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ABSTRACT 

This study sought to examine the effects of expressive writing on the 

achievement, writing fluency, and learning retention of a selected group of 

fourth-grade students in social studies. A quasi-experimental nonequivalent 

control-group design was utilized. 

The subjects included 77 fourth-grade students in four intact classrooms 

from two elementary schools in the Lubbock Independent School District. Two 

classrooms (one from each school) served as the experimental group (N=41) 

and two classrooms (one from each school) made up the control group (N=36). 

Prior to the experiment, the Social Science Test of the Stanford Achievement 

Test Series and the Test of Written Language-2 (TOWL-2) were administered. 

Scores from these two tests served as covariates in the analysis of data. In 

addition, the TOWL-2 was used to categorize students by writing ability. 

Both the experimental and control groups studied the same content material 

in social studies during the research project. In addition, the treatment group 

wrote in journals twice a week for ten minutes during social studies. The control 

group did not participate in journal writing during social studies. The treatment 

condition lasted nine weeks. At the conclusion of the experiment, a writing 

fluency posttest and an initial posttest were administered to each of the 

subjects. Two weeks after the initial posttest was administered, a delayed 

posttest was collected in order to measure learning retention. 

The data were analyzed In two stages. During the first analysis, a 

multivariate analysis of covariance was used to determine the significance of 

differences among the groups. The dependent variables consisted of the 

vi 



averaged Z-scores from the writing fluency posttest and raw scores from the 

initial posttest. The Social Science Test and the TOWL-2 were used as 

covariates in the analysis. The independent variables were writing ability 

(higher and lower) and group membership (experimental and control). During 

the second analysis, a 2 X 2 analysis of covariance was utilized in order to 

determine the significance of differences among the groups. The delayed 

posttest served as the dependent variable. The Social Science Test was used 

as a covariate. Writing ability (higher and lower) and group membership 

(experimental and control) were the independent variables. 

The results of the first analysis revealed a statistically significant difference 

in the writing fluency between the experimental and control groups. No 

statistically significant differences were found for writing ability or for the initial 

posttest. Nor was there a statistically significant interaction between writing 

ability and group. The second analysis of data revealed a statistically 

significant difference between the groups on the delayed posttest. This finding 

supports the idea that expressive writing activities have a significant effect on 

learning retention. As in the first analysis, there as not a significant interaction 

between writing ability and group membership. 

Through informal observations, the researcher gathered additional 

information regarding the actual context of the experimental situation. It was 

noted that students participated willingly in the journal writing activities. In 

addition, an informal analysis of the journal entries revealed that students used 

writing to summarize what they had learned, to assume different points of view 

and historical perspectives, and to synthesize various pieces of information into 

a meaningful whole. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

During the past twenty years, numerous articles have advocated the use of 

writing to facilitate learning throughout the school curriculum (Applebee and 

Langer, 1987; Britton, Burgess, Martin, McLeod, and Rosen, 1975: Emig, 1977; 

Fulwiler, 1987a, 1987b; Haley-James, 1982; Mayher, Lester, and Pradl. 1983: 

Parker and Goodkin, 1987; and Walshe, 1987). "Writing-to-learn" is the term 

associated with methods that utilize writing to promote learning. Proponents of 

writing-to-learn have based their claims on the premise that verbal language 

processes (reading, writing, listening, and speaking) play an active role in the 

construction of knowledge. Traditionally, however, language has been viewed 

as a means of communication, a way of transmitting information, rather than a 

tool for learning. This perspective, as Smith (1982) pointed out, "completely 

ignores the possibility that language can be a means of creating worids and of 

exploring ideas, our own as well as other people's, that language creates as 

well as communicates" (p. 67). Freisinger (1980) referred to these two functions 

(creating and communicating) as the "binary character of language": both 

thinking/discovering and reporting/informing. He concluded, "The former gets 

us In touch with ourselves; the latter connects us with others" (p. 155). 

Educational and linguistic theorists have supported the belief that language 

and thinking are interrelated processes (Bruner, 1964; Emig, 1977; Langer, 

1969; Luria and Yudovich, 1971; Smith, 1982; and Vygotsky, 1962). Bruner 

(1964) asserted that language serves as an "instmment of analysis and 

synthesis in problem solving" (p.149). Similariy, Langer (1969) claimed that 
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language provides "the record of articulate conceptual thinking" (p. 103). She 

concluded "without language there seems to be nothing like explicit thought 

whatever" (p. 103). Implicit in each of these views is the assumption that 

language processes assist the learner in constructing meaning out of his or her 

experiences. 

The present study focused on the process of writing, expressive writing in 

particular, and its effect upon learning. Expressive writing has been 

characterized as "being the form of writing nearest speech" (Martin, D'Arcy, 

Newton, and Parker, 1976, p. 26). In fact, Britton (1972) termed it "written-down 

speech" (p. 37). Because expressive writing is close to informal speech and 

loosely structured, it provides opportunities for exploring new ideas, for "thinking 

aloud on paper" (Britton et al.. 1975, p. 89). Furthermore, throughout the 

literature, it was advocated as a powerful tool for learning. 

As a way of introducing and encouraging expressive writing, journals (also 

called learning logs) were recommended by educators across grade levels and 

subject areas (Dorsey, 1985; Fulwiler, 1978, 1987a, 1987b; Kirby and Liner, 

1981; Martin et al.. 1976; Wason-Ellam, 1987; Tierney, 1981). For example, 

Fulwiler (1978) argued that "Journal writing is an expressive form of writing that 

teachers in all curricula can use to help their students increase writing fluency, 

facilitate learning, and promote cognitive growth" (p. 1). 

While writing-to-learn has been advocated across the curriculum, this study 

investigated writing in social studies. Recent articles in social studies journals 

have encouraged the use of writing as a tool for learning in this subject area 

(Abel, Hauwiller, and Vendeventer, 1989; Banks, 1984; Barrera and Aleman, 

1983; Beyer, 1982; Beyer and Gilstrap, 1981; Freeman, 1986; Goggin. 1985; 

Tamura and Harstad, 1987; Tovey and Weible, 1981). Furthermore, recent 
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editions of methods texts in elementary social studies have added sections on 

writing-to-learn (Hennings, Hennings, and Banich, 1989; Woolever and Scott, 

1988). These authors agreed that writing helps promote student mastery of 

content as well as critical thinking skills; two of the major goals of social studies 

education. 

In summary, writing-to-learn has been advocated across the curriculum in 

recent years. Advocates based their recommendations on the widely held 

assumption that writing, as a language process, is related to thinking and 

subsequently, learning. Theoretical discussions of the relationship between 

writing and learning, as well as related studies, will be explored more fully in the 

next chapter. 

The remaining sections of this chapter will present: 1) the significance of 

the study; 2) a statement of the problem, which includes the research questions 

investigated; 3) a definition of terms used in the study; 4) assumptions of the 

study; 5) limitations of the study; and 6) the organization of the study. 

Significance of the Studv 

Writing-to-learn assumes that students can be active participants in 

constructing knowledge. "It requires that we conceive of both learning and 

writing as meaning-making processes that involve the learner in actively 

building connections between what she's learning and what is already known" 

(Mayher et al.. 1983, p. 78). Traditional instmction, however, has viewed 

students as passive receivers of information with writing being utilized as a 

means for displaying student knowledge rather than for constructing it. 

According to Fulwiler (1987a), "Many teachers identify writing simply as a 

technical communication skill necessary for the clear transmission of 



knowledge" (p. 5). He concluded that "Transactional (informational or 

communicative) writing dominates the curriculum while there is little or no 

evidence of expressive (or personal) writing" (p. 7). 

Studies of the amount and kind of writing done in schools (Applebee, 1981; 

Applebee, Langer, Durst, Butler-Nalin, Marshall, and Newell, 1984; Britton etal.. 

1975; Graves, 1978; Martin fil^., 1976; Petty and Finn, 1981) supported the 

assertion that writing assignments in elementary and secondary schools are 

predominately used for the purpose of displaying knowledge (testing) rather 

than as a tool for learning. As Martin etal. (1976) so aptly put it, "too much of 

the writing and talking in schools is used to test what children know and too little 

is concerned with enabling them to learn and to make sense of things for 

themselves" (p. 1). Similarly, Applebee (1987) contended that the small amount 

of writing American school children actually do does not require them to think 

critically. In summary, results from a recent study conducted by the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) concluded that '1he extent to 

which students at all grade levels value writing, use it in their own lives, and 

engage in writing process activities remains quite limited" (Applebee, Langer, 

Mullis, and Jenkins, 1990, p. 8). 

Writing researchers suggested various reasons for the lack of expressive 

writing in the school curriculum. For example. Graves (1978) argued that the 

"back to the basics" movement fostered an emphasis on the skills related to 

writing (handwriting, vocabulary, spelling, and usage) rather than writing itself. 

He concluded: "So much time is devoted to blocking and tackling drills that 

there is often no time to play the real game, writing" (p. 10). Fulwiler (1987a) 

suggested that many teachers do not have an adequate understanding of the 

way language works and this has resulted in a lack of writing in schools. 
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Additionally. Applebee (1987) proposed the following reasons why writing is 

rarely used in ways that fosters learning: "we lack a clear understanding of the 

kinds of learning that writing can foster, and . . . we lack careful explanations of 

how to plan and carry out such activities" (p. 3). 

While the literature provided oven/vhelming support for writing-to-learn, few 

studies were found that actually examined the effects of writing upon learning. 

Following a review of the relevant literature, Applebee (1987) noted that: 

Research on writing has been remarkably slow in examining the 
ways that writing about a topic fosters further learning about the 
topic. Two different traditions contribute to this lag in research: the 
first treats the process of writing as the rhetorical problem of 
relating a predetermined message to an audience that must be 
persuaded to accept the author's point of view. In this tradition the 
writing problem is one of audience analysis rather than of 
thoughtful examination of the topic itself. The second tradition 
assumes that the process of writing will in some inevitable way 
lead to a better understanding of the topic under consideration, 
though how this comes about tends to be treated superficially and 
anecdotally. Although we ourselves have enthusiastically 
advocated writing across the curriculum and related reforms, we 
have found no convincing research base for these programs. 
(P-5) 

A review of the literature conducted by the researcher supported 

Applebee's assertion. Additionally, the majority of the related studies dealt with 

students other than the elementary level. As noted previously, the need exists 

for more research in the area of how writing facilitates learning across subject 

areas and grade levels. This study investigated the effects of expressive writing 

in elementary social studies thus adding to the research base in this area. 



Statement of the Prnhiftm 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of using expressive 

Qournal) writing on the social studies achievement, learning retention, and 

writing fluency of fourth-grade students. The study sought to answer the 

following questions: 

1. Will expressive writing activities produce a statistically significant 

difference in the learning of social studies concepts among fourth-grade writers 

(higher and lower ability)? 

2. Will expressive writing activities produce a statistically significant 

difference in the writing fluency among fourth-grade writers (higher and lower 

ability) during the period of the study? 

3. Is there a statistically significant interaction between writing ability 

(higher and lower) and group membership (experimental and control)? 

4. Will expressive writing activities produce a statistically significant 

difference in the retention of social studies learning among fourth-grade writers 

(higher and lower ability)? 

Definition of Terms 

1. Content Units. Key ideas presented in the social studies text and 

identified as unit objectives. 

2. Expressive Writing. Writing that is close to speech. It is loosely 

structured, informal writing that allows the writer to put his or her thoughts and 

feelings down on paper. It has been termed "thinking aloud on paper." 

3. Higher Writing Ability. Students who obtained a composite score of 53-

111 on two subtests (Thematic Maturity; Semantic Maturity) of the Test of Written 

Language-2. 
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4. Journals. Personal notebooks in which students utilize expressive 

writing. The journal has been characterized as being part diary, in that it allows 

subjective expression, and part class notebook. In that It provides an 

opportunity for students to write about academic subjects (Fulwiler, 1987b). 

5. Learning Retention. The amount of social studies achievement a 

student has maintained as measured by a delayed objective test administered 

two weeks following the unit of study. 

6. Linguistic Cues. Specific features of the surface structure of written 

language that help determine what intellectual processes a writer uses while 

composing. 

7. Lower Writing Ability. Students who obtained a composite score of 0-

51 on two subtests (Thematic Maturity; Semantic Maturity) of the Test of Written 

Language-2. 

8. Social Studies Achievement. Student's abilities to recall information, 

interpret graphics, understand relationships, classify groups, compare 

similarities and differences, identify cause and effect, apply learned material to 

new situations, make inferences, and draw conclusions as measured by an 

objective test that was developed by the researcher. 

9. T-unit. Developed by Hunt (1965), the "minimal terminal unit" (T-unit), 

consists of a main clause and its modifiers. 

10. Writing Fluency. The number of T-units, linguistic cues, and content 

units a writer is able to process automatically. 

Assumptions of the Studv 

The following assumptions are basic to this study: 

1. Writing is a learning activity as well as a communication activity. 



8 

2. Expressive Qournal) writing can facilitate learning in elementary social 

studies. 

3. Social studies achievement and retention of learning can be measured 

by valid and reliable objective tests. 

4. Writing fluency can be measured using T-unit analysis. 

5. Specific features of the surface structure of written language known as 

"linguistic cues" can help in determining what intellectual processes a writer 

utilizes while composing. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study was limited to (a) fourth-grade students in four classrooms (two 

control groups and two experimental groups) from two different schools in the 

Lubbock Independent School District; (b) a quasi-experimental design utilizing 

intact groups; (c) one social studies unit, "The Land and Eariy People of 

Texas," in the Scott, Foresman fourth-grade social studies text; (d) initial and 

delayed posttests developed by the researcher utilizing the Scott, Foresman 

fourth-grade test databank; (e) a period of two weeks following the initial 

posttest and the administration of the delayed posttest to assess retention; 

(f) quantitative measures of writing fluency utilizing Hunt's T-unit analysis and 

analysis of intellectual processes in students' writing utilizing Odell's linguistic 

cues; (g) one writing sample to identify students' writing ability. 

Organijation of the Studv 

Chapter I provides an introduction to the study, the significance of the study 

based on current literature, the purpose of the study including the research 



questions to be investigated, definition of terms relevant to the study, 

assumptions basic to the study, and organization of the study. 

Chapter II contains a review of the literature related to writing and its impact 

on learning; Chapter III outlines the research design and procedures that were 

followed in collecting the data; Chapter IV presents the analysis of data; 

Chapter V summarizes the findings of the study, offers conclusions, 

implications, and recommendations for future research. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter contains a review of the literature concerned with the 

relationship between writing and learning. The first section includes a review of 

the literature that served as a theoretical basis for the present study. 

Additionally, it provides a discussion of literature related to the use of 

expressive writing in social studies, the use of journals to facilitate expressive 

writing, and measures of fluency and intellectual processes In writing. The 

second part of the chapter includes a review of related studies that have 

examined the effects of writing upon learning at the elementary and secondary 

school levels. 

Theoretical Background of Writing-to-Learn 

The Relationship of Language and Learning 

The assumption that writing can be used to facilitate learning has its roots in 

language development studies. In recent years, language theorists and 

developmental psychologists have postulated that language and thinking are 

interrelated processes. Vygotsky (1962) hypothesized that thought and 

language intersect in the life of the child at about the age of two. More recently, 

Parker and Goodkin (1987), drawing upon the work of Vygotsky, provided the 

following explanation regarding the relationship between language and 

thinking: 

Thought and language arise from different sources and, until 
about age two, follow different developmental paths. Before these 
paths cross, children's speech is nonintellectual and their thought, 

10 
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nonverbal. When these paths do cross, each form of behavior is 
radically and permanently transformed, as Is the entire course of 
psychological development from that moment fonvard. Biology 
loses dominance over the developmental process as society gains 
it. Slightly later, starting about age five, the egocentric speech 
which had developed as an offshoot of social speech begins to 
disappear, going underground to form inner speech. From this 
point on inner speech constitutes our primary means of verbal 
thinking, (p. 38) 

One of the advantages of verbal thought is that it allows human beings to 

visualize things in their minds. This visualization can assist in the processes of 

problem-solving, analyzing past events, and predicting future outcomes. It is 

verbal thinking that allows human beings to represent events symbolically 

(Parker and Goodkin, 1987). 

In describing the relationship between language and learning, Britton 

(1972) contended that we learn from events "by giving them shape in language" 

(p.38). Furthermore, results from an extensive study of language development 

and education in Great Britain supported Britten's contention. The report 

concluded that "language has a powerful heuristic [discovery] function and is 

inextricably involved in virtually all school learning and in cognitive 

development generally" (Fillion, 1985, p. 2879). Fulwiler (1987a) provided 

additional support for the assumption that language and learning are related 

processes. He stated "much of the process of knowing takes place through 

language. Not only is it the symbol system through which we receive and 

transmit most information; it is the necessary medium in which we process or 

assimilate that information" (p. 4). 

In summary, language helps to constmct meaning out of experiences. As 

Fulwiler (1987a) noted, "We carry on conversations with others to explain things 

to ourselves" (p. 5). Thus, the interaction of thought and language helps to 

explain the role of writing in learning. 
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The Relationship of Writing and Learning 

Writing has been widely advocated as a tool for learning. Various 

arguments provided support for writing-to-learn. Emig (1977), for example, 

contended that writing "serves learning uniquely" because it fosters the 

development of higher cognitive processes such as analysis and synthesis. 

She pointed out that writing, unlike other language processes, involves graphic 

recording. Therefore, the visible aspect of writing provides a permanent record 

of thought that permits reflection and analysis. Moreover, Emig argued that 

writing is unique because it "almost simultaneously" incorporates all three of 

Bnjner's (1971) categories of representing reality: (a) enactive-learning 

through action, (b) icQaifi-learning through imagery, and (c) representational 

or symbolic-learning through language. 

Like Emig, other researchers argued that writing promotes learning 

because it provides a visual product that can be inspected. Beyer (1982) stated 

that writing enables the learner to see what he knows thus enabling the 

refinement of thinking and the creation of new learning. Similariy, Gray (1988) 

contended that writing "makes a record that can be returned to, refined, and its 

parts reconnected. He concluded "Writing is a record of the mind in the act of 

knowing" (p. 729). And, as Haley-James put it, "written thought permits writers 

to see more easily the wheat and the chaff in their Ideas" (p. 726). 

Furthermore, writing promotes thinking in that it demands an exactness not 

called for in speaking. Vygotsky (1962) referred to writing as the "deliberate 

structuring of the web of meaning" (p. 100). In other words, the writer must state 

explicitly the meaning of the intended message If it "Is to remain constant 

beyond the context In which it was originally written" (Applebee, 1987, p. 5). 
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Writing forces the author to wrestle with thoughts and ideas in order "to organize 

them and present them clearly" (Zinsser, 1988, p. 49). 

Additionally, researchers suggested that writing about a subject enables 

students to clarify information, see relationships, and make connections 

(Berthoff, 1978; Knoblauch and Brannon, 1983; Martin et al.. 1976; Mayher £l 

al.. 1983; Murray, 1984; Rosen and Rosen, 1973; Smith, 1989). In their 

examination of children's writing in the British Primary Schools, the Rosens 

provided numerous examples of students using writing to help them deal with 

subject matter. From their investigations, they maintained that writing allows 

children to "wori< out what they think, to record their doings, and to sort out their 

feelings" (p. 142). In short, they concluded that writing enables "children to 

understand and act in their worid" (p. 155). 

Additional support for using writing-to-learn in schools was provided by a 

report on achievement for the National Assessment of Educational Progress 

(NAEP) prepared by Applebee, Langer, and Mullis (1986). A major conclusion 

of the report was that students at all grade levels are deficient in higher order 

thinking skills. Moreover, the report contended that "because writing and 

thinking are so deeply intertwined appropriate writing assignments provide an 

ideal way to increase student experiences with such types of thinking" (p. 11). 

Subsequently, one of the four major writing objectives in the NAEP's Writing 

Obiectivfis- 1988 Assessment asserted that: 

Students need to understand that writing, like talking, composes 
and expresses their thoughts while additionally providing a record 
of their thinking that can be reflected upon, redeveloped, and 
changed. Perceptions of the worid and how it wori<s may be 
modified, refined and strengthened by exploratory types of writing, 
such as that done in journals . . . . Even more important, 
exploratory writing in all subject areas provides opportunities for 
students to test their understanding of new concepts and 
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principles and to participate in new ways of thinking. In this way, 
writing becomes a valuable means for students to learn, not only 
in school, but throughout their lives, (p. 20) 

To summarize, the role of writing in learning was attributed to the following 

factors: (a) the permanent nature of the written word which allows opportunities 

for revising and rethinking, (b) the active nature of writing that enables the 

writer to make connections and see relationships, and (c) the explicit nature of 

writing that demands exactness of meaning. 

The Expressive Function of Writing 

While studying the relationship between language and learning of 11- to 

18-year-olds, Britton (1975) and his colleagues classified the various functions 

of writing. Their categories included: (a) expressive-thinking aloud on paper, 

(b) transactional-communicating information, and (c) poetic-artistic. 

According to Britton, expressive writing is closely related to thinking and 

learning. Moreover, he concluded that it is important "as a mode of learning at 

any stage" (p. 11). Extending Britten's research, Martin et al. (1976) further 

investigated the use of expressive writing in learning situations. As a result of 

the studies, Martin contended that the "Expressive is basic" (p. 26). 

Furthermore, she argued that "expressive writing, being the form of writing 

nearest speech, is crucial for trying out and coming to terms with new ideas" 

(p. 26). Like Martin, Fulwiler (1978) characterized expressive writing as being 

foundational. He termed it "the matrix from which other forms of writing take 

shape" and "a bridge to more formal writing" (p. 2). Therefore, expressive 

writing is often the first stage of writing that can eventually lead to transactional 

or poetic writing. Supporting this contention, Fillion (1985) pointed out that 
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expressive writing may be a necessary stage in developing more formal kinds 

of writing, especially for poorer writers. 

While the literature supported the use of expressive writing in schools, 

studies of school writing revealed that students are required seldom to write in 

the expressive mode. Findings from various researchers resulted in similar 

conclusions: (a) the majority of writing assigned in elementary and secondary 

schools is transactional, (b) students are seldom provided opportunities to 

write in the expressive mode, (c) writing assignments are utilized most 

frequently to test what students know rather than as a tool to facilitate learning, 

and (d) the audience for most student writing is the teacher as examiner 

(Applebee, 1981; Britton sL^., 1975; Graves, 1978; Martin etal.. 1976; Petty 

and Finn, 1981). 

Results from Britten's (1975) study of the kinds of writing assigned to 

students in British schools revealed that the majority could be classified as 

transactional (research papers, essay examinations, book reviews, etc.). This 

kind of writing accounted for 64 percent of the total required writing. Poetic 

writing accounted for 18 percent of the writing and was mostly assigned in 

English classes. Only 6 percent of the sample included expressive writing and 

no evidence was found of its use outside of English classes. Additional writing, 

including copying and note-taking, accounted for the rest. 

Similar results were reported by Applebee (1981) in his survey of 

secondary school writing practices in the United States. Applebee found that 

few teachers required students to do writing of paragraph length or longer. Of 

the 754 teachers who responded to Applebee's survey, only 31 percent 

''eported using extensive writing tasks on a regular basis. Additionally, findings 

'rom this survey indicated that the majority of assigned writing involved such 
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choice, and short answer responses requiring only a sentence or two (what 

Applebee termed "mechanical writing"). 

In summary, writing has served a nan-ow function in the school curriculum. 

As previously noted, writing has been viewed predominately as a means for 

testing what students know rather than a tool for learning. In recent years, 

however, journal writing has been advocated as a way of incorporating 

expressive writing into all areas of the curriculum. The next section will discuss 

journal writing more fully. 

Writing-to-Learn in Journals 

Journals were recommended as a way of introducing expressive writing 

"easily and systematically" to students (Fulwiler, 1987b). Additionally, journals 

were advocated as a useful tool for facilitating learning and increasing writing 

fluency across the curriculum (Calkins, 1986; Jenkinson, 1988; Kirby and Liner, 

1981; Mayher etal.. 1983; Vacca and Vacca, 1986). In recent years, numerous 

articles by educators in various subject areas and all grade levels encouraged 

the use of journals (Davala, 1987; Evans, 1984; Medway, 1987; Mulholland, 

1987; McGonegal, 1987; Steffens, 1987; Tierney, 1981; Wason-Ellam, 1987; 

Watson, 1985; Wells, 1986). For example, McGonegal (1987) reported that 

journal writing in various subject areas helped fifth-graders develop the 

cognitive abilities of evaluating, synthesizing, applying, and making 

connections. Wason-Ellam (1987) found that first-graders utilized journals to 

ask questions, order their experiences chronologically, connect new 

experiences with old, reflect on wrong answers as well as correct ones, and 

" ^ e hypotheses. Similariy, Tierney (1981) described how journal writing 
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facilitated learning in high school science. These last two studies will be 

examined more fully in the review of related research. 

In Teachino With Writing Fulwiler (1987a) described the benefits of journal 

writing in academic subjects. He pointed out that journals provide 

individualized instnjction as well as encourage opportunities for personal 

reflection and observation. He concluded that any assignment could be 

enhanced by adding a written dimension. Regarding social studies, several 

articles focused on the use of journal writing in this area of the curriculum 

specifically. The following section will discuss more fully the literature related to 

expressive journal writing activities in elementary and secondary social studies. 

Writing-to-Learn in Social Studies 

Recent studies indicated that much of the writing students do in social 

studies serves a narrow function. According to Beyer (1982), writing in social 

studies consists primarily of end-of-chapter or unit-summarizing exercises or of 

the traditional term paper. As previously mentioned, findings from Applebee's 

(1981) classic study of writing in secondary schools supported Beyer's 

assertion. As a result of his study, Applebee claimed that much of the writing in 

high school social studies consisted of note-taking. A sun/ey conducted by 

Gilstrap (Beyer and Gilstrap, 1981) resulted in similar findings at the elementary 

level. Sixty-four elementary teachers responded to Gilstrap's questionnaire. 

The survey asked them to Identify the kinds of writing activities they used In 

social studies. Analysis of the survey forms revealed that the majority of writing 

activities the respondents used were transactional (reports, book reviews, 

"taking maps and charts, etc.). The most frequently mentioned writing activity 

some form of research paper or report. Few instances of prewriting or 
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expressive writing activities were reported. Additionally, the NAEP report 

(Applebee et aU 1986) indicated that writing assignments in social studies 

frequently consist of short, one-sentence or even one-word responses in 

teacher-prepared study guides or worî books. 

The aforementioned studies suggested that a predominately limited view of 

writing exists in social studies. In recent years, however, many educators have 

advocated a more substantive role for writing in the social studies curriculum. 

(Abel, Hauwiller, and Vandeventer, 1989; Banks, 1984; Beyer, 1982; Beyer and 

Gilstrap, 1981; Freeman, 1986; Goggin, 1985; Mills, 1988; Risinger, 1987; 

Tamura and Harstad, 1987; Tchudi and Tchudi, 1983). Writing that goes 

beyond answering end-of-chapter questions and writing research papers was 

recommended. Additionally, it was argued that appropriate writing assignments 

in social studies could help students learn content more effectively as well as 

develop higher order thinking skills. 

Recent articles suggested a variety of assignments that incorporate writing 

into the social studies curriculum. For example, Barrera and Aleman (1983) 

utilized an extended newspaper project to aid students' understanding of 

pioneer life. Similariy, Tovey and Weible (1981) described how the publication 

of a newspaper helped students relate information about pioneer social life. In 

order to develop content knowledge. Freeman (1986) suggested having 

students write dialogue for conversations between two historical figures, such 

as Benjamin Franklin and Thomas Jefferson discussing the Declaration of 

Independence. Additionally, to promote critical thinking, Freeman 

recommended having students rewrite historical events from various 

perspectives. For instance, students could describe the establishing of Texas 

"Missions from the Native Americans' point of view. Writing about historical 
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events from differing points of view has also been recommended by others 

(Beyer, 1982; Kirby, Latta, and Vinz, 1988). KirtDy filal. suggested that writing 

enables students "to place themselves vicariously into different cultures and 

different times" (p. 719). For example, students could assume the role of one of 

the Pilgrims and write a letter to a friend or relative in England describing the 

trip to the New World. According to Beyer (1982), "By going through the 

process of generating, presenting, and explaining ideas from the point of view 

of another person, repeatedly and in writing, students can get into the subject 

being studied in a way offered by few, if any, other approaches" (p. 104). 

In addition to the assignments mentioned above, several authors 

recommended the use of personal journals in social studies (Mills, 1988; 

Mulholland, 1987; Steffens, 1987; Tamura and Harstad, 1987; Watson, 1985). 

In teaching history, Watson (1985) found that journal writing helped students 

summarize or reflect upon what was studied as well as provided opportunities 

for them to ask questions. Similariy, Steffens (1987) advocated what he called 

"end writes"-journal entries at the end of class-as a way of helping students 

draw conclusions and reach closure on a topic. 

In summary, various kinds of writing can be utilized in social studies to 

facilitate student mastery of content as well as promote thinking skills. As Beyer 

(1979) asserted "writing and content are inseparable" (p. 176). Explaining, he 

stated: 

If students are to apply writing skills successfully in our courses, 
they must have systematic guidance-as well as supervised 
practice-in using these skills with social studies and history topics, 
concepts, and content.... As students write about social studies or 
history, they think about these subjects. In so doing they not only 
develop new insights into these subjects, but they also practice 
and refine the widest possible range of cognitive skills, (p. 176) 
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Measures for Assessing Students' Writing 

Measuring Writing Fljippry 

While no precise definition of "fluency" was found in the literature, for the 

purposes of this study it has been defined as the number of "units that a writer is 

able to process automatically" (Myers, 1985, p. 74). Writing researchers have 

used the word "fluency" synonymously with the terms "syntactic maturity" or 

"syntactic complexity." 

One of the first researchers to develop a method of measuring fluency in 

writing was Walter Loban. In his classic longitudinal study of language 

development, Loban formulated an index of syntactic maturity based upon what 

he called the "communication unit." He defined his communication unit 

structurally as "each independent clause with its modifiers" (Loban, 1976, p. 9). 

Loban's index of maturity consisted of the average number of words per 

communication unit. While Loban (1963) conceded that "No basis of 

measurement in language can-or should-ever be as absolute as meters or 

inches in the exact science" (p. 82), he maintained that the communication unit 

provided a reliable measure of language fluency-both oral and written. Loban 

reported that the number of words per communication unit in Grade 4 ranged 

from 6.01 to 8.83 depending on the child's verbal proficiency. These findings 

were pertinent to the present study which investigated the writing fluency of 

fourth-graders. 

Similar to Loban's communication unit. Hunt (1965) developed a method of 

measuring growth in writing called the "T-unit" (minimal terminal unit). The T-

unit was defined as being a main clause and all of its modifiers. Hunt provided 

the following example of a fourth-grader's theme divided into T-units (p. 21): 
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1. I like the movie we saw about Moby Dick, the white whale. 
2. The captain said if you can kill the white whale, Moby Dick, I will 
give this gold to the one that can do it. 
3. And it is worth sixteen dollars. 
4. They tried and tried. 
5. But while they were trying they killed a whale and used the oil 
for the lamps. 
6. They almost caught the white whale. 

As a result of his study. Hunt reported a mean T-unit length (average 

number of words per T-unit) of 8.6 for Grade 4. His findings were comparable to 

Loban's average number of words per communication unit for the same grade 

level. According to Crowhurst (1979), additional studies revealed similar 

findings for average number of words per T-unit at the fourth-grade level. 

Critics, however, attacked Hunt's T-unit for two major reasons. For one 

thing, as Odell (1981) noted. Hunt did not distinguish between various kinds of 

writing. He did not address the issue of whether syntax varies according to 

purpose or audience. Researchers demonstrated that syntactic complexity 

varies significantly with the writing task (Rosen, 1969; San Jose, 1972). 

Therefore, Odell (1981) suggested that in using T-unit analysis to assess 

syntactic fluency "we must consider the type of writing we are dealing with" 

(p. 121). Additionally, critics argued that Hunt's T-unit analysis only measured 

one aspect of writing and did not describe the quality of a student's writing 

(Britton, 1978; Odell, 1981). 

In spite of the limitations cited above, various researchers acknowledged 

the T-unit as a useful and reliable measure of writing fluency (Kerek, 1979; 

Myers, 1985; Odell, 1981; O'Donnell, 1976). And current researchers 

(Applebee et al.. 1987; Dorsey, 1985; Marshall, 1987; Newell and MacAdam, 

1987) utilized T-units in their analysis of students' writing. The present study 

•ocepted Hunt's T-unit analysis as a valid and reliable measure of writing 
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fluency. Additionally, the researcher used Odell's (1977) method of identifying 

intellectual processes in students' writing. This method will be discussed more 

fully in the next section. 

Intellectual ProcessRs and Linguistic Cufis 

Addressing the question of how to identify intellectual processes implicit in 

students' writing, Odell (1977) postulated that certain linguistic features serve as 

cues to the thinking processes utilized by writers while composing. Odell based 

his assumptions on the theorectical discussions of Kenneth Pike (1964). 

According to Pike (1964), "If one assumes that thought itself is not fully 

structured until it is articulated through language . . . then an analysis of 

language forms would feed back on an analysis of thought structure" (p. 83). In 

other words, as Pike argued, "since language and thought are intimately 

structured together... the careful analysis of the rhetoric of a paragraph implies 

an analysis of the thought structure underiying it" (p. 83). 

The present study selected three categories of intellectual processes 

identified by linguistic cues. These included: (a) contrast-knowing how an 

item (a word, a person, an object) differs from other items and signalled by such 

surface features as connectors, negatives, comparatives, and superiatives; 

(b) temporal sequence-related to time and signalled by the use of adverbial 

elements such as "when," "then," and "before"; and (c) logical sequence-

cause/effect relationships signalled by words such as "because" or "therefore." 

(See Appendix for detailed description.) 
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Related Studies on Writing-tn-l Parn 

This section will review experimental and descriptive studies that examined 

the effects of writing upon learning in various subject areas and grade levels. 

Since the present study was concerned with writing-to-learn in fourth-grade, 

only those studies that were conducted at the elementary and secondary levels 

were included in this review. 

Descriptive case studies have attempted to analyze students' writing and 

describe classrooms that utilize writing-to-learn. Wason-Ellam (1987) 

investigated the contributions expressive (journal) writing made to first-graders 

learning in mathematics. This study was based on the assumption that journals 

provide an effective tool for writing-to-learn in content areas. Once a week for 

18 weeks, the beginning writers were asked to draw and then write in their 

journals about what they were learning in math. The teacher-researcher 

analyzed the journal entries for various structural and compositional features. 

The findings revealed that students used writing for four distinct purposes: 

(a) self-questioning, (b) organizing information, (c) assimilating and 

accommodating information, and (d) making guesses. According to the 

researcher, the results of this investigation suggested that journal writing helped 

the students "reflect on their learning,... discover gaps in their knowledge, 

and . . . explore relationships between what they were learning and their prior 

experiences" (p. 16). While this study did not attempt to address the effects of 

journal writing on student achievement, it provided insights into the processes 

young learners utilized in writing-to-learn. 

In another case study, Healy (1984) explored the connections between 

writing and learning in a seventh-grade biology class. During an observation 

period of 14 weeks, the researcher attempted to describe both the kinds of 
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writing done in a junior high science class as well as the contexts for that 

writing. Data were collected through teacher and student interviews, classroom 

observations, and questionnaires. The findings revealed that students rarely 

used these writing assignments in personal and meaningful ways even though 

the teacher assigned writing neariy every day. The study also documented the 

difficulties involved in implementing new approaches to writing in science. 

Healy reported that a major frustration for the teacher in this study was the 

pressure to cover the content material while trying to integrate more meaningful 

writing assignments into the curriculum. From her observations, Healy 

concluded: 

a basic implication of the results of this study is the need to 
examine the balance between the amount of subject matter to be 
covered and the amount of time needed to allow students to make 
sense of that material by raising their own questions and using 
their own language to reformulate it for themselves, (p. 229) 

Moreover, Healy noted that using writing as a tool for learning in science may 

necessitate new definitions of what constitutes "learning." While this study was 

limited to a description of one classroom. It addressed some important and 

practical issues regarding the implementation of writing-to-learn in subject 

areas. 

Several studies examined the effects of writing-to-learn during instmctional 

units in classroom situations. Tierney (1981), for example, conducted such an 

investigation in high school biology. During a year long study, Tierney sought 

to determine if students learned and retained concepts better in a program that 

stressed expressive writing compared to one that used traditional expository 

writing. This study was based on the assumption that expressive writing allows 

a student "to think In his own language, to sort out what he does know from what 
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he is still confused about" (p. 51). Tierney hypothesized that students who 

utilized expressive writing in biology would learn and retain more than the 

control group. 

During the first semester of the study, Tierney taught the two experimental 

groups and a different teacher taught the two control groups. To control for 

teacher effects, the roles of the groups were reversed during the second 

semester. Activities remained the same for both classes except the 

experimental groups incorporated various writing activities into the curriculum 

(reading and learning logs, practice essays, end-of-class summary writing, and 

essay tests). 

Data were collected during two biology units (genetics and seed plants). 

Pretests for both units indicated that the experimental and control groups were 

fairiy equal regarding prior knowledge of subject matter. The initial posttests 

showed no difference between the groups. On the delayed recall tests, 

however, the experimental groups scored higher than the control groups. 

Results were reported as raw means and no tests of significance were 

administered. 

Evans (1984) extended Tierney's research by exploring writing-to-learn 

approaches with elementary age students. Utilizing two fifth-grade classrooms 

(her own and a different teacher's), Evans examined the effects of writing upon 

learning during two math units (multiplication and geometry). Evan's class, 

which served as the experimental group, utilized various kinds of writing 

(explanation, definition, and "troubleshooting") during the math units. The 

control group, taught by a different teacher, did no writing during the units. The 

results, reported in percentages, showed that both groups scored approximately 

the same on the posttests. This was an interesting finding, however, in light of 
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the fact that the writing group scored lower than the control group on both 

pretests. No tests of significance were utilized in this study. 

Like Evans, Wells (1986) investigated the effects of writing-to-learn in 

elementary math. His study focused on units in measurement and place 

value/regrouping at the primary grade levels. Subjects included first-, second-, 

and third-grade students in 10 classrooms. The experimental groups (one first-

grade, two second-, and two third-grades) received math instnjction that 

included daily journal writing during the units of study. The control groups (one 

first-grade, two second-, and two third-grades) received math instruction without 

journal writing. Following a pretest, the groups were found to be equal in prior 

knowledge of measurement but not equal in prior knowledge of place 

value/regrouping. Posttests were administered immediately following each unit 

of study in order to assess achievement. 

The major conclusions of this study relevant to the present investigation 

included: (a) males and females made similar achievement gains in both 

measurement and place value/regrouping regardless of which method of 

instruction was used; (b) the method of instruction made no significant 

difference in measurement gain scores in grades one, two, and three; and 

(c) an observation was made that third-grade students lowest in prior 

achievement in place value/regrouping scored significantly higher gains when 

they received mathematics instruction with journal writing. This third 

observation supported Evan's (1984) finding that journal writing during math 

instmction resulted in higher gain scores for lower-achieving students. 

An interesting aspect of Wells' study was the specific types of joumal entries 

utilized for the treatment. Subjects were given instruction in writing prediction, 

feeling, process, summary, story-problems, and reflection types of entries. 
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Wells reported that teachers perceived journal writing as being beneficial to 

students' growth and confidence in writing. No attempt, however, was made to 

assess students' writing skills. Nor did this study address the question of 

journal writing's effect on learning retention. 

A recent study conducted by Willey (1988) added further support for writing-

to-learn in classroom situations. Utilizing four intact classes at the secondary 

level, Willey investigated the effects of selected writing-to-learn approaches on 

students' attitudes and achievement. Two eighth-grade social studies and two 

tenth-grade biology classes participated in the experiment. One intact class 

from each course was randomly assigned to serve as the experimental and 

control group. The control groups received instruction based on traditional 

teaching methods. The experimental groups received instruction utilizing 

selected writing-to-learn strategies including journal writing. To compare 

differences in achievement, a textbook-designed criterion-referenced test was 

administered to each group. Pretest scores from this instrument were used as 

covariates to adjust for initial differences between the groups. 

Findings of particular interest to the present study included: (a) a 

significant difference in the tenth-graders science achievement that was 

attributed to the treatment, and (b) no significant difference was found in the 

eighth-graders social studies achievement although an analysis of means 

indicated growth in the positive direction for the experimental group. 

None of the studies cited above attempted to identify students' writing 

abilities in order to determine if the effects of writing-to-learn are similar for both 

good and poor writers. A study conducted by Copeland (1984), however, did 

seek to determine whether a writing activity, as compared with other leaming 

activities, would differentially affect the learning of good and poor writers. Sixth-
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grade students in two middle schools participated in the study. The subjects 

were identified as average readers and were classified as good or poor writers' 

based on two writing samples. They were randomly assigned to one of four 

treatment conditions: (a) writing activity, (b) multiple-choice questions, (c) di

rected rereading, or (d) unrelated activity (control condition). Over a period of 

three days, the subjects read three informative passages dealing with an 

unfamiliar topic. Immediately after reading each of the passages, students 

completed one of the four randomly assigned conditions. On the fourth day of 

the study, two multiple-choice tests were administered to measure learning. 

The first test served to measure transfer of learning by requiring the students to 

apply concepts from the passages to a new situation. The second test was 

designed to measure recall of factual information from the passages. In 

addition to the objective tests, Copeland analyzed the students' compositions 

from the writing activity group based on the following criteria: (a) amount of 

correct information, (b) amount of information directly related to the test 

questions, (c) appropriate response to the directions, (d) clarity, and (e) or

ganization. Through this analysis she examined correspondences between the 

students' performance on the writing activities and the students' subsequent 

measures of learning. 

The results of this study revealed that students in the writing activity group 

performed significantly better than students in the other treatment conditions on 

both measures of learning. The analysis of written compositions indicated that 

various characteristics of students' writing perfonnance contributed to both 

types of learning measured. Additionally, the effectiveness of the writing and 

other learning activities was found to be similar for both the good and poor 

writers. These findings were relevant to the present study which also classified 
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subjects by writing ability. Copeland's study did not, however, address the 

issue of long-term retention. The question arises as to whether the significant 

differences in favor of writing would be maintained over a longer period of time. 

Several studies that dealt directly with specific writing tasks, provided 

support for the use of extended writing activities to promote learning. Utilizing a 

within-subjects design, Newell (1984) examined how different writing tasks 

(note-taking, answering study questions, and essay writing) affected three 

measures of learning (recall, concept application, and gain in passage-specific 

knowledge). The subjects, eight eleventh-graders, were selected on the basis 

of high reading achievement and high writing ability. Students were randomly 

assigned to read and "study" either a science or social science passage. Data 

were collected during six sessions in which students read the selected 

passages, performed the writing tasks, and responded to the three measures of 

learning. Significant differences were found for essay writing on the passage-

specific knowledge measure developed by Langer (1984). Additionally, larger 

gains were achieved on all tasks for students with little prior knowledge of the 

concepts. These results supported similar findings reported by Evans (1984) 

and Wells (1986). As noted by the researcher, essay writing involved 

significantly more time on task and could have accounted for the differences in 

the outcome measures. Analysis of composing-aloud protocols, however, 

indicated that differing tasks required qualitatively different learning operations. 

Recently, Newell and MacAdam (1987) undertook a similar, more 

extensive, study. As in Newell's previous study, this investigation examined the 

effects of three study conditions on students' written products, reasoning 

processes, and measures of learning from text. The study conditions included 

review only, study questions, and analytic essay writing. Students of differing 
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ability levels (above-average and average) from two eleventh-grade American 

History classrooms participated in the experiment. The results indicated that 

essay writing aided students in discovering personal knowledge and applying 

concepts. In contrast, study questions helped students focus on the text in a 

comprehensive yet cursory way. Additionally, it was found that essay writing not 

only assisted the above-average students In recalling key concepts from the text 

but also assisted average-achieving students. The researchers suggested that 

both types of writing are appropriate in classroom situations. Furthermore, they 

concluded that it is the teacher's responsibility to select the type of writing task 

that will enable students to achieve the goals of instruction. 

A similar study by Marshall (1987) investigated the effects of three writing 

activities (restricted writing, personal analytic writing, and formal analytic 

writing) on students' written products, writing processes and later understanding 

of short stories. The study was conducted in three sections of an eleventh-

grade American literature course. During the study, students read, wrote about, 

and were tested on short stories. Additionally, selected students completed 

writing tasks while composing aloud. Data were collected on the writing 

assignments, initial and final posttests, and the composing aloud protocols. The 

students' written products were analyzed for differences in length, linguistic 

cues (causality, classification, contrast, physical context, and temporal 

sequence), and mode of literary response. The results indicated that extended 

writing about a story enhanced the students' ability to understand and 

remember the story over time. Also, a significant difference was found in the 

relative frequency of linguistic cues depending upon the writing task. 

Finally, a series of studies conducted by Applebee and Langer (1987) 

provided further support for writing-to-learn in content areas. In a research 
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project that extended over a period of more than three years, the researchers 

investigated the role that writing plays in academic learning. Eight secondary 

school classrooms representing a variety of subject areas (science, social 

studies, English, home economics) participated in the studies. Data were 

collected from field notes and observations, teacher and student interviews, and 

writing samples. Additionally, traditional tests of learning and recall as well as 

composing aloud protocols were utilized to examine the effects of various kinds 

of writing tasks on learning. 

During the first year of the project, two studies were conducted to examine 

the effects of specific writing tasks on student learning. The first was a pilot 

study to develop materials, procedures, and methods. The second study 

gathered data about the effects of writing on social studies. 

Participants in the second study consisted of 208 students from six ninth-

and eleventh-grade classes. They represented a wide range of ability levels. 

During the experiment, the students read one of four randomly assigned social 

studies passages. After reading the passage, the subjects completed one of 

four randomly assigned study tasks including: (a) normal studying (students 

were instructed to study as they normally would), (b) note-taking, (c) compre

hension questions, and (d) analytic writing. Langer's (1984) passage-specific 

knowledge measure was also administered as a pre- and posttest. Four weeks 

later, three measures of learning were administered (passage-specific 

knowledge, essay test, multiple-choice comprehension test). Overall, the 

results indicated that task differences favoring writing emerged only on the more 

complex and time consuming measure (extended essay). Results also 

indicated that the amount written was related to retention. 
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The third study in Langer and Applebee's project examined the relationship 

between what students did during the study task and what they remembered 

later. The tasks included: (a) read and study, but no writing; (b) compre

hension questions; (c) summary writing; and (d) analytic writing. During this 

study, the researchers investigated the kinds and amount of material the 

students manipulated (thought or wrote about) and recalled in both short (one 

day) and long (five days) term. Subjects included 112 average-achieving ninth 

and eleventh-grade students from four classes. During the experiment, the 

students read one of the two randomly assigned social studies passages and 

performed one of the study conditions. As in the previous study, Langer's 

passage-specific knowledge measure was used to assess changes in topic 

knowledge. To measure recall, students were asked to write down everything 

they could remember about the passage they had read. The passage-specific 

knowledge measure was repeated on day two of the study and again on day 

six. Results of the third study indicated that the writing tasks led to better recall 

than did the read and study conditions. Moreover, the extended writing tasks 

led to better recall than the more restricted writing task. The researchers noted 

that although recall dropped slightly on day six, the two extended writing 

conditions continued to do better than the restricted writing and read and study 

conditions. 

Following the research project, Applebee concluded that "Across studies 

there is clear evidence that activities involving writing (any of the many sorts of 

writing we studied) lead to better learning than activities involving reading and 

studying only. Writing assists learning" (p. 135). Moreover, Applebee 

contended that writing "can support the more complex kind of reasoning that is 

increasingly necessary for successful performance in our complex 
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technological and information-based culture" (p. 151) and therefore it should be 

a central objective across the curriculum. To achieve this objective, however, 

Applebee pointed out: 

policy makers, administrators, and teachers alike will need to work 
together to reward thoughtful argument over simple recitation, to 
judge the effectiveness of schooling by standards that take into 
account how students reason and learn about the subject matter in 
addition to how much they know, and to communicate these 
expectations cleariy and forcefully to the students themselves and 
to the community at large, (p. 151) 

In summary, a review of the literature provided abundant support for writing-

to-learn in content areas. However, no studies were found that investigated the 

effects of writing in elementary social studies. Therefore, taking its direction 

from previous investigations, the present study extended the research base by 

examining the effects of expressive writing on the social studies achievement, 

learning retention, and writing fluency of fourth-graders. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of expressive writing 

on the social studies achievement, writing fluency, and learning retention of a 

selected group of fourth-graders. This chapter discusses the following: (a) the 

design of the study, (b) the subjects, (c) the setting, (d) the treatment 

procedures, e) the methods of data collection, and (f) the analysis of data. 

Research Design 

A pre-post design with nonequivalent groups was used for this study. 

According to Borg (1987), this type of quasi-experimental design is widely used 

in educational research when random assignment is not possible. Four intact 

fourth-grade classes from two elementary schools participated in the study. 

Data were collected by the researcher in various stages of the investigation. 

Two weeks before implementing the treatment condition, a writing sample to 

determine writing ability and a pretest measure to assess social science 

achievement were administered by the researcher. 

Following the treatment period, a posttest writing sample was collected in 

order to assess writing fluency. Immediately following the unit of study, an initial 

posttest was administered by the cooperating teachers to assess social studies 

achievement. Two weeks after the initial posttest, a delayed posttest was 

administered to measure learning retention. 

34 
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The Subjficts 

The subjects for this study consisted of 77 fourth-grade students who 

attended Stewart and Wester Elementary Schools in Lubbock, Texas. Stewart 

and Wester serve approximately 762 students. The two schools are similar 

socioeconomically and ethnically. Approximately 40 percent of the students at 

the two schools represent minority populations. 

These two schools were selected because the administrators and teachers 

approved of the study. Additionally, permission to conduct the study was 

obtained from the assistant superintendent of administration for the Lubbock 

Independent School District. Prior to the study, parental consent forms were 

secured from each of the subjects' parents. Three students were denied 

permission to participate in the study. 

The experimental groups consisted of one intact classroom from Stewart 

Elementary (N=16) and one intact classroom at Wester Elementary (N=25). The 

control groups consisted of one intact classroom from Stewart Elementary 

(N=16) and one intact classroom from Wester Elementary (N=20). 

The students at Stewart and Wester Elementary Schools were assigned to 

teachers by their respective principals prior to the study, thereby prohibiting a 

truly randomized sample. The principals assigned students to classrooms 

based on the criteria of: (a) an equal number of boys and girls; (b) a high, 

middle, and low ability group structure per classroom; and (c) an equal 

representation of ethnic groups per classroom. Because randomization was not 

possible, it was decided to utilize the scores on the Social Science Test of the 

Stanford Achievement Test, Eighth Edition, to determine equivalence of groups. 
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The Setting 

Both the experimental and control groups were taught in a traditional school 

setting. The four teachers who participated in the study were responsible for 

teaching social studies in their respective classrooms. Social studies was 

taught each day for a 45-minute period. Prior to the experiment, the researcher 

interviewed the four teachers who agreed to participate in the study. The pre-

experimental teacher interview form is displayed in Appendix A. The interviews 

revealed that all four teachers had similar educational backgrounds. Their 

teaching experience ranged from 5 to 15 years. Furthermore, each of the 

teachers had attended writing workshops provided by the Lubbock Independent 

School District and were therefore familiar with writing process activities. 

Before the actual investigation began, the researcher met with the teachers to 

outline the procedures of the research project. Moreover, during the experiment 

the researcher frequently conferenced with each of the teachers to discuss the 

progress of the study. One of the control group teachers took a five week leave 

of absence during the project but continued to write the lesson plans for social 

studies. The substitute carried out the teacher's plans and cooperated with the 

researcher in conducting the study. Additional comments regarding the 

teacher's leave of absence are included in Chapter V. 

Treatment Procedures 

Students in the experimental groups received social studies instruction that 

included expressive writing in journals two times a week. The control groups 

received social studies instmction with no journal writing. Prior to the treatment, 

data were collected to determine the subjects' writing ability and social science 

achievement. 



37 

During the treatment, students in the experimental groups were provided 

with an individual journal. The journals consisted of sheets of notebook paper 

attached to a constmction-paper cover. Students were instructed to write their 

name on the front of the journals. Throughout the experimental period, the 

journals were distributed immediately prior to each writing session and 

collected immediately aften /̂ords. The journals were placed in a file box and 

stayed in the same place when not in use. Students were not permitted to write 

in their social studies journals other than during the designated writing 

sessions. The researcher and teachers read the journal entries on several 

occasions. No grades were assigned to the journal writing. 

The teachers in the experimental groups set aside 10 minutes for journal 

writing during social studies two times a week. Various prompts were used to 

initiate expressive writing. The most frequently used prompt was "Write what 

you have learned in social studies today." The teachers utilized brainstorming 

as a prewriting activity and students were allowed to use their textbooks and 

notes while writing. They were encouraged, however, to write down their 

thoughts using their own words. They were also encouraged to use invented 

spellings and to write without worrying about mechanics. The emphasis during 

the journal writing sessions was upon fluency; that is, having the students get 

their ideas down on paper. As Mayher filal- (1983) pointed out, emphasizing 

fluency before correctness helps the growing writer achieve a sense of "comfort, 

confidence, and control" (p. 4) in writing. While the researcher was present 

during most of the journal writing sessions, the classroom teachers actually 

directed the writing activities. The students were provided 10 minutes to write in 

their journals. A timer was used to ensure consistency of time. 
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The social studies instruction during the experiment was based on Unit 

One, "The Land and Eariy People of Texas," from the fourth-grade textbook 

entitled Texas: The Studv of Our .qtatP (Scott, Foresman, 1988). Unit One 

consisted of three chapters: (a) Chapter One, "The Land and Climate of 

Texas"; (b) Chapter Two, "The First Texans"; and (c) Chapter Three, 

"Europeans Come to Texas." Each chapter contained at least two lessons. 

Both the experimental and control groups studied the same material. All of the 

teachers in the study followed a social studies curriculum scope and sequence 

that was issued by the local school district prior to the research project. The 

instructional objectives in the scope and sequence corresponded to the 

objectives in the Teacher's Annotated Edition (Scott, Foresman, 1988) of the 

social studies textbook. 

While the experimental groups participated in journal writing during social 

studies, the control groups learned the same content but did not write in 

journals. Instead of journal writing, the control groups read and discussed the 

material in the text as well as completed worksheets provided by the publisher. 

Only those worksheets that required the students to fill-in-the blanks or write 

short answers were used by the control groups. 

Instruments 

Test of Written Language-2 

The Test of Written Language-2 (TOWL-2), published by Pro-Ed, Inc. 

(1988), was used to determine writing ability. Writing samples were obtained 

using Form A of the Spontaneous Writing portion of the TOWL-2. The samples 

were scored using the Thematic Maturity and Syntactic Maturity subtest 

criterion. 
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Standardization procedures for the TOWL-2 were conducted in March and 

December of 1987. The test was administered to a sample of 2,216 students in 

19 states. Testing sites were selected on the basis of their similarity to national 

demographic characteristics found in census data. Standardization and 

norming procedures are described in the Examiner's Manual of the TOWL-2. 

Technical data provided by the publisher indicated acceptable levels of 

reliability and validity. Reliability levels are above .70 on all subtests. For the 

Thematic Maturity Subtest an internal consistency coefficient of .71 was 

reported for ages 9-10. An internal consistency coefficient of .97 was reported 

for the Syntactic Maturity Subtest for ages 9-10. Criterion-related validity was 

determined by correlating a group of students' scores on the TOWL-2 with their 

scores on the Language Arts composite of the SRA Achievement Series. A 

coefficient of .62 was reported for Overall Written Language. Based upon this 

correlation, it was decided to use the raw scores from the TOWL-2 as a 

covariate in order to adjust for possible initial differences between the groups 

on writing ability. 

Stanford Achievement Test 

The Social Science Test, Primary 3 (Form E), of the Stanford Achievement 

Test Series, Eighth Edition (1989), served as a covariate of the initial and 

delayed unit posttests. Because the study involved intact groups, it was 

decided to use a social science test as a covariate in order to adjust for possible 

initial differences between the groups on social studies achievement. The 

Social Science Test of the Stanford Achievement Series was selected because 

published reports indicated that it correlated highly (.84) with overall 

achievement (Psychological Corporation, 1989). In addition, the test items on 
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the Social Science Test included a range of content and skills that correlated 

with those assessed on the initial and delayed posttests. 

The Stanford Achievement Test, Eighth Edition, was standardized during 

the Spring and Fall of 1988. Approximately 175,000 students from 1000 school 

districts participated in the Spring Standardization. During the Fall 

Standardization, approximately 135,000 students participated in the program. 

According to the publisher, sampling for both standardization programs 

represented the national school population in terms of region of country, 

socioeconomic status, urbanicity, and ethnicity. Technical data provided by the 

publisher reported Kuder-Richardson reliability coefficients of .90 and above for 

the Social Science Tests. 

Initial and Delayed Posttests 

Alternate forms of an objective test were developed by the researcher to 

assess social studies achievement and learning retention. The first test (Form 

A) served to measure initial social studies achievement and was administered 

immediately following the unit of study. The second test (Form B) served to 

measure learning retention and was administered two weeks later. Both tests 

consisted of 25 multiple-choice items. In designing the tests, the researcher 

used the Unit One tests and test generator software program provided by Scott, 

Foresman. Both forms of the unit test were examined by fourth-grade teachers 

who had experience teaching the unit. The teachers considered the tests to be 

appropriate measures of the unit objectives. Moreover, a university professor 

with expertise in test construction examined the test items and found them 

suitable. In constmcting the tests, the researcher sought to achieve a balance 

between memory-recall items and items that required higher-level thinking 
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Skills. Therefore, the initial posttest (Form A) consisted of twelve items that 

required the student to recall information; six items that required interpreting 

graphics; three items that required sequencing events on time lines; two items 

that required application of learned material to a new situation; and two items 

that required inferencing. The delayed posttest (Form B) consisted of thirteen 

items that required the recall of information; five items that required interpreting 

graphics; three items that required inferencing; two items that required 

sequencing events on time lines; one item that required the identification of a 

cause-effect relationship; and one item that required the drawing of 

conclusions. 

The researcher field-tested the alternate forms in two fourth-grade 

classrooms (N=40) at Wester Elementary School, Lubbock Independent School 

District, in May, 1989. Reliability was determined by the test-retest method over 

a period of one week using the equivalent forms. According to Gronlund 

(1985), this method provides the most useful estimate of test reliability. A 

reliability coefficient of .71 was obtained using the Pearson product-moment 

correlation coefficient. Furthermore, item analysis procedures were used to 

determine which items were suitable and which needed to be discarded or 

reformulated. In conducting the analysis, two aspects of the item were 

considered-its discriminating power and its difficulty. Procedures outlined by 

Anastasi (1982) were utilized in determining the discriminating power and item 

difficulty- On the basis of the item analysis two items were deleted and one item 

was reworded. The initial and delayed posttests are shown in Appendix B. 
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Writing Fluency Posttest 

In addition to investigating the effects of expressive writing on social studies 

achievement and learning retention, this study also sought to determine the 

effects of expressive writing on fluency. Therefore, during a second part of the 

investigation posttest writing samples were collected in order to measure 

fluency. For the purposes of this research project, writing fluency was defined 

as being the amount written (breadth) as well as the number of content units 

and linguistic cues included (depth). In other words, the following criteria were 

used in measuring fluency: (a) the number of T-units, (b) the number of 

content units, and (c) the number of linguistic cues included. 

Because each lesson in Unit One included numerous concepts, it was 

decided to measure content-specific fluency on the basis of one lesson in the 

overall unit. After reviewing each of the lessons in the unit, the researcher 

selected Lesson One from Chapter 3 ("The Spanish and French Explorers") as 

being the most suitable for measuring fluency. This decision was based on the 

assumption that it was unlikely students would have previously studied the 

European explorers who came to Texas. The writing fluency posttest was 

administered at the completion of the lesson on the Spanish and French 

explorers. Students were asked to write what they had learned about the 

Spanish and French explorers who came to Texas long ago. They were 

allowed 10 minutes to complete the writing assignment. The fluency posttest is 

included In Appendix B. 
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Scoring Proreriiirps 

Test of Written Langi lagp.p 

Prior to the treatment conditions, the researcher collected a writing sample 

using Form A of the Spontaneous Writing portion of the TOWL-2. In this portion 

of the test the student writes a story in response to a stimulus picture. Two 

trained raters (a senior education major and a graduate student) and the 

researcher scored the writing samples following the guidelines for scoring in the 

Examiner's Manual of the TOWL-2. The samples were scored using the criteria 

for the two subtests (Thematic Maturity and Syntactic Maturity) of the 

Spontaneous Writing. The Thematic Maturity subtest measures the overall 

quality of the student's writing. The scoring criteria for this subtest includes a list 

of 30 items that relate to the content of the writing sample (see Appendix A). 

One point is earned for each instance in which the student mentions a 

predetermined element in the story's content. The Syntactic Maturity subtest 

includes the number of words in the composition that is used to form 

grammatically acceptable sentences. To calculate the raw score for Syntactic 

Maturity, scorers were instmcted to count the number of grammatically correct 

words and subtract all of the words In a clause that contains improper grammar 

or forms a sentence fragment. These two subtests were selected because 

together they provided an assessment of the content of the students' writing as 

well as fluency. The mechanical aspects of the students' writing were not 

considered in the scoring. The raters were instructed to ignore mechanical 

errors unless the errors disrupted the meaning. The raw scores for Thematic 

Maturity and Syntactic Maturity were summed to achieve a composite score. To 

determine the writing ability groups, the researcher divided the scores at the 

median. Those scores ranging from 0-51 were identified as the lower writing 
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ability group and those scores ranging from 53-111 were identified as the 

higher writing ability group. 

In order to establish interrater reliability, the researcher trained the two 

raters before the actual assessment of the writing samples. During a training 

session, the researcher explained the scoring procedures as outlined in the 

TOWL-2 Examiner's Manual. The criteria for scoring each of the subtests was 

described and raters independently scored three of the writing samples 

provided in the manual. After scoring the samples, the raters compared their 

analyses and discussed any differences or questions regarding the scoring 

procedures. 

During the actual assessment for the study, the scorers were given a group 

of ten randomly selected writing samples to rate independently. After rating the 

ten papers, the scores were compared and again differences were discussed 

and resolved. Interrater reliability was established using Cronbach's Alpha. A 

coefficient of .89 was achieved for Thematic Maturity and a coefficient of .95 was 

achieved for Syntactic Maturity. According to Pagano (1986), in the social 

sciences correlation coefficients of .60 are considered to be fairiy high. 

Therefore, the high correlation among the raters' scores ensured that the 

subjects' writing samples were scored in a consistent manner. 

Sooial .qoipnce Test 

In addition to a writing sample, the researcher administered the Social 

Science Test of the Stanford Achievement Test Series prior to the experiment. 

The test included 50 multiple-choice items. There was one correct answer for 

each item. Each answer was worth one point, thus a total of 50 possible points 

for the test. 
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Writing Fluencv Po.sttP̂ ĉ t 

At the conclusion of the treatment, the researcher collected a posttest 

writing sample. The writing samples were scored to reflect a combination of the 

amount written (breadth) and the content included (depth). The number of T-

units was used in determining the amount written. In addition, the researcher 

developed the criteria for scoring content units by reviewing the learning 

objectives for the lesson in the Teacher's Annotated Edition as well as the 

actual text of the lesson. Subsequently, a list of 29 items that related to the 

content of the lesson was used as criteria for scoring content units. Students 

received one point for each content unit included in their writing. The writing 

samples were also analyzed for linguistic cues (Odell, 1977). According to 

Odell, certain linguistic features sen/e as cues to the thinking processes utilized 

by writers while composing. Three categories of linguistic cues were examined 

in this study. They included: (a) contrast, (b) temporal sequence, and (c) lo

gical sequence. The criteria for scoring T-units, content units, and linguistic 

cues appear in Appendix B. 

In deriving a fluency rating, a procedure similar to that used in scoring the 

TOWL-2 was employed. Separate scores were obtained for the three criteria 

(number of T-units, content units, and linguistic cues). Means for the posttest 

raw scores in each of the criteria are reported by writing ability and group in 

Tables 1 and 2. Each of the subjects' raw scores were converted to Z-scores. 

The Z-scores were averaged to represent an overall rating for the writing 

samples. Two raters, the researcher and a graduate student, scored the writing 

samples. In an effort to achieve consistency in scoring, the raters scored a 

subset of ten papers independently. After reading and scoring the papers 

individually, the raters compared the scores and resolved any differences. 
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Table 1 

Raw Score Means and Standard Deviations on Fluency Posttest Criteria 
by Writing Ability and Group (Experimental) 

Criteria 

T-units 

Linguistic 
Cues 

Content 
Units 

N 

20 

20 

20 

Higher 
Mean 

9.950 

4.100 

5.300 

SD 

3.576 

3.177 

3.895 

N 

21 

21 

21 

Lower 
Mean 

10.143 

2.952 

2.508 

SD 

3.785 

2.312 

2.508 

Table 2 

Raw Score Means and Standard Deviations on Fluency Posttest Criteria 
by Writing Ability and Group (Control) 

Criteria 

T-units 

Linguistic 
Cues 

Content 
Units 

N 

18 

18 

18 

Higher 
Mean 

7.333 

1.222 

5.667 

SD 

3.565 

1.987 

4.379 

N 

18 

18 

18 

Lower 
Mean 

3.111 

.167 

2.333 

SD 

3.104 

.383 

3.010 
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Interrater reliability for the three criteria was obtained using a Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficient. A coefficient of .99 was achieved for T-units; a 

coefficient of 1.00 was achieved for linguistic cues; and a coefficient of .98 was 

achieved for content units. 

Initial and Delayed PosttP.sts 

At the conclusion of the treatment, the cooperating teachers administered 

the initial posttest (Form A) to measure social studies achievement. The test 

consisted of 25 multiple-choice items. The answers were scored correct or 

incorrect. The total number of correct answers was summed to derive a raw 

score. 

Two weeks after the initial posttest, the cooperating teachers administered 

the delayed posttest (Form B) in order to determine learning retention. This test 

also consisted of 25 multiple-choice items. As in Form A, the answers were 

scored correct or incorrect and the total number of correct answers was 

summed to derive a raw score. 

Analvsis of Data 

The analysis of data was completed in two stages. In the first analysis a 

multivariate analysis of covariance was used to analyze the data from the initial 

posttest (Form A) and the posttest writing sample. The Social Science Test and 

the TOWL-2 were used as covariates in order to adjust for initial differences 

between the groups (Cook and Campbell, 1979). The independent variables 

were group membership (experimental and control) and writing ability (higher 

and lower). The results of this analysis were used to answer the following 

research questions: 
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1. Will expressive writing activities produce a statistically significant 

difference in the social studies achievement of fourth-grade writers (higher and 

lower ability)? 

2. Will expressive writing activities significantly increase the writing fluency 

of fourth-grade writers (higher and lower ability) during the treatment period? 

3. Is there a statistically significant interaction between fourth-grade writers 

(higher and lower ability) and their group membership (experimental and 

control)? 

During the second analysis of data, a 2-way analysis of covariance was 

performed using the delayed posttest (Form B) as the dependent variable and 

the Social Science Test as the covariate. The independent variables were 

group membership (experimental and control) and writing ability (higher and 

lower). The results of this analysis were used to answer the following research 

question: 

4. Will expressive writing activities produce a statistically significant 

difference in the retention of social studies learning of fourth-grade writers 

(higher and lower ability)? 

A confidence level of .05 was selected as the criterion for significance. Both 

analyses were performed using the SPSS-X (Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences Inc., 1988) computer program through the VAX terminal at the Texas 

Tech University Academic Computing Service, Lubbock, Texas. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This study sought to determine if expressive writing in social studies would 

have a statistically significant effect on the achievement, learning retention, and 

writing fluency of fourth-graders. The quasi-experimental pretest, posttest 

design Included four intact groups from two schools (N=77). The treatment 

consisted of twice weekly journal writing for a period of nine weeks. The 

researcher sought to answer the following research questions: 

1. Will expressive writing activities produce a statistically significant 

difference in the learning of social studies concepts among fourth-grade writers 

(higher and lower ability)? 

2. Will expressive writing activities produce a statistically significant 

difference in the writing fluency among fourth-grade writers (higher and lower 

ability) during the treatment period? 

3. Is there a statistically significant interaction between fourth-grade writers 

(higher and lower ability) and group membership (experimental and control)? 

4. Will expressive writing activities produce a statistically significant 

difference in the retention of social studies learning among fourth-grade writers 

(higher and lower ability)? 

In order to address these questions, the investigator collected data in four 

intact fourth-grade classrooms. Two of the classrooms served as the 

experimental group and two classrooms served as the control group. The 

treatment consisted of journal writing twice a week during social studies 

instruction for a period of nine weeks. Prior to the treatment, the Social Science 

49 
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Test (Stanford Achievement Test Series) was administered and served as a 

covariate of social studies achievement. Additionally, the Test of Written 

Language-2 (TOWL-2) was administered prior to the investigation in order to 

identify writing ability and to serve as a covariate. At the conclusion of the study, 

writing fluency and initial posttests were collected. Two weeks after the initial 

posttest a delayed posttest was administered in order to measure learning 

retention. 

The data were analyzed in two stages. The first analysis served to answer 

research questions one, two, and three. The second analysis served to answer 

research question four. This chapter reports the findings of these two analyses. 

Results of First Analvsis 

The first analysis of data addressed the following research questions: 

1. Will expressive writing activities produce a statistically significant 

difference in the social studies achievement among fourth-grade writers (higher 

and lower ability)? 

2. Will expressive writing activities produce a statistically significant 

difference in the writing fluency among fourth-grade writers (higher and lower 

ability)? 

3. Is there a statistically significant interaction between fourth-grade writers 

(higher and lower ability) and group membership (experimental and control)? 

To answer the preceding questions, a 2 X 2 between-subjects multivariate 

analysis of covariance was performed on two dependent variables: a writing 

fluency posttest and an initial social studies posttest (Form A). Adjustment for 

initial differences was made using two covariates: the Social Science Test and 
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the TOWL-2. Independent variables were writing ability (higher and lower) and 

group (experimental and control). 

The means and standard deviations of the fluency posttest are reported in 

Table 3. These data were included in the first analysis. The results of the 

univariate tests of significance revealed that there was a significant main effect 

for the treatment condition, £ (1. 71) = 35.256. a < .001. Subjects in the 

experimental group scored significantly higher on the writing fluency posttest 

than subjects in the control group. 

The means and standard deviations of the initial posttest are shown in 

Table 4. These data were also used in the first analysis. The results of the 

univariate tests of significance revealed that there was not a significant 

difference between the groups on the initial posttest used to measure social 

studies achievement, £ (1, 71) = .174, c > 05. The subjects in the experimental 

group did not score significantly higher on the initial posttest than subjects in the 

control group. 

SPSSX MANOVA was used for the analyses. Order of entry for 

independent variables was writing ability, then group. The assumption of 

homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices was tested using Box's M test of 

significance. The results revealed that homogeneity of variance-covariance 

matrices were satisfactory, £ (30,14151) = .89561, Q, > .05. According to 

Tabachnick and Fidell (1989), if Box's M test is significant at c < .001 then 

robustness is not guaranteed. Several multivariate statistics are reported in 

MANOVA programs to test significance of main effects and interactions: Wilks' 

Lamba, Hotelling's trace, Pillai's and Roy's criterion. Tabachnick and Rdell 

report that when an effect has only two levels (df 1) the F tests for Wilks' 

Lambda, Hotelling's trace, and Pillai's criterion are equal. Additionally, 
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Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations on Writing Fluency Posttest Averaged 
Z-scores by Writing Ability and Group 

Writing Ability 

Higher 

N 

20 

Exoerimental 
Mean SD 

.469 .828 

N 

18 

Control 
Mean 

-.079 

SD 

.762 

Lower 21 .403 .569 18 -.806 .476 

Table 4 

Means and Standard Deviations on Initial Posttest (Form A) by Writing 
Ability and Group 

Writing Abilitv 

Higher 

Lower 

N 

20 

21 

Experimental 
Mean SD 

18.050 

19.286 

3.953 

4.101 

N 

18 

18 

Control 
Mean 

18.556 

17.667 

SD 

4.003 

5.087 
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Tabachnick and Fidell contended that Wilks' Lambda is the criterion of choice in 

most multivariate research reports. Therefore, the researcher selected Wilks' 

Lambda as the criteria for statistical inference in the present study. The 

multivariate tests of significance are shown in Table 5. Based upon Wilks' 

criterion, the combined dependent variables were significantly related to group 

membership, £ (2, 70) = 17.74, Q < .001; but not to writing ability, £ (2, 70) = .98. 

Q, > .05. No statistically significant interaction was found between writing ability 

and group, £ (2, 70) = 1.99, Q, > .05. Additionally, the multivariate tests of 

significance revealed that the combined dependent variables were significantly 

related to the combined covariates, approximate £ (4, 140) = 13.20, Q, < .001. 

To examine more specifically the power of the covariates to adjust 

dependent variables, multiple regressions were run for each dependent 

variable in turn, with covariates acting as multiple predictors (Tabachnick and 

Fidell, 1989). The results of this analysis are displayed in Table 6. One of the 

covariates, the Social Science Test, provided significant adjustment to the 

writing fluency posttest and the initial social studies posttest. There was a 

moderate association between the Social Science Test and the fluency 

posttest, with eta squared = .18. A larger association was found between the 

Social Science Test and the initial posttest, eta squared = .43. The TOWL-2 

provided no significant adjustment to either of the dependent variables. 

Because the multivariate analysis showed significant main effects for group 

membership, it was appropriate to investigate further the relationship among the 

independent variable (group) and the dependent variables (fluency posttest 

and initial posttest). Univariate analysis, as shown in Table 7, revealed that 

there was a significant difference between the groups on the writing fluency 

posttest. After adjusting for differences on the covariates, writing fluency made 
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Table 5 

Multivariate Analysis of Covariance of Writing Ability, Group, Interaction, 
and Covariates 

Effect 
Multivariate 

£ df Sig. of £ 

Writing 
Ability 

Group 

Writing 
Ability by 
Group 

Covariates 
SST and 
TOWL-2 

.98 

17.74 

1.99 

13.20 

2,70 

2,70 

2,70 

4,140 

.379 

.000 

.143 

.000 

Table 6 

Multiple Regression Analysis for Writing Fluency Posttest and Initial 
Posttest with Covariates 

Covariate DV T-Value Sig. of T ETA Sq. 

Social Science 
Test 

Fluency Posttest 4.001 
Initial Posttest 7.318 

.000 

.000 
.184 
.430 

Test of Written 
Language-2 

Fluency Posttest -.057 
Initial Posttest -.432 

.954 

.667 
.000 
.002 
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Table 7 

Univariate Tests of Significance for Writing Ability, Group and Interaction 

Effect 

Writing 
Ability 

Group 

Writing 
Ability by 
Group 

DV 

Fluency Posttest 
Initial Posttest 

Fluency Posttest 
Initial Posttest 

Fluency Posttest 
Initial Posttest 

Univariate 
£ 

1.395 
.256 

35.256 
.174 

3.931 
.574 

df 

1.71 
1.71 

1.71 
1.71 

1.71 
1.71 

Sig. of £ 

.241 

.614 

.000 

.677 

.051 

.738 

ETA Sq. 

.019 

.003 

.331 

.002 

.052 

.008 
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a significant contribution to the composite of the dependent variables that 

distinguished between the experimental and control group, £ (1. 71) = 35.256, 

U < .001. Students in the experimental group displayed greater writing fluency 

after adjustment for covariates (adjusted mean fluency posttest = .427) than 

those in the control group (adjusted mean fluency posttest = -.434) as displayed 

in Table 8. For purposes of comparison, the unadjusted means also appear in 

Table 8. The strength of association (effect size) between the fluency posttest 

and group membership was moderate, with eta squared = .33. Borg (1987) 

reported that various researchers consider effect sizes of .33 and above to 

indicate a difference of practical significance. No significant differences were 

found between the groups on the initial posttest, £ (1, 71) = .174, i2> .05. 

To further investigate the impact of the main effect on the individual 

dependent variables, a stepdown analysis was performed on the prioritized 

dependent variables. While providing a closer examination of the significance 

of the dependent variables, stepdown analysis also controls for Type I error 

rate. The highest-priority dependent variable is tested in a univariate analysis 

of covariance with appropriate adjustment of alpha. Each successive 

dependent variable is tested with the higher-priority dependent variables as 

covariates to see if it adds anything to the combination of dependent variables 

already tested. For this study, based upon the strength of association, writing 

fluency was given higher priority and social studies achievement second 

priority. The results of the stepdown analysis are summarized in Table 9. 

Results from the univariate and stepdown analysis were similar. In the 

stepdown analysis, a slight adjustment was made on the initial posttest when 

the fluency posttest was added as a covariate. This adjustment, however, did 
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Table 8 

Adjusted and Unadjusted Means on Writing Fluency Posttest by Group 

Group 

Experimental 

Control 

Adjusted Mean Unadjusted Mean 

.427 

.434 

.435 

.442 

Table 9 

Stepdown Tests of Writing Ability, Group, and Interaction 

Effect 

Writing 
Ability 

Group 

Writing 
Ability by 
Group 

DV 

Fluency Posttest 
Initial Posttest 

Fluency Posttest 
Initial Posttest 

Fluency Posttest 
Initial Posttest 

Univariate 
£ 

1.395 
.578 

35.256 
.481 

3.931 
.113 

df 

1.71 
1.70 

1.71 
1.70 

1,71 
1.70 

Sig. of £ 

.241 

.450 

.000 

.490 

.051 

.738 
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not result in a significant difference between the groups, £ (1, 70) = .481, a > 

.05. 

Since a significant difference was found between the groups on the writing 

fluency posttest, the researcher examined more closely the mean raw scores of 

the fluency posttest criteria (T-units, linguistic cues, and content units). This 

examination revealed that students In the experimental group outperformed the 

students in the control group on each of the criteria as reported in Table 10. 

Mean frequencies of the three categories of linguistic cues included on the 

fluency posttest, as shown in Table 11, revealed that the most frequently 

occurring category for all of the subjects was contrast which included 

connectors, comparatives/superiatives, and negatives. See Appendix B for a 

complete listing of the categories of linguistic cues. 

Results of Second Analvsis 

The second analysis of data sought to answer the following research 

question: 

4. Will expressive writing activities produce a statistically significant 

difference in the retention of social studies learning among fourth-grade writers 

(higher and lower ability)? 

To answer the above question, a 2 X 2 between-subjects analysis of 

covariance (ANCOVA) was performed on learning retention in social studies. 

Although subjects were measured on two occasions (the initial posttest and 

delayed posttest), it was decided to use ANCOVA instead of repeated 

measures because interpretation of repeated measures analysis is ambiguous 

when using a multivariate model (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1989). In the 

ANCOVA, independent variables consisted of writing ability (higher and lower) 
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Table 10 

Means and Standard Deviations on Writing Fluency Posttest Criteria 
(T-units, Linguistic Cues, and Content Units) by Group 

Criteria 

T-units 

Linguistic 
Cues 

Content 
Units 

N 

41 

41 

41 

Exoerimental 
Mean SD 

10.049 

3.512 

5.537 

3.640 

2.794 

3.226 

N 

36 

36 

36 

Control 
Mean 

5.222 

.694 

4.111 

SD 

3.929 

1.508 

3.991 

Table 11 

Means for Categories of Linguistic Cues Written on Fluency 
Posttest by Group 

Category 

Contrast 

Time Sequence 

Logical Sequence 

Exp§i 
N 

41 

41 

41 

imental 
Mean 

1.902 

.780 

.878 

Control 
N Mean 

36 

36 

36 

.444 

.166 

.083 
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and group membership (experimental and control). The Social Science Test 

was used as a covariate of the delayed posttest because it measured 

preexisting differences between the groups. The analysis was performed by 

SPSSX ANOVA. Table 12 reports the means and standard deviations on the 

delayed posttest used in the second analysis of the data. 

After adjustment by the covariate, learning retention varied significantly with 

group membership, as summarized in Table 13, with £ (1, 72) = 5.78, SL < -05. 

The adjusted means, as displayed in Table 14, show that students in the 

experimental group scored significantly higher (adjusted mean = 16.482) on the 

delayed posttest than those in the control group (adjusted mean = 14.912). 

However, the strength of association between the delayed posttest and group 

membership was small, with eta squared = .07. No statistically significant main 

effect of writing ability was found. Nor was there a significant interaction 

between writing ability and group membership after adjustment for the 

covariate. 

Observational Findings 

In addition to the formal analyses, the researcher collected field notes from 

informal observations made in the experimental classrooms during the study. It 

was noted during these observations that students In the treatment groups 

participated willingly in the journal writing project. At the beginning of the 

treatment period, the investigator found that students were very concerned with 

the mechanics of writing (e.g., spelling, handwriting, neatness). For example, 

one of the students who wrote very little during the first few writing sessions, 

commented, "I know a lot but I cant put it down the right way." As the study 
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Table 12 

Means and Standard Deviations on Delayed Posttest (Form B) by Writing 
Ability and Group 

Experimental Control 
N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Writing Ability 

Higher 20 16.150 4.511 18 15.778 3.919 

Lower 21 16.952 3.788 18 13.889 4.523 

Table 13 

Analysis of Covariance of Social Studies Learning Retention 

Source of Sum of Mean 
Variation Squares df Square £ Sig. of £ 

Covariates 
SST 730.866 1 730.866 90.624 .000 

Main Effects 
WA 
GROUP 

2-Way Interactions 
WA Group 

Explained 

Residual 

Total 

54.226 
7.005 

46.598 

12.550 
12.550 

797.642 

580.669 

1378.312 

77 cases were processed. 
0 cases (.0%) were missing. 

2 
1 
1 

1 
1 

4 

72 

76 

27.113 
7.005 

46.598 

12.550 
12.550 

199.411 

8.065 

18.136 

3.362 
.869 

5.778 

1.556 
1.556 

24.726 

.040 

.354 

.019 

.216 

.216 

.000 



Table 14 

Adjusted and Unadjusted Means on Delayed Posttest by Group 

Group Adjusted Mean Unadjusted Mean 

Experimental 16.482 16.560 

Control 14.912 14.833 

62 
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progressed, however, the researcher noted that students appeared more 

comfortable with writing their thoughts down on paper without being overiy 

concerned with mechanics. It was also observed that activities such as 

brainstorming and constructing data charts appeared to promote fluency in 

writing. 

Another informal observation was made by the researcher while 

administering the writing fluency posttest. It was noted that many of the students 

in the experimental group continued writing throughout the entire ten minute 

time period. Several of the students asked if they could continue writing at the 

end of ten minutes but were not allowed to do so. On the other hand, neariy all 

of the students in the control group finished writing prior to the ten minutes. 

Following the treatment period, the researcher collected the journals and 

read each of the entries. While no formal analysis of the journal entries was 

made, the investigator did note the ways in which students used the journals to 

write about what they were learning. The most frequent type of writing involved 

summarizing what the students had learned In social studies that day. Through 

summary writing, students reviewed new information by organizing it into a 

cohesive text. Thus, summarizing helped the students synthesize what they 

were learning. For instance, one of the students wrote the following summary 

after studying about the land and climate of Texas: 

Today I learned about precipitation, weather, climate, and natural 
vegetation. Precipitation is something that falls to earth as rain, 
snow, or hail. Weather is how the day is, like today it is supposed 
to be 90 degrees. Climate is also about degrees or how hot or 
cold it Is going to be. Two major things that affect the climate are 
the Gulf of Mexico because it brings moist air. And another thing is 
that the Basin and Range affect how much rain the Great Plains 
get. 
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In addition to summarizing, students used the journals to relate what they 

were learning in social studies to their personal experiences. For example, 

when studying the various landform regions of Texas, many of the students 

wrote specifically about features In West Texas, an area they are familiar with, 

and how it differs from other areas in the state. Moreover, several entries 

involved students in assuming various roles and cultures other than their own. 

One student wrote the following in response to the prompt. "Pretend you are 

one of the Spanish explorers and write a letter to Spain telling about your 

adventures": 

Dear King and Queen. 
My trip was rough but I'm on land now. So far nothing has 

been found. Two of my men died on the way. I think I am coming 
back in a few days. We have found no gold or precious metals. 
My crew said it was the roughest trip ever. The ship almost turned 
over in the storm. 

See you all in a week, 

Pineda 

In addition to reading the journal entries, the researcher interviewed the 

experimental group teachers at the conclusion of the study in order to obtain 

their perceptions of the experiment. (See Appendix B for Teacher Interview 

Questionnaire.) Both of the teachers felt that journal writing in social studies 

had helped their students become more fluent in expressing ideas in writing. 

One of the teachers observed, "When we first began, it was hard for them to 

express their thoughts at all. Now they will write several sentences to a whole 

page without thinking about how much 'work' it is." According to the teachers, 

the greatest difficulty encountered in the study was providing time for journal 

writing. As one of the teachers noted, "With so much data to cover it was hard to 

cut a class short and allow time to write." However, both of the teachers stated 

that they planned to continue journal writing in various areas of the curriculum. 
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Summarv 

The first analysis of data revealed a statistically significant difference in 

writing fluency between the experimental and control groups. No statistically 

significant differences were found for writing ability or for the initial posttest in 

social studies. Nor was there a statistically significant interaction between 

writing ability and group membership. The second analysis of data revealed a 

statistically significant difference between the groups on the delayed posttest. 

No significant interaction was found between writing ability and group 

membership. Conclusions, discussion, and recommendations are presented in 

Chapter V. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of expressive (journal) 

writing on the achievement, writing fluency, and learning retention of a selected 

group of fourth-grade students in social studies. The researcher sought to 

answer the following research questions: 

1. Will expressive writing activities produce a statistically significant 

difference in the social studies achievement of fourth-grade writers (higher and 

lower ability)? 

2. Will expressive writing activities significantly increase the writing fluency 

of fourth-grade writers (higher and lower ability) during the treatment period? 

3. Is there a statistically significant interaction between fourth-grade writers 

(higher and lower ability) and their group membership (experimental and 

control)? 

4. Will expressive writing activities produce a statistically significant 

difference in the retention of social studies learning of fourth-grade writers 

(higher and lower ability)? 

.diimmarv of the Studv 

In order to address the research questions, the researcher collected data in 

four intact fourth-grade classrooms from two different elementary schools. Two 

of the classrooms (one from each school) served as the experimental group 

(N=41). The other two classrooms (one from each school) served as the control 
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group (N=36). Prior to the experiment, the Social Science Test of the Stanford 

Achievement Test Series, Eighth Edition, and the Test of Written Language-2 

(TOWL-2) were administered to each of the subjects. Raw scores from these 

two tests were used as covariates in the analyses of data. In addition, the 

TOWL-2 scores were used to categorize students by writing ability. Scores 

below the median represented lower writing ability and scores above the 

median represented higher writing ability. 

Both the experimental and control groups studied the same content material 

in social studies during the research project. Social studies instmction during 

the investigation was based on Unit One, "The Land and Eariy People of Texas" 

from the fourth-grade social studies textbook entitled Texas: The Study of Our 

State (Scott, Foresman, 1988). In addition to the regular activities, the 

experimental group wrote in journals twice a week for ten minutes during social 

studies. The control group did not participate in journal writing during social 

studies. Instead of journal writing, the control group read and discussed the 

material in the text as well as completed worksheets provided by the publisher. 

The treatment condition lasted nine weeks. At the conclusion of the experiment, 

a writing fluency posttest and an initial posttest (Form A) were administered. 

Averaged Z-scores from the fluency test and raw scores from the initial test were 

used in the first analysis of the data. The Social Science Test and the TOWL-2 

scores were used as covariates in the analysis. A multivariate analysis of 

covariance was used to determine the significance of differences among the 

groups. Two weeks after the Initial posttest was administered, a delayed 

posttest (Form B) was collected in order to measure leaming retention. Raw 

scores on the delayed test were used in the second analysis of data. The 
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Social Science Test served as a covariate in the analysis. A summary of the 

results and conclusions from the two analyses are reported in the next section. 

Condu.sions 

The following conclusions are based upon the results of this study. The 

findings indicate that expressive writing is not significantly more effective than 

other means of instruction in promoting initial social studies achievement. The 

results do, however, suggest that expressive writing activities increase writing 

fluency In fourth-grade social studies. Moreover, the evidence from this study 

supports the idea that expressive writing facilitates learning retention of social 

studies concepts. Furthermore, expressive writing appears to benefit both 

higher and lower ability writers. A discussion based on these conclusions is 

presented below. 

Discussion 

Results of the first analysis of data indicated that expressive writing activities 

were an effective method of developing writing fluency in fourth-grade social 

studies. Moreover, the findings suggested that both higher and lower ability 

writers profited from the treatment condition. This finding suggests that not only 

capable writers, but less capable writers as well, should be provided 

opportunities to engage in expressive writing activities. Students in the present 

study were identified as having higher or lower writing ability. The scores, 

however, from the Test of Written Language-2 revealed that none of the 

subjects were above-average writers. Consequently, the results of this study 

were based upon the scores of average and below-average writers. It has been 

argued that writers leam to write by writing (Smith, 1982; Mayher fiLal-. 1982; 
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Graves, 1978). Therefore, providing additional opportunities for less capable 

writers to engage in writing activities may assist them in developing their writing 

abilities. In addition, expressive writing can sen/e as the "seed bed" from which 

more organized kinds of writing may develop. As noted previously, this 

foundational stage in developing more formal kinds of writing is especially 

critical for poorer writers (Fillion, 1985). 

The results also indicated that the experimental group outperformed the 

control group on each of the fluency posttest criteria: number of T-units, 

linguistic cues, and content units. This finding suggests that students in the 

experimental group not only wrote more but also engaged in more of the 

thinking processes reflected by the number of linguistic cues found in their 

writing. The specific linguistic cues examined in the students' fluency posttest 

included those that reflected the thinking processes associated with contrasting 

information, sequencing events, and stating cause and effect relationships 

(Odell, 1977). 

The results of the first and second analyses suggest a positive relationship 

between expressive writing and learning retention. As noted previously, the 

experimental group scored higher on the fluency posttest but there were no 

significant differences between the groups on the initial posttest designed to 

measure social studies achievement. This finding implies that students in the 

control group learned the material equally as well as those in the experimental 

group. As mentioned in Chapter III. one of the control group teachers took a 

leave of absence during the study. Since there were no significant differences 

between the experimental and control groups on the initial posttest that served 

to measure social studies achievement, it was concluded that the teacher's 

absence did not adversely affect the students' learning. While students in the 
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control group did not participate in journal writing during social studies, they did 

discuss the information being learned as well as utilized worksheets provided 

by the textbook publisher. This indicates the discussions and worî sheets were 

effective means of instruction. However, on the delayed posttest there was a 

statistically significant difference between the groups. The results revealed that 

the students who participated in journal writing during social studies scored 

significantly higher on the delayed test which served to measure learning 

retention. This suggests that journal writing not only helped to develop writing 

fluency, but also facilitated the retention of the content that had been learned. 

This finding supports studies conducted by other researchers (Applebee and 

Langer, 1987; Copeland, 1984; Tierney, 1981) who found that extended writing 

activities facilitated greater recall of information. Thus, the results of the present 

investigation suggest that journal writing may have promoted greater 

manipulation of the content being studied than did class discussions or 

worksheet assignments. This implies that Information which has been 

manipulated in more complex ways, such as writing, is remembered longer. 

Expressive writing, in particular, encourages the active manipulation of 

ideas. As Britton (Mayher et al.. 1982) pointed out, the process of learning 

involves "the ability to put an idea into your own words" (p.89). Consequently, 

as students choose their own words to write about what they are learning, they 

become actively involved in the learning process. Expressive writing allows 

them to make connections between what they already know and the new 

information. As the results of the present study indicate, this active involvement 

in the learning process promotes the retention of leaming. 

The findings further suggest that providing time for writing in social studies 

could possibly save time spent on reteaching. The results indicated that writing 
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facilitated the learning process and was therefore time well spent. Traditionally, 

however, writing has been viewed predominantly as a means for evaluating 

what has been learned rather than a tool for learning. Writing assignments 

have often been reserved for the end of the unit where they are used to test 

what students know. A basic Implication of this study, however, is that a broader 

definition of writing is needed. For example, it Is suggested that when teachers 

view writing not only as a means for evaluating but also as a tool for learning 

they will be more apt to provide time for writing-to-learn. 

Additionally, the results of this study indicate that writing should not be 

restricted to language arts, or English, classes only. The findings suggest that 

writing should be incorporated into elementary social studies in order to 

facilitate student mastery of content as well as to develop thinking skills and 

processes. Moreover, a recent report published by the National Assessment of 

Educational Progress (NAEP) indicated that the amount of time students spend 

in writing process activities remains quite limited. Thus, providing opportunities 

to write across the curriculum could substantially increase the amount of time 

students are involved In writing activities. Furthermore, the NAEP reported that 

the extent to which students at all grade levels valued writing was also limited. 

Therefore, using writing as a tool for learning across the curriculum could assist 

students in seeing the importance of writing to help them learn. 

In addition to the formal analyses, the researcher conducted informal 

observations that yielded additional Information regarding the actual context of 

the experimental situation. Through classroom observations, the researcher 

found that students in the experimental group participated willingly in the 

journal writing activities. Additionally, while administering the fluency posttest, 

the investigator noted that more of students in the experimental group wrote for 
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the entire ten minutes than did those in the control group. Several students in 

the experimental group asked if they could continue writing at the end of the 

time period. While they were not allowed to do so, this observation suggests 

that ten minutes may not have been long enough for some of the students to 

write all that they had learned about the Spanish and French explorers. 

At the conclusion of the experiment, the researcher read each of the journal 

entries. This informal examination of the students' journals revealed that they 

used writing to summarize what they were learning, to relate new information to 

personal experiences, to assume different points of view and historical 

perspectives, and to synthesize various pieces of information into a meaningful 

whole. Furthermore, expressive writing provided opportunities for the students 

to process the Information in their own language; to make their own meaning 

out of the content material. Therefore, rather than being passive receivers of the 

information, the students became actively involved In constructing meaning out 

of the material. 

In reading the journal entries, the researcher also noted that students 

included incorrect as well as correct information. For example, one student 

wrote, "We learned about boundaries and states and countries. Now we can 

tell the four countries that are attached to Texas faster than we thought we ever 

could." As illustrated by this example, students' writing reflects not only their 

understanding of a concept but also their misunderstanding. Reading the 

students' journal entries could provide teachers with an opportunity to diagnose 

what students have or have not learned about a subject. 

Through Inten/iewing the teachers, the researcher found that they believed 

journal writing to be an effective tool for learning across the curriculum. They 

indicated, however, that with so much content to cover it was difficult to provide 
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time for expressive writing activities in the content areas. Throughout the 

treatment period, the experimental group teachers expressed their frustration at 

the amount of material to be covered in the cumculum. As in studies by 

Applebee and Langer (1987) and Healy (1984), the researcher found that the 

emphasis in the classrooms that participated in the present investigation was on 

breadth rather than depth of coverage. This finding suggests that in order for 

there to be substantive changes in the amount of time provided for expressive 

writing activities, there needs to be a greater balance between the amount of 

material covered and the amount of time students are provided to constmct their 

own meaning from the material. As Beyer (1979) pointed out, "Perhaps we 

need to cover less - and uncover more" (p. 194). 

In summary, the results of this investigation indicated that expressive writing 

activities such as journal writing facilitated the writing fluency, thinking 

processes, and learning retention in fourth-grade social studies. Based on 

these findings, recommendations for instmction and future research are 

presented in the next section. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made based upon the results of this 

investigation. 

Recommendations for Instmction 

1. Expressive writing activities, such as journal writing and leaming logs, 

should be integrated into the elementary social studies curriculum. These 

activities encourage students to use their own language to write about what 

they are learning. 
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2. Adequate time should be provided for expressive writing activities in 

social studies as well as other areas of the curriculum. 

3. Writing process activities such as brainstorming and constmcting data 

charts should be utilized in elementary social studies in order to facilitate writing 

fluency. 

4. Both higher and lower ability writers should be provided opportunities to 

engage in expressive writing activities. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

1. This study was limited to ten minutes of journal writing two times a week 

for a period of nine weeks. A future study should be conducted in which 

students are provided a longer period of time for journal writing during social 

studies. 

2. This study was limited to expressive writing in fourth-grade social 

studies. Further studies could examine expressive writing activities in other 

elementary grades and subjects. 

3. Case studies of teachers and classrooms that integrate expressive 

writing activities throughout the curriculum should be carried out in order to 

determine effective approaches to utilizing writing as a tool for learning. 

4. Case studies of journal writing should be done In order to more closely 

examine the effects of expressive writing on individual student's progress In 

writing fluency, achievement, and learning retention. 

5. The present investigation was limited to an objective delayed posttest in 

order to measure learning retention. Future research should incorporate a 
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delayed writing fluency posttest, in addition to an objective posttest, in order to 

assess the number of content units recalled in writing. 

6. Future research should provide more than ten minutes for the writing 

fluency posttest. 

7. In replicating this study, It Is recommended that the Test of Written 

Language-2 be deleted as a covariate in the multivariate analysis. 
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APPENDIX A 

PRE-EXPERIMENTAL MATERIALS 

This appendix contains the following materials used prior to the experiment: 

(a) the pre-experimental teacher interview form, (b) letter to the parents, 

(c) parental consent form, (d) the instmctions for administering The Test of 

Written Language-2 (Form A), (e) the Student Response Booklet (Form A), and 

(f) the criteria for scoring the Thematic Maturity and Syntactic Maturity Subtests 

of The Test of Written Language-2 (Form A). 
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Pre-Experimental Teacher Interview Form 

Name. Phone 

Years Teaching Experience 

Years teaching fourth-grade 

Educational background 

Please list any writing workshops or courses you have attended that deal 

with the writing process approach 

Do you presently integrate writing process activities, such as journal writing, 

into your regular classroom instmction? . If so, please explain. 

Please explain briefly how you presently use the Scott, Foresman Social 

Studies materials. For example, do you supplement the student text with 

additional materials? to what extent do you use the worksheets provided? do 

you create your own tests? Briefly describe a sample daily social studies 

lesson. 
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Barbara H. Davis 
Texas Tech University 
College of Education 
Lubbock, Texas 79409 

Dear Parents: 

I have been authorized by the Lubbock Independent School District to 
conduct a research study in the fourth grades at Wester and Stewart Elementary 
Schools. The study will look at writing in elementary social studies. 

Your child's participation in the study is voluntary. There will be no grades 
assigned to the writing activities and students' names will not be used by the 
researcher. Each student's participation in the study is important and your 
permission for your child to participate will be greatly appreciated. If you agree 
to allow your child to participate in the study, please sign the attached consent 
form and return it to your child's teacher. I would be happy to answer any 
questions you might have regarding further details of this study. Thank you for 
your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely. 

Barbara H. Davis 
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Parental Consent Form 

My signature below Indicates that I give my permission for 

(child's name) to participate in the research 

study to be conducted by Barbara Davis at Wester and Stewart Elementary 

Schools. I understand that it is a voluntary study. 

Signature: Date: 
Parent or Guardian 
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Test of Written Language-2 (Form A) 

Specific Subtest Administration Instmctions 

"This exercise is designed to see how well you can write a story. Look at 

the picture before you. You are to write a story about that picture. Take a few 

minutes to think about your story. You might want to make an outline, but at the 

very least take some time to organize your thoughts to make the most 

interesting story you can. When you have organized your ideas completely, 

begin writing. You can write the story as soon as you want to; and if you need 

more paper, just let me know." 

"You will have only 15 minutes to think about your story and to write it. Write 

the best story you can. Write only in your booklet. If you need more paper, let 

me know. Ready.. .Begin." 
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Stude-i ^esDonse Booklet (Form A) 

Story 

i i 
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Scoring Form for Test of Written Language-2 

(Form A) 

Subtest 6. Thematic Maturity 

Form A 
(Prehistoric) ITEM 

1. Paragraphs? 
2. Names objects pictured? 
3. Uses appropriate terms? 
4. Gives personal names to characters? 
5. Dream sequence? 
6. Definite ending? 
7. Expresses moral/philosophic theme? 
8. Title? 
9. Dialogue/monologue? 

10. Attempts humor? 
11. Develops personality of characters? 
12. Sets story time? 
13. Definite sequence of events? 
14. Any events prior to picture? 
15. Any events after picture? 
16. Role of any character explained? 
17. Village named? 
18. Tribe named? 
19. Role of topography mentioned? 
20. How villager/warrior killed or injured? 
21 Duration of battle estimated? 
22. Relationship among beasts explained? 
23. Beast's resiliency mentioned? 
24. Weaponry described? 
25. Reference to teamwori< for beasts/warriors? 
26. Mentions supporting role of villagers? 
27. Villagers described physically? 
28. Beasts described physically? 
29. Village described? 
30. Group of beasts named? 

Raw Score 

Subtest 8. Syntactic Maturity 
Number of words written = 
Number of words stricken = (Subtract) 

Raw Score. 



APPENDIX B 

POST-EXPERIMENTAL MATERIALS 

This appendix contains materials used at the conclusion of the experiment. 

It includes: (a) the teacher interview questionnaire, (b) the writing fluency 

posttest, (c) the instructions for scoring T-units, (d) the scoring criteria for 

linguistic cues and content units, (e) the initial posttest (Form A), and (f) the 

delayed posttest (Form B). 
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Teacher Interview Questionnaire 

1. What improvements have you obsen/ed in your students' writing skills 

during the experimental period? 

2. Do you feel that journal writing helped your students learn social studies 

content? If yes, please explain. 

3. What, if any, difficulties did you experience with the journal writing 

project? 

4. Do you plan to continue journal writing in social studies and/or other 

areas of the curriculum? 

If 1 
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Name 
Writing Fluency Posttest 

Teacher 

Write what you have learned about the Spanish and French explorers who 
came to Texas long ago. You will have 10 minutes to write. You may write on 
the back if you need to. 

[ 
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Instructions for Scoring T-units 

1. Put slash marks at the end of each T-unit (An Independent clause and 

all its modifiers. Either a simple or complex sentence, but not a compound 

sentence) Hunt (1965). 

2. Words or word strings such as and (if not a coordinating conjunction) 

should be bracketed and not counted as part of a T-unit. 

3. Compound sentences are two T-units with the conjunction counted with 

the second T-unit. For example: Susan painted a picture/ and Bob read a 

book. 

4. Fragments resulting from the omission of a single word count as T-units 

with the missing word supplied. Other fragments are discarded. 

5. Contractions count as two words. 

6. Unintelligible word strings are discarded. 

7. The words and, but, or, nor make compound sentences not complex 

sentences. 

8. Do not count titles as a T-unit. 

9. Count last names such as de Vaca, La Salle as one word. 

10. Add total number of T-units. 



Student 

A. Linguistic Cues 

1. Contrast 

a. Connectors 

or 

however 

.nor 

.though 

.else 

but 

instead 

2. Time Sequence 

then 

.later 

_next 

when 

first 

before 

Jinally 

after 

Total number of linguistic cues 

B. T-Units 

94 

Teacher 

b. Comparative and Superlative forms c. Negative 

_more/most 

jess/least 

-er/est 

while 

.during 

as 

no 

.without 

.none 

.nothing 

.not 

never 

3. Logical Sequence 

because 

.since 

so 

if. . .then. 

number of T-units In sample 
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C. Content Units ("The Spanish and French Explorers") 

The student names one of the explorers: one point for each name 

P'"eda CabezadeVaca Karankawas Cortes 

— Coronado Moscoso De Soto La Salle 

Estevanico Fray Marcos de Niza 

Mentions that Cortes found the Aztec Indians 

Mentions the Seven Cities of Cibola or The Cities of Gold 

Makes reference to dates (1500's, 1600's) 

Mentions why the Spanish came to North America {to look for riches; gold) 

Mentions de Vaca's shipwreck due to a hurricane 

Mentions Galveston Island 

Mentions that the Karankawas cried with de Vaca 

Mentions that de Vac:a spent several years with the Karankawas 

Mentions that de Vaca was called a medicine man; performed first surgery 

Mentions why the French came to Texas (to explore; to start a colony, settlement) 

Mentions Fort Saint Louis 

Mentions Matagorda Bay 

Mentions the Mississippi River 

Mentions that La Salle was murdered by his foltowers 

Mentions La Salle's ship captured (stolen); landed on Texas coast by accident 

Mentions La Salle set out to find Canada 

Mentions French settlers became sick and died 

Mentions Spanish flag was first to fly over Texas 

Mentions French flag was second to fly over Texas 

Total number of Content Units _^_^_ 
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Initial Posttest Form A Name 

The Land and Eariy People Teacher 

Circle the letter of the correct answer. 

1. Which neighboring state is west of Texas? 

a. Oklahoma 

b. Louisiana 

c. New Mexico 

d. Ari<ansas 

2. What vegetation might you see In West Texas? 

a. desert plants 

b. thick forests 

c. wetland grasses 

d. palm trees 

3. What are some uses of bodies of water in Texas? 

a. industry and energy only 

b. swimming and sailing only 

c. farming, industry, and recreation 

d. fishing only 

4. Which body of water is most likely to have been made by people? 

a. river 

b. bay 

c. lagoon 

d. resen/oir 
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JIX. 
" 1 . TS' w » i 

5. Which of the following Texas cities would be closest to the letter F on Map No. 1 ? 

a. Port Arthur b. El Paso c. Brownsville d. Texari<ana 

6. Which letter on Map No. 1 is at 40 degrees north latitude and 115 degrees west 

longitude? 

a.G b.C c. B d. H 

7. Using Map No. 1 which of the following locations is in New Mexico? 

a. 30 degrees north, 85 degrees west 

b. 25 degrees north, 100 degrees west 

c. 35 degrees north, 95 degrees west 

d. 35 degrees north, 105 degrees west 

8. Using Map No. 1 which of the following letters is tocated in the North Central Plains region 

of Texas? 

a. F b. O C M d. N 



98 

9. Precipitation becomes less and less in Texas as you travel 

a. from east to west 

b. from west to east. 

c. from north to south. 

d. from south to north. 

10. Which of the following Is NOT a kind of natural vegetation? 

a. forests 

b. grasslands 

c. desert vegetation 

d. farm crops 

11. Landfonns and bodies of water in Texas affect 

a. railroads 

b. climate 

c. sizes of towns 

d. traffic 

12. How do most scientists think the first people got to North America? 

a. by boating across the Bering Strait 

b. by sailing across the Pacific Ocean 

c. by walking across the Bering Strait 

d. by walking north from South America 

13. What do spear points and bones found in Texas tell us about the earliest Texans? 

a. They were probably hunters. 

b. They were probably warilke. 

c. They were nomads. 

d. They kept animals as pets. 
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14. Using Map No. 3, which explorer sailed farthest along the coast of Texas? 

a. La Salle 

b. Pineda 

c. CabezadeVaca 

I l 

d. Coronado 

15. Using Map No. 3, which explorer traveled the farthest across Texas by land? 

a. La Salle 

b. Moscoso 

c. Coronado 

d. CabezadeVaca 
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16. Which of the foltowing is an example of a custom? 

a. The Caddoes gave us the name of our state. 

b. Most of the Caddoes lived In East Texas. 

c. East Texas Indians greeted strangers by crying. 

d. The Caddoes believed that all people came from a female god and her daughters. 

17. How did eariy nomadic Indians find their food? 

a. by growing crops 

b. by taking food from other Native Americans 

c. by hunting and gathering 

d. by fishing only 

18. How did most Texas Indian groups live? 

a. by using what they found around them 

b. by trading goods with settlers 

c. by eating only vegetables 

d. by accepting the ways of the explorers 

19. What were most of the early Spanish explorers kx)klng for? 

a. Indians they could teach to be Christians 

b. gold and silver 

c. land for colonies 

d. the Mississippi River 

20. The Spanish built missions in East Texas to drive out the 

a. French 

b. Germans 

c. Native Americans 

d. Swedish 
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21. What finally killed or weakened many Texas Indians? 

a. disease 

b. floods 

c. changes in climate 

d. large animals 

22. Which of the following is true of Spanish missions? 

a. they were successful in teaching Indians Spanish ways 

b. they became large cities 

c. they strengthened the claim Spain had on Texas 

d. they were successful in converting many Native Americans to Christianity 

Skills Time Line 

Look at the time line and list of events 
' below. Write the letter of the decade when 

each event occurred. 
I 

1680 -

1690-

1700-

1710-

1720-

: 

~ 

' 

• 1 

fff , 

V'.-

1 ̂  
b 

1 ^ 

d 

23.. 

24. 

Spanish build mission at San Antonio de Bexar, A.D. 1718 

Spanish build mission at Ysleta. A.D. 1681 

25. .French settlers arrive In Texas, A.D. 1684 
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Delayed Posttest FormB Name 

The Land and Early People Teacher 

Circle the letter of the correct answer. 

1. Which phrase describes Texas? 

a. has no seacoast 

b. has varied landforms, climates, and vegetation 

c. has land higher in the east and tower In the west 

d. is the largest state in the United States 

2. The boundaries of Texas include 

a. six rivers 

b. two countries 

c. states and rivers 

d. two oceans 

3. Which landform or body of water can have the greatest effect on the temperatures of 

places near it? 

a. Rio Grande 

b. Gulf of Mexico 

c. westem mountain ranges 

d. Edwards Plateau 

4. Natural vegetation in Texas includes 

a. forests and grasslands 

b. tropical rain forests 

c. only deserts 

d. farm crops 

5. Which landfomi region of Texas has high mountains? 

a. Gulf Coastal Plain b. North Central Plain c. Basin and Range d. Great Plains 
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Map No. 2 

6. Using Map No. 2, which group of Native Americans lived southeast of the Tonkawas? 

a. Karankawa b. Coahulltecan c. Lipan Apache d. Caddo 

7. Using Map No. 2 and what you know about the natural vegetation of Texas, which group 

of Native Americans lived in the forest region of Texas? 

a. Hasinai b. Tonkawa c. Wichita d. Jumano 

8. Using Map No. 2, which of the following Indians lived farthest south? 

a. Karankawa b. Lipan Apache c. Kiowa d. Atakapa 

9. Which letter shows an area where there were probably many buffaloes In the 1700s? 

a. D b. C c. A d. B 
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10. When did the eariy people of North America begin to stay In one place? 

a. when the animals they hunted began to move from place to place 

b. when they became hunters and gatherers 

c. when snow and Ice covered much of the land 

d. after they began to plant crops 

11. In what way were all of the Indian groups In Texas alike? 

a. They all built homes that couW be carried with them when they moved. 

b. They all used things they found around them for food, shelter, and clothing. 

c. They all did some farming. 

d. they all depended on buffaloes for food. 

12. Spear points lead archaeologists to think that the first people in Texas were 

a. nomadic hunters 

b. nomadic fanners 

c. tradesmen 

d. saltors 

13. Native American groups In Texas all had 

a. different customs and lifestyles 

b. the same religion 

c. too much food 

d. the same kinds of houses 

14. Why did the Lipan /^aches move away from northern Texas? 

a. They wanted to get away from European diseases. 

b. They foltowed buffato herds into South Texas. 

c. They wanted to live in a warmer climate. 

d. They were forced south by the Comanches. 



105 

1500 1550 1600 1650 1700 1750 

n 
0 

z 
e 

E 
i= 

15. The letter E on Time Line No. 3 shows which year? 

a. 1620 b. 1640 c. 1660 d. 1650 

16. Using Time Line No. 3, how many years passed between Columbus's first voyage to 

America and the first Spanish settlement In Texas? 

a. 190 years b. 342 years c. 210 years d. 90 years 

17 San Antonio de Valero was founded in 1718. Which letter shows were this event should 

be on Time Line No. 3? 

a. H b. E c. G d. C 

18. Which of the following events shoukJ be at the letter F on Time Line No. 3? 

a. Moscoso explores Texas~1542 

b. Cabeza de Vaca lands on Texas coast-1528 

c. San Francisco de tos Tejas founded-1690 

d. Dutch settle in New Yoric~1626 
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19. What were the first French exptorers of Texas tooking for? 

a. Fort St. Louis 

b. Matagorda Bay 

c. gold and silver 

d. the Mississippi River 

20. What was the main reason the Spanish took a greater Interest in Texas in the late 1600s? 

a. their fear that the French woukJ take Texas 

b. their desire to build missions for the Native Americans 

c. their desire for good farmland In Texas 

d. their need for nrx)re land for Spanish settlers 

21. Missions helped Spain 

a. become the richest country In Europe 

b. control all of North America 

c. strengthen Its claim to Texas 

d. convert all the Indians to Christianity 

22. Which of the following would most likely be at a presidio? 

a. Native Americans 

b. a church 

c. soldiers 

d. priests 



Use the map to answer the questions. 
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i«rw 

23. Which letter Is at 25 degrees north latitude and 100 degrees west longitude? 

a. A b. F c. I d. E 

24. Using Map No. 1 which of the following locations Is in Texas? 

a. 30 degrees north, 85 degrees west 

b. 30 degrees north, 100 degrees west 

c. 40 degrees north, 100 degrees west 

d. 35 degrees north, 105 degrees west 

25. Which of the following letters on Map No. 11s located In the Great Plains region of Texas? 

a- N b. F C M d. O 






