want you to write your story dout. Open your booklet to page
2.” Show the students the Picture on the overheadieloard. Say:l want you to
write a story about this picture. Take the next five minutes to carefully look at the
picture. Be sure to examine all of the details inhe picture. Now, before you start,

take some time to plan your story. Take 5 minutesotplan your story.

3. After 5 minutes have elapsed, sagou will have 15 minutes to write your story for
the “Washington Post Mini-Page” contest. Use youmiagination to make your story
as interesting as you can. Also, use paragraphs,abspelling, and the right
punctuation to make your story the best it can beRemember to write neatly.”

Pause, then sa{Begin writing now.”
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4. When 12 minutes have lapsed, s&au have 3 minutes to finish writing your
story. Reread your writing to make sure it makes sese.” At the end of 15 minutes,
say:“Your 15 minutes are up, please put your pencils don and turn to the last page
in your packet. | will now ask you to answer questins to a brief questionnaire. | will
read the directions and questions to you.Read the questionnaire items on the last

page. Then collect all writing packets.
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Persuasive Prompttinsupported Condition
(25 minute administration time)
(adapted from Teacher’s College Reading and WriErgect Elementary Persuasive

Performance Assessment)

---Administration Directions---
1. Before starting the test, tell studeriBease write your name, teacher, grade, and

date on the front of this packet.”

2. Teacher saysWhen you are ready, turn to page 2. Imagine that yoare a writer
for “The Washington KidsPost.” Your boss has askedgou to write a persuasive
essay about whether or not kids should eat at Wendy Before you write your essay,
I'd like you to examine the following nutrition inf ormation from a Wendy’s menu.
You may have 5 minutes to read this information. Fel free to highlight important
information and take notes as you read. You may baegnow.” After the 5 minutes are

up, please move on to administration item number 2.

3. Teacher saysWriters, you've done some good research now by ready and
studying the nutrition information from a Wendy’s menu. Next I'd like you to write
your persuasive essay about whether or not kids shitul eat at Wendy'’s. Turn to
page 3. Your job is to persuade the readers of teidsPost about why people should

or shouldn’t go to Wendy'’s. Before you begin writirg, you will have 5 minutes to
177



EFFECT OF GENRE AND PROMPT

plan your persuasive essay using the planning spaireyour booklet. You may begin

now.

4. Teacher saysybu may now have 15 minutes to write your persuasevessay for
the KidsPost. | will warn you when you have 3 minugs left. You may begin now.’At
the 3 minute warning stat&bu have 3 minutes left. Please begin to finish you
writing. ” At the end of the 15 minutes say,dur 15 minutes are up, please put your
pencils down and turn to the last page in your pacdt. | will now ask you to answer
guestions to a brief questionnaire. | will read thedirections and questions to you.”

Read the questionnaire items on the last page. @digact all writing packets.
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Persuasive Prompt: Supported Condition
(25 minute administration time)

---Administration Directions---

1. Before starting the test, tell studeriBease write your name, teacher, grade, and

date on the front of this packet.”

2. Teacher saysWhen you are ready, turn to page 2. Imagine that yoare a writer
for “The Washington KidsPost.” Your boss has askedgou to write a persuasive
essay about whether or not kids should eat at Wendy Before you write your essay,
I’m going to read a passage with nutrition informaton from a Wendy’s menu to you
while you read along. Feel free to highlight imporant information and take notes as
| read.” Teachers should read the speech bubbles and e#ablkes with the nutritional
information alternating from the table on the lefthe table on the right for each food
category.‘In the remaining time, you may reread the passagé After 5 minutes,

please move on to administration item number 3.

3. Teacher say¥Vriters, you've done some good research now by ready and
studying the nutrition information from a Wendy’s menu. Next I'd like you to write
your persuasive essay about whether or not kids shitul eat at Wendy'’s. Turn to
page 3. Your job is to persuade the readers of teidsPost about why people should
or shouldn’t go to Wendy'’s. Before you begin writirg, you will have 5 minutes to

plan your persuasive essay using the planning spaiteyour booklet. Turn to page 3.
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(Set timer for 5 minutes and read the following@pproximately 1 minute intervalsyou

decide: Is Wendy'’s a good choice?

Remember that as persuasive writers, you’ll want tde sure to include information
in a particular order. You can use the space beloto plan or the graphic organizer

on page 4:

You should start by stating your opinion. Are youfor Wendy'’s or against
it? Pause and give students time to record their thisugh

You should include reasons and evidence to supporour opinion. What
are some of your reasons for or against Wendy’s? Wit is the evidence that
goes with those reasons? Take some time to think@lt how to organize
these ideasPause and give students time to record their thisug

You should also include words that help the readeiollow your thinking,

such asfor exampleand becausePause and give students time to record their

thoughts.

Finally, you should provide a conclusion that resttes your opinion.Pause

and give students time to record their thoughts.

3. Teacher saysYou may now have 15 minutes to write your persuase/essay for

the KidsPost. | will warn you when you have 3 minugs left. You may begin now.’At
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the 3 minute warning stat&ybu have 3 minutes left. Please begin to finish you
writing. Remember to edit your paper to be sure tha

You used good grammar;

You used capital letters and punctuation marks corectly;

You spelled words correctly; and

You let your readers know where you started new pagraphs.

You checked your paper to make sure that it is thevay that you want

readers to read it.
At the end of the 15 minutes say,dur 15 minutes are up, please put your pencils
down and turn to the last page in your packet. | wi now ask you to answer
guestions to a brief questionnaire. | will read thedirections and questions to you.”

Read the questionnaire items on the last page. @ditact all writing packets.
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Student Name:

APPENDIX

F

Analytic Rubric

CATEGORY

4-Effective/Comprehensive

3-Effective

2-Developing

1-Underdeveloped

Organization
and structure

Organization is a logical
progression of ideas/events

and is unified and complete|

There is a logical progression
of ideas/events and is

reasonably complete, althoug
minor lapses may be present,

One or more major lapses in the
logical progression of ideas/events i
hevident.

Ideas/events are presented in
5 random fashion.

[}

Content focus

Maintains focus on
topic/subject throughout
response.

May exhibit minor lapses in
focus on topic/subject.

May lose or may exhibit major lapse
in focus on topic/subject.

s May fail to establish focus on
topic/subject.

STYLE

Consists of specific,
developed details. Exhibits
skillful use of vocabulary
that is precise and
purposeful. Demonstrates
skillful sentence fluency
(varies length, good flow
rhythm, and varied

Consists of some specific
details. Exhibits reasonable
use of vocabulary that is
precise and purposeful.
Demonstrates reasonable
sentence fluency.

Consists of general and/or
undeveloped details, which may be
presented in a list-like fashion.
Exhibits minimal use of vocabulary
that is precise and purposeful.
Demonstrates minimal sentence
fluency.

Elaboration is sparse; almost
no details. Lacks use of
vocabulary that is precise and
purposeful. Sentence fluency
is lacking.

structure).
Conventions Exhibits STRONG Exhibits REASONABLE Exhibits MINIMAL CONTROL of LACKS CONTROL of
CONTROL of grammatical | CONTROL of grammatical grammatical conventions appropriate grammatical conventions

conventions appropriate to
the writing task: sentence
formation; standard usage
including agreement, tense
and case; and mechanics
including use of
capitalization, punctuation,
and spelling.

conventions appropriate to th
writing task: sentence
formation; standard usage
including agreement, tense,
and case; and mechanics
including use of capitalization
punctuation, and spelling.

e to the writing task: sentence
formation; standard usage including
agreement, tense, and case; and
mechanics including use of
capitalization, punctuation, and
spelling.ing agreement, tense, and
case; and mechanics including use
capitalization, punctuation, and
spelling.

appropriate to the writing task:
sentence formation; standard
usage including agreement,
tense, and case; and mechani
including use of capitalization,
punctuation, and spelling.

f
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1.

APPENDIX G: Scoring Directions

PURPOSE Determine quality of students’ writing AND scordiably

You are to apply the scoring rubric (attached). Elsgays from our training session as
benchmark papers. Papers in the data set can bdmamechmark papers if you both
decide they exemplify specific features of the retibr

Each person will eventually read all papers andesath papers independently. As
you decide on a score, write the number on therpdpen provide a reason for this
rating using 1-2 descriptors from the rubric. Wthes directly on the student’s paper.

Only read 5 papers at a time. As you read, writesion the essay to help you
determine a specific value on the rubric, so tloat gan use it accurately.

After you each finish reading the same 5 essaysgesieport scores for each paper,
one at a time. The first purpose of the sharirgpigou both learn use the rubric in the
same way. In other words, you both need to haveeagent on what a “4” means —
or what a “1” means. Second, you need to use tedses consistently.

When you disagree (i.e., you each assign diffesentes to the same paper)

A. First, talk about what led each of you to the aragiscore. Perhaps one person
missed something in the essay or another persditexehe child’s writing
too much. Regardless, decide on the “true” score v&ite a second, final
score on the paper (use an arrow4). Note: one person may keep her
original score, but this helps us see each finalesby the same designation.

B. The second purpose of the discussion is to remach other what each value
of the rubric means, and whether each of you ituatiag the papers
consistently. Use benchmark papers, recently squaipdrs, and recent
decisions to remind each other of decisions inyapglthe rubric.

If you havemade an “error” in scoring a paper, do not shaoees for any more
papers in a given set of five papers before chectie remaining papers for the same
mistake. Change any score that reflects the saaidgon before continuing to report
your values. Doing this will improve your reliatbyli

Start each new session with a review of benchmaplers and the most recently

scored papers. Do not score too many papers ivea gession, and take breaks to
keep your focus.
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APPENDIX H

Sentence Level Measure: Correct Word Sequence

Counting correct word sequences is one quantitatiehod of measuring and
monitoring students' use of conventions. Correadveequences (CWS) are two
adjacent, correctly spelled words that are granuabyi acceptable within the context of
the phrase (Videen, Deno, & Marston, 1982). Capr#ibn and punctuation also can be

considered within the sequence. To calculate tbpgition of CWS:

1. Place a caret (*) over every correct sequence letthe two words that form the
sequence.

2. Place a large dot between every incorrect sequétaee dots before and after
misspelled words.

Example: o my ~ dog o chasd o the » ball™.

3. The first sequence is not comprised of two wordsniarks how the sentence was
begun. (Sentence beginning to first word “my” isrkea as an incorrect sequence
because the M is not capitalized.) The last seqienthe last word to period,
guestion mark, or other appropriate ending punicioat

4. To control for length of composition divide the nioen of CWS by the total

number of sequences (total word count + 1), whigbgythe proportion of CWS.
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