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ABSTRACT

The primary purpose of the study was to exploreattieng expectations and
requirements of educators, investigating the viamggmf high school English teachers
and college writing instructors on writing, expditias of students, classroom writing
requirements, and methods and assessment stratégresxed-method approach was
used. Surveys were distributed to educators witiersampling frame; focus group
interviews were conducted with volunteer educaémis chosen secondary and post-
secondary students. Descriptive statistics werewcted and themes were identified
among the interview data. Independent t-tests weneucted to determine if the
difference in high school English teachers’ andeg® educators’ perceptions were
significant. The study revealed that all particifsabelieved editing and proofreading,
avoiding plagiarism, maintaining focus, providingyanization with logical grouping,
and using discernable introductions and conclusreer® important in writing.
Differences included high school English teachere@ived employing a writing
process, providing students with examples of effeatrriting, representing different
points of view, and using appropriate vocabulargssential writing requirements and
expectations. College writing instructors’ focingen presenting a thesis and supporting
these claims with multiple and appropriate sounfe=vidence while also evaluating
these source materials critically, and providingten feedback to students.



1

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

Introduction

For numerous high school graduates, college iséxé step in their path to career
development. They put faith into the schoolingisysto prepare them for higher
education, often interpreting assessments to sigingir readiness. While many students
do receive adequate preparation, others do nat detficiency in the latter group is
reflected by higher percentages of remediationriodia situations and experiences may
explain academic deficiency. Luke-warm studentivation, apathy, and lack of
ownership of their learning may be contributingtées. Likewise, if they are
disinterested, do not put in sufficient effort, Ifaesense of entitlement, or are not
receptive to teacher instructional methods or stykarning may be compromised.
Unfortunately, identification of deficiencies aegientary and secondary levels is not
always accurate; students can be passed ontoxhgnaee level without meeting
expectations. Further compounding the situatidh@sintervention which may be
sporadic or ineffective. Yet another challengmc®nsistency in expectations and
standards among educators even within the samelscBonsequently, students may be
confused about what they are expected to achieve.

Research conducted with secondary and post-segosdanols indicates that
only 19 out of the 50 states have policies andgutares that align high school and

college expectations in areas such as writing (@&ahi2008). High school teachers often
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value and teach different concepts from their g@lpeers. In the National Curriculum
Study (2009) conducted by American College Testh@T), a non-profit organization,
whose mission is to help people achieve educatonaarkplace success, data gathered
indicated that high school teachers rate the neéebaich more content and skills as
important, yet they tend to focus on topics thdlege professors do not deem as critical.
Key findings in research by the Achieve Inc. (20faf)the American Diploma Project
indicate that academic standards in high schoohatraligned with post-secondary entry
requirements. This discrepancy in the importarfcecific skills and topics, as well as
inconsistent alignment between high school ancgellstandards and requirements,
impacts students.

According to the ACT National Curriculum Survey (B)—a nationwide survey
of educational practices and expectations condustedy three to five years—the
majority of high school teachers believed stataddeds were preparing students for
college-level academics. In contrast, nearly 6@%ostsecondary instructors felt
students weraot prepared for this level of work. Greene and W (2005) reported
that only about 34% of students graduate readgdbege. Students, however, based on
their high school graduation requirements and scorecollege entrance exams, were
under the assumption thexereprepared for college level work. Franke (1986)laed,
“Although the value of placement testing at thdexg# level is generally accepted, there
IS no consensus about the best approach to suoigtgp. 31). Again, the ACT
National Curriculum Survey (2009) presented findimggdicating high school and college

writing instructors emphasize different writing l&kin the classroom, which may explain
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high numbers in remedial writing courses amongeg@|freshmen. In a report conducted
by the Alliance for Excellent Education, studemtshe United States today are not
meeting even basic writing standards, and tea@rersften not aware of how to help
them (as cited in Graham & Perin, 2007, p. 11).nistudents, misinformed about their
real-world writing skills or lack thereof, strugglecollege classes. The Center for
Educational Policy Research has shown that thesiatosng messages are detrimental to
student self-concept and academic performance €g@pB007). Students believe their
writing to be adequate, and in some cases eveipeagal, while their writing
composition performance indicates otherwise.

Nowadays students in secondary and postsecondawglscare the millennial
generation, defined as those born in 1982-2002ny\Mathis demographic have an
expectation of entittement—an unrealistic undeditagn of academic achievement
coupled with grade inflation and a belief that tlaeg owed high marks. Additionally, a
lack of drive, motivation, and accountability resuala different type of student. “The
mindset of many millennials is that just showingfapall the classes merits a minimum
grade of a B” (Alexander & Sysco, 2011, p. 1). shatter and Epstein (2010) stated
millennials have an attitude that educators areetteeentertain; further, they have a lack
of concern for accuracy and validity of sourcesédrmation, a skewed perception of
entitlement and privilege, and a distorted viewvbht is fair or unfair. According to
Howe and Strauss (2000), millennials have alwagsthimgs planned out for them and
are not used to ambiguous situations. They haga bentinually told they are special

and can achieve anything they dream. These gerextalharacteristics may be
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contributing factors which distort expectationsgwkstudents’ sense of accountability,
and explain struggles in college classes. Studeatsnot be acquiring the skills from
high school due to their attitudes, beliefs, angtg@gtions. Such unrealistic views are a
mismatch for the college classroom.

Writing is an essential form of communication ircigty and the professional
world. “Writing transforms our cognitive abilitieéMenary, 2007, p. 621). Itis also an
area in which numerous high school students akergc¢he skills to succeed in college-
level writing courses. Results from reports by Mantana University System Writing
Assessment show that every year writing scoregasg among students who are
entering the university system. However, overgast five years, from 2007-2012,
enrollment into remedial courses still average%?with only minimal improvement in
this rate over the last two years (Montana UnivgiSystem, n.d.) Nearly ten percent of
students who scored a 23 or above on their ACTeptant test received a C or lower in
their freshmen level writing course (Montana Unsigr System, n.d.). A disconnect
between secondary school preparation and univessggctations is apparent (ACT Inc,
2009). Students who enter the college campusawviémic writing skills are
disadvantaged. Unfortunately, there is no simplguick fix to ameliorate the situation.

My varied experiences have led me to believe inrtigortance of writing as a
form of communication, especially for teacherfiave observed how students’ writing
abilities can impact the opportunities for jobs antolarships. | have experienced how
writing serves as the first impression and caniekte a person from job consideration

immediately. Moreover, writing is vitally criticébr those who enter the education field.
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Writing takes on many different forms for varieddances in the day-to-day setting of
the classroom. Subsequently, practitioners meistoinfortable with diverse writing
tasks. Newsletters to parents, presentationdiowos®oard members, grant writing, and
classroom website communication are only a fevhefassorted writing responsibilities
of the teacher. Writing is communication that mfis, persuades, entertains, and
describes. Each focus invokes a different styleriting, and the author must be aware
of the purpose to communicate clearly — selectingda, mediating tone, and delivering
accurate content. Writers, conscious of their ek, manipulate format, style, and
language to connect with the identified reader.

My involvement with secondary and post-secondargestts ignited her interest
in writing, for | witnessed the lack of connectibatween high school and college writing
requirements and expectations. Curiosity about wiséructors at both levels felt the
important elements of writing were, propelled masé questions. In my investigation, |
found important differences in writing abilities ang students.

| taught a Literacy and Assessment course, pdheofeacher preparation
program, at a land-grant university. A 400-levalise, enrolled students had
successfully passed through other teacher preparaburses, reporting A’s and
occasional B's. Many were expecting to studenthighe subsequent semester.
Specifically, in this course, | was shocked atghbstandard quality of student writing.
Fewer than 10% of the students had adequate wekitlg needed for future educators;
they did not demonstrate basic writing skills, casifion, organization, or audience

appropriateness. Chronic deficiencies raised alsis in me for these errors appeared
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throughout the semester across assignments—cohjete inside and outside of class.
Writing incomplete sentences such‘Bg showing your child the picturesivhich is only
a prepositional phrase atithe best of answersivhich does not contain a verb or a
predicate. Both are examples of demonstratedlityabf pre-service teachers to meet
the writing expectations of the profession. Besitie use of incomplete sentences,
subject-verb agreement was often missing; for examgtudent would writélhe child
are drawing pictures’or “The child write a story.” Furthermore, run-on sentences were
prevalent, as well as a lack of paragraphing.aa, fit was not uncommon for paragraphs
to be a page or two in length. Additionally, pexssce students did not seem to
understand how to structure their thoughts int@agaphs. Other rudimentary writing
skills—organizing ideas, establishing a main topiogl adding supporting details—were
not present. In fact, students’ writing resemldednformal conversation with a person
who was unable to organize similar ideas, one sti@mming to the next with no logical
connection between them. Such weak performanpecesdly in a group of college
students on the cusp of graduation from a teadaharagion program, served as a catalyst
for this research project. | was highly motivatedincovemwhythe present state of
writing inadequacies existed.

Compounding the lack of fundamental writing skisjdents did not understand
the importance of their role as future educatorsoimmunicating clearly. For example,
they lacked specific know-how in explaining assessinscores, using data that had been
collected, and in interpreting what the numbersmhedany of the students, when

presented with feedback, did not see the relevahpeoviding that level of detail to
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parents. Rather, they seemed to just expect pa@fitake their word for it.” As an
educator and parent, | found their unwillingnesketon about and practice educational
professionalism and responsibility unsettling. eifteaching this 400-level course for
two semesters, it became apparent that not onlpricervice teachers lack writing
skills, but the value of writing as a quintessdrftamn of communication in education
was also compromised.

This topic has been investigated by others. Maoyms have been comparing
writing requirements of high school and collegetiwg instructors. The Conference on
College Composition and Communication created args#®on of student writing in high
school and college. Collaboration between the Ciboh Writing Program
Administrators and National Survey of Student Eregagnt focused on what faculty are
doing in their classrooms; as a result, a Nati@@ahmission on Writing was created by
the College Board to target writing improvementdaionally, the importance of
writing has been recognized by testing companiasithve added a writing assessment
component to their placement tests. Since 2005, the SAT and ACT have included a
writing assessment to their battery of tests. 9891 prior to the introduction of these
exams, the Montana University System Writing Assesg (MUSWA) was
implemented to assess the writing of high schaalestts.

Additionally, discrepancies between instructor ahdlent perceptions exist.
“For example, while 30% of high school faculty rep@lways” requiring multiple
drafts, only 16% of high school students reponivajs” writing multiple drafts. And

while 31% of high school faculty report “always”rderencing with students on papers
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in progress, only 12% of high school students refadways” discussing their writing
with their teacher” (Addison & McGee, 2010, p. 158)ultiple drafts are important and
essential in grooming the writer, resulting in agger pieces. The differing perceptions
may be explained by “definitions.” Students may cansider that when they are asked
to make changes to their writing, that they areedideveloping a new draft; to them, it
may just be another assignment. Teachers may séerencing as their feedback written
on the student’s paper or as a conversation theg Waile walking around the
classroom. Alternatively, students may only viemferencing as sitting down with the
teacher one-on-one and having a focused dialogbes difference in perceptions may
explain the disconnect. Student perceptions ar@airto consider in writing if
improvements are to be realized.

Close investigation of previous studies revealed the one voice not considered
in the research was that of the student. Thidysimiimportant because it does not
merely duplicate other studies on this topic; ibeaces the voice of the student, a critical
essential component. Furthermore, students aren&&who are engaged in and
experiencing the lesson, having a crucial viewpthat is reflected in this study. This
inclusion marks its uniqueness and importance.

An understanding of what good writing is achievietigh multiple lenses—
personal perceptions, instructors, and placemstihte Inquiring into successful student
writers’ perceptions may help educators understhecxpectations and requirements
they are communicating to students. Exploringgbeseived expectations of students,

high school English teachers, and college writimggructors may help identify



9
commonalities, discrepancies, and provide guidémceventual success in writing

instruction.

Statement of Purpose

The primary purpose of the study was to exploeawthting expectations and
requirements of educators and how these were pertély students. | was interested in
investigating the viewpoints of high school Engliehchers and college writing
instructors on writing, expectations of studentassroom writing requirements, and
methods and assessment strategies they felt wietieé in teaching writing, and how

they were interpreted by students.

Research Questions

The study was guided by the following research tjoes.

1. What writing requirements and expectations do Bigihool English teachers
have for their students and what are student pgorepof those
requirements?

2. What writing requirements and expectations do gelieriting instructors
have for their students and what are student pgorepof those
requirements?

3. What are the similarities and differences betweating requirements and

expectations of high school English teachers afidgmwriting instructors?
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Research Methodology

This study used a mixed-methods approach to adtiresesearch questions.
“The mixed approach helps improve the quality eeaach because the different research
approaches have different strengths and differeatkwesses” (Johnson & Christensen,
2012, p. 51). To investigate writing expectatiansl requirements at the secondary and
postsecondary levels, causal-comparative reseamshused. This type of quantitative
research methodology was chosen because it alliweploup comparison with random
sampling from each group. | used surveys to sthdyelationship between two
categorical independent variables (high school Ehgeachers and college writing
instructors) and one quantitative dependent vagi@btiting expectations and
requirements). The survey instrument was adapted the English/writing ACT
National Curriculum Survey.

Constructivism theory framed my understanding bétcontributes to the
success of college students. Humans generate &dge/and meaning from interactions,
experiences, and the ideas generated from theseiexpes, which can highlight the
unique aspects of the subjects and render thewpamts as valid and respectable. Data
was collected through focus group interviews witgthrschool English teachers and
college writing instructors. These interview quess were adapted from interviews
conducted by The National Study of Writing Instrant(2011). Students, identified as
proficient writers by their high school English ¢ears and college writing instructors
were interviewed in focus groups. Interview quassifor secondary and post-secondary

students were adapted from the Nancie Atwell (1998)ing Survey. The target sample
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size was two focus group interviews per group;ridiected two focus group interviews
for high school English teachers (N=2, N=3) andilsirty, two focus group interviews of
college writing instructors (N=2, N=2). Howevenly one focus group interview was
conducted for secondary students (N=4) and postrsizcy students (N=5). Through
this mixed-method approach, | was able to colleth lgualitative and quantitative data

to address the study’s research questions.

The Researcher

For over ten years, | have taught writing to jurnash students. Further, | taught
upper-level Department of Education courses ahd-tgant institution in a rural state in
the upper Rocky Mountains. Working in a schootraisthat did not have a set
elementary or secondary writing curriculum, | waghe position to determine what
important skills students should acquire to be sssful writers beyond the realities of
high school. This was a difficult task, especialiyhout the guidance of an established
curriculum. [ learned that students often entéhedclassroom with minimal experience
and writing skills. | questioned if what | taughés preparing students for high school; |
did not even consider the writing realities studentght encounter beyond high school.
Through these experiences, | began to ponder tiaeitye of writing expectations and the
idea for this investigation took shape.

| reflected on my own experience. In high schbalas considered an above-
average writer, having easy success with classessignments and essay competitions,

only to be critiqued at the college level for salemadequacies. My written work did
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not meet the expectations for college-level writidgspite her confidence and false sense
of accomplishment. Specifically, the organizatisteucture, as well as my use of
sentence transitions failed to match instructouiregnents. | also struggled with
appropriate use of word choice for various collEyel assignments. Previous
secondary expectations required descriptive langaag use of colorful adjectives. But
writing in college focused on clear, concise, aintb$e language. Through these
accumulated experiences, | have seen writing throogltiple lenses. Assignments and
teachers differed for high school and college.ohdered why this might be and began to
consider possible mitigating factors. Could ithat writing curriculums were disparate?
Were students not receiving adequate writing ilcsibn? Could it be that students had
not sufficiently mastered required skills so asise them efficiently and effectively?
Might it be possible that only simple writing how's were included in instruction?

As writing clearly and for different audiences ey&lded as part of thinking and
being a well-rounded student, educators understamivotal role as one of the three
R’s. The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) w&rased in June 2010 by the
National Governors Association (NGA) and the ColotChief State School Officers
(CCSSO) after a year-long process. “It resulted/at the two organizations stated was
the establishment of clear and consistent goalkeéwning that would prepare America’s
children for success in college and work” (Ree€4,12p. 16). To be competitive in
today’s world, American students must have the Kadge and skills to succeed in an
information-based economy and compete with studemts the highest performing

nations. The CCSS have established college arercerady, internationally
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benchmarked standards in English Language Ar&sall, and math. Importantly, the
CCSS require students to think and write well.

For English Language Arts & Literacy in History/S$alcStudies, Science, and
Technical Subjects, standards were released watinindated purpose: “to help ensure
that all students are college and career readteraty no later than the end of high
school” (Common Core Standards for English Language & Literacy in
History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical &tbj 2010, p. 3) and further defines
this readiness as:

“the ability to gather, comprehend, evaluate, sgsitte, and report on

information and ideas, to conduct original researclorder to answer

guestions or solve problems, and to analyze arateciee high volume and
extensive range of print and non-print texts in rmédrms old and new,”

(Common Core Standards for English Language Artditracy in

History/Social Studies, Science, and Technicalj&ub, 2010, p. 4).

The Common Core charge adopted by most statesdsa@aitention on the need
for all educators to prepare themselves to guidmehtary and secondary students to
become informed readers and writers. Unlike previstandards, the CCSS specify
writing types: arguments, informative/explanatteyts, and narratives. A strong
emphasis is placed upon students’ abilities totaxsbund arguments on substantive
topics and issues, as the ability is crucial téeg@ and career readiness” (CCSS, 2012, p.
24). They focus on responding to authentic texitjiwg to sources, reporting on
research, responding to text of certain complexitgwing evidence from multiple texts,
and synthesizing and evaluating information pre=gi diverse media. Computer

skills, such as keyboarding, and conducting researe also included in the CCSS

writing standards. However, the main focus ofEmglish Language Arts standards is on
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arguments and information/explanatory texts; sttglehould be reading and writing
about nonfiction texts in preparation for the miatehey will use in college and in
careers. Emphasized throughout the standartie @hility to write logical arguments
with sound reasoning and relevant evidence. Staddould be able to create both short
and focused, as well as in-depth research progectsisting of a written analysis and
presentation of findings. An evaluation of thedemt samples in Appendix C of the
CCSS points to prominently expository writing, witbe of facts and details to support
stated claims. Throughout all grade levels, thiémwg examples have moved from
creative to concentrated arguments that informexqudiain. Increased mastery of writing
skills, text analysis and comparison are also euideross grade level samples. The level
of writing required by the English Language Artaragtard is at a higher level, involving
critical thinking and centered on preparing studdat the types of writing required in
college and the workplace.

| hoped to understand the similarities and diffeemnbetween perceptions of high
school English teachers and college writing ingotsc By identifying these, | yearned
to gain insight into those essential writing skiilseded for first-year students so they
might experience success in postsecondary educdtiwanted to also identify what
might support writing improvement at every leveldaconversely what might inhibit
performance. Finally, | hoped to use study finditg prepare students more effectively

for written communication in today’s world.



15

Conceptual Framework

Using the findings of other researchers and thiase & previous pilot study, |
anticipated the present study would help clarify Writing expectations and
requirements of high school English teachers afidgmwriting instructors. The concept
map (Figure 1) provides a visual framework; the porents are described and defined
below.

Student Perception of Writing
Expectations and Requirements

This term includes what students gathered front thigh school English teachers
and college writing instructors to be importanttimg expectations and requirements
through teacher feedback, instructional strategied,assessments used.

Teacher/Instructor Perception
of Writing Expectations

This consists of what writing expectations and neguents high school English
teachers and college writing instructors believednd stressed. It also includes the
impact of school curricula and writing standardsyell as how these are interpreted and
used by the teacher and instructor. The final etgrof this component includes
strategies, methods, techniques, and assessmacitete and instructors utilized in their

writing classrooms.
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Figure 1. The Study Concept Map illustrates thecepts included in the
framework of this study.

Significance of Study

Remedial placement for incoming freshmen to pastséary education can
postpone degree completion and delay positionirgaieer placement. Furthermore,
remedial courses used as preparation for collegd-tdasses often do not count toward
graduation. Poor writers take longer to obtaimkdege degree because they, initially,
must pass these remedial or introductory level sesibefore they are able to enroll in a
credit-bearing course, thus delaying their collegepletion date. In order to decrease
the ubiquity of remediation, high school and cafleglucators may need to collaborate
and develop common understandings of importantngrgkills necessary for incoming
postsecondary education students. The Board ofiiRegn an upper Rocky Mountain

northwestern state, where the study took pladecissing on on-time completion of
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graduation for their university system. The Boaf&Regents (2013) Strategic Plan stated
their intent: to increase retention and graduataias, and work collaboratively with K-
12 schools to increase high school preparedness.

This study is also significant because it ideatifthe commonalities and
differences among writing expectations and requams of high school English teachers
and college writing instructors. With this infortiwan, educators may be equipped with a
better understanding of what writing knowledgeeiguired in college. Thus, instruction
can be tailored to increase success for studeniteinpostsecondary education, as well
as decrease the number of students placed in rehoedirses. Identifying the
similarities and differences between writing expéons at the high school and the
college level may illuminate factors that contriatd perennial problems for universities:
over-subscription to remedial writing courses, latketention of first-year students, and
delays in on-time graduation. Finally, this studgty be used to guide further research
about writing preparation, especially for studesit® plan on attending a post-secondary

institution.

Definition of Terms

American College Testing (ACT): is a test that asses high school students’
general educational development and their abiitygdmplete college-level work in four
skill areas: English, mathematics, reading, s@erd an optional writing test (ACT

Inc., 2006).
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American Diploma Project: is a project funded 224 million dollar grant from
the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, whichidetl English and math benchmarks
high school graduates must master to succeed dit-trearing college courses. Their
findings point to the reality that states’ curréigh school exit expectations are not
meeting these benchmarks (Achieve Inc., 2004).

Board of Regents: is a group of people appointesiervise an educational
institution who administer public institutions afjher education, which include both
state universities and community colleges (“Bodregents,” 2014).

Common Core State Standards (CCSS): is a U.S. educaitiative that seeks to
bring diverse state curricula into alignment bydwling the principles of national
standards-based education reform. The initiag\v@bnsored by the National Governors
Association and the Council of Chief State Schaificers (Common Core State
Standards Initiative, 2012).

College writing instructors: are considered in ttisdy to be educators with Class
1 teaching licenses who teach primarily taughtegmllevel writing in a rural state in the
upper Rocky Mountains.

English Language Arts (ELA): involves learning aboeading, spelling,
literature, composition, conventions, and gramnoaaisto develop the students’
comprehension and capacity for use of written aatllanguage (“English Language

Arts,” 2013).
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High school English teachers: are considered mghidy to be educators with
Class 1 teaching licenses who teach English coriposn writing in communities with
a population of 5,000 or smaller in a rural statéhie upper Rocky Mountains.

The Montana Association of Teachers of English Lexyg Arts (MATELA):
promotes the teaching and learning of English aedanguage arts at all levels of
education in Montana. It is a state affiliationtlo® National Council of Teachers of
English (MATELA, 2004).

Montana University System Writing Assessment (MUSMA an assessment
given to measure student proficiency in writingdopted by the Montana Board of
Regents and used by Montana postsecondary institufor placement in college English
composition courses, it is a measure of writtenpasition (Clinard, 2011).

Pre-service teachers: are students who have beeptad in a teaching education
program but is not yet a qualified teacher. Thiglent is in their last one or two
semesters before they will be placed as a studanhér. They may also be referred to as
teacher candidates.

Postsecondary: is the educational level that faltwe completion of a school
providing a secondary education, grades 9-12 (4easindary,” 2013).

Remedial: is intended to correct or improve defitskills in a specific subject
area (American Heritage Dictionary, 2000).

SAT: formerly the Scholastic Aptitude Test and Saktic Assessment Test, is a

widely used standardized test for college admissavering the subject areas of critical
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reading, mathematics, and writing. It is desigteetheasure critical thinking and
problem solving skills needed for postsecondarycation success (Grove, 2011).

Secondary: represents a high school or a schamroésponding grade ranking
between eighth grade and a college or university.

Writing skills: are needed to compose meaningfl, tend to communicate ideas
and information that is understandable and targetsiety of audiences (“Writing
Skills,” 2012). In this study, writing skills ateose that students need to have mastered

in high school in order to be successful with agdlevriting tasks.

Delimitations and Limitations

This study is limited to high school English teached college instructor
participants who are currently faculty membersighischools, colleges, and universities
in a state in the upper Rocky Mountains. Theitipgation is restricted by responses to
survey questions with no additional personal cosaton or interaction.

Additional limitations of this study include theddgrounds of the college and
high school English educators participating in #tigdy. The participants vary in many
ways: years in the classroom, their teacher patioar experiences, understanding of
personal skill level as writers, and participatiomprofessional development--especially
that which supports better writing instruction.h@t limitations consist of expectations
of college writing instructors and high school Bslglteachers per institution, as well as
requirements for their students in writing. Divgramong individual institutions may

also limit this study. Additionally, the surveyatsmay not have captured all the factors
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classroom practitioners believe influence studenitirg preparation and experience.
Finally, the study is also limited by my ability éwvoke relevant, truthful, and reflective
responses from participants as well as by the piisgall participants would feel
comfortable to communicate answers in written fonnth candid and full disclosure.
There is no way for me to guarantee participantfisgfarticipation or control their

responses; thus, this is an additional limitation.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

Fundamental writing skills are integral to studsmtcess in higher education
because writing reflects knowledge and thinking 2003, the National Writing Project
issued a report entitled “The Neglected R” makimg ¢ase that, of “Three R” triad—
reading, writing, and arithmetic— “writing is cléyathe most neglected” (National
Commission on Writing in America’s Schools and €g#s, 2003). With only one
quarter of graduating high school seniors constlemée writing at a level of
proficiency as established by the National AssessmieEducational Progress (National
Commission on Writing in America’s Schools and €gé#s, 2003), the potential impact
of this declaration on success in post-secondaugatn is alarming. According to the
National Curriculum Study (2009), nearly one-thifchigh school graduates in the
United States are not ready for college-level Eigtiourses. College instructors view
the situation in more dire terms, for they estinthtd 50% of graduates are not prepared
for college level writing (Achieve, Inc., 2004) tu8ents also feel under-prepared for
writing beyond the high school context. “Thirty«i percent of high school graduates in
college and 39% of graduates in the workforce tlegk writing does not meet
expectations for quality” (Achieve, Inc., 2004,6). Notwithstanding national writing
standards that have been established to assisatedsin preparing students for college

level and workforce level writing, the problem reng Individual schools and teachers
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interpret state standards differently, and resgltmvarious ways what knowledge might
be transmitted (as cited in Sullivan and Niels€&@® p. 11). This may result in
inconsistency in writing expectations and varyimsggeptions of what qualifies as
essential writing skills.

Abrahamson’s (1993) research found that middle @icstodents are asked to
express their feelings and tell stories in writidgs a result of these experiences—which
are but only one type of written discourse—manyehigh school feeling like
competent and effective writers, for they are famvith one genre. Students are then
confronted with an abrupt realization that narmatiwiting, in which they are confident,
is devalued. “But all are soon disabused of th@ndhat they are writers and either
accept the C’s or discard the self in writing to A& and B’s” (Abrahamson, 1993, p.
15). In turn, high school teachers express frtistidbecause students have not been
exposed to the type of writing they require. Thesent having to re-teach writing to
students “who should know how to do it.” They afvgestudents’ incompetency in
writing for different purposes and audiences, whechow something they must address.
Many simply move on despite student inadequadizsriculum demands and lack of
instructional time result in an assign-and-assgske ¢hat fails to provide intervention.

College instructors face a similar situation,; tlaeg frustrated when students enter
their classrooms and do not possess the skillsdbegn as important. At the college
level, faculty want students to understand andyappirectly the conventions of written

English and academic discourse as well as demaémstinrough writing, that they can
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generalize, infer, and synthesize; students shoave the ability to step outside their
own vision, developing clear positions and arguséatsed on evidence.

Interestingly, just what constitutes college-leweiting skills has been debated
among university experts (John Pekins in Sullivafigberg, 2006). Correctness and
conventions have rivalled with originality and depf analysis. As a result, the variety
of issues, have created ambiguous, vague perfoerstandards related to university-
guality writing—a confusion plaguing those seekaiitper to attain or to uphold college-
level standards of written communication (Sullisaiinberg, 2006, p. xv; Green, 2000,
p. 9).

Additionally, Sullivan (Sullivan & Tinberg, 2006yged that post-secondary
student success, at least partially, is vitallyedgfent upon a consensus by experts as to a
clear understanding of the differences betweercpliege and university-level writing.
Besides advocating for a basic level of standatidizan order to better support under-
prepared writers entering colleges and universigedlivan also acknowledged that what
defines college-level writing might vary across aements (2006, p. 2), thereby opening
the possibility of differing standards for varyingurses of study. Specifically, Sullivan
and Tinberg (2006) emphasized that what definegeusity-quality writing may have
critical implications for those at all levels ofiehtion—elementary, secondary, and post-
secondary (p. xiv).

Berlin (1982) stated that, "teaching writing isitgdeaching a version of reality
and the student's place and mode of operatiofi {p.i766). Recognizing the history of

writing, writing placement strategies, and empirregearch on methods and assessments
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may shed light upon the disconnect between highdand college writing

expectations.

History of Writing

Prior to the 1970s, the teaching of writing was dwted by classical rhetoric, a
form to supposedly capture what was already neaggnized in a writer's mind
(Hairston, 1982). Composition textbooks during tivne accentuated correctness and
structure, such as the five-paragraph essay. Bianthe work of Janet Emig in the early
1970’s, writing shifted from product to processog¢ess research was converted into
classroom implementation approaches. Such appesattre received favorably in
education, but were constrained by the everydditiesaof schools—diverse
populations, time schedules, and increased nundbstsdents and classes. According
to Sperling and Freedman (2001), "The difficultyrmplementing writing process
research seemed related to the realities of tesichied students' lives inside schools,
which forced compromises that re-searchers hadmatipated” (p. 373). Furthermore,
time spent on writing often included inadequatenmnntion and negligible feedback
(Applebee, 1993). Mistaken perceptions causeddheeptualization of process as
isolated strategies for certain genres. Accordiniillocks (1986) the emphasis shifted
to process decisions directed by the purpose, saekkind of writing being produced.

The 1990s expanded the boundaries of process ay@®ay including
influences on writing such as multidisciplinarycsd, and cultural factors (Flower,

1994). Schools were dealing with changing demdgcaspand the need to accommodate
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learners from a variety of linguistic and cultubbalckgrounds. “The sociopolitical
context was again shaping what it meant to bealiéeand what constituted appropriate
literacy acts” (Street, 1993, p. 25). The negagffect was that writing instruction
became measured solely by performance on standdrtésting. Ketter and Pool (2001)
stated that by 1999, 38 states measured studentisigrskills with a direct assessment.
The process approaches that had previously guidédgvnstruction were being set
aside for test-driven writing. Instruction was lied to specific instruction in the five-
paragraph essay, and thus this standard emergéshfamg to write. Although teachers
might encounter textbooks with terms such as ptewirevising, and editing, in actual
practice, many used prescriptive rules and forrsuaiting, separated from the purposes
writing was supposed to serve (Mabry, 1999).

Similar to the 1990s, the 2tentury has been marked by governmental reform:
specifically “No Child Left Behind (NCLB)” (2001)red The New Common Core
Standards (2010). Under “No Child Left Behind,” th@vernment re-introduced the 1965
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, with intérgnsuring equal access to
education for all students, while simultaneoustgrsgithening school accountability
including delineating national standards for highbalified teachers (U.S. Department of
Education, 2001). However, as Darling-Hammond @@00entified, NCLB'’s reliance
on standardized testing has been regarded by roargntpromise precision and
accuracy, critical thinking, and problem solvingliskp. 3). This, according to Darling-
Hammond (2007), has marred America’s academic casgues with other nations in

several areas including the ability of student&dtfend” their ideas orally and in



27
writing” (p. 3). Because test scores were perakagforemost, classroom practitioners
seemed unable to implement research-based practiegsd to writing, focusing on the
grammatical aspects of writing. Often in de-cofiekzed learning settings, the study of
subject-verb agreement, of choosing the prepositiphrase from a sentence, and of
correcting conventions were typical lessons. ltess was given for students to actually
compose anything longer than a few sentencesesjponse to these and other concerns,
the new Common Core Standards (CCSS) were develapddvriting instruction
continued to change. With the CCSS focus on pregatudents for college and the
workplace, writing standards are now more robudtianlude writing for various
audiences, composing within different genres, anting for a variety of purposes.
Furthermore, they are integrated into all conteeas, reflecting that writing is not just
taught by the English Language Art’s teacher. #iddal implications for teachers
include a change in methodology in the CCSS. Nadpged curriculum” supports those
who teach under the new standards and students k@ n while avoiding any
prescription for how these goals need to be ta(Rter, McMaken, Huang, & Yang,

2011). Predictably, writing in schools will bertisdormed yet again.

Writing Placement Testing

Prior to 1959, the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SABswhe only nationally
standardized college entrance exam. As studesresitin higher education and the
desire of universities to increase enroliment,rteéed for an additional standardized

college entrance exam arose. The American Collegéng Program (ACT) was
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established in 1959. Interestingly, neither calegtrance exam included a writing
component until 2005; this change resulted in raspdo complaints from college
faculty about the lack of consistency in studentsting abilities.

Nowadays, the most commonly accepted writing plasdrtests for colleges and
universities are the SAT and ACT. The required SKifing section includes multiple-
choice questions and a brief essay; multiple chivéras contribute 70% toward the total
writing score and the essay supplies the balanokeg@e Board, 2000). The multiple-
choice questions test knowledge of grammar, wammgrand understanding of logical
organization of ideas. The essay, administerst] tiakes 25 minutes and requires
responses to broad philosophical prompts “desigode® accessible to students
regardless of their educational and social backuytset(College Board, 2000, para. 4).

The essays are scored by two trained readersspémad approximately three
minutes per essay. Each scores the essay oneaoddab and the two numbers are
summed for a final score. Research conducted thkeaddition of a writing section to
the SAT in 2005 suggested that, while SAT scoresbeapredictors of college success,
they are aggregated with other correlative datd likewise, need to be interpreted
cautiously. One preliminary study found a modecateelation ( = .46) between a
prototype of the new writing section and first-yeallege GPA (Norris, Oppler, Kuang,
Day, & Adams, 2006). A second validity study aratg the predictive power of this
revised SAT was undertaken in 2007 and includemh@pte of 151,316 students from a
variety of post-secondary institutions across th®. UVhen compared with first-year

college GPA scores, “across all institutions, #eently added writing
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section...[was]...the most highly predictive of theetaiindividual SAT sections”
(Kobrin, Patterson, Shaw, Mattern, & Barbuti, 20@8,1). This validity study concluded
that the ability to write well may be someway asat@d with overall success at the post-
secondary level.

In comparison, the optional writing section of th€T, given at the end of the
test, takes about 30 minutes and presents a ptbaiptelates to social issues applicable
to high school students (ACT, 2006). Responsesesd by two trained readers who
then each assign a score 1-6. As with the SATstbees are summed to produce a final
score. The writing is scored holistically, basediwe overall impression of several
elements: the writer’s skill in taking a positianaintaining focus throughout the essay,
using logical reasoning and support, organizingsd@nd using language appropriately
according to standard English conventions (ACT,30The ACT writing test is meant
to complement the English portion of the test. d&his’ understanding of standard
written English conventions and ability to prodacdirect sample of writing is assessed.
However, the writing test is optional because pasiadary institutions make their own
decisions about whether to require the ACT writiegults for admission or for college
course placement purposes. Similarly to validitidees conducted for the SAT, studies
of first-year college GPA (ACT, 1998; Allen, RobbjrCasillas, & Oh, 2007) suggest
that ACT scores and high school grades should egpyoximately the same weight if an
institution wants its admission criteria to reflegipected level of first-year academic

performance in writing. The combination of ACT se®and high school GPA provides
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greater accuracy and validity of the predictabitifystudent success than test scores
alone.

In addition to national standardized testing, thenkdna University System
Writing Assessment (MUSWA) was implemented in 1898ssess the writing of high
school juniors as they prepare for postsecondangatwn. Over 140 schools have
participated. The MUSWA tests skills in composigersuasive essay and requires
students to answer one of two prompts in 40 minuibgch is modeled from the ACT
writing section (Montana University System, n.dhis assessment was implemented as
Montana’s response to a need for consistency wakuating student writing in
preparation for appropriate course placement insgesndary education. These scores,
along with the ACT and SAT, have been acceptedoigges as metrics of student
readiness for college composition.

With the adoption of the Common Core State StargdgE€SS) in June 2010,
national tests replace state-based assessmergfiite of Public Instruction received
a multi-million dollar grant to establish the ACTuB Writing, which is aligned to the
CCSS and is a requirement for all juniors. It taktee place of the existing MUSWA. In
a study conducted by the Indiana Department of &tilue (2012), both the ACT and
SAT, had high degrees of alignment with the CCSS.

College placement tests were designed to charundéists into courses that would
best prepare them for academic writing throughloeir teducational career. “The
Writing Skills Placement Test helps institutiongestmine whether students are ready for

entry-level college writing courses or other cosrggth significant writing loads, or
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whether students require developmental writingrutsion prior to entry into those
courses” (ACT Inc., 2009, para. 1).

However, controversy accompanies writing placensgaims. According to
Sullivan and Nielsen (2009), practices for placenaea complicated by many variables
such as student dispositional, demographic, andtginal characteristics. The
assumption that there is only once correct scomamement for each student and that
this can be determined from one assessment ipedbtematic. Nevertheless, despite
the limitations, Matzen and Hoyt (2004) concludeat ta timed essay exaswaluable

for placement purposes.

The Focus in Teaching Writing

Investigating what skills and knowledge currettéing taught which are
considered important for college readiness wasaegehfor the ACT National
Curriculum Survey group. First conducted in 20@®2, this nationwide survey of
instructional practices is administered every theefive years with thousands of middle
school/junior high school, secondary, and postsgéaionteachers participating. One
tested area is writing. Evidence from the past@rsurveys—2005-2006, 2009, and
2012—reveals a large gap between how high schaoh&rs and postsecondary
instructors perceive the readiness of high schoaadgptes entering their first semester of
college. Survey findings also indicate a different perception of important writing

skills and what the classroom focus is.
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In the ACT National Curriculum Survey Report (2Dd8gh school English
teachers place greater importance on content issudsas topic and idea development,
along with organization, unity, and coherence whidstsecondary English instructors
felt correctness, such as sentence structure anchfion and conventions of writing,
were of most importance. Similarly, both groupgafticipants felt frustrated with
having students enter their classes not beingtablgite complete sentences and not
understanding discussion of basic writing elemeiitsey both felt their job was to teach
students how to weigh and develop arguments, ndtvidl on grade-school types of
tasks. High school English teachers valued cofkaiiom with peers in review of drafts
and developing one’s own voice more than postseagriginglish instructors did.
Interestingly, remedial writing instructors at {hestsecondary level shared common
perceptions and viewpoints with high school Engtesdichers.

The survey results in 2009 proved to be similahtoprevious findings. High
school English teachers again placed greater impogton content, while postsecondary
English instructors on correctness. Some diffezeniecluded skills such as sentence
fluency or altering straightforward subject-verlvegment. The latter was ranked as
sixth highest in importance with postsecondary Bhghstructors, but 46with high
school teachers (ACT, Inc., 2009). Instructiomalet spent on writing to analyze
literature ranked highest (fBamong high school English teachers whereas wevy |
(87" among postsecondary instructors (ACT, Inc., 2009igh school instructors did
not report teaching usage and punctuation as p#rew standard course content, yet

postsecondary instructors reported this skill ag¢hwn a scale of 0-4 as important for



33
success at the postsecondary level. Notwithstgritiese distinctions, remedial
postsecondary writing instructors aligned with gesbndary English instructors in
perceptions of important writing skills. Accorditgthe ACT National Curriculum
Survey (2012) the difference in perceptions is “dukeast in part to a lack of alignment
between K-12 and postsecondary curricula that nedyampering the efforts of K-12 to

prepare students for life after high school” (p).12

Strategies and Method Research

Schunk (2008) observed that less research hascoeencted irteaching
writing, in part because historically it was bekeMthat good writers were born. The
notion that words should flow with little effort ntributed to the pervasive belief that
some are just naturally talented. Graham and M&@06) stated contemporary
research has discredited that belief; furthermibyey note that effective instruction in
writing is essential for all students. They mustéught and provided the opportunity to
become more knowledgeable of the four types of keadge used in writing: topical,
audience, genre, and language. Flower and Ha$89)Iormulated a model that
conceptualizes writing as a set of thinking proessslassifying various activities that
occur during writing and their relationships to thek environment and to the internal
knowledge state of the writer. The task environimeestablished by a rhetorical
problem, which should be defined by the teacheteakher must keep in mind that
writers interpret problems in their own ways, sis iimportant to define the problem as

clearly as possible. Because writers should belwad in goal setting, teachers ought to
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facilitate this process by helping them determimateffects they want to achieve so
they can modify their generating and organizingvéets to achieve set goals. The
teacher guides writers in transforming the writaggignment and long-term memory into
a conceptual plan, and then translates the plartéxt expressing the planned content.
Teachers also direct students in reviewing, regisamd monitoring metacognitive
process that link planning, translating, and reugmogether.

Writing processes begin with planning which “inved/forming an internal
representation of knowledge to be used in compbd$Bchunk, 2008, p. 426). Teachers
need to help students generate ideas by retri@riagquiring relevant information. The
next step, organization, is where teachers prostiggegies and skills for students to use
to group ideas and decide on the flow of the tégrganization is conveyed through
cohesion among sentence parts and coherence aerdssces. This is achieved by
instruction from teachers on grammar and compasitibranslation is the next process,
putting ideas into print and addressing writersdil. The final process is reviewing
which consists of evaluating and revising. Teaslstiow students how to edit and
revise, providing feedback to students over mudtghafts. During this process, students
should focus on evaluating and modifying planslter subsequent writing. “This
Flower and Hayes model has proven to be remarldabigble and has served as the
conceptual framework for much research” (Schunk82@. 428).

A common element found in research on effectivatstiies and methods is
development of rhetorical knowledge. Accordinghe National Council of Teachers of

English (2011), rhetorical knowledge is the basigand writing and allows writers to
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adapt to different purposes, audiences, contentkiygpes of writing. Writers learn to
compose a variety of texts to match different gliliees and purposes. Teachers can help
writers develop this knowledge by practicing kegtdrical concepts through writing and
analysis of writing with a variety of texts; wrigrfor different audiences, purposes, and
context; and contributing through writing opinioasguments, and decisions.

Developing a knowledge of conventions is alsoaalti According to Acker and
Halasek (2008), teachers can help writers devekomaledge of conventions by
investigating the logic and implications of diffateconventions. They can assist with
practicing various conventions for punctuation grammar, editing and proofreading
writing, and exploring the implications of editichoices. Additionally, teachers can help
students use resources to edit drafts and examenertderlying logic in commonly used
citation systems. Because correct use of convenagds in communicating clearly to
the reader, attending to the presentation of ideas matter.

Since there is "no single best approach to thentegof writing under all
circumstances and with all students" (White, 198%4), teachers need to design the
appropriate mix of tasks for students in any gitesm. And just as "university
proficiency is not a static or universal concepVhite, 1985, p. 57), readiness for college

does not mean the same thing for all college-pegpay students.

Confidence and Motivation in Writing

Student confidence plays a significant part in lsmecessful they will be as

writers. Confidence levels are determined by udtonal and assessment, and
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consequently, how motivated students feel aboutngti While educators use a variety
of techniques in their classrooms, the answeilisigstlear to what truly motivates
students to have confidence in themselves as writdrstudy conducted by Schunk and
Swartz (1993) investigated how goal setting andy@ss feedback affected self-efficacy
and writing achievement. The findings confirmedtttproviding students with writing
strategy instruction and a goal of learning thatstyy enhances self-efficacy and
achievement more than strategy instruction aloBeh(nk & Swartz, 1993, p. 10).
Progress feedback was effective in increasing sement and self-efficacy.
“Combining process goals with progress feedbaclaeobd transfer of writing strategy
use, skill, and self-efficacy” (Schunk & Swartz, 989 p. 10). Subsequently, students
need to set goals and receive feedback to enhatfeefficacy and motivation.

Another significant study (Deci & Reeve, 1996) istrgated elements of
competitive situations’ effects on intrinsic motins. Results revealed that competitive
outcome and interpersonal context, affected intrin®tivation. The competitive
situation of winning positively impacted intringigotivation, but only in the non-
pressured context. “Perceived competence and pertself-determination are the
processes through which elements of the compesttuation affect intrinsic motivation”
(Deci & Reeve, 1996, p. 32). Consequently, intarmaptivation was diminished in the
competitive situation where participants felt press to win.

In another study, Smith, Rook, and Smith (2007)@rad the use of cognitive,
affective, and metacognitive questioning strategiestructured journal entries to

determine if questioning strategies would leadighér grades and increased student
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motivation to succeed. The study found that jobwréing with metacognitive and
affective questions had a positive effect on studeades; such questions supported
content learning to a much greater degree thansbef simple cognitive and text-
related questions. Using metacognitive and affeaguestioning promoted learning and
allowed for students to personally connect to thatent, evident by more engaged
journal entries and entries in which students asdula personal relationship with the

content. Thus, metacognitive and affective questg appeared to support learning.

Practices of Effective Teaching

Effective teaching practices are essential fodestt learning. Chickering and
Gamson (1991) identified seven principles of gomatfices. “These seven principles are
not Ten Commandments shrunk to a 20th centurytaitespan. Rather they are intended
as guidelines for faculty members, students, amdrmadtrators—with support from state
agencies and trustees—to improve teaching andifeariihese principles seem like
common sense. Many teachers and students haveseddbem and research supports
their use. They rest on 50 years of research basé¢lde way teachers teach and students
learn, how students work and play with one anotéwed, how students and faculty talk to
each other” (Chickering & Gamson, 1991, p. 1). $keen principles are as follows:

1. Encourage student-faculty contact: Contact betwaenty and students in and
out of class increases student motivation and weroknt because they feel

valued as individuals.
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Encourage cooperation among students: Learniaghanced when it is
collaborative and social. Working with others impes thinking and deepens
understanding.
Encourage active learning: Active learning inclsitiking about it, writing
about it, relating it to past experiences, and yapglit to daily lives.
. Give prompt feedback: Students need frequent dppities to perform, receive
suggestions for improvement, and a chance to nmgeovements. They also
need time to reflect on what they have learnedstiicheed to know, as well as
how to assess themselves.
Encourage time on task: Teachers need to assgsrgs using time productively
by teaching them effective time management skalsell on all individual factors
influencing their use of time.
. Communicate high expectations: If you ask, you mgiteive. Teachers must set
high expectations in order for students to strovadhieve them. High
expectations are perceived by students as a sigmatieacher has confidence they
can achieve.
Respect diverse talents and ways of learning: éfasr many distinct styles to
acquire skills. Students should be given an oppdtst to show their talents and
use their stronger skills. They also need to ifiemteak areas and be given
opportunities to work on them. Teachers must askedge methods, and

strategies used must be varied as well.
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Conclusion

“Writing today is not a frill for the few, but arsgential skill for the many” (College
Board, 2000, para. 2). Itis a necessary abiditysticceeding in college and in the
workplace. Writing well matters. It is the resgdnility of educators at all levels to give
students the best possible instruction, estabiggh éxpectations, and encourage multiple
drafts which improve the final product. Writingatso the result of hard work, not luck.
When educators at all levels work in concert tovéelthis message, students may come

to realize their part in working toward the goaWafting competency.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to describe wriérgectations and requirements
of high school English teachers who taught secognBaglish courses and college
writing instructors whose primary teaching respbilisy English composition or writing
to freshmen or sophomore secondary studentscukém on gathering data from the
participants via a survey instrument; | then incogbed focus group interviews from
voluntary participants within the sample populatiddased on a previous pilot study and
the literature review, a conceptual framework wagetbped to initially identify topics
for categorizing participant data. General tofarshigh school English teacher and
college instructor data were as follow: (1) impattgqualities in student writing, (2) the
educator’s role in writing, and (3) teaching ande@sment techniques. This
organizational strategy was beneficial during tbdig of interviews and for the initial
analysis of survey data to help determine prevalatterns and themes.

Additionally, | also performed focus group inteawis of secondary and post-
secondary students designated by their teachestscang) writers. The data obtained were
utilized, offering details about writing requiremgmnd expectations of high school
English teachers and college writing instructosswell as further defining them.

In this study | acknowledged her positionality e importance of writing; as

well, I acknowledged my experiences as a studeshteacher may have differed from
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those of the study participants. When conductmg study, | was mindful of
possibilities and conclusions that did not matchprgvious experiences. Furthermore, |
was cognizant of my assumptions and biases, ankieddo eliminate these from this

study.

Research Design

This study used a mixed-methods approach. | dseduantitative research
method of causal-comparative research. “In cacsadparative research, the researcher
attempts to determine the cause, or reason, fetiegidifferences” and “established
groups are already different on some variable,thadesearcher attempts to identify the
major factor that has led to this difference” (Gilylls, & Airasian, 2009, p. 218). A
cross-sectional survey design was utilized as wHlle survey was administered to high
school English teachers and college writing ingbrgconce to “provide a snapshot of the
behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs in a populati@®dy, Mills, & Airasian, 2009, p. 176).
This survey design was chosen because it providedfdirly quickly so analysis could
be conducted in the designated time frame. Adulliy, it allowed participants to
provide data once, possibly increasing participaind sample size.

The qualitative method employed was constructivigxacording to Patton’s
(2002) theoretical perspective of constructivismmmians gain knowledge and meaning
from interactions between their experiences anddibas generated from these
experiences. “Constructivism taken in this ser@etp out the unique experience of each

of us” (Patton, 2002, p. 97). |identified the qune experiences of the participants
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through data collected in focus group interviewaccomplished this by “rooting
categories in the data being analyzed, seekingriderlying logic of apparently
disparate events, recognizing causal inference®it through categorization, and
checking, revising, and amplifying techniques talaate evidence and explore
connections between categories” (Dey, 2007, p..18&ewise, this method provided

the foundation for data analysis.

Context of the Study

Educators enter the teaching profession from uarltackgrounds, with different
training, degrees, past teaching experience, antthives. They also teach a diverse
assembly of students whose backgrounds, ethnicir@Ehome situations differ.
Understanding these factors, | selected 150 colle@ang instructor participants from a
rural state in the upper Rocky Mountains who teatdine post-secondary level, primarily
first year college writing or English compositioRurposeful random sampling was used.
From this convenience sampling, | gathered expeegiand perceptions. Data collected
varied, but those who participated allowed for ¢stesicy in geographical and
demographic components. The chosen state fostinily has a university system
governing board which focuses on consistency ireetgtions through college readiness,
common standards, and K-20 collaboration. Thearsity system also educates
approximately 47,000 post-secondary students peester, with 17% minority students.

First, accessibility mattered. Second, this sgtairrently undergoing a

transition to the Common Core State Standards ishwihriting is a strong component.
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It also ranked above the national average in SAfingrscores (College Board, 2012).
Finally, because | have taught in this state faenjears in three separate school districts,

| was committed to writing improvement.

Participants

Educator participants were selected based ontiesthing assignments. Chosen
high school English teachers had the primary tewmcresponsibility of secondary
English composition and writing in communities wtbpulations of less than 5,000 in a
rural state in the upper Rocky Mountains. Collegiging instructors taught first year
writing or English composition to freshmen or sopluse postsecondary students. Both
high school English teacher and college writindrinstor participants hold a Class 1
teaching license were randomly selected from ingidesampling frame and asked to
voluntarily participate by completing a survey (Amalix A). | used a statewide
association of English teachers and faculty dimeesdor electronic distribution of the
survey to possible participants. Four hundredeyswvere distributed.

A total of 40 high school English teachers pgpited in the survey; they
included 9 males and 31 females. Further, thesesgmted the following school sizes: 9
participants taught in a school with approximatet#ment of 81-120 students; 15
participants had school enrollments of 120-300pdRicipants with approximately 301-
500 students enrolled; 4 participants with apprataty 501-1,000 students enrolled; and
2 participants with approximately 1,001-5000 studeamrolled. The majority of high

school English teacher participants had been tegdbr either 10-15 years (N=10) or
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over 20 years (N=12). Another group was teaché&s lmad one to three years of
experience (N=8).

Forty-one college writing instructors submitted geted surveys. Males
represented roughly 29% of respondents, with fesnatl@ 1%. Only three participants
taught in a post-secondary education system witbllements of 501-1000 students; the
remaining were at institutions with school enrolhtgeof 10,001-15,000. Similarly, as
with high school English teachers, the majoritgoliege respondents were experienced.
Fifteen teachers had been teaching for over 1Gsyaad fourteen for 15-20 years.

Based on my intention to triangulate data, | cateld focus group interviews
with the following: high school English teachessllege writing instructors, secondary
students, and post-secondary students. High s@&ragish teachers and college writing
instructors within the sampling frame were invitedarticipate (N=30), and nine
accepted the invitation. These interview partinigavere asked to provide one or two
names of students who they felt were adept writechose this method of selecting
students to interview because the intent was toegabformation regarding students’
experiences with writing expectations and requingisie| determined that students
designated as high achievers in writing would meiliar with the subject area
terminology and better equipped to answer the suguestions. They would be able to
reflect and articulate why they are good writessywall as be savvy and have the
vocabulary to accurately explain and have theice®iheard. Students were then
contacted by email with a follow-up telephone ¢bH-18) and asked to participate in a

focus group interview. Each focus group intervigarticipant was provided with an
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informed consent letter and signed this documéniring each forty-minute audio
recorded session, | took notes. Educator focugpgavere guided by adapted interview
guestions from the National Study of Writing Instiian (Appendix B) whereas the
student interviews were steered by an adaptedoredcdiNancie Atwell’s writing survey
(Appendix C).

Participant profiles can be summarized as followisere were five high school
English teachers—all female and experienced teachaving taught for 12 or more
years, with the exception of one. Additionallytptal of four freshmen-level college
writing instructors participated in the focus graoterviews, two females and two males.
Most were in their early years of teaching (1-5rggaapart from one male who had been
teaching for 15 years.

Collectively, seven students participated. Pesbadary students included
(N=3): one female sophomore student majoring inchaiting, another female freshmen
student who was undecided about her major, andrabe sophomore student studying
Engineering. A total of four secondary studentdipi@ated: a female senior interested
in studying nursing, another female senior thinkabgut law, a female junior, and a

male senior wanting to pursue Ag Business.

Data Collection Procedure

Using a valid and reliable survey instrument iseasial in obtaining valid and
reliable results. “If researchers’ interpretatiafisiata are to be valuable, the measuring

instrument used to collect those data must be it and reliable” (Gay, Mills, &
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Airasian, 2009, p. 155). | adapted the Englishingi ACT National Curriculum Survey
(Appendix A) which asks participants to rate th@artance of content knowledge and
skills in relation to English and writing succe$students, utilizing a Likert-type scale.
The validity and reliability of this survey is camhed by the ACT organization due to its
production of stable and consistent results. dtiheen distributed and used to gather data
since 2002, connected to national academic anctalar standards, and produced an
established correlation between survey results (AGQJ:, 2009).

High school English teacher and college instruptoticipants received a letter
introducing the study, informed consent letter,shevey instrument, and the deadline for
information collection via email. The Montana Assdion of Teachers of English
Language Arts (MATELA) was also used to locate ipgrants for the survey. The
invitation was sent out in their newsletter andstheducators who chose to participate
could go on-line and fill out the survey. | dibuited the initial surveys to 400 possible
participants on October 17, 2013, and had a regp@ts of only 16%. Subsequently, |
sent out follow-up surveys on November 15, 2013ctvhesulted in an additional return
of 4%. A target sample size of 100 total partiofgavas set; however, the actual sample
size was 81. This discrepancy can be explaingdit{é survey was sent out to the state-
wide association of English teachers via electroewsletter; as a result, this method
may have excluded participants who do not vieweadrthe electronic newsletter; (2)
Surveys were sent via email to 100 randomly seteletgh school English teachers and
college educators and it is possible that the ngessaght have been disregarded as spam

or delivered to incorrect email addresses; andE@icators were in the middle of their
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respective school terms, and time constraints na&g hesulted in a non-response.
Furthermore, participants were given the optiofillaig out the survey in Microsoft
Word and returning it via email, or filling out tiseirvey on-line via a Google shared
drive. Consequently, 25% responded via the Gosligee drive (N=20), while the
remaining utilized Microsoft Word and submittedida email. The MATELA newsletter
method resulted in 40 respondents, all of whom tisedn-line survey to reply. Survey
data was collected and entered into Microsoft Exmestatistical analysis.

For the qualitative aspect of the study, volunfagus group interviews were
conducted. The interview questions | used for tsgiool English teachers and college
writing instructors were adapted from the intervigwde developed by the National
Study of Writing Instruction (Appendix B). The Natal Study of Writing Instruction
(NSWI) is a collaboration between the Center onliShd-earning & Achievement at the
University at Albany and the National Writing Projat the University of California—
Berkeley, with additional support from the Colldgeard and the Spencer Foundation.
Questions included in the survey and questionnaidesinistered to teachers, students,
and school administrators by NSWI were “developedifthe National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) cross-sectional angifodinal assessments in reading
and writing were inventoried for items relatedhe teaching of writing in particular and
literacy in general, at Grade 8/ age 13 and Gra&dade 17" (Applebee & Langer, 2011).
The survey instrument used for secondary and pasirglary students was adapted from
the Nancie Atwell’s writing survey (Appendix C).hiE survey tool was designed by a

highly regarded educator in the United States asddeen used for over forty years
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(Atwell, 1987). In order to ensure the questiomsavadapted to accurately fit the study’s
needs, | piloted them with six colleagues and nrmagh®r revisions based on their
suggestions. The target sample size for the fgougp interviews was one to two per
category with four participants in each group imteww. The actual sample sizes were as
follows: high school English teachers — 2 focusnview groups (2 participants, 3
participants); college writing instructors — 2 feagroups (2 participants in each
interview); secondary students—one focus groupafi@pants); and post-secondary
students—one focus group (3 participants). Theestetvan-anticipated-sample size of
focus group interview participants was due to sahed conflicts, previous
commitments, and lack of interest in participating.

All interviews were held in a neutral location chnsand agreed upon by the
participants, with the intention of eliminating thieelihood of nervousness or
discomfort. Throughout the interviews, | employsinmon procedure. | asked one
guestion at a time, remained neutral and refraired offering personal commentary,
encouraged responses while allowing the interviantigpants to speak openly and
expand on their answers at will, and kept contfdhe interview. The average duration
of the focus group interviews was 40 minutes. pasicipants were asked to sign the
informed consent letter and were provided a coplya¥ desired, although, no one
wanted one. Participants who were minors weredagkering a signed informed
consent letter.

The interviews were recorded and later transcriipenhe; | also took notes

during the focus interviews. The beginning of ithterview was informal; | made



49

introductions, stated the purpose of the interviamg thanked the participants for their
willingness to participate. The participants wierfermed of the opportunity to stop at
any time and their option to not respond to itemkis possibility was given to ensure a
comfortable, safe atmosphere, and to help estatolishand openness. In addition,
during the interview, | abstained from adding comtseproviding advice, or offering
viewpoints. At the end | thanked the participdotstheir cooperation. Immediately
following the interview, the audio file was savedmy laptop for security.

Within a week of each focus group session, allruidsvs were transcribed
verbatim, not summarized or abbreviated. As weltheck for accuracy, the transcript
was compared to the notes | took during the ingsvsi All transcription was completed

by me; the data was then coded and entered intoobtiét Excel for analysis.

Data Storage

Throughout the study, | made back-up copies o¢lalttronic files and created
files for printed documents, categorizing them bytigipant categories. | developed a
master list of information which was updated thitoaugt the project. | kept track of
interviews conducted, transcribed, coded, and aedlyhe data. Additionally, |
inventoried the surveys sent, received, and entbese data into a spreadsheet. | stored

all files, both printed and electronic, in a sedotion.
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Data Analysis

Using the processing framework presentedihe Survey Research Handbook

(Alreck & Settle, 2004), the data was preparedaftalysis. The receiplate of each

survey was recorded at the end of the completesgguand each survey was labeled (c —

college instructor, hs — high school English teachéh a unique, consecutive

identification number. Post-coding was conductedh® demographic information

gathered in the survey.

Table 1. Demographic information and correspondioging for study survey

information.

Demographic Information

Category Coding

Gender 1=Female
2=Male

Years of Teaching Experience 1=1-3 years
2=4-6 years
3=7-9 years

4=10-15 years
5=16-20 years
6=over 20 years

Grades Primarily Taught

129
2=10"
3=11"
4=12"
5=post-secondary
6=9" & 10"
7=11" g 12"
8=other

Approximate School Enrollment

1=under 50
2=50-80
3=81-120
4=121-300
5=301-500
6=501-1000
7=1001-5000
8=5001-10,000
9=10,001-15,000
O=over 15,000
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The structure of the survey itself contributed aing efficiency, for it asked the
respondent to score each question 0-4, zero iraigad importance and 4 specified
essential importance. Additionally, the surveysgrged overlying topics: (1)
Composition Process and Purpose, (2) Topic & Idegeldpment, (3) Organization,
Unity, & Coherence, (4) Word Choice in Terms ofI8tyone, Clarity, and Economy,
and (5) Assessment and Instruction, which werecpded respectively.

| entered the survey data into a Microsoft Exceéagdsheet. Columns across the
top were labeled, as well as a definition of cadeslations. Labels were as follows: the
first number corresponded with the topic (i.e. A@G@mposition Process and Purpose, 2
for Topic & Idea Development, etc...) and the secoaohber corresponded with the
location of the question under the topic i.e. 1.2, etc... Data from the surveys was
added to the Microsoft Excel spreadsheet by meatitermore verified by a third party
to ensure accuracy.

Basic descriptive statistics were used to analgeestirvey data. The response
means and standard deviations of each questiofoaedch topic were calculated, and
then analyzed to determine frequency. Subsequéehityprovided me with a basis of
comparison of writing expectations and requiremefiisereafter, an independent t-test
was conducted to compare the means of high schugidh teachers and college writing
instructors which provided further data for anadysi

Investigating the qualitative data collected thiodgcus group interviews was
initiated by transcription, with Patton’s (2002)estions analytical framework approach

used to group responses by interview questionss type of structure worked because a
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standardized interview format was utilized. Aftesponses had been grouped by
guestion, thematic coding was used to code the dataording to Gibbs (2007),
thematic coding is a form of qualitative analysisieh involves recording or identifying
passages of text or images that are linked by amammtheme or idea allowing | to index
the data into categories and consequently establisimework of ideas. After |
completed the initial coding, the data was ent@nemla Microsoft Excel spreadsheet
where the coded responses were grouped togetbemilar categories using a data
matrix. “Classifying and coding qualitative dataguced a framework for organizing
and describing what has been collected duringietd” (Patton, 2002, p. 465).
Patterns and themes, as well as similarities asatejpancies in each category and across
the categories were identified. To determine thignificance, | conducted further
analysis using the following guiding questions:

1. To what extent and in what ways do these findingeease or deepen

understanding of writing expectations and requingisf2
2. To what extent are the findings useful for the maked purpose of supporting
the data provided through the survey?

Finally, all the data—both qualitative and quaatiite—were then organized
under the study’s three research questions, thowiay me to draw conclusions and
formulate answers. As a result, | was then ablea&e recommendations in regard to

writing expectations and requirements.
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Conclusion

This study explored the writing requirements axpleetations of high school
English teachers and college writing instructoFse participants in this study were
educators and students located in a rural stateeinpper Rocky Mountains. Data was
gathered through a mixed-method research methogoisigg triangulation of
guantitative and qualitative data. “The main adaga of this method is that the
strengths of the qualitative data offset the weakas of the quantitative data and vice
versa” (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009, p. 463). $ed established survey and interview
instruments to ensure credibility and trustwortsmef the question. Prior to
administering any of the instruments, | asked paetse them. Through this process, |
discovered minor changes that needed to be mantelém to ready them for use with a
wider audience.

Students need to be able to write clearly andisehc This truism launched the
present study. To be successful beyond high scetw@ents ought to possess the skills
needed to meet this demand. This study soughtdouer the writing requirements and
expectations of high school English teachers atidg®writing instructors, as well as

identify commonalities and difference among them.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Introduction

Data analysis was conducted to help detect patterdsnine the data with the
goal of discovering useful information, suggestogclusions, and supporting future
decision making. | designed three research questiThese questions included
identifying the writing requirements and writingpectations of high school English
teachers and college writing instructors; furthemend compared responses to recognize

similarities and differences.

Analysis of Participants

Two groups of study participants were analyzedtly researcher: survey
participants and interview participants. This ek@ation provided further definition of

the study population.

Survey Participants

Statistical analysis was performed on the demdudcagata provided by the
survey participants: gender, grades primarily kaugpproximate school enrollment, and
years of teaching experience. Furthermore, arsalyas conducted for two groups of
participants: high school English teachers antkgelwriting instructors. Demographic

details are presented in Table 2. A total of 4fhfgchool English teachers participated.
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Their teaching experience ranged from 7-15 years31i5, sd= 1.87) while the grades
primarily taught were ®and1d grade (m= 6.18, sd= 2.49). Student enrolimettiuéir
high schools ranged between 121 and 500 (m= 4d43198). Forty-one college writing
instructors responded to the survey. Years othiegoexperiences for these participants
spanned from 7-15 years (m= 3.90, sd= 1.47). Hileaught at the post-secondary level
(m=5.00, sd= 0.00), and school enroliment fromrthespective institutions ranged from

5,001-15,000 (m= 8.78, sd= 0.79).

Table 2. Statistical calculations of the demograptformation of the survey
participants.

HS English| College
Teachers writing
(N=40) instructors
(N=41)

Item Range/Coding m sd m sd

Gender 1=Female 77% 71%
2=Male 23% 29%

Grades Primarily Taught 129 6.18 2.49| 5.00 0.00
2=10"
3=11"
4=12"
5=post-secondary
6=9" & 10"
7=11"& 12"
8=0ther

Approximate School Enrollment ~ 1=under 50 443 1.08| 8.78 0.79
2=50-80
3=81-120
4=121-300
5=301-500
6=501-1000
7=1001-5000
8=5001-10,000
9=10,001-15,000

Years of Teaching Experience 1=1-3 years 395 187 3.90 147
2=4-6 years
3=7-9 years
4=10-15 years
5=16-20 years
6=over 20 years
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Interview Participants

Fifteen interviews were conducted in a focus grimrmat. This approach
allowed me to perform one interview with multipfeividuals. Participants included
five high school English teachers, four collegetwg instructors, four high school
students, and three college students. Each faougpgvas composed only of common
participants: two focus groups of high school Estglieachers, two of college writing
instructors, high school students made up one granghone group of college students.
A short description of each participant followsradowvith each one’s brief response to the
guestionWhat qualities does a good writer possed$d@reover, Table 3 provides an
overview of participant profile, category (high schEnglish teacher, college instructor,

high school student, or college student), and gende

Participant Descriptions

e Participant 1was a sophomore college student attending a foargalege and
studying Engineering. He believed, “qualities obd writing include structure, a
well thought out process behind it, how the writfloyvs.”

e Participant 2was a female sophomore enrolled in a four-yeaegellwho was
studying Accounting. She stated that good writergst have good content,
mechanics, organization, word choice, and they estble to communicate and
speak to the reader.”

e Participant 3was a freshman college student attending a lodgaétsity, but had
not determined a major yet. She considered godtgto be indicative of “an

organized piece of writing that has strong flueang voice.”
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Participant 4was a male professor at a four-year college whghtWriting,
Literature, and Philosophy. He had been teachinigeapost-secondary level for
fifteen years and believed students who are godgnsr‘organize their thoughts
clearly; their flow of writing easy to follow; theargument is clear; they have laid
out their ideas logically; it makes sense; uses@pjate evidence; the level of
the language is really competent; and there isaww word choice.”
Participant 5had been teaching for five years in post-seconddugation at a
four-year college, primarily freshmen English ckss She stated, “The flow of
writing is strong; their paper makes sense. W ass the appearance of
confidence and understanding of the topic. Writmgthis type of student is easy
and fun.”
Participant 6was a male adjunct professor in his first yeacheay in a
university system. He taught freshmen-level senipnarses and considered
strong writers to be “students who know what theytto say usually have the
easiest time saying it, and those who begin wriémgn before they know what
they are saying.”
Participant 7was a female professor in a university system fitnyears of
teaching experience at the post-secondary leweshifmen-level seminar courses
were her focus. She believed good student wrhisgflow. “I have noticed that
freshmen level writing is so choppy. When it tak&s so long to grade a paper, it
is because there is no flow. [ think that is ohthe most important

characteristics. Good transitions, makes senskit aclear.”
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Participant 8was a high school senior interested in studyingingrat the post-
secondary level. She deemed good writing asrifjitto the audience; it should be
intriguing and organized.”
Participant 9was a female student, currently in her senior y&dre was
interested in pursuing a law degree. She statgédod writing to me is it must
hook you right away. Appropriateness, | don’t waoiteone talking down to me.
If | am a 17-year-old person, then it should notdbenbed down or over my head
because you don't get anything from it either waypu are bored or confused.”
Participant 10was a high school female junior, who had not detidéy on
endeavors after high school; she expressed argtterthe teaching field. She
felt that “qualities of good writing would be lildifferent sentence structures.
Like not all like simple sentences, but like conxgdentences where you get all
funky with your writing.”
Participant 11was a male high school student currently in hissgrear. Upon
graduation, he wanted to study Ag Business ata lagiversity. He thought
good writing was represented by “organization dad f Writers have to be able
to write so others can read it easily.”
Participant 12was a female high school teacher who had beenitepfdr
twelve years, all'8-12" grade English classes. She believed, “You camseh
teacher; it sounds natural and those papers ayd®asad because they sentence
fluency is there. Their paper just flows and i laeir voice; it sounds like them

and it flows through.”
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Participant 13was a secondary educator who has taught senioaseel
English, as well as Art classes for 23 years. duid say they have very good
mechanics and good spelling. That all comes ndyuréind their voice really
comes through. They have creative ideas and eesamys to put their thoughts
down on paper. And someone who enjoys it, can’t weget started.”
Participant 14was a second year high school teacher 4 1#' grade English
and Advanced English. She stated, “A student higih quality writing skills
shows critical thought, maintains focus, has fluemd clear writing, and is
willing to seek help and listen to feedback.”
Participant 15was a veteran teacher, having taught English fore23s. Her
responsibilities were 9-Mgrade English classes. She believed “a studeht wi
good skills would approach writing with a plan. Weuld organize and support
his statements and carefully proofread.”
Participant 16was a female high school teacher, who taught namb tenth-
grade remedial English for 18 years. She considergtudent who exhibited
strong writing skills to “write so that he/she dam clearly understood and can

write appropriately for each audience and purpose.”
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Table 3. Interview participant profiles are prdsenn this table.

Participant # Participant ID Category Grade Level en@er
1 CS1 College Student Sophomore Male
2 CS2 College Student Sophomore Female
3 CS3 College Student Freshmen Female
4 Cl1 College Instructor NA Male
5 Cl2 College Instructor NA Female
6 CI3 College Instructor NA Male
7 Cl4 College Instructor NA Female
8 HS1 High School Student Senior Female
9 HS2 High School Student Senior Female
10 HS3 High School Student Junior Female
11 HS4 High School Student Senior Male
12 HT1 High School Teacher NA Female
13 HT2 High School Teacher NA Female
14 HT3 High School Teacher NA Female
15 HT4 High School Teacher NA Female
16 HT5 High School Teacher NA Female

Survey Results

Survey responses were calculated for descriptatesgcs: mean (m), standard deviation

(sd), and median (P). Tables 4-8 below displaysthgstical analysis per category.



Table 4. Statistical analysis (mean, standawhtien, and median) for survey questions under

Composition Process and Purpose.

HS English College Writing
Teachers Instructors
(N=40) (N=41)
Item m sd B m sd R:
1.1 Determine purpose and audience 3.55 0.60 4,00 .95 2 0.84 3.00
1.2 Students employ a writing process to develep thriting 3.60 0.58 4.00 2.79 1.05 4.00
1.3 Use prewriting, brainstorming, or other tecluais| of invention 3.30 0.65 3.00 2.68 1.15 3.00
1.4 Use mapping, clustering, outlining, or othegaorizational tools 3.00 0.85 3.00 2.54 0.97 3.00
1.5 Gather and synthesize resources 3.33 057 3.0(8.02 0.94 3.00
1.6 Evaluate source materials critically 3.15 0.703.00 3.39 0.67 3.00
1.7 Edit and proofread for usage and mechanics 3.8D46 4.00 3.46 0.67 4.00
1.8 Cite sources accurately 3.43 0.59 3.00 3.37 0.66 3.00
1.9 Avoid plagiarism 3.70 0.56 4.00 3.70 0.46 4.00
1.10 Develop one’s own voice as a writer 3.35 0.743.50 3.15 0.79 3.00
1.11 Write to explore ideas 3.00 0.61 3.00 3.29 0.78 3.00
1.12 Write to express one’s feelings 3.18 0.50 3.002.13 0.94 2.00
1.13 Write to tell a story through fiction or nartfons 3.05 0.64 3.00 2.34 0.99 2.00
1.14 Write to analyze literature 3.28 0.55 3.00 2.56 0.90 2.00
1.15 Write to convey information 3.55 0.50 4.00 3.2 0.65 3.00
1.16 Write to argue or persuade readers 3.35 0.5800 3 3.24 0.70 3.00
1.17 Write to describe a process or how to do shimgt 3.05 0.71 3.00 2.24 0.86 2.00
1.18 Write to present research 3.28 0.55 3.00 2.76 0.80 3.00
Total 3.33 0.24 3.32 2.94 0.45 2.99

Note: The initial coding for the data is 0-4; O indicafiof no importance to 4 indicating essential

importance.

T9
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Table 4 presented a summary of the topics underp@sition Process and
Procedure. High school English teachers repordédtg and proofreading for usage and
mechanics (m= 3.80) to be of most importance, wtoleege writing instructors believed
avoiding plagiarism (m= 3.70) was a top prioritytis category. Moreover, using
mapping, clustering, outlining, or other organiaatl tools (m= 3.00), along with
writing to explore ideas (m= 3.00) were rankedltdveest by high school English
teachers. According to college writing instructavsiting to express one’s feelings was
only of general importance in writing requiremeatsl expectations of students.

Table 5. Statistical analysis (mean, standardadievi and median) for survey questions
under Topic and Idea Development.

HS English Co_llgge
Writing
Teachers Instructors
(N=40) (N=41)
ltem m sd &2 m sd R:
2.1 Present a thesis that establishes focus 3.38 0.84 4.00 3.56 0.67 4.00

on the topic

2.2 Maintain a focus on the general topic 3.70 056 4.00 3.63 0.58 4.00
throughout a piece of writing

2.3 Narrow the focus to a specificissue 3.33 0.62 3.00 3.02 0.61 3.00
within the general topic

2.4 Provide appropriate context or 350 075 400 315 0.82 3.00
background information for readers

2.5 Develop ideas by using some specific 3.68 0.47 4.00 3.39 0.59 3.00
reasons, details, and examples

2.6 Take and maintain a positononan 344 0.68 4.00 332 0091 4.00
issue

2.7 Support claims with multiple and 353 078 400 376 054 4.00
appropriate sources of evidence

2.8 Differentiate between assertions and 3.43 0.68 4.00 3.34 0.76 4.00
evidence

2.9 Fairly and accurately represent differen8.58 059 4.00 3.24 0.80 3.00
points of view on an issue

2.10 Anticipate and respond to 333 066 3.00 302 0.79 3.00
counterarguments to a position taken on an
issue
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Table 5 Continued

2.11 Determine the appropriateness of 3.55 0.5000 4. 3.00 0.59 3.00

wording for audience and purpose

2.12 Determine whether a piece of writing 3.30 0.65 3.00 2.80 0.90 3.00
has accomplished its intended purpose

Total 3.48 013 347 327 0.28 3.28

Note: The initial coding for the data is 0-4; O indicafiof no importance to 4 indicating
fessential
importance.

In summary of writing requirements and expectationder Topic and Idea
Development, high school English teachers perceivaithtaining a focus on the general
topic throughout a piece of writing (m= 3.70) torhest important, whereas supporting
claims with multiple and appropriate sources oflence (m= 3.76) was identified by
college instructor to have the highest value. Hmwueboth groups agreed that
determining whether a piece of writing has accosty@d its intended purpose rated
lowest amongst the topics presented in this cayegor

Table 6. Statistical analysis (mean, standardadievi and median) for survey questions
under Organization, Unity, and Coherence.

: College
HS English Writing
Teachers
— Instructors
(n =40) (n =41)
Item m sd B m sd R,

3.1 Provide an adequate organization with a3.55 050 4.00 3.34 0.66 3.00
logical grouping of ideas
Table 6 Continued

3.2 Use discernible introductions and 358 050 4.00 3.32 0.73 3.00
conclusions

3.3 Use appropriate transition words and  3.43 064 350 295 0.77 300
phrases

3.3 Use appropriate transition words and  3.43 064 350 295 0.77 300
phrases




64

Table 6 Continued

3.4 Use effective transition sentences to 3.30 0.72 3.00 2.73 0.81 3.00
connect paragraphs

3.5 Use conjunctive adverbs to show time 3.25 0.63 3.00 231 091 2.00
relationships (e.g. then, this time)

Total 342 015 343 293 043 295

Note: The initial coding for the data is 0-4; O indicafiof no importance to 4 indicating
fessential
importance.

In regard to Organization, Unity, and Coherencesented in Table 6, high
school English teachers and college writing ingorgcdiffered in perceptions. High
school English teachers placed using discernilttedictions and conclusions (m= 3.58)
as the top priority and using effective transitemmtences to connect paragraphs (m=
3.30) as the lowest among these items. Collegingtinstructors diverged, ranking
providing an adequate organization with a logicauging of ideas (m= 3.34) as the
most important writing requirement and expectatiatih using conjunctive adverbs to
show time relationships (m= 2.31) less important.

Table 7. Statistical analysis (mean, standardadievi and median) for survey questions
under Word Choice in Terms of Style, Tone, Clardyd Economy.

HS English College Writing
Teachers Instructors
(n =40) (n =41)
Item m sd R m sd R1
4.1 Maintain consistency of tone 3.00 0.68 3.00 727 054 3.00

4.2 Choose words and images thatare 3.30 0.65 3.00 3.29 0.68 3.00
specific, precise, and clear in terms of their
context

4.3 Use appropriate vocabulary 3.53 0.68 4.00 3.051.12 3.00

4.4 Delete obviously synonymous and 298 0.70 3.00 2.80 0.75 3.00
wordy materials in a sentence

4.5 Use varied word and images 3.13 0.80 3.00 2.89.77 3.00
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Table 7 Continued

4.6 Avoid vague pronouns (i.e., pronouns 3.10 0.78 3.00 3.00 0.81 3.00
without a clear antecedent)

4.7 Determine the clearest and most logicaB.13 0.85 3.00 2.54 0.84 2.00
conjunction to link clauses

Total 3.17 0.19 313 2.90 0.24 2.83

Note: The initial coding for the data is 0-4; O indicafiof no importance to 4 indicating
_essential
importance.

Table 7 displayed a summation of the results utigetopic Word Choice in
terms of Style, Tone, Clarity, and Economy. Theiwgi requirement and expectation,
using appropriate vocabulary (m= 3.53), was comeutléo be most important to high
school English teachers. In contrast choosing siardl images that are specific, precise,
and clear in terms of their context (m= 3.2) wdeded by college writing instructors.
Likewise, results indicated deleting obviously sypmous and wordy materials in a
sentence (m= 2.98) and determining the clearestrao®d logical conjunction to link
clauses (m= 2.54) were rated least important reésede

Table 8. Statistical analysis (mean, standardadievi, and median) for survey questions
under Assessment and Instruction.

HS English College Writing
Teachers Instructors
(n =40) (n =41)
ltem m sd R m sd R

5.1 Use rubrics for assessment 3.20 0.72 3.00 2.79.86 3.00
5.2 Provide verbal feedback to students 3.23 0.7000 3 3.00 0.81 3.00
5.3 Provide written feedback to students 3.43 0.8800 3.51 0.51 4.00
5.4 Talk with students about the 3.00 0.72 3.00 2.95 1.00 3.00

importance of receiving and considering
feedback
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Table 8 Continued

5.5 Have students compose multiple 3.28 0.64 3.00 3.20 0.68 3.00
drafts and revisions

5.6 Use peer editing 283 096 3.00 2.73 0.71  3.00

5.7 Conduct one-on-one conferences with2.90 0.63 3.00 2.93 1.10 3.00
students

5.8 Demonstrate to students how to revise3.45 0.60 3.50 3.02 0.88 3.00
writing

5.9 Provide students with examples of 3.58 0.50004. 3.07 0.79 3.00

effective writing

5.10 Students reflect on writing as part of 3.10 0.55 3.00 2.54 095 3.00
the writing process
Table 8 Continued

5.11 Teach specific strategies for howto 3.50 0.68 4.00 2.93 0.82 3.00
revise drafts into more polished final

versions
5.12 Model the writing process for 3.28 0.60 3.00 2.68 0.65 3.00
students
5.13 Model the revision process for 3.48 051 3.00 2.93 0.75 3.00
students

5.14 Model how to receive and reflecton 3.33 0.57 3.00 2.78 0.82 3.00
feedback

Total 3.26 0.23 3.28 2.93 0.24 293

Note: The initial coding for the data is 0-4; O indicafiof no importance to 4 indicating
essential
importance.

Results in the table above indicated differingspectives among high school
English teachers and college writing instructord@sessment and Instruction. High
school English teachers designated providing stsdeith examples of effective writing
(m= 3.58) as most valuable while using peer editmg 2.83) scored the lowest
Moreover, college writing instructors believed pbrg written feedback to students

(m= 3.51) was most notable whereas the lowest aféecting on writing as part of the

writing process (m= 2.54).
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Interview Findings

Four common themes emerged from the interviewsitiMy as a Priority, Roles
in Writing, Evaluation of Writing, Writing Requireemts and Expectations, and Teaching

and Learning Methods.

Writing as a Priority

This theme emerged from responses about how inmgostating was to them and

how essential is it for students to possess stwttgng qualities.

Roles in Writing

This theme identified what roles students and teecplay or should play in the

writing process.

Evaluation of Writing

This theme focused on processes used for evaluaticgrading writing.

Writing Requirements and Expectations

This theme dealt with what participants perceivedh& writing requirements and

expectations deemed important to them or to thdseevaluated their writing.

Teaching and Learning Methods

Participants shared what teaching and learning oadstthey felt were most

beneficial and helpful to students with writing.
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The data matrix presented in Table 10 below sh@sganses per participant on each of

the identified themes.

Table 9. Data matrix of interview responses categd by themes and participant ID's.

Participant Writing as a Roles in Evaluation of Writing Teaching/
ID Priority Writing Writing Requirements/ Learning
Expectations  Methods
CSs1 Writing is the  Conceptual I think most | think qualities Both written
basis of framework and go off of a of good writing and verbal
communication composition.  standard include feedback
such as in Also using similartoa  structure, a well because
today’'s world  creativity, rubric. thought out written you
of emails, texts, seeing things Both the way process behind can keep and
and things like differentthat the teacher it, how the look at for
that. Intoday's you normally describes the writing flows reference for
business world would. paper helps years to
you need it to with what to come. But
be able to write and like verbal
communicate how it provides
well because should be help when
communication written as you need it
today is not well as right away
face to face feedback
much. from other
papers
CS2 Writing is a key Simply The ones that They must have | love getting
componentto  practice makes are fully good content, feedback
communication perfect developed, mechanics,
and to being speak to organization,
scholarly them, and word choice,
catch their ~ and they must
attention be able to
Reading and communicate
re-reading and speak to
and re- the reader.
reading again
Cs3 Writing is the  Reading Strong in the An organized | like getting
key to makes you a  qualities piece of writing feedback
communication good writer teachers feel that has strong from my
are important fluency and teachers.
multiple voice. They give
drafts and me good
revisions suggestions;

| try to keep
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all of those
in mind each
time | write a
new paper.
Ci1 | think writing  The most For me it How well they Well |
is really important changes all canframe an cannot
important, thing a teacher the time. I  argumentand answer that.
argumentative should dois  used to think logically argue What helped
writing. model the grammar was The level of me the most
argument. Itis critical, but  vocabularyis  as a student
importantto  then | important; were
show what it realized education teachers that
means to make grammar is  consists of no  were no
a good just an more than nonsense
argument and outward mastering the  about it
then provide  expression of vocabulary.
them feedback the argument Master
on their itself. If a grammar so
attempts. student you can talk
cannot frame about how to
an argument, improve your
it doesn’t writing. The
matter how punctuation is
good their all editing, the
grammar is. very last thing
To me | that you can go
majorly look back and do
at the those cosmetics
argument later
and how it is
framed.
| open their
document
and use the
comment bar
and highlight
changes.
There is a
difference
between
feedback and
criticism...
feedback is
neutral...
CI2 | think writing  Model, | use a rubric | place Students
is really provide that covers  emphasis on all engaged and
important. I1try examples of mostly ideas, of these, but motivated
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to putalotof good writing, content, not about
emphasis on it and provide organization, individually. 1  writing,
by feedback so  evidence, lump it into teacher is
communicating students can and conventions. | actively
its importance improve. mechanics. | think students engaging
to their do not look learn through  students,
professional for grammar reading. modeling the
lives and or mechanics Reading writing
specifically. exposes them process,
to
careers Students correct allowing for
should, at mechanics and discussion
this level, to the and
know those vocabulary. providing
things. feedback
comments on
their rubrics
relating to
their papers
on their final
drafts
CI3 The curriculum | don't know. A rubric that Element of Your writing
is setand we | am still we use for  critical will improve
get a course trying to figure my classes | thinking. | when you
packet and that that out teach. It want them read more.
it set. 1donot honestly really lays it thinking deeper Read a
get much out, and than just variety of
liberty to shows what surface level, types and
decide, but 1 do is important. more than just then it
get to decide provide what the text ~ becomes part
what our short written was, or how of your
writes are comments  they are vocabulary
and a reflecting onit and part of
semester and thatthey  your
meeting are connecting thinking
it to other texts process
or to what they
know.
| don’t think
that grammar
the most
important part
and they need
to learn it, but
should already
have by now
Cl4 Forone of my lalsotrytolet lusea Things like Writing is
classes it is pre- them know | rubric. | their critical the best
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determined the am available don'tknow thinking ability, thing. Once
number of to like talk how the ability to you get them
papers. For with about effective that form an comfortable
another class | their writing.  is. Written argument by  with just
taught, and just If they wantto comments  taking a text writing.
recently put come to me, | principally and assess it  Putting their
together, won't do it the and their somehow, thoughts into
approximately day before or grades provide written form.
50% of their the day of, but evidence, and | also think
grade is if they want to present an getting them
determined by come talk to argument excited about
their writing as me and say Not very much the writing
hey process.
assignments.  what do you focus on
Half discussion think of this grammar,
and half idea, but no vocabulary,
writing. one ever takes sentence
me up on it. structure

HS1 It is important  Practicing I don’t know Fitting to the A critical
in like all jobs  makes perfect 1 like both audience, it viewpoint
you may have. verbal and  should be because they
It is important written intriguing and  get right to
for college. feedback. It organized. the point
Everything is all helpful
relates to I think.
writing.

HS2 | think writing By reading It is different Um, I like So before |
make you more and having for each appropriate to  have a peer,
well-spoken someone teacher. audience not just any

critique you.  Some peer, but one
And ya writing teachers | feel to be at
at home really do my level. |
grade on want
their own someone
opinion. who actually
And some picks out
teachers things that
grade on don’t make
creativity or sense and
some are grammar
really stuff. I like
grammar someone
focused who counters
Along that my flaws.
line | like it
when
someone

writes it
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write right

on my paper,
like circle it
in red or
write this
doesn't
make sense

HS3

| think it is
important to
write well
because it can
definitely get
you ahead in
life

Understanding
of how things
need to flow
and you need
to have strong

vocabulary

Uses rubrics Like different
which is sentence
really fair structures
because they

state

what needs

to be done

Probably the

teacher little

notes on my

paper, what |

did good,

what | can

improve on.

It's not like

all

completely

red, just

short little

clips.

Like written
feedback.
Little teeny
notes all over
my paper.
When | get
my paper
back | don't
look at my
grade; the
first thing |
dois read all
of the
comments.

HS4

Everything is
about writing

You also need
to have strong
mechanics like
grammar and
things

My teacher  Organization
uses rubrics and flow
to and | think

it is a fair

way to do it

looking at

the rubrics

from my

other papers

and trying to

make the

things that

were not so

good on

those better

Sit down and
talk about it

HT1

| almost
always use
the 6 traits
rubric

day, but we do pop the

writing every

projector up

conferences conventionsis about word

throughout

worth the least choice one
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day and show the and | will amount of day and look
students how write inthe points. | make at their essay
margins and it so it is still in regard to
then putan important like that one trait
arrow in that as a senior you and break it
section can only have 2 down that
errors in your  way.
paper and if We just go
more then | will step by step
start marking  and we talk
you down. about the
stages of the
process
HT2 We are I think Give them They needto  Our textbook
working on teachers need the rubric so organizeitina has lots of
some aspect of to be excited they know way that is examples
writing the about writing  what things | clear and and we look
entire time will be concise. at those
looking for. | put a lot of examples,
The writing  importance on Again our
conference. it. | mean a big textbooks do
but put portion of my  a great job of
comments on English class is breaking it
the rubric grammar down
HT3 They wrote Three roles:  Arubric that Effective and  Combination
every single models, highlights a  thoughtful of brief
day instruct along handful of change from instruction of
the way, and  specific rough draftto  the skill,
assess writing skills  final then
effectively. feedback is | put quite a bit targeting it
written of emphasis on with
those skills, but formative
more emphasis writing
on student assessments
thought, focus, for
and ideas. individual
practice
sitting down
and having
students hash
out what
their writing
process
looks like
and how it
could
possibly be

improved
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HT4 It is a high Introduce, Individual Clear Practice,
priority. All explain, comments on communication practice,
grammar, model, and student with supporting practice
literature, and evaluate all writing. | evidence examples of
speech lessons aspects of the also used Considerable effective
were linked to  writing rubrics. on emphasis on writing
writing. process | write teaching

individual appropriate
comments vocabulary,
and that grammar
provides

feedback for

me. Also

using the

rubrics

provides

feedback as

well

HT5 Much more Provide Well | do use Getting them to Provide clear
emphasis on it opportunities  a rubric, actually start  instructions
now for free General writing, start out with

writing to positive Have to place a creative
develop a verbal lot of emphasis writing so
student’s feedback for on these things students
willingnessto classes asa because my aren't afraid
write group. | also students to try writing
provide struggle with
written all of these

feedback. things.

Comparing Perceptions

Data gathered from the focus group interviews areyzed for similarities and
differences among perceptions of high school Ehdkschers and college writing
instructors. | looked at comments from the intevwees and distinguished areas in which
interview comments and survey results differecenview comments from students were
different from educator interviewee comments, asd ahere survey item scores varied
between high school English teacher and collegengrinstructor participants. In this

process, | identified five themes to utilize asagib for comparison: feedback, grammar
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and mechanics, purpose of writing, teacher modgéing assessment techniques.
Moreover, six items from the survey were selectedliadependent t-test results were
analyzed to determine significant differences mwhiting requirements and
expectations of high school English teachers afidg®writing instructors.

Table 10. Survey items that are significantly eliéint between the two groups (high
school English teachers and college writing ingtrs).

HS College
English  Writing
Teacher Instructor

ltem Result of t-test (m) (m)

1.7 Edit and proofread for usage and tr9)=-2.61,p< 3.80 3.46

mechanics 0.01

1.13 Write to tell a story through fiction ortzg) = -3.81,p < 3.05 2.34

nonfiction 0.00

1.18 Write to present research t79)=-3.38,p < 3.28 2.76
0.00

5.1 Use rubrics for assessment t79)=-2.26,p < 3.20 2.79
0.03

5.3 Provide written feedback for students t7g) = 0.66,p < 3.43 3.51

5.13 Model the revision process for t79)=-3.83,p< 3.48 2.93

students 0.00

Note: The initial coding for the data is 0-4; O indicafiof no importance to 4 indicating
essential importance.

Results of the independent t-tests are presebi@ekan Table 10. Five of the
six survey items were determined to be signifigadifferent between high school
English teachers and college writing instructofbe one item, considered not

significantly different was providing written feeaitk for students.
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Research Question One

What are writing requirements and expectationsigh school English teachers
and what are student perceptions of those requirgs?e
Survey results revealed that overall high schod@liEh teachers perceived that

writing requirements and expectations that fellemtie category of Topic and Idea
Development were the most essential (m= 3.48, sti3)0 Though not in this category,
high school English teachers believed editing andfpeading for usage and mechanics
was the most critical writing requirement/expeacatstudents needed to meet. Other
areas these participants felt were important wgisikills students must possess included
the following: avoid plagiarism, maintain a foaus the general topic throughout a piece
of writing, develop ideas by using specific reasaletails, or examples, employ a
writing process, and provide students with exampfexffective writing

Through the interview process, editing and proafieg was reinforced as the most
important writing requirement and expectation. €ehof the five high school English
teacher interviewees stressed the importance thiegrpgrammar in the classroom. One
stated, “I put a lot of importance on it. | meabi@ portion of my English class is
grammar” HT2). Similarly, another commented, “Considerable bagis is placed on
teaching appropriate vocabulary and grammBiT3). This finding differs significantly
from the 2009 ACT National Curriculum Survey in whihigh school teachers surveyed
stated they do not teach usage and punctuatioarasfa standard course.

Furthermore, the survey results disclosed thatighoy students with examples of

effective writing was an instructional approachdibg high school English teachers.
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Interviewees corroborated this. Three of the fiteged a role of the teacher was to model
effective writing. “They need to be the leader amstruct, but at times pop the projector
up and show the students how,” shared one pamiti{pil1). Another commented that a
teacher had three roles: “model, instruct alomgwhy, and assess effective{AT3).
Finally an interviewee said it is the role of tlkeac¢her to “introduce, explain, model, and
evaluate all aspects of the writing proced3T4).

The voice of secondary students was clear on msypgcés of writing
requirements and expectations. All of these imgsv\participants stated organization
was essential in quality writing, which aligned lwvihe viewpoints of high school English
teachers in the survey. One high school studentieented, “It should be intriguing and
organized’(HS1) while another student stated he felt “organizatiad flow” were
essentia(HS4) Differing perceptions between high school Ergtsacher survey and
secondary student interview participants were faarareas such as the purpose of
writing and assessment techniques. Students sharedhey felt audience appropriate
was important, while this component was not exge$s/ the teachers. All students
perceived the use of rubrics to be beneficial. @igh school student said that teachers
should use rubrics, “which is really fair becauseytstate what needs to be do(ld3S3)
Likewise, another student shared, “My teacher aseric and | think it is a fair way to
do it. Looking at the rubrics from my other papansl trying to make the things that was
not so good on those bett€riS4)

Interestingly, a teacher providing written feedb&zktudents was not considered

one of the top important elements of writing irsteurvey. Nevertheless, this was
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communicated by high school student interviewedseta preferred form of teacher
response. One high school student said, they Wikiégen feedback, little teeny notes all
over my paper. When | get my paper back | dorgklat my grade; the first thing | do is
read all of the commentsHS3. Likewise another student commented, “Along thre
| like it when someone writes it right on my padée circle it in red or write this
doesn’'t make senseHG2. This seemed to be equally important to higlostEnglish
teacher interviewees: “I will write in the margiasd then put an arrow in that section”
(HT2), and “I put individual comments on student wigtinl write individual comments
and that provides feedback for theriIT4). The importance of feedback aligns with the
literature. Schunk & Swartz (1993) emphasizedsigaificance of progressive feedback,
while Chickering & Gamson (1991) suggested givinglent prompt feedback is
essential in teaching writing.

According to the ACT National Curriculum Survey (&), upon which this
study’s survey is based off of, high school Engtstichers place more emphasis on
content, organization, unity, and coherence. Teieved collaboration with peers in
the review of drafts and developing one’s own vaiege essential writing requirements
and expectations. The participants in this studyndt share this perception. Multiple
literature resources mentioned the importance dfipheidrafts, the opportunity to
receive feedback, and make adjustments to the piewdting (Acker & Halasek, 2008;
Chickering & Gamson, 1991; Schunk, 2008). Thisdayas not considered a top writing

requirement or expectation of the high school Eigleachers who participated.
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Research Question Two

What are writing requirements and expectationsalege writing instructors and
what are student perceptions of those requirements?

The survey results exhibited the most importantimgirequirements and
expectations for college writing instructors wergler the category Topic and Idea
Development. The following survey items were psteg to be important in writing:
support claims with multiple and appropriate sosrmkevidence, avoid plagiarism,
maintain a focus on the general topic throughaquieae of writing, present a thesis that
establishes focus on the topic, and edit and peadir

Two of the four college instructor interview paipiants noted the importance to
support claims with multiple and appropriate sowtevidence, which fell under Topic
and Idea Development. Correlating comments froesetparticipants included they
looked for “how well they can frame an argument kogically argue” CI1), and “their
ability to form an argument by taking a text andess it somehow, provide evidence,
and present an argumenClé). This viewpoint is supported by Schunk (2008pwh
stated teachers need to show students how to genaeas by retrieving or acquiring
relevant information, and present this informatio@ logical manner.

Postsecondary students who participated in tleevigw process spoke of
process, flow, and communication as essential elesne writing. One postsecondary
student commented, “Good writing includes structarerell thought-out process behind
it, and how the writing flows{CS1) Similarly, another stated that college writing

instructors look for “an organized piece of writitigat has strong fluencfCS2) “They
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must have good content, mechanics, organizatiorg slwice, and they must be able to
communicate and speak to the reader” shared anobisésecondary studef@S3)
These students also perceived writing multipletdrafas a focus area of college writing
instructors. Likewise one student shared shenfalinstructors believed strongly in
multiple drafts and revisions. Another stated,dBieg and re-reading, and re-reading
again” allows the author to make revisions that laetter the piece of writin¢CS?2)

Providing written feedback to students, basedusmey results, was considered to
have high importance among college writing instoist Once more, this perception was
verified by interview responses of both instructansl students. Students commented on
what feedback they liked to receive. One studaiat she liked, “both written and verbal
feedback because written you can keep and loakr aeference for years to come”
(CS)), and another remarked, “I like getting any feedkblmom my teachers. They give
me good suggestions and | try to keep all of thoseind each time | write a new paper”
(CS3. Moreover, college instructor remarks mentionechmon terminology in regard
to feedback. One noted they liked to “provide tgntcomments’¢13), and another said
they use “written comments principallyC[4). Yet another instructor pointed out for
feedback they use “written comments relating tarthapers” Cl4). The belief
presented by both post-secondary students anddtsts supported the literature
gathered by the researcher. For students to a&ctherwriting skills needed to be an
effective writer, they need to receive prompt fesly furthermore, teachers need to
provide feedback to students over multiple dra®shuink, 2008). The post-secondary

survey participants agreed with the value thigaetyghad on student writing.
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Based on survey results, editing and proofreattinghechanics was considered a
priority for college writing instructors. In comast, interviewees did not indicate this to
be important for them. In fact, many stated thathanics did not consume much
emphasis of their instruction time in the classrammof their grading criteria. One said,
“l used to think grammar was critical, but thereaélized grammar is just an outward
expression of the argument itself. It doesn’t méttav good their grammar is if they
cannot frame an argumentCil). Likewise, another respondent mentioned, “I do n
look for grammar or mechanics specifically. Studeshould, at this level, knowC(2).
Similarly, another noted, “I don’t think grammartiee most important’@l3), as well as
another commented their focus was “not very muchgrammar, vocabulary, or sentence
structure” Cl4).

As reported by the ACT National Curriculum Sur2909), post-secondary
instructors believed that sentence structure, faonaorrectness, and conventions in
writing were essential requirements; additionadntence fluency, subject-verb
agreement, usage, and punctuation were considagpgatibrities. This was similar to the
results | found with the survey results, but wdtedent from the perceptions shared by

the focus group participants.

Research Question Three

What are the similarities and differences amongingirequirements and

expectations of high school English teachers arigége writing instructors?
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Results indicated that high school English teachadscollege writing instructors
differed significantly on the following survey itesm editing and proofreading for usage
and mechanics, writing to tell a story throughi@intor nonfiction, writing to present
research, using rubrics for assessment, and mgdlénrevision process for students.
Likewise, they did not differ significantly on prioing written feedback to students.

According to Urdan (2000), if a probability of 0.@0obtained, | can conclude
that the difference between the two sample mearitsapty represents a genuine
difference between the larger populations the sasw@present, indicating the result is
reliable and the researcher can be sure a differexists. When the independent t-test
looked at the average score of high school Engiabhers and the average score of
college writing instructors per item, it was aldedietermine the probability of each item
being different. The following survey items reasiva probability of 0.00, and thus
indicate an authentic difference between how ingrarhigh school English teachers and
college writing instructors felt these writing reguments and expectations were: writing
to tell a story through fiction or nonfiction, wng to present research, and modeling the
revision process. The above items signify wheeegileatest differences in perceptions
of high school English teacher and college wriimgfructors exist. Educators who
participated in this survey holding differing opins what type of writing style students
should proficient at composing, as well as the ablthe teacher in the writing process.

| also determined that high school English teasifet writing requirements and
expectations on the survey were important 100%etitme, whereas responses from

college instructor believed the topics on the syteebe less important. This was evident



83

in the ratings given on survey items, 0-4 with fondicating essential importance. The
average rating of high school English teachersamh survey item was higher than the
average rating given by college writing instructors

The ACT National Curriculum Survey (2009) indigatagh school English
teachers and college writing instructors differedediting and proofreading which aligns
with my results. However, differences in the roféhe teacher were apparent between
my survey results and that of the ACT National @utum Survey (2009). Those
participating in that survey agreed it was mostangnt to teach students how to weigh
and develop arguments; in my study findings repreaealiscrepancy in the purpose of
writing between high school English teachers arlkge writing instructors, evident in

the significant difference between writing fictiamgnfiction, and presenting research.

Conclusion

Through a mixed-method approach that employedtgatne and qualitative
analysis, | determined that the writing requirensearid expectations of high school
English teachers and college writing instructorgehsimilarities and differences. Both
groups of educators believed editing and proofregdavoiding plagiarism, maintaining
focus, providing organization with logical groupjrand using discernable introductions
and conclusions were important in writing. Yegtschool English teachers were
different from their counterparts in that they maved employing a writing process,
providing students with examples of effective wigti representing different points of

view, and using appropriate vocabulary as essantiihg requirements and
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expectations. Conversely, college writing instoustfoci were on presenting a thesis
and supporting these claims with multiple and appate sources of evidence while also
evaluating these source materials critically, araviging written feedback to students.

Study findings both corroborated with and diffefemin research presented in
Chapter 2. The importance placed on providinglieell by college writing instructors
aligned with Schunk (2008) who stated students mtiesely feedback to be effective
writers. Another similarity existed between the RRational Curriculum Survey (2009)
and the emphasis college writing instructors is gtudy placed on editing and
proofreading; consequently, this perception diffieoetween the national survey and the
current study’s high school teacher participafteachers in this study believed editing
and proofreading to be highly valued, whereas thds® submitted survey to the national
survey indicated collaboration with peers in revgvdrafts and developing one’s own
voice as most important. In summary, findings pnésd both similar and diverse
viewpoints when compared to the literature gatheredriting requirements and

expectations.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

Introduction

Because of my experiences and genuine interestdrpassion for writing, |
designed a study to examine writing from the pearspe of students, high school English
teachers, and college writing instructors, the waidignificance. The delimitations and
limitations were presented in Chapter 1. Discusgeid the factors that may contribute
to student writing abilitiesattitude, alignment of secondary and postsecondary
requirements, generational characteristics. Ch&pteviewed literature defining the
current dilemma in student writing, including steslrelated to the writing perceptions of
educators. The history of writing and writing patent tests were examined, as well as
the strategies, methods, confidence, and motivatie@aching writing. The research
methodology was outlined in Chapter 3; a mixed-moethpproach was utilized by me
within a defined context with the range of partamps described. Moreover, this chapter
included how the data was collected, stored, aatyaed. Chapter 4 discussed the
findings; qualitative and quantitative data wasspreed and the study’s three research
guestions were answered. In this final chaptet|llprovide a brief overview of the
study, evaluation of methods used, interpretatadrfgdings, how findings can be used,

limitations, and directions for future research.
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Overview of the Study

The purpose of this study was to explore the mgigxpectations and
requirements of high school and college educatélsough surveys and interviews, |
gathered data from secondary English teacherggmlhriting instructors, secondary
students, and post-secondary students. Of intesst their viewpoints about
expectations, classroom writing requirements, apthods and assessment strategies
perceived to be effective in teaching and learmwniging. The following research
guestions were used to guide the study:

1. What writing requirements and expectations do Bigfiool English teachers
have for their students and what are student pgorepof those
requirements?

2. What writing requirements and expectations do gelleriting instructors
have for their students and what are student pgorepof those
requirements?

3. What are the similarities and differences betwegting requirements and
expectations of high school English teachers afidgmwriting instructors?

After data collection, statistical and qualitateuealyses were conducted. The study’s
research questions were addressed based on partgipesponses to survey and

interview items.
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Evaluation of Methods Used to Collect and AnalyzgeD

The quality of data collection instruments andphacess of analyses determine
validity and reliability of the study. Accordinglit is important for me to reflect upon
these elements and consider further studies omgixpectations and requirements that

might be a natural outgrowth from the present study

Data Collection Instruments

To gather survey information, the tool (Appendixuiilized was adapted from
the English/writing ACT National Curriculum SurveZovered in the survey were
essential components of writing: composition, ideaelopment, organization, word
choice, teaching methods, and assessment. | bdliéis survey instrument collected the
intended information; furthermore, it provided eosty basis for comparison among the
two samples in the study. Additionally, it was ufeendly; participants could easily
follow directions without guidance to complete. firure studies, | recommend this tool
for assembling data in regard to writing expectatiand requirements. For example, this
survey could be used with a broader state-wideeguggi. This might result in a larger
sample size, thus increasing the validity and lodlig of the results.

The survey was distributed to possible participatd individual email and
membership newsletters. This method was usefuleswdted in an adequate number of
surveys returned; however, | concluded that to gdufitional participation | would

suggest attending conferences where access tgeaiamber of educators is more likely.
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Likewise, collecting data over a larger periodinfd may also increase the number of
surveys returned and included in the study.

Focus group interviews were guided by pre-defigpeelstions. For educators, the
interview content (Appendix B) was adapted from Kaional Study of Writing
Instruction interview guide. It encompassed aetgrof questions in which | gained
perspective and insight on writing expectations tgiirements of the interviewees.
They were open-ended and allowed for details apamsion. | felt the educator
interview questions used in this study were reléwasa would endorse them for further
study. Secondary and post-secondary students aitticipated in the focus group
interviews were asked questions (Appendix C) baseNancie Atwell’s writing survey.
Similarly, they were predetermined prior to theemtews and asked of each participant.
After applying the content to the study, | conclddieat the questions may need to be re-
evaluated to align more accurately with the educstiovey and interview questions.
This would allow for stronger comparisons; corrasingly, the data gathered would
provide stronger validity and reliability in theusly.

Conducting focus group interviews on a voluntessi®was a sufficient method
of collecting qualitative data. It allowed me tdarview multiple participants in the
same session. This process presented a conveeatmosphere; those involved built
upon and expanded on responses. | felt the edysatticipants were easier to obtain
than were students. Again extending the timefrafrtee study may have increased the

interview sample and allowed time to resolve catiflig schedules and availability.
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Furthermore, tapping into connections and relatigossof colleagues and professional

resources may also have strengthened the focusiawesample.

Data Analysis Procedures

Quantitative data, collected through the studyivsy instrument, was analyzed
using statistical analysighe calculation of the mean, standard deviatiod, an
probability. These descriptive statistics provideel with a basic means of identification
and classification. This method created a holisimework of writing expectations and
requirements for each sample, and allowed for @heagto-apples comparison,
eliminating subjective interpretation. | perceivbd analysis strategy to be efficient and
effective. Correspondingly, the ability for exa@iilon and revaluation of the data was
successful.

Responses to interview questions were investigatterns and themes
recognized, and a matrix composed. | coded tlevirew text manually; this technique
may have been better conducted via software intefatethis purpose to reduce the time
it took for the coding to be completed. The masexved its planned function. In
addition its organizational formation lent itsedf¢comparison of participant comments
per outlined theme. Upon reflection, | perceivieel ise of a data matrix to be

advantageous.

Conceptual Framework

This concept map represents the factors | assdaorath writing expectations and

requirements at the onset of this study, as wehasnfluence the results | found may
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have on them. This map (Figure 2) provides a Visamework; the components are

described and defined below.

Student Perception of Writing
Expectations and Requirements

Limited amount of research has been conducteduntest perceptions.
Literature in this area is sparse; likewise, thesreent adding uniqueness and originality
to the study. What | found was both secondarymsisecondary students valued
feedback. They expressed feedback as essentis improvement process as a writer.
Chickering and Gamson (1991) shared giving promgdiback as one of the seven
principles of good practice. Postsecondary stigdpetceived multiple drafts to be
important; whereas, high school students did natesthat awareness. According to
Addison and McGee (2010), only 16% of high schoatients report “always” writing
multiple drafts.

Teacher/Instructor Perception
of Writing Expectations

Previous studies about high school English teatberseptions of writing
expectations indicated they place more emphastootent, organization, unity, and
coherence. They believed essential componentshade collaboration with peers in the
review of drafts and developing one’s own voiceary literature resources mentioned
the importance of multiple drafts, the opportundyreceive feedback, and make
adjustments to the piece of writing (Acker & Halas2008; Chickering & Gamson,

1991; Schunk, 2008). I did not find any of the abddocumented perceptions to be
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consistent with the findings of high school Englisacher perceptions in this study. The
ACT National Curriculum Survey (2009) reported psstondary instructors believed
that sentence structure, formation/correctnesscandentions in writing were essential

requirements. Likewise, the research supportsesdts | found with the survey results.

Assessment

College
Instructors
Writing
Expectatins

Teacher
Feedback
Techniques

High School Suetnt
English Teacher geteeptionst

" Writing
ertln‘g Expectations &
Expectations Requirements

Instructioal
Strategies

Writing
Expectations &
Requirements

Current
Literature

Pilot
Studies

Current
Study

Figure 2. The Study Concept Map illustrates thecepts included in the
framework of this study.

Interpretation of Findings

The survey revealed that high school English teescherceived the following
writing expectations and requirements to be of éighalue: editing and proofreading for
usage and mechanics, using one’s own ideas andiaggilagiarism, maintaining a

general topic throughout a piece of writing whikvdloping ideas using specifics, and
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employing a writing process to develop writing.gHlischool English teachers tended to
focus a bit more on mechanics and grammar, whlleestouraging students to produce
a well-rounded piece of writing. The rationale inehthe emphasis placed on
conventions is these skills are part of the cuhluicy and national assessments test
students on them. Teaching realities felt by ettusahat may have influenced survey
responses is the need to prepare students for ¢ases, in essence “teach to the test.”
Secondary educators may feel pressure to centemthing requirements and
expectations on this which eliminates any timedibrer writing skills. Time constraints
in class schedules may also discourage them fraongmassing a variety of writing
experiences in the classroom. Furthermore, thest teach reading comprehension
through literature. Consequently, other elemehtsriting, and at times writing itself,
may receive less instructional focus.

Secondary educators and students expressed hgitance and value of
providing feedback in the focus group interviewsduacted, although they stated the
majority of the time feedback is provided only atiee writing assignment is graded.
Many factors may contribute to the lack of feedbaftkred through the complete writing
process: time constraints on teachers prohibihtirem editing multiple drafts, a
deficiency in communication of their availability perform this activity for students
exist, or students do not take advantage of therioff from teachers. Whatever the
reasoning, the findings indicate contradiction lo@ tiopic. As a result, this topic is

worthy of a follow-up study so as to explore thectepancy presented in this research.
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Survey findings indicated that among college wgtinstructors, essential writing
requirements and expectations revolved around dpiej a thesis and supporting claims
with multiple and appropriate sources cited acaealyi. This focus can be attributed to
the type of writing required at the post-secondawvgl. As expressed in the interviews
by both students and instructors, writers must hbgeability to develop arguments and
provide evidence to support them. Therefore, thedities writers are expected to
possess at this level are advanced; conventioasyriting process, and basic writing
skills are expected to be mastered by the timedest enters post-secondary education.
This thought process and reasoning is reflectivghat students and teachers deem as
pertinent writing requirements and expectationorédver, many college courses are
specifically focused on writing and do not contather elements that may be required of
a common secondary English class; hence, moredamde spent focusing on writing.

In addition, college writing instructors perceviding written feedback to be
important. Most likely due to typical post-secondelass size, individual interaction and
communication between instructor and student igdieh) thus, written feedback provides
an avenue to aid student development with writtggression. The use of technology
allows for providing feedback to be somewhat instaaous. A student can submit a
writing assignment, and the instructor can recamiments directly on the paper via
review tools such as track changes or adding cortenéfurthermore, the feedback can
be received by the student almost immediately, gtnsinating the need to wait for the
next scheduled class. While technology as a meeoler feedback was not directly

explored in this study, investigation into thisimwould be of merit.
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How Findings Can Be Used

The findings from this study can be used as aslfasifurther research. They
present a snapshot. However, this study doeslisstabfoundation for comparing and
contrasting educator perspectives on writing resquants and expectations. This study
could be a starting point. Subsequent researclexgand its structure to a larger sample
group. Additionally, this study may present dageful for conversations around
standards, curriculum, and skills needed for piiegastudents for college and the
workplace. Finally, the findings may provide insidgor those educators who experience
the disconnect or the problem of unprepared stgdeftdialogue may begin to explore
the ways students under prepared for college-levithg may be assisted or counseled
to other career options.

Even though the study was able to compare the@nsgs of high school English
teachers and college writing instructors to detaenii their perceptions of writing
requirements and expectations were similar or iffe the findings were limited in
scope and cannot be generalized because of toaviiol: the study’s small sample
population is not representative of the educatpupation as a whole; the findings did
not provide the knowledge or the ability to deterenif the shared perceptions of
participants were equivalent to their classroontiixa; and the data on student

perception was narrow and not gathered quantitsitiee comparison.
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Limitations of the Study

The results of this study showed there are siitidarand differences in
perceptions of writing requirements and expectatimirhigh school English teachers and
college writing instructors. It also disclosedace not heard of in past research on this
topic, that of students who are instructed by treshecators. While the study did reveal
these findings, due to the small return of survédg§, possible participants with an initial
return rate of 16% and follow up of 4%, the findsraye limited. Again the findings
exposed the perceptions of both secondary andguustdary students on writing
requirements and expectation, but the number aicgzants in this sample was limited
as well. Furthermore, this study was conductealiaral area of the upper Rocky
Mountains. While this allowed for uniquenesssodimited the variety of participants.
Results determined in this study were interestimgdjiaformational, but have the ability

to expand with future research.

Directions for Future Research

In addition to research that has already beenuwaied around this topic, a need
for future research is still very much needed. é8lasn the scaffolding presented in this
study, an expansion including a combination ofdtevey aspect, classroom observation,
more in-depth interviews, and further inclusiorstifdents is a possible direction for
research. Enlarging the sample, in addition éogtowth of the data components, would
increase the applicability to a larger populati@ther possibilities include collecting

data in relation to writing standards. Explorihg tonnection between classroom
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lessons and the standards to which they are aligregdprovide insight into effective
classroom practice. An additional area of datéectibn in regard to writing
expectations and requirements is actual writingmasnof students throughout high
school, looking at maturity of the writer and compg skills necessary for college-level
writing. This may provide a unique spin on evalugthe preparedness of students for
post-secondary education. Furthermore, investigagacher education programs to see
what instruction future teachers are receivingeathing writing may be beneficial: what
they are taught to focus on, instructional straegind methods they are provided with,
and discussions they participate in consideringctmnection between high school and
college-level writing expectations. With the inased focus in writing with the Common
Core State Standards, writing instruction and stugderformance can be scrutinized. As
students will be writing in all subject areas—nattjin English classes—the opportunity
for continued dialogue among teachers is availaiblee neglected “R” will be examined
more critically as state standards aim for compstevith written composition across
genres and for different purposes. This directi@y deliver insight into the
implementation of writing intensive standards ameirtassociation with the quality of

writing.

Conclusion

This study provided insight into the writing expens and requirements of
educators at the secondary and post-secondargleVlk results demonstrated what

these educators perceived to be the most impatamtents of writing, as well as those
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that are deemed non-essential in the developmestudént writing skills. Furthermore,
commonalities and differences among them helpethaxthe possible conundrum me
experienced teaching at the post-secondary lédatcomes of this study offered
explanations as why the post-secondary studenghtdy me had such dismal and
unacceptable writing skills. Because of the incgieaces in writing requirements and
expectations communicated to students by educdlmg do not have adequate writing
skills to be successful in post-secondary educatic@omplex enigma.

This study was important because it shed lightupe underlying problem; high
school and college educators need to communicate effectively. Itis essential to
understand that aligning expectations and requingsnmaatters. This situation will only
continue if educators do not dialogue and real@a®& ktudent voices are important as
they are part of the solution. Writing is goingdcome more significant with state
standards, as evident in the Common Core Statel&@s where classroom practitioners
are aware of what has been accomplished and wledt te do. The focus on narrative
writing only sets students up for an unrealistiewiof real world writing tasks that await
them. The sense of “I'm a good writer” is not a@ta if the individual cannot perform
basic writing skills such as controlling language @and conventions or writing across
disciplines for varied purposes and different andes. “American education will never
realize its potential as an engine of opportunitgt aconomic growth until a writing
revolution puts language and communication in theaper place in the classroom”
(National Commission on Writing in America’s Scheaind Colleges, 2003, p. 4).

Writing is an integral part of education, carears life. For students, having the writing
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skills needed to be successful is imperative; tivésresponsibility of educators to help

them reach this goal.



99

REFERENCES CITED



100

Abrahamson, P. (1993). Between a rock & a sait:sRe-viewing college prepatory
writing. The English Journal §8), 14-20.

Achieve, Inc. (2008). Closing the expectationg. g&/ashington, D.C.. Author.
Achieve, Inc. (2004). American diploma projecfides what high school graduates

need to know, says many fall shoAchieve, IncRetrieved from
www.achieve.org/american-diploma-project

ACT, Inc. (2013). The ACT writing testACT, Inc. Retrieved from
http://www.act.org/aap/writing/sample/rubric.html

ACT, Inc. (2009).ACT national curriculum surveylowa City: Author.
ACT. (1998).Prediction research summary tablédswa City, IA: Author.
ACT, Inc. (2006).ACT online prep help guiddowa City: Author.

“ACT.” (n.d.). ACT. Retrieved fromhttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ACT _(test)

Acker, S. & Halasek, K. (2008). Preparing highaa students for college-level
writing. The Journal of General Education, (&7, 2-14.

Addison, J. & McGee, S. (2010Writing in high school/writing in college: research
trends and future directionsRetrieved from
fyc.usf.edu/.../Writing%20in%20High%20School%20Writ%620in%20Co

Alexander, C., & Sysko, J. “A study of the cogvitideterminant of generation y’s
entitlement mentality.”"Educational Leadership, 15), 1-6.

Allen, J., Robbins, S., Casillas, A., & Oh, I. (ZQ0Effects of academic performance,
motivation, and social connectedness on third-yedlege retention and transfer
Retrieved fromhttp://sc.edu/fye/events/presentation/annual/20&%/CR-38.pdf

Alreck, P., & Settle, R. (2004)The survey research handbodBoston: McGraw Hill

American Heritage Dictionary. (2010Remedial Houghton Mifflin Harcourt
Publishing Company.

Applebee, A. N. (1993).iterature in the secondary school: Studies of muwlum and
instruction in the United StateBlrbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of
English.



101

Applebee, A., & Langer, J. (2011). The nationtatly of writing instruction: methods
and proceduresSchool of Education, University of Albangetrieved from
http://www.albany.edu/cela/reports/NSWI_2011_ methgutocedures.pdf

Applebee, A.N. & Langer, J. A. (2011). A snapsbibivriting instruction in middle
schools and high schools. English Journal, 100{8)}27. Retrieved from
http://sanmarcoswritingproject.pbworks.com/f/EJ17Applebee.Langer.writing%

5B1%5D.pdf

Atwell, N. (1998). In the middle.Portsmouth: Boynton/Cook Publishing, Inc.

Berlin, J. A. (1982). "Contemporary Composition:€lMajor Pedagogical Theories."
College Englisi4.8 (Dec.): 766-77.

“Board of Regents.” (2014)Board of regents Retrieved from
http://definitions.uslegal.com/b/board-of-regent&¥2

Board of Regent. (2013). Montana University Systtrategic Plan 2013. Retrieved
from http://mus.edu/data/StratPlan/MUS%20Strat%20PI|arf%28%201-30-

13.pdf

Chickering, A.W., & Gamson, Z.F. (1991). ApplyingetSeven Principles for Good
Practice in Undergraduate Education. New Directiong eaching and Learning.
Number 47, Fall 1991. San Francisco: Jossey-Ba&ss In

Clinard, J. (2011)A practical guide to writing proficiencyRetrieved from
www.mus.edu/writingproficiency/APracticalGuideto\WngProficiency.pdf

College Board. (2000)The neglected R: The need for a writing revoluti®etrieved
from http://www.vantagelearning.com/docs/myaccess/néggegpdf

College Board. (2012)The SAT report on college and career readiness2201
Retrieved fromhttp://media.collegeboard.com/homeQOrg/content/pHieport-
college-career-readiness-2012 . pdf

Common Core State Standards Initiative. (2013triBved from
http://www.corestandards.org/

Common Core State Standards Initiative (2012).riRetd from
http://www.corestandards.org/ELA-Literacy/introdioct/key-design-
consideration




102

Common Core State Standards for English Languatge&Literacy in History/Social
Studies, Science, and Technical Subjects. (20R@}rieved from
http://www.corestandards.org/assets/CCSSI_ELAY2Gftas. pdf

Conley, D. (2007). “The challenge of college lieads” Educational Leadership,
64(7), 23-29.

“Content.” (2011). Retrieved froimtp://educator.com/definitions/content-area

Darling-Hammond, L. (2007). “Evaluating ‘No Chileft Behind.” The Nation.
Retrieved fromhttp://www-
leland.stanford.edu/~hakuta/Courses/Ed205X%20WsBstources/LDH_%2E
valuating%20'N0%20Child.pdf

Deci, E.L., & Reeve, J.M. (1996). Elements of tenpetitive situation that affect
intrinsic motivation. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin(28), 24-33.
Retrieved fromhttp://psp.sagepub.com/content/22/1/24

Dey, I. (2007). Grounding categories. In A. Bry&. Charmaz (Eds.)The SAGE
handbook of grounded theofgp. 167-190). London: SAGE Publications Ltd.

“English Language Arts.” (2013). Retrieved frdwtp://www.merriam-
webster.com/dictionary/language%?20arts

Flower, L. (1994)The construction of negotiated meaning: A socignitive theory
of writing. Carbondale, IL: Southern lllinois University Pses

Flower, L, & Hayes, J. R. (1981). A cognitive presaheory of writingCollege
Composition and Communicatiof23, 365-387.

Flower, L., & Hayes, J.R. (1980). The dynamicsamnposing: Making plans and
juggling constraints il€ognitive Processes in Writing: An Interdiscipligar
Approach ed. Lee Gregg and Erwin Steinberg (Hillsdale,:N.dwrence
Erlbaum Associates, 1980), pp. 31-50.

Franke, T. (1986). Predicting writing ability:h& placement testing dilemma.
Language Arts Journal of Michigan(2), 31-35.

Gay, L., Mills, G., & Airasian, P. (2009)Educational research competencies for
analysis and applications9" Edition. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson.

Green, J.P. (2000). The cost of remedial educatiov much Michigan pays when
students falil to learn basic skills. Midland, Migan: Mackinac Center for Public
Policy. Retrieved fronhttp://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED451288.pdf




103

Gibbs, G. R., (2007)'hematic coding and categorizing: Analyzing quaN& data
London: SAGE Publications, Ltd.

Graham, S., & Perin, D. (2007). Writing next: Etige strategies to improve writing of
adolescents in middle and high schools — A remo@arnegie Corporation of
New York. Washington, DC: Alliance for Excellent dhtion.

Greene, J., & Winters, M. (2005). Public High Sdh@eaduation and College-Readiness
Rates: 1991-2002. New York: Manhattan InstituteHolicy Research.

Grove, A. (2011).SAT. Retrieved fromhttp://collegeapps.about.com

Hairston, M. (1982). The winds of change: Thomas#and the revolution in the
teaching of writingCollege Composition and Communicatiq3)3 76-88.

Hershatter, A., & Epstein, M. (2010). Millennialsdathe world of work: An organization
and management perspectiveurnal of Business & Psychology,, Z9.1-223.

Hillocks, G J. (1986). What works in teaching comsifion: A meta-analysis of
experimental treatment studiésnerican Journal of Education, 9333-170.

Howe, N., & Strauss, W. (200@lillennials rising: The next great generatiddew
York: Vintage Books.

Indiana Department of Education. (2012)ignment analysis of English language arts
common core standardfetrieved from
http://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/ccr/ccasd-six-test-analysis-ela-final-
report-public-version-april-5-2012.pdf

“Introduction to ACT.” (2003). Retrieved from
http://lwww.act.org/research/policymakers/National@ulumStudy2003.pdf

Ketter, J., & Pool, J. (2001). Exploring the impata high-stakes direct writing
assessment in two high school classrodresearch in the Teaching of English,
35, 344-393.

Kobrin, J.L., Patterson, B.F., Shaw, E.J., Matt&m., & Barbuti, S.M. (2008).
Validity of the SAT® for Predicting First-Year Celje Grade Point Average.
College Board Research Report. 2008(5). Retriénzea:
http://professionals.collegeboard.com/profdownivadidity of the SAT for Pr
edicting_First_Year_College_Grade_Point_Average.pdf

Mabry, L. (1999, May). Writing to the rubric: Lingag effects of traditional
standardized testing on direct writing assessnintDelta Kappan, 673-679.



104

MATELA. (2004). Montana Association of Teachers of English Languads.
Retrieved fromhttp://opi.mt.gov/matela/

Menary, R. (2007). “Writing as thinking.Language Sciences, &), 621-632.

Montana University System. (n.d.WWriting Proficiency. Retrieved from
http://www.mus.edu/writingproficiency/index.asp

National Council of Teachers of English. (201Eyamework for success in
postsecondary writing. Retrieved from
http://www.ncte.org/library/NCTEFiles/Resources/iloas/Framework%20one-
pager_4-2011.pdf

National Governors Association Center for Best fitas, Council of Chief State School
Officers. (2010). Common Core State Standardstivie: Preparing America’s
students for college and career. Retrieved from
http://www.corestandards.org/the-standards

Norris, D., Oppler, S., Kuang, D., Day, R., & AdanK. (2006).The college board
SAT® writing validation study: An assessment ofgicéive and incremental
validity. College Board Research Report, 2006 R¢trieved from
http://research.collegeboard.org/sites/defaul8fpeblications/2012/7/researchrep
ort-2006-2-sat-writing-validation-predictive-incremtal. pdf

Patton, M.Q. (2002)Qualitative research and evaluation metho@® Edition.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Peer Review. (2003). The neglected “R”: The neea writing revolution. Association
of America’s Colleges and Universities. The Nasib@ommission on Writing in
America’s Schools and Colleges. Retrieved from
http://ehis.ebscohost.com.proxybz.lib.montana.dehg#pdfviewer/pdfviewer?si
d=f715eaec-260c-42b0-bbac-ab3bb700d3d0%40sessitbhbfwid=2&hid=101

Porter, A., McMaken, J., Huang, J., and Yang, R1(3. Common core standards: The
new intended U.S. curriculum. Educational Reseayet¥3). Retrieved from
http://edr.sagepub.com/content/40/3/103

“Post-secondary school.” (2013post-secondary schooRetrieved from
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Post-secondary_school

Reece, S. (2011). CTE and the Common Core Statel&ds.Techniques Retrieved
from www.aceoonline.org




105
Ryan, R.M., & Deci, E.L. (2000). Intrinsic andtersic motivations: Classic
definitions and new directiongContemporary Educational Psychology, 38;
67.

“SAT.” (n.d.). SAT. Retrieved fronhttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/SAT _(test)

Schunk, D.H. (2008 Learning theories: An educational perspectilépper Saddle
River, New Jersey:. Pearson.

Schunk, D. H. & Swartz, C.W. (1993). Goals anagpess feedback: Effects on self-
efficacy and writing achievement. Presented atimerican Educational
Research Associatiomtlanta, GA.

Sperling, M., & Freedman, S, .W.(2001). Researtkvating. In V. Richardson (Ed.),
Handbook of research on teachi(dth ed.), (pp. 370-389). Washington, D.C.:
American Educational Research Association.

Street, B.V. (1993). The new literacy studies. Ir'SBeet( Ed.)Cross-cultural
approaches to literacfpp. 1-21). London: Cambridge University Press.

Sullivan, R. & Nielsen, D. (2009). Is a writingraple necessary for accurate placement.
Journal of Developmental Education, 33(2)13.

Sullivan, P,. & Tinberg, H. (2006). What is "Gadle-Level" Writing? Urbana, Ill:
National Council of Teachers of English. Available
http://wac.colostate.edu/books/collegelevel/

U.S. Department of Education. (2001). No Childtle#hind Act. Retrieved from
http://www?2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/indexlht

White, E. M. 1990. "Language and Reality in Writihgsessment.College Composition
and Communication 41.@lay): 187-99.

“Writing.” (2012). Writing skills. Retrieved from
http://essentialskills.ideascale.com/a/dtd/Revidefinition-for-Writing/103589-
17651




106

APPENDICES



107

APPENDIX A

EDUCATOR SURVEY



108

My name is Mandy Keaster a doctoral student in iCuluim and Instruction conducting
my dissertation research. | am studying writingeotation among educators at the
secondary and post-secondary levels. You aresdhd participate because of your
experience in writing education. This survey Wil asking you questions about your
writing expectations and requirements. Your pgréition is voluntary. You can choose
to not answer questions, and you can stop anytime.

Please email completed survey to mandyflo@hotnaal.c

Gender: Choose an item.
Years of Teaching Experienc&€hoose an item.
Grades You Primarily TeachZhoose an item.

Approximate School EnrollmentChoose an item.

Please choose the appropriaterating per writing skillsfrom the drop down list to the left of each

statement based on how important you view this skill to be for exiting high school seniorsincoming
postsecondary students. 0= of no importance, 1= of littleimportance, 2= of general importance, 3=

of high importance, 4= of essential importance.

Composition Process and Purpose

Determine purpose and audience

Choose an item.

Students employ a writing process to develop their writing.

Choose an item.

Use prewriting, brainstorming, or other techniques of invention

Choose an item.

Use mapping, clustering, outlining, or other organizational tools

Choose an item.

Gather and synthesize resources

Choose an item.

Evaluate source materials critically

Choose an item.

Edit and proofread for usage and mechanics

Choose an item.

Cite sources accurately

Choose an item.

Avoid plagiarism

Choose an item.

Develop one’s own voice as a writer

Choose an item.

Write to explore ideas

Choose an item.

Write to express one’s feelings

Choose an item.

Write to tell a story through fiction or nonfictions

Choose an item.

Write to analyze literature

Choose an item.

Write to convey information

Choose an item.

Write to argue or persuade readers

Choose an item.

Write to describe a process or how to do something

Choose an item.

Write to present research

Choose an item.

Topic and |dea Development

Present a thesis that establishes focus on the topic

Choose an item.
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Maintain a focus on the general topic throughout a piece of writing

Choose an item.

Narrow the focus to a specific issue within the general topic

Choose an item.

Provide appropriate context or background information for readers

Choose an item.

Develop ideas by using some specific reasons, details, and examples

Choose an item.

Take and maintain a position on an issue

Choose an item.

Support claims with multiple and appropriate sources of evidence

Choose an item.

Differentiate between assertions and evidence

Choose an item.

Fairly and accurately represent different points of view on an issue

Choose an item.

Anticipate and respond to counterarguments to a position taken on an
issue

Choose an item.

Determine the appropriateness of wording for audience and purpose

Choose an item.

Determine whether a piece of writing has accomplished its intended
purpose

Choose an item.

Organization, Unity, and Coherence

Provide an adequate organization with a logical grouping of ideas

Choose an item.

Use discernible introductions and conclusions

Choose an item.

Use appropriate transition words and phrases

Choose an item.

Use effective transition sentences to connect paragraphs

Choose an item.

Use conjunctive adverbs to show time relationships (e.g., then, this
time)

Choose an item.

Word Choicein Terms of Style, Tone, Clarity, and Economy

Maintain consistency of tone

Choose an item.

Choose words and images that are specific, precise, and clear in terms of

their context

Choose an item.

Use appropriate vocabulary

Choose an item.

Delete obviously synonymous and wordy material in a sentence

Choose an item.

Use varied words and images

Choose an item.

Avoid vague pronouns (i.e., pronouns without a clear antecedent)

Choose an item.

Determine the clearest and most logical conjunction to link clauses

Choose an item.

Assessment and I nstruction

Use rubrics for assessment

Choose an item.

Provide verbal feedback to students

Choose an item.

Provide written feedback to students

Choose an item.

Talk with students about the importance of receiving and considering
feedback

Choose an item.

Have students compose multiple drafts and revisions

Choose an item.

Use peer editing

Choose an item.

Conduct one-on-one conferences with students

Choose an item.

Demonstrate to students how to revise writing

Choose an item.

Provide students with examples of effective writing

Choose an item.
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Students reflect on writing as part of the writing process Choose an item.

Teach specific strategies for how to revise drafts into more polished final | Choose an item.
versions.

Model the writing process for students Choose an item.

Model the revision process for student Choose an item.

Model how to receive and reflect on feedback Choose an item.
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My name is Mandy Keaster a doctoral student in iCuluim and Instruction conducting
my dissertation research. | am studying writingeotation among educators at the
secondary and post-secondary levels. You aresdd participate because of your
experience in writing education. This survey Wil asking you questions about your
writing expectations and requirements. Your pgréition is voluntary. You can choose
to not answer questions, and you can stop anytime.

1. What do you see as the most important aspects of student writing?

2. How much emphasis do you personally put on student writing in the classroom?

3. How do you show that emphasis?

4. How would you describe the teacher’s role in student writing?

5. How do students learn the underlying skills and strategies of effective writing?

6. How do you focus on the writing process in your instruction?

7. How do you evaluate student writing?

8. How do you provide feedback to students concerning their writing?

9. How and to what extent are students’ writing products collected, displayed, or
published in your classroom?

10. What do you see as the greatest challenge in developing students’ abilities in
writing?

11. What do you think are the best ways to teach and encourage writing?

12. How much emphasis do you place on teaching appropriate vocabulary, grammar
usage, sentence structure?

13. How would you describe high quality writing instruction?

14. How would you describe a student who has high quality writing skills?
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My name is Mandy Keaster a doctoral student in iCuluim and Instruction conducting
my dissertation research. | am studying writingeotation among educators at the
secondary and post-secondary levels. You aresdd participate because of your
experience in writing education. This survey Wil asking you questions about your
writing expectations and requirements. Your pgréition is voluntary. You can choose
to not answer questions, and you can stop anytime.
1. How do people learn to write?
2. How did you learn to write?
3. What does one have to do in order to be a good writer?
4. What is the easiest part of writing for you? What do you do well?
5. What is the hardest part of writing for you? What do you need to work on?
6. What are the qualities of good writing?
7. How do your teachers decide which pieces of writing are the good ones?
8. What is the best piece of writing you’ve ever done? What makes it so good?
9. What helps you the most to make your writing better?
10. What kind of response helps you the most as a writer? Who gives you that
response?
11. Why is it important to be able to write well?

12. What do you like about writing?

13. What do you think the connections are between reading and writing?



