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ABSTRACT

This doctoral study investigated the use and implaation of interactive writing as an
instructional method for primary teachers in Tekdsicational Service Center Region 2. The
descriptive study involved 152 survey respondentseaght interview participants. The primary
instrument was a questionnaire (Interactive Writthwgvey) that solicited data from teachers on
their definition of interactive writing, the use ioteractive writing, and variations on the
implementation of interactive writing. Additionajlgin interview protocol was used to allow
participants to expand on the use of interactiiingrand how interactive writing supported the
reading and writing connection. Data were colleactedng the spring 2010 semester and
analyzed by frequency and cross-tabulations. Iitiadgda Chi-analysis was conducted on two
of the survey questions.

The analysis of data suggested that primary teachelerstood elements of interactive
writing and were able to define interactive writiag an instructional method. The data also
suggested that primary teachers implemented inteeaeriting during a weekly timeframe.
Additionally, there was no statistically signifidarelationship between how often interactive
writing was implemented and grade level taught. d&i@ also indicated that participants had
complete freedom with the implementation of intékecwriting. However, the analysis
indicated that there was no statistically significeelationship between the extent of freedom on
the implementation of interactive writing and graeheel taught. In addition, the data suggested
that primary teachers used pre-planned schedulestévactive writing and primarily

implemented interactive writing during whole graaptruction.



The findings suggest that those teachers who regabare knowledgeable about
interactive writing and are consistent in the wagytuse it. Further research is needed to explore
other grade levels’ use and implementation of adtve writing, identify various types of
literature used to support interactive writing, ameestigate the implementation of technological

elements during interactive writing lessons.
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Chapter |
Introduction

Writing is a critical skill and intricate elementaaily communication. It is through
writing that we express messages, solidify our ¢fnds, and capture feelings and expressions.
Writers formulate the ideas for their messagesag tycle through the various steps of the
writing process and convey their thoughts througimigue written form. As children enter
school, they are determined to express their pnnotvledge and oral language development by
making marks on paper to represent their thou@tiddren are eager to draw, write letters, and
produce scribble marks as they connect to the g&rawves, 1983). Young writers structure and
modify their writing to closely mimic the writterigres that encompass their surroundings.
Therefore, it is crucial for teachers to providieefive writing instruction during the beginning
stages of the writing process and transform yobinkers into young writers.
Writing Development

Children begin experimenting with the beginninggsts of writing as they play at home,
interact outside, and investigate their surrounslif@homsky (1971) emphasized that young
children start writing before they receive formaituag instruction. In fact, Graves (1983)
suggested that children express the beginning stafgbe writing process by marking objects
and expressing their thoughts through scribbles. @rbduct of these beginning writing marks
can be seen on walls, cars, sidewalk, paper, aalétubards.

Children develop as writers as they structure amdnosunicate their thoughts into a
written form. Past researchers (Calkins, 1994; Clay5; Graves, 1983) maintained that young
children progress in their writing as they cycleotigh and experiment with the various stages of

the writing process. In fact, it has been noted ¢hddren pass through the stages of the writing



process naturally and not necessarily in ordeny(875). Writing theorists (Gentry, 2005;
Teale & Sulzby, 1986) emphasized that the stagesibhg are often predictable and
developmental in nature. According to Gardner (3980me written elements produced during
the beginning stages of the writing process andlsless, marks, and letter-like symbols. As
children progress in their writing, they begin teate drawings or pictures to represent their
writing. As emergent writers develop through thavdng phase, they capture thoughts and
imitate writing through illustrations.

The next stage of the writing process is the ataleéling and providing strands of
letters. During this stage, children may use metiefs or alphabetic representations to create a
message. Clay (1975) suggested that when childagtupe letters or mock letters during this
stage, those letters convey meaning, express @@mmughts, and often resemble formal
written pieces. As children develop as writersythegin to apply letters and create words by
hearing and recording sounds. This stage of wrirtgansitional in nature. Ehri (1987)
purported that children practice and invent wordsmd) this stage, as they segment and decode
words phonetically. Invented spelling allows chédito produce words based on their
understanding of the written language (Fountas@éll, 1999). Clay (1975) emphasized that
during this developmental stage, children will pasgfully write messages based on their
knowledge of language, letters, letter sounds vemale words.

Ultimately, young writers become proficient in theiriting as they progress through and
experiment with each stage of writing. Dahl andngar(2003) maintained that novice writers
investigate aspects of the writing process as tioayey their thoughts and transform their

writings into conventional pieces.



Writing Instruction for Young Children

Children develop strong connections to what thayrlevhen they are provided with
powerful instructional methods and opportunitiespply their own learning. Graves (1991)
emphasized that, “When writing is taught well, vleva children to discover the place of writing
in their lives right now, not at some abstract fattime. We also explore and confirm together
the relationship of writing to speaking and readifpy 48). For decades, writing theorists
(Cunningham, 2000; Morrow & Strickland, 2000; Rea871) have observed and documented
effective writing methods used to support the depelental needs of young emerging writers. In
addition, most of these instructional writing mededave focused on language development and
the personal experiences centered around writihgewthers have focused on spelling,
stretching out words, and handwriting skills (Cla991; Goodman, 1993; McKenzie, 1985;
Pinnell & McCarrier, 1994). Some of the instructbmriting methods structured and designed
around the developmental needs of young writelisidigcthe language experience approach,
shared writing, writer’'s workshop, and interactieting. Regardless of the selected writing
method, the common thread that is interwoven antleage forms of writing instruction is the
idea of the teacher providing modeling, scaffoldiaugd ongoing support. In fact, Clay’s (1975)
research confirmed the notion that when childrengiwen powerful writing instruction and the
opportunity to write, they develop crucial elemewitsvriting such as letters and sounds,
concepts of print, concepts of words, and the atrecof their writing.

Thus, teachers become the key component to thielisktaent of strong writing skills
and the development of young writers. They mustehsttategies for writing in a structured
framework that is conducive to the developmenhefrtstudents (Routman, 2000). Hence, it is

crucial that educators utilize various instructiog@proaches to writing and implement powerful



writing strategies that support student succesgamdiice strong, proficient writers and
thinkers.
I nteractive Writing

Interactive writing, an instructional writing metthased for young children, derived from
the language experience approach (LEA). The corafegnt LEA lesson is centered on oral
language development and personal experiencesq@stiirner, 1963; Smith, 2002). During an
LEA session, children freely dictate their idead arperiences on a particular topic as the
teacher acts as the scribe (McCarrier, Pinnell p&rftas, 2000). Elements from LEA were
utilized to develop the writing method known asrskawriting (McKenzie, 1985). Shared
writing lessons are grounded in an event or a shaxperience. A shared writing lesson enables
the teacher to the write the text while the chidogally negotiate the written piece and are
engaged in the structure of the writing processt(Bi Johnson, & Furgerson, 1996).

Shared writing experiences were used as the framkef@othe development of
interactive writing (Pinnell & McCarrier, 1994).teractive writing instruction is grounded by
Vygotsky’s (1978) idea of scaffolding and workintlae child’s zone of proximal development.
An interactive writing lesson is the collaboratwindeas where children have the opportunity to
express their thoughts and interact with languangktiae fluid nature of the writing process.
Teachers and students act as a team of writerge Wielpen is shared between the two (Boroski,
2004). One of the main features of interactive imgithat distinguishes it from shared writing is
the process of the children contributing to thetimgi by sharing the pen (Button et al., 1996). In
addition, interactive writing involves the ideathé teacher making purposeful scaffolding
decisions that support each child’s academic n@afidsy, 1999). Together, these features of

interactive writing allow teachers to provide exflistudent-driven writing instruction.



Interactive writing is a powerful instructional appch to writing that was specifically
designed for primary children. Interactive writimyolves the collaboration, organization,
structure, and meaning of a written piece (Buttbal ¢ 1996). More specifically, interactive
writing has been defined as a writing event thabi&aborative in nature and actively involves
the composition of sentences, the phrases of wardsthe layout of a written piece (McCarrier
et al., 2000). With the implementation of interaetivriting, children have the opportunity to
become proficient and knowledgeable as independetars.

Collom (2004) explained that during interactivetug lessons, teachers and children
meaningfully construct text by collaboratively worg through the written message and writing
the text as a team. Together, with the suppot@teacher, children negotiate the text, hear
sounds, and practice the conventions of spelliveniting. The goal of interactive writing is to
scaffold writing instruction so that students h#we opportunity to be successful while the
teacher gradually releases instructional suppdnodgh this process, students develop a strong
understanding of writing and are able to incorpothat instructional elements of interactive
writing into their own individual written pieces turn, interactive writing becomes what
Boroski (2004) referred to as a “bridge” (p. 4)xhe development of a young proficient writer.

Interactive writing lessons can be structured inotwes ways. Often, lessons are
conducted in either a whole group setting or wimall group of childrerDuring an interactive
writing lesson, the teacher will often sit neareasel as the children surround her on the carpet.
The teacher is positioned so that each child is ttbl/iew the writing and participate in the
process. Scholars (Atwell, 1998; Calkins, 1994 gasted that writing in front of children
improves both oral and written languaBefore the writing begins, the teacher and thedcér

discuss ideas and thoughts about the composititimeo#ritten piece. The writing is centered on



a shared experience and the teacher and childtiaatively reflect on the experience as they
write (Williams, 2011).

Interactive writing is an important and powerfulithmg method. To begin with,
interactive writing supports the activation of primowledge through the implementation of
shared experiences. When teachers encourage chitdestivate prior knowledge, they enable
them to make connections to the writing processdidition, interactive writing allows teachers
to plan out their writing lesson to support thedsraic needs of each student. Interactive writing
lessons can be divided into segments to furthdtligigt various elements of the writing process
such as hearing and recording sounds and conceptsb

Teachers can explicitly guide and support childhlenugh the writing process during an
interactive writing lesson (Sherry, 2010). The angasupport provided by teachers enables
children to practice skills that they may find maofeallenging at an independent level. During a
lesson, children are given the opportunity to pcacthe mechanics of writing, word application,
and the concept of directionality. Thus, interagtivriting lessons allow children to practice
writing strategies and transfer those skills ititeit own independent pieces (McCarrier et al.,
2000).
Statement of the Problem

In the past, researchers have investigated vaaspects of interactive writing. Some of
the research has been qualitative in nature anddssibed lessons and interactions between
both teachers and students (Howell, 2008; Patte&cdmaller & Clemens, 2008; Williams &
Lundstrom, 2007). One study in particular descritheddiscourse and interactions that occurred
in a preschool classroom during interactive writiegsons (Howell, 2008). After 13 weeks, the

researcher concluded that the discourse and itii@mamccurred as the students progressed



through the writing process. More specifically,dgnts had meaningful interactions as they
transcribed, composed, and read pieces duringacttee writing lessons (Howell, 2008). Other
research (Filippini, 2009; Jones, 2008; Pinnell &B4rrier, 1994; Roth, 2009) has focused on
the effects of interactive writing as an instrunibmethod for beginning writers and the impact
interactive writing has had on the phonemic devalept of young children. In one study,
researchers (Button et al., 1996) observed kindenga&hildren during 30 minute sessions of
interactive writing instruction. To measure acadegrowth, Clay’s (1993pDbservation Survey
of Early Literacy Achievememtas used at the beginning and end of the scha@ol yée study
concluded that children made the most academicthrowtheir ability to hear and record
sounds in words (Button et al., 1996).

Other researchers (Craig, 2006; O’Connor, 2004hR2209) have documented the
effects of interactive writing as an instructionathod and the impact interactive writing had on
letter recognition, sound knowledge, print awarsnasd the phonemic development of
beginning writers. However, there is a limited urstinding on how teachers define interactive
writing as a writing strategy. Therefore, the catreesearch warrants a description on primary
teachers’ use and implementation of interactiveimgias an instructional method. This
descriptive study examined how primary teachethénEducational Service Center (ESC)
Region 2 used interactive writing and describedatimns on the implementation of interactive
writing. The uniqueness of ESC Region 2 must besicened when discussing the problem.
Residents in the ESC Region 2 area have been eejtorhave an increase in at-risk youth, and
the poverty rate was noted as being high (Cas@blR More specifically, a large number of
economically disadvantaged students were documamfBde Office of the Texas Comptroller’s

report for the 2009-2010 school year (Window orte&s@overnment, 2010). Considering the



large number of at-risk students in the regiors drucial to learn if teachers are implementing
instructional methods, specifically in writing, theupport the academic needs of these students.
Thus, the acquisition of interactive writing asiastructional method is valuable for curriculum
supervisors, administrators, and literacy coached, will provide an insight on the use and
implementation of interactive writing.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this inquiry was to determine ifffary teachers in the ESC Region 2
area were implementing interactive writing as astrirctional method and reveal any variations
on the definition of interactive writing that magve existed among primary teachers. The
principal objective was to describe how primarycteas in ESC Region 2 defined and
implemented interactive writing as part of theirrczulum. The second objective was to describe
how interactive writing supported the reading andimg connection for primary teachers in
ESC Region 2. The final objective of this study wasonduct follow-up interviews to further
describe the teachers’ perceptions regarding tipeementation of interactive writing as a
method for writing instruction. The following reseh questions guided this study:

1. What are the variations on the definition of intéhze writing among primary

teachers in the Education Service Center Regiae&&ho are implementing
interactive writing?
2. How are primary teachers in ESC Region 2 implemenititeractive writing?
3. How does interactive writing support the readind amiting connection for primary

teachers in ESC Region 27?



Significance of the Study

Although a wealth of research has investigatedactere writing and the effects of
interactive writing as an instructional methodgagh has not examined primary teachers’
knowledge and understanding of interactive writiMigre specifically, no research has explored
the extent to which primary teachers in ESC Reg@iamplemented interactive writing and how
they defined interactive writing as an instructibmethod. The acquisition of such knowledge
will contribute to the existing body of researchfbgusing on the use and implementation of
interactive writing. This information is valuablerfteachers, literacy coaches, principals, and
curriculum supervisors, as it will deepen the ustierding and usage of interactive writing as

part of literacy development.



Definition of Terms

Education Service Centers

Guided Reading

20 educational centeossithe state of Texas developed to
increase student performance and school operations.
Small group reading instruction 8asereading abilities. During
guided reading instruction, children read leveledks while the
teacher takes notes, provides support, and offextegies for

reading (Fountas & Pinnell, 1996).

Independent School District Public school districtsprimary and secondary education

Interactive Writing

Invented Spelling

Language Experience

Approach

Low SES

which are controlled by the state or local gaveent.

A writing strategy that enableschers and students to collaborate
ideas, hear sounds in words, and implement corvendf writing
in order to compose a written piece by sharingpine throughout
the process (McCarrier et al., 2000).

Independent writing where thddcchiretches out words by hearing

and recording sounds.

A learner-centered approach to readingdan the student’s
personal experiences. The experiences are develyptbhe
student and written by the teacher. The storieshee reread by
the student and the teacher until the learner stales written
language (McCormick, 1988).

A district or campus with a low socioecomostatus. These

schools often have fewer resources and a highesrporate.
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Primary Teacher

Reading First

Region 2

Shared Writing

South Texas

Title One

Writer's Workshop

An educator who teaches kindenggiitst grade, or second
grade.

A government mandated reading proghatfocused on five
areas of reading instruction. Phonemic awarenéss)igs,
vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension are thedreas of
reading instruction included under the Readingtfrsgram.

An Educational Service Center regioated in South
Texas

An instructional approach to wigtithat allows children to
dictate their thoughts in a message or sté&gyflorm as the
teacher acts as the scribe and writes the messa
(McKenzie, 1985).

A region in Texas situated betweenfs@mnio and the Rio
Grande Valley.

A government funded program for high ptywschools. The
program was designed to support students who aigdered
academically at risk.

Writing instruction for beginnimgriters in which the teacher
provides explicit instruction during mini-lessoi&hildren write
independently as the teacher purposefully conféifs specific

children (McCarrier et al., 2000).
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Summary

Interactive writing is an instructional methodttsapports letter sound recognition,
sentence structure, and the layout of a writteh teis a powerful instructional method that
allows teachers to share the writing with the stisslend focus on specific writing skills. This
study examined how primary teachers in ESC RegidesZribed and implemented interactive
writing as part of their writing framework. The damtion of the understanding and
implementation of interactive writing has implicats for teachers, principals, literacy coaches,
and curriculum supervisors in the preparation aedton of professional development for
primary teachers.

This chapter provided an overview on the importasfosriting instruction for young
children. In addition, the history of interactiveitmg, the structure and implementation of
interactive writing, and the importance of interaetwriting instruction in primary classrooms
was addressed in this chapter. Past and currezdnadson interactive writing was also discussed
and reviewed in the chapter. Finally, an explamatas provided on how the research would
add to the body of knowledge about interactiveimgitand how it is being used in primary

classrooms.
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Chapter 2
Review of Literature

This review of literature presents a brief desaipbn writing development, writing
instruction for young children, and the historyimteractive writing. This section also addresses
how researchers have defined interactive writingridtions on the use and implementation of
interactive writing in the classroom are also dssa&d in this chapter. Additionally, a description
of how interactive writing supports the reading arding connection is addressed in this
chapter. Finally, this section includes a revievstidies that have investigated various aspects
of interactive writing. These studies have bee lopialitative and quantitative in nature and
have examined interactive writing as an instru@lonethod and the discourse and interactions
that occur during interactive writing sessions {§ra006; Howell, 2008).

For years, researchers have discussed the impertdieaching writing to young
children (Clay, 1991; Cunningham & Allington, 2008¢Catrrier et al, 2000). Scholars
(Calkins, 1994; Kissel, 2008) have investigatedotas writing methods and discussed how these
methods support the instructional needs of yountgrgr One writing method in particular, is
interactive writing. In many instances, interactwiting was found to support letter and sound
knowledge, concepts of print, and conventions eflsyy. Researchers (Craig, 2006; Jones,
2008; Pinnell & McCarrier, 1994; Roth, 2009) focdsm the effects of interactive writing as an
instructional method for beginning writers and timpact interactive writing had on the
phonemic development of young children. More rdgenésearchers investigated interactive
writing from a qualitative perspective. Howell (B)@®xamined the discourse and interactions

that surfaced during daily interactive writing less. Although interactive writing has been
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studied and examined for years, it is still unaarteow primary teachers define and implement
interactive writing as part of their daily curricuh.
Stages of Writing for Young Children

Writing is a developmental process that enabldsli@n to translate and express their
thoughts and ideas. It is a way for children tangaeir voices as writers and share personal
meaning. Writing enables learners to express, de&¢cand clarify personal connections to
events and interactions. In addition, writing cdnites to the development and realization of
one’s personal self. From an early age, childraml¢éo connect and communicate with their
world by talking, interacting, marking, and drawif@ardner, 1980). In fact, children learn
aspects of writing prior to entering the schootisgt(Calkins, 1994; Graves, 1983). These
writing experiences are encountered through thgiosure to books and various literary
elements within their environment (Ferreiro, 19A8ath, 1983).

Past research (Dyson, 2002; Ehri & Roberts, 20@6)facused on alphabetic elements of
writing, physical features of writing, and how ahién reread their written pieces. Researchers
(Calkins, 1994; Gentry, 2005) suggested that younigrs develop as they progress through
linear stages of the writing process. Gardner (188Qgested that children engage in elements
of beginning writing as they experiment with syngyaharks, and scribbles. Gentry (2005)
described this early stage of writing as a pretagistate that is consistent with random marks
and scribble formations. These written forms altdwdren to develop an awareness of the
writing process as they experiment with written ksar

As early writers experiment with the beginning s&gf writing, they develop concrete
experiences that support alphabetic features andaproficient writing. Children begin to

develop as writers as they express their thoughtsdmating drawings or pictures. These
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drawings are used to represent feelings, thoughtsconvey meaning. Children often read their
drawings and discuss the meaning behind theitifitisns. The graphic representation of
thoughts and ideas allows children to develop aekgrand encourages confidence in their
writing abilities Schickedanz, 1999

The next stage of the writing process is the ataleéling and providing strands of
letters. This phase of writing is based on an arpantal process where children begin forming
intentions for their written pieces. Early writéhénk, organize, reflect, and record personal
events. Often, children at this stage begin exprggkeir knowledge of print by producing
symbols or the continuation of random letters (@elk1983). The symbols or strands of letters
produced by children during this stage are repitesieoy mock letters, scribble marks, and letter
formations. Additionally, young writers begin recoging the relationship between sounds and
symbols.

During the next stage of the writing process, akitdapply letters and create words
based on the sounds they hear. Invented spelliagleselopmental process in writing where
children practice the process of writing by heasngnds and recording them as they write their
message (Clay, 1991). Read’s (1971) study on tamaation of preschool children’s writing
abilities was the pioneer study for invented spglliRead’s study identified spelling patterns and
spelling behaviors of young writers. Additionaliyhomsky (1971) suggested that during the
process of invented spelling, children record wdrdsed on their knowledge of letters, their
understanding of sounds, and their understandingpads and language. When children practice
invented spelling, they record the word based amddknowledge or the way in which they
believe the word is spelled (Morrow & Strickland®; Read, 1971). During the developmental

process of invented spelling, a child may use glsiletter to represent an entire word or a
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syllable. Ehri (1987) described this stage of wgtas being “semi-phonetic” (p. 10). At this
stage, words are phonetically written and are afégmesented with the beginning and ending
sounds (Ehri, 1987). Additionally, as children giee the process of invented spelling, they
begin to analyze their understanding of languaget,@and letter sounds.

Wilde (1999) suggested that children who used iteaspelling benefited from the
process of analyzing sounds and were noted as being independent in their writing. Invented
spelling allows children to focus on the proceswnfing by enabling them to develop phonetic
elements. The development of phonemic awarenesthanthderstanding of sounds and
symbols become crucial elements for children toassthey convey their thoughts into a written
form. Henry (1999) suggested that children grow dexklop as writers as they stretch out
sounds and develop an awareness of phonics.

The final stages of the writing process are theveahonal and proficient stages.

During the conventional stage of the writing praceshildren understand most elements of
writing and are able to structure their writingaiiormal manner. Often, children at this stage are
able to develop more complex forms of writing antl apply punctuation marks and spelling
principles to their written pieces (McCarrier et &000). When children enter the proficient
stage of writing, they are formal in their writiagilities and are able to write personal, complex
pieces. In addition, proficient writers develop téemn pieces for multiple purposes and are
proficient with the mechanics of writing (Calkirt994). Ultimately, children become proficient
in their writing as they cycle through and expemtneith each stage of the writing process.
Teaching Writing to Young Children

Writing is a complex process that enables childoeconstruct and develop pathways to

support alphabetic principles, conventions of pramid learn how words work. During early
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writing experiences, children begin to understdreddtructure of language and how words
represent thoughts and ideas. As young writersrpssgthey establish connections between the
visual features of letters and the meaning behiedbmposed piece.

Children develop as writers when they are stratdlyi and purposefully taught the
foundations of writing and when they are able tplaphe learned features of writing (McCarrier
et al., 2000). Through ongoing writing experienagsldren gain the ability to transfer learned
strategies and writing features into their own peledent writing. Richards and Hawes (2003)
maintained that children must be given opportusiteewrite and practice aspects of the writing
process. They further explained that writing oppoities allow children to grow as writers and
develop writing strategies as they experiment, editl revise learned writing features. Stellakis
and Kondyli (2004) purported that writing instruetishould be structured around daily
interactions, meaning based experiences, and ativezaactivities. Children, in turn, become
stronger and more proficient in their ability toiteras they are continuously given occasions in
which to practice the writing process. Thereforés crucial for teachers to provide writing
opportunities that instructionally support the nreetibeginning writers.

During early writing experiences, teachers mustifoon meaningful opportunities that
support the developmental progression of the vgrifirocess. Teachers must go beyond the
identification of letters and sounds to support eyaet writers. Instead, writing instruction must
be multifaceted and explicit to support the develeptal needs of emergent writers (McCarrier
& Patacca, 1999). To support the theory of explroltifaceted instruction, researchers
(Cunningham & Allington, 2003; Routman, 2005) foed®n various elements and key features

of early writing instruction. Extensive writing espences, purposeful modeling, and explicit
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teacher support are a few of the key elementg¢hahers must include during early writing
instruction (Kissel, 2008).

Clay’s (1975) study revealed specific developmewtating elements that children
obtained when they were provided with opportuniteesdevelopmentally appropriate writing
instruction. More specifically, her observationsyofing writers suggested that during early
writing opportunities, children develop the undansting of print, the understanding of letter and
sounds, and the understanding of words and howsaadvey meaning (Clay, 1975).

Kissel (2008) described a framework for early iwgtinstruction. The framework
emphasized the importance of basing the writing shared experience, so that all children have
the opportunity to contribute in the writing. Ki$seiggested that teachers must model and
demonstrate elements of writing during each stdgleeowriting process. An additional feature
of the framework included the idea of studentsisigatheir writing and contributing to the
composition of the written piece (Kissel, 2008).

Writing instruction for emergent learners must uat® instructional elements that are
developmentally appropriate. The instruction msbhsed on personal experiences to allow
children to develop oral language and phonologeareness. Scholars (Clay, 1991; Routman,
2000; Cunningham & Allington, 2003; Kissel, 2008)ghasized the importance of modeling,
sharing, and communicating thoughts and ideas guvniting instruction. Additionally,
emergent writing instruction must actively fostegagegies to support print concepts, letter and
sound knowledge, and the mechanics of writing (Meb®99; McCarrier & Patacca, 1999).
Overall, the teacher must provide explicit, muttéged instruction that supports the

developmental needs of emergent writers.
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I nteractive Writing

While several different people utilized elementsapiguage experience (Smith, 2002),
Sylvia Ashton-Warner (1963) put the components witat is today called the language
experience approach (LEA). This writing method pdeg children with the opportunity to
create a written piece based on their own expegg(Button et al., 1996). With the LEA, the
structure and oral language of children are writignthe teacher in hopes of capturing the
experience (McCarrier et al., 2000).

From the LEA, McKenzie (1985) developed a writingthod known as shared writing.
Shared writing is grounded in an experience oneameshared by each of the students. It
involves children as active members of the writtemposition. With shared writing, the teacher
and students devise a plan for the writing and tiagothe text as the piece is written by the
teacher. In addition, shared writing lessons alitwidren to notice patterns within the writing
and connection between letters and sight words\@#i& Fountas, 1998). Ultimately, each
shared writing piece becomes reading materialttadents to go back and revisit (McCarrier et
al., 2000).

Researchers from Ohio State University reevalualeshents form McKenzie’s (1985)
writing framework and developed interactive writifRjnnell & McCarrier, 1994). Like the
LEA, teachers demonstrate the use of oral langaagenodel reading and writing behaviors.
However, with interactive writing, children contute to the writing by sharing the pen
(McCarrier et al., 2000). According to McCarrieragt (2000), “Interactive writing is a
cooperative event in which teacher and childrentipicompose and write text. Not only do they
share the decision about what they are going ttewthey also share the duties of scribe” (p. 1).

This process allows children to actually write pors of the piece and become active members
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of the writing process (Button et al., 1996). Withs & Pilonieta (2012) suggested that the
process of sharing the pen during the writing afidar students to be further connected and
focused on particular concepts within the writtégcp. In addition, the process of sharing the
pen provides opportunities for children to discoagpects of phonemic awareness, letter and
sound recognition, and spelling patterns (Willia®kerry, Robinson, & Hungler, 2012).
Researchers (Boroski, 2004; Collom, 2004) emphddizat the process of sharing the pen
provides children with the opportunity to practgpecific elements of writing with the
instructional support of the teacher.

An important facet of interactive writing whichuslike LEA is the idea that the writing
lesson involves an increase in scaffolding decsimade by the teacher. The teacher makes
these scaffolding decisions by specifically seteg8tudents based on their academic and
developmental needs. The scaffolding decisionsamphted during interactive writing lessons
are grounded in Vygotsky’s (1978) theory of workatgeach child’s zone of proximal
development. At this level of development, the esenakes purposeful decisions and releases
support during the interactive writing lesson. Wheschers provide explicit instruction and
scaffold learning, they establish essential opputites for students to develop and grow as
learners (Williams et al., 2012). Williams et adsdribed how the concept of having students
practice writing elements prior to writing on timearactive writing chart enables teachers to
explicitly scaffold instruction while asking studsmjuestions as they practice the writing. The
process of asking questions and providing instoneti support enabled students to develop more
challenging writing skills. Furthermore, as thectear challenges the students and works beside
them, she allows them to practice aspects of wyititth support and guidance (McCarrier et al.,

2000).
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These instructional decisions provide strategicppseful support for children to
accomplish challenging, more difficult tasks. Wilg®99) suggested that teachers should use
interactive writing as a carefully planned writiagperience to enable children to learn at a level
above their independent abilities. To support tieaiof a carefully planned interactive writing
lesson, teachers must develop an instructionaltplaise as a guide during the lesson. Scholars
(Crippen, 2004; McCarrier & Patacca, 1999) empleakthe importance of using anecdotal
notes or documentation to select students duringngiessons. Other researchers (Button et al.,
1996; Pinnell & McCarrier, 1994; Williams & Lundsin, 2007) used assessment data to guide
and support the instructional decisions made duamateractive writing session. Pre-planned
schedules, assessment data, and teacher obses\altom teachers to scaffold instruction and
purposefully select students based on their acarieesdds (McCarrier et al., 2000). Thus,
interactive writing is a powerful instructional rhet that allows teachers to explicitly hone in on
each child’s academic strengths and needs.

In addition, with the implementation of interactmweiting, teachers have the ability to
provide students with powerful writing strategibattenable them to become proficient writers.
Interactive writing is a collaborative writing expence where the teacher and the students work
as a team to create a piece of writing which hatéaning and truth to the children who created
the piece. This type of writing instruction canuigized to support various curricular aspects
within the classroom, and in turn, can become tidgb to support independent writing, shared
writing, and other forms of writing instruction (@son et al., 2008). Interactive writing is
guided by the teacher with the support and idedlseo€hildren who are involved in the process
of the written piece. The goal of interactive wigiis to provide children with the power to

capture and extend their ideas through a writtatestent. Interactive writing lessons enable
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children to gain a greater understanding of thectitire and organization of various types of
writing genres (Pinnell & Fountas, 1998).

Interactive writing allows young children to beconmnected to the various stages of
the writing process. With the teacher’s supporiideén build upon their oral language, gain
stronger phonemic abilities, read the created pi@ae apply learned writing skills. McCarrier et
al. (2000) stated the following:

Through interactive writing, children become appieas, working alongside a more

expert writer, their teacher. Everyone in the grbap the opportunity to see a clear

demonstration of the process of producing a pi¢eaiting—from thinking about and

composing the message to using the written progpic®)
This form of early writing instruction enables ahién to take risks with their writing. During an
interactive writing lesson, children are given a@paortunity to try and apply new things to their
writing. Dorn, French, and Jones (1998) purported interactive writing is a powerful writing
technique that allows children to gain and applc@l concepts in both reading and writing.
Interactive writing provides instructional writingteractions that emphasize problem solving
writing strategies.

With an apprenticeship approach to writing, sucineyactive writing, the teacher and
the students work as a team to build and constneeiningful writing experiences (McCarrier et
al., 2000). The teacher acts as a guide and sugppach child as they experience new tasks
throughout the writing process. An interactive mgtexperience provides opportunities for
children to apply learned knowledge about the ngifprocess into meaningfully constructed
pieces. As children construct a written piece dyimteractive writing, they build upon their

literacy knowledge and experience the concept dfngrfor practical purposes (Sipe, 2001).
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For years, researchers (Roth, 2009; Schaefer, 200Hams & Hufnagel, 2005)
suggested that interactive writing should be im@atad as part of the daily or weekly reading
and writing curriculum. Schaefer (2004) purportedttthe implementation of daily or weekly
interactive writing sessions supported the devekuof oral language, listening skills, and
writing skills. Daily or weekly interactive writingpportunities enabled young writers to practice
and apply learned writing patterns and featurestoBiet al. (1996) implemented daily
interactive writing lessons during a yearlong studty kindergarten students. The findings for
the study suggested that the application of datigractive writing lessons increased the
development of phonemic awareness, letter recagnisound recognition, and word recognition
(Button et al., 1996).

For the implementation of interactive writing, thacs and students gather together as a
whole group at the meeting area of the classroa@se&chers (McCarrier et al., 2000; Williams
& Pilonieta, 2012) suggested that whole group axtgve writing sessions should be based on a
shared experience to enable all children to paadiei in the discussion and organization of the
text. Williams and Pilonieta (2012) suggested thatincorporation of a shared experience
during whole group interactive writing lessons nates children to become active members of
the writing process. Together, during whole groepsgons, teachers and children work to create
class lists, stories, notes, messages, labelsignsd for the class. During the interactive writing
session, the teacher purposefully selects studthastsd on their needs and abilities to come up
and write letters or portions of the message. Qfardents become impatient while waiting for
their turn during the writing lesson. To help kestpdents focused during interactive writing
lessons, McCloskey (2004) suggested that teacheve&de students with individual dry erase

boards or chalkboards. The individual writing baaatlow students to focus on the formation of
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letters, word families, and left-to-right progressi while individual students write with the
teacher. The use of individualized writing boardd ather personal writing tools during whole
group interactive writing lessons encourages stisdenpractice elements of writing and remain
focused. Whole group interactive writing lessorievalfor the teacher to model to the entire
class and provide explicit teaching opportunit@sthe class as a whole.

Additionally, teachers have modified whole grouteractive writing lessons by
incorporating small group writing sessions intaitigaily curriculum. McCloskey (2004)
suggested that small group interactive writingdessallow for teachers to easily monitor and
engage students during the writing process. Smaillgyinteractive writing lessons have also
been noted as being more effective in meeting thdemic needs of students and more direct in
highlighting specific teaching points. In fact, dhggoup interactive writing experiences allow
students to share individual ideas and develomgtveriting strategies. Wiley (1999) described
how small group interactive writing lessons allovtedchers to work with children who are at
the same reading and writing level and focus onrteguctional elements that are more
meaningful for the children within the group.

Interactive writing has also been implemented amtnvention model for children who
are struggling with concepts about print, phoneamvareness, and the application of letter and
sounds. O’Connor (2004) examined interactive wgitas an intervention model for five first-
grade students. The students involved in the sivete identified as struggling learners. The five
students were divided into two separate intervengi@ups. The results for the daily 30 minute
intervention sessions indicated academic growthmnemic development, print concepts, and
letter and sound identification (O’'Connor, 2004) addition, Craig (2006) investigated the

effects of two intervention models. Interactive timg was one of the interventions implemented
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with an additional component of letter and soursdrirction. The study included 87 kindergarten
students. Craig documented that the students wdeiviesd interactive writing as an intervention
showed greater improvement in word identificatiod avord reading when compared to those
students who received the more structured intetmemhodel.

The length of an interactive writing lesson oftemigs from teacher to teacher. The
suggested time frame is 10 to 15 minutes, or a$ é@rthe children can remain focused and
connected to the writing (McCarrier et al., 20@@hnell and Fountas (1998) emphasized the
importance of maintaining short, powerful interaetivriting lessons. They suggested that the
lessons be brief to better highlight important aspef the writing process. McCarrier et al.,
suggested the implementation of short, purposatalactive writing sessions to support whole
group instruction, small group instruction, ancemention instruction. Button et al. (1996)
documented the implementation of short, daily eté&we writing lessons to support
kindergarten whole group writing instruction. Theaylong study revealed that there was
academic growth in the identification of letterslaounds, phonemic awareness, and print
awareness (Button et al., 1996).

In addition, interactive writing lessons have beguctured to support specific literary
elements. Wiley (1999) mentioned specific componémat structured and outlined a purposeful
interactive writing lesson. These areas were iredutiroughout the entire writing process. The
components included authentic writing, composiaod planning, word construction, and
rereading. As teachers and students cycled thrthegtarious interactive writing stages,
students’ ideas and thoughts were negotiated awdisBed as a team. Boroski (2004) suggested
that teachers should have students repeat ea@nsertiefore the writing process begins. In

addition, she emphasized the importance of haviundests count each word on their fingers
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before writing. The concept of counting words dlas the idea that sentences are composed of
separate words (Boroski, 2004). During interactiwgting students are encouraged to say words
slowly before they begin writing any letters. Thegess of analyzing new words by saying them
slowly allows children to link sounds and lettevgdther (Fountas & Pinnell, 1996). As children
work to figure out the letters and sounds in wotlls,teacher encourages them to use the word
wall or other class generated pieces to suppoirtlgteer/sound knowledge.

Interactive writing has been used to support varsubject areas and to help teachers
hone in on the academic strengths and weaknesgesiof writers. Researchers (Christenson,
2004; Herrell, 2004; Leonard, 2004; Schaefer, 2@pAphasized that interactive writing should
be used as an extension to various academic ssgjepics, and instructional methods. Some
teachers have used interactive writing as an eixterns a science experiment, a math unit, or
after an interactive read aloud. Biddle (2007) uségeractive writing as an opening exercise to
support daily calendar instruction. During the mgtlesson, children planned and negotiated
important events that occurred within their weekeil they discussed and decided how they
would write and document the events on the caledagether, with the teacher’s guidance, the
students came up individually to interactively wngortions of the calendar (Biddle, 2007).
Patterson et al. (2008) emphasized the importahasiing interactive writing as an extension for
various subjects and topics. They suggested thataictive writing should be used to support
class books, class graphs, word problems, storysnaaq class charts. Williams and Pilonieta
(2012) discussed how interactive writing lessomsumed to enhance a shared reading
experience. Large shared reading books were usatphasize the language of literature and
structure of a story. The teacher supported orgjuage and early writing strategies by

purposefully supporting elements of shared readumgng an interactive writing lesson.
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One subject in particular where interactive writisgnost commonly used is after
science lessons. Christenson (2004) emphasizedhfftetance of using interactive writing
during experiments, investigations, and after repgrscientific procedures and conclusions. In
her classroom, students gathered around the eadeised interactive writing lessons to create
science based charts, graphs, and graphic organ&editionally, she used interactive writing to
describe the needs and habitats for her classroomaés. She also explained how she
implemented interactive writing after science bassadl-alouds. After a read-aloud, each student
identified science facts and wrote their own pageafscience big book. The class generated big
book was then added to the classroom library foestts to go back and reread. Christenson
concluded that interactive writing supported sceehased lessons and highlighted science
content while strengthening and supporting studeessling and writing skills.
Resear ch on Interactive Writing

Past studies (Craig, 2006; Jones, Reutzel & F&@b); O’Connor, 2004) examined the
effects of interactive writing on the academic depenent of primary children. Pinnell and
McCarrier (1994) investigated a framework of instronal elements used to support small group
and whole group instruction. The study involvedithplementation of six instructional methods
that most effectively supported kindergarten anst firade children. Interactive writing was a
key element utilized during the yearlong study. ©tieer five instructional elements used for the
framework of the study included read alouds, shasading, independent reading, independent
writing, and the use of extended texts. The re$eascevaluated the kindergarten children at the
beginning and end of the school year (Pinnell & Ma@r, 1994). Clay’s (1993)bservation

Survey of Early Literacy Achievemeaves used as both the pre- and post- test measwgealaia
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revealed academic improvement in the tasks of tibctaconcepts of print, letter to sound
correspondence, writing vocabulary, and an increaseading levels.

Similarly, Button et al. (1996) studied the effectsnteractive writing on kindergarten
children in Texas. The study consisted of 17 sttgl'om various ethnic backgrounds. During
the yearlong study, interactive writing sessionsengbserved daily along with 30-minute
independent writing sessions. Teacher documentahdrdevelopmental checklists were used to
guide and support scaffolding decisions made duntegactive writing sessions. Clay’s (1993)
assessment was used to measure academic growpiagmdssion at the beginning and end of
the school year. After a year of implementing dakgractive writing sessions, the children
involved in the study exhibited academic growthtlom six tasks measured by the assessment.
Further, the data for the study supported the rekees’ conclusions about interactive writing
and the effects of interactive writing as an instieanal method (Button et al., 1996).

O’Connor (2004) examined the impact of interactiréing on the academic
development of first-grade students. The studyet! five students who had been identified as
struggling learners. The students involved in tinelys were placed into two separate intervention
groups. Daily 30 minute intervention sessions waievered to both groups for 40 days. Clay’s
(1993)Observation Survey of Early Literacy Achievenveas$ used as both the pre- and post-
tests. Results from the interactive writing intertren sessions indicated academic progress for
all five struggling learners. Each student showealamic improvement in phonemic
development, print concepts, letter and sound ifiegtion, and word writing and recognition
(O’Connor, 2004).

Williams and Lundstrom (2007) examined scaffolditegisions and prompts used during

word study and interactive writing lessons. Sixdstuts were included in the study. These
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students were struggling in both reading and wgiand met with a Reading Recovery teacher
five days a week for 30-minute time slots. One dagh week was strictly devoted to word study
instruction, while the remaining four days includged0-minute word study lesson and a 20-
minute guided reading lesson. In addition, theaedeers implemented 30-minute interactive
writing sessions twice a month. The study was cotetlfor a period of seven months.

During this time, several types of artifacts weolected. Lesson plans, reflective notes,
post-lesson field notes, field notes, and jourmaties from the children were used and analyzed
for this investigation. Each interactive writing$®n was coded and evaluated by the
researchers. A coding sheet was developed, whioWwed the researchers to document
scaffolding prompts and student responses. Thargseevealed 61 prompts used by the teacher
during the 15 interactive writing lessons. Withgbég@rompts, students showed an increase in
their ability to apply spelling words and practigerd solving strategies. To conclude the study’s
findings, William and Lundstrom (2007) recommendeat “primary-grade teachers embrace
interactive writing as a powerful context for guideractice with strategic cultural tools and also
as an instructional activity that will build a bgel between word study lessons and students’
independent writing endeavors” (p. 210).

Jones (2008) investigated the effects of interaatiting on 151 primary-aged students’
early reading abilities. Additionally, this studyasmined the relationship between reading and
writing with the implementation of interactive wng sessions and writer’'s workshop. The
researcher measured academic growth at four difféiree points. Results of the study indicated
that interactive writing sessions and writer's wsirgp, as reading and writing instruction,
increased academic growth in phonemic developntetidy recognition, and word recognition

(Jones, 2008).
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Howell (2008) examined interactions that took pldaeing preschool interactive writing
lessons. She conducted a qualitative study in wéhehinvestigated the discourse that occurred
between literacy coaches, preschool children, aodoreschool teachers. Four questions served
as the focus for this research study and guidedetbearcher as she observed interactive writing
sessions. The interactive writing sessions occumeze a week for a period of 13 weeks.

During the interactive writing lessons, the reskar®bserved growth and development in each
child’s ability to create and structure their owntimg, read their writing, and transcribe a

written piece (Howell, 2008). Field notes, videpdsa, and emails were collected during the
study. At the end of the study, the researcherloded that the children demonstrated an
increase in emerging literacy knowledge, and taehers adjusted and modified support as they
interacted with the children. The literacy coacopgbrovided ongoing support by modeling and
interacting with both the teachers and the childiidre researcher determined that there were
powerful benefits from the conversations and déimgesessions that occurred before and after
interactive writing lessons (Howell, 2008).

Filippini (2009) evaluated students’ attitudes tosgawriting and how they viewed
themselves as writers. Five kindergarten studeets wsed for the study. Each of the five
students was noted as having difficulties in betiding and writing. The researcher conducted
30-minute intervention sessions four days a weela fduration of seven weeks. During each
intervention session, the researcher used readisknd interactive writing to support each
student’s academic needs. Student surveys, obssrsaand progress assessments were used as
the data collection instruments. Students wereey@d at the beginning of the study to evaluate
their feelings about writing and how they viewedrtiselves as writers. As a result of the

intervention sessions, the students showed anaserna their ability to apply adjectives and
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prepositional phrases in their writing. Additioryalthe data revealed an improvement on
students’ views of themselves as writers (Filipp2t09).

Sherry (2010) investigated the implementation tériactive writing as an instructional
method for kindergarten English Language Learn€ks ). The researcher investigated the use
of interactive writing lessons and the instructianglementation of print concepts. The
researcher also reviewed each student’s journéihgrentries and documented the application
of print concepts within their writings. The studyncluded that the majority of students applied
the print concepts learned during interactive wgtiessons. More specifically, the students
showed academic growth in the use of directionatibypcepts of words, and conventions of
writing (Sherry, 2010).

Most recently, Williams et al. (2012) investigatbé use of a specific writing tool during
interactive writing lessons. The five week studyalved a primary teacher and her students. The
teacher implemented 20-minute daily interactivetimgilessons. For the purpose of this
particular study, a section was allocated at tpeofcthe interactive writing chart paper for
students to practice aspects of writing prior tding on the actual interactive writing piece. The
primary teacher’s training in Reading Recovery sufgal the concept of using a portion of the
paper to practice the writing. The teacher alsmauced individual dry-erase boards, notebook
paper, and clipboards on which the students codtice during interactive writing lessons.
Students were encouraged to practice difficultr@llenging letters, word endings, or spelling
patterns on the dry erase boards or notebook eyperto writing their portion on the class
interactive writing piece. At the end of the schyear, the researchers noted the use of a practice
page as being a powerful tool to mediate aspeatsiohg instruction during interactive writing

lessons. The students involved in the study becaore connected to their writings and
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implemented the concept of practice material ag ithdividually wrote in their journals
(Williams et al., 2012).
I nteractive Writing and the Reading and Writing Connection

In the past, writing as an instructional framewas not included as part of early
childhood curriculum (Morrow & Strickland, 2000).ing was perceived as a process that was
developed after a child had acquired strong reaailgies (Calkins, 1983). In most early
childhood classrooms, writing instruction was notrected to reading instruction, and the two
processes were often taught as separate instratframeworks. Research has since shifted the
philosophies of writing instruction and has focusaedhe connections that occur when reading
and writing are taught together. Currently, a botlgesearch suggests that reading and writing
are continuously connected and that the skillsobh lare strongly related (Adam, 1991;
Cunningham & Allington, 2003; Graves, 1994; Willia& Pilonieta, 2012). The stages of
reading and writing are fluid in nature. As childigrow and develop as readers and writers, they
cycle between stages as they encounter challendbsir progression. Clay (1975) emphasized
the significance of teaching the reading procesi thie writing process. Her research suggested
that reading involves the knowledge and understandi written language. Clay (1991) further
suggested that children develop a strong awareriessinds and letters by hearing and
recording words in print. Chomsky (1971) documerntexidevelopment of early writing in
young children and concluded that emergent writioigtributed to the understanding of print.
Additionally, Chomsky suggested that children aftéed to stretch out words based on their
sounds before they were able to read. Read (198pha&sized that writing served as a path
towards the knowledge of alphabetic principles #redunderstanding of the written language. In

turn, children learn many concepts about readinguiih writing.
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Reading and writing are dynamic and connectedgsses. Children develop strong
connections to the decoding and encoding procesasitdén language when reading and writing
are taught together. Holdaway (1984) emphasizedrpertance of linking reading and writing
together during daily instruction. He suggested tha two processes be presented in an
interconnected manner as instruction is delivefettlitionally, Williams and Pilonieta (2012)
indicated that the relationship between readingvariihg may be an important element to
establish as the early literary foundation is bempglemented. When children practice reading
and writing together, they develop the ability gahsounds, segment words, and reread their
written piece. Further, as children engage in opmities that support reading and writing, they
begin to understand how the two are interrelated.

There are many ways in which interactive writinggorts the reading and writing
connection. To begin with, during an interactivetivg lesson, students are asked to generate
thoughts and ideas as the teacher guides thengtintbe writing process. Students are then
asked to reread each word as they continue to tingte text. This process allows each student to
become connected to their writing and build upartreading skills. Students are actively
engaged in the writing and are able to connedtdontriting by reading and thinking as the text
is being written. Interactive writing lessons areo#laborative connection between the process of
reading and the structure of writing. Furthermamngeractive writing allows children to develop
stronger skills in reading, writing, thinking, aptbcessing.

During interactive writing lessons, children hake ability to construct knowledge, build
upon thoughts, and develop a deeper understanfiegvotten piece. The nature of interactive
writing allows children to actively engage in boltle reading and writing processes. Children are

encouraged to construct their own thoughts andllupbn their writing skills as the written
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piece is created. At the same time, the teachgpbo#t guidance and support during interactive
writing encourages children to further develop tthiderstandings of both reading and writing.
Clay (1998) purported that reading and writing @mplex processes in language that support
and complement one another. She suggested thaigustthe process of taking apart language,
whereas reading involves the act of building ugleage (Clay, 1998). Reading and writing are
inseparable processes that are closely connectach@Z, 1998). Therefore, it is crucial for
teachers to implement instruction, such as intemetriting, that supports the processes of both
reading and writing.

With interactive writing, children have the ability experiment with language, and
practice elements of both reading and writing. Baithis process, children are able to compose
and construct a written piece and then read theimgs back to themselves. Williamson and
Pilonieta (2012) suggested that the process o&dang the text during an interactive writing
lesson allows students to confirm reading and mgitomprehension. Children develop stronger
oral language skills and improve their developnegnword reading. Reading and writing work
strategically together to build upon a young ledmietter knowledge, sound knowledge, and
syntax structure. Jones (2008) suggested thatgtginal methods, such as interactive writing,
which support the reading and writing connectigngicantly increased the academic
development of young children. Sherry (2010) puigubthat interactive writing lessons
increased academic development in word conceptsliaectionality. Interactive writing, as an
instructional method, allows teachers to build uporergent reading and writing skills.

Children learn to form connections between readimdj writing when the two processes
are taught and supported by one another. Integwatrnting instruction fosters the understanding

of reading and allows the learner to build uponrdegprocal nature of both reading and writing

34



(Clay, 1998). More specifically, interactive wriggmprovides rich and meaningful opportunities
for children to construct sentences and reread wréten thoughts. Routman (2005)
emphasized that when reading and writing are tatogj@ther, it stimulates a powerful
connection that allows the learner to become moséqgeent in both areas. Ultimately,
interactive writing connects reading and writinglgamovides the opportunity for children to
develop language skills, writing strategies, paomcepts, and word recognition.

Summary

This chapter presented a review of literature ¢éxaimined the development, structure,
and implementation of interactive writing as artiastional method. The first section reviewed
writing development and how writing has been taughtoung writers. Additionally, the history
of interactive writing and how it has evolved thgbiout the years was discussed. This section
also reviewed how teachers have implemented irtteeawriting as part of their curricular
framework and how interactive writing has been eatdd and examined throughout the years.
The final section discussed how interactive writtugported the reading and writing
connection.

In summary, past research (Craig, 2006; O’'Con2@d4; Sherry, 2010) examined the
effects of interactive writing on phonemic awarendstter knowledge, sound knowledge, and
language development. However, research has nairedprimary teachers’ knowledge and
understandings of interactive writing. This studyastigated how primary teachers in ESC 2 of

South Texas defined and implemented interactivéngrin their curriculum.

35



Chapter 3
Method of the Study

This chapter describes the methods used to gditbelata for the study. The following
sections are explained in this chapter: Purposse&cher Questions, Research Design, Pilot
Test, Instrumentation, Participants, Procedure®#in Collection, Data Analysis, and
Summary.

Purpose

Interactive writing is a writing method used toiasgoung writers as they learn the
elementary principles of the writing process. Bijizihg interactive writing, teachers have the
ability to model hearing and recording sound, cpteef print, and grammatical elements
(Craig, 2006; O’Connor, 2004). Additionally, intetavre writing connects reading and writing
and builds upon each child’s reading and writingrsgths.

Interactive writing lessons encourage childrerateetrisks and try new things as novice
writers. As interactive writing lessons develop @ndgress, teachers have the ability to observe
and support each child’s strengths and weaknessesting. As a result, the implementation of
interactive writing provides teachers with the #pilo guide and support the writing
development of young children, allowing them tocteaigher levels of understanding about the
writing process. This study examined the understanand implementation of interactive
writing among primary teachers.

The purpose of this inquiry was to describe hownary teachers in South Texas,
specifically Educational Service Center Region 8Cf, are implementing interactive writing as
an instructional method and identify any variationsthe definition of interactive writing that

exists among primary teachers.
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Resear ch Questions

This descriptive study was designed to explorehatvextent primary teachers in ESC
Region 2 are implementing interactive writing ams$cribe how primary teachers define
interactive writing. Follow-up interviews were usidexpand and clarify survey responses.
The study was guided by the following research tjoes.

1. What are the variations on the definition of intdhge writing among primary
teachers in the Educational Service Center (ESQ)dRe area who are
implementing interactive writing?

2. How are primary teachers in ESC Region 2 implemenititeractive writing?

3. How does interactive writing support the readind amiting connection for primary
teachers in ESC Region 27?

Resear ch Design

This study utilized a mixed model approach. Thiotlte use of a mixed model method,
researchers have the ability to describe, exptmpute, and confirm by using both qualitative
and quantitative data. Mixed model studies allogeegchers to gather, describe, and analyze
data by mixing qualitative and quantitative apptasc(Johnson & Christensen, 2004).

Multiple surveys were used as the quantitativerumsents for this study because they
allowed for ease in distribution and efficiencydiata collection and scoring regarding primary
teachers’ use and implementation of interactiveimgi The principle survey was the Interactive
Writing Survey, which was designed by the researchi@s survey was descriptive in nature and
consisted of a demographic section, five open-emgdedtions, four multiple-choice questions,

and one yes or no question. Additionally, an Adstiator Survey was sent to school
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administrators for this study. This survey was giesd by the researcher and consisted of three
open-ended questions and one yes or no question.

Interviews were used as the qualitative elementiferresearch study. The interviews
were used as a follow-up to the questionnaires hvhillowed participants to describe, explain,
and further define aspects of interactive writifige face-to-face interviews consisted of three
focus questions. These questions were open-endeture and allowed the researcher to gain a
more in-depth understanding about the implementaifanteractive writing and how primary
teachers defined interactive writing as an instona! method.

Pilot Test

A pilot test was used to support the developmehh@fjuestionnaire and to evaluate the
Interactive Writing Survey as a research instruméoitnson and Christensen (2004) purported
that a pilot test is a preliminary evaluation afuwestionnaire’s wording and structure. Pilot tests
allow researchers to verify if the proposed questaore is appropriate and transparent in nature.

The pilot test for the study began with a panel®floctoral students who reviewed the
survey for clarity and ambiguity of each questidhey reviewed the survey to verify that each
of the questions was appropriate, easy to readeasylto follow. Once the panel of doctoral
students reviewed the survey, it was given to ssotd 18 graduate students who agreed to take
the survey online. These students responded teuttvey and provided the researcher with
information on the clarity of the survey questions.

I nstrumentation
I nteractive Writing Survey.
The Interactive Writing Survey was used as a (tsivie measure to investigate how

primary teachers in ESC Region 2 defined interactwiting and how it was being implemented
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in the classroom. The questionnaire was createtidprincipal researcher and was input into an
online data gathering mechanism (Appendix A). dluded a brief description of the study and
an informed consent document (Appendix B). The enhBrm described the purpose for the
study and explained that participation in the stwag strictly voluntary.

The questionnaire consisted of 11 questions. Teeduestion was a yes or no question
that asked participants if they implemented intevaowriting. Five of the questions asked
participants to check as many answer choices fidieal and included a separatgher) section
for participants to further explain. The last fiygestions were open-ended and allowed
participants to expand upon and explain their answetheir own words.

The final portion of the survey focused on demofprmapmformation. This section
included 10 statements and questions. For eachiigmgsarticipants were asked to report
descriptive information about themselves.

Definition of interactive writing.

One question related to the definition of inteneetivriting and provided insight on how
participants learned about interactive writing.sI'eection included an open-ended question that
asked patrticipants to provide their definition amalerstanding of interactive writing.

Acquired knowledge on interactive writing.

One question provided information on how primagdhers first learned about
interactive writing. This question allowed partiargs to select the answer choices that best
reflected how they first learned about interactaréing.

Use of interactive writing.

Three questions ascertained the extent to whighndative writing was being

implemented in the classroom. For the first quesitnothis section, participants were asked to
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select the answer choices that best reflected titmam they used and implemented interactive
writing into their curriculum. The second questiarthis section asked respondents to select
answer choices that best indicated the amouneefiivm they were given in implementing
interactive writing. The last question in this setasked participants to mark the answer
choices that described when they implemented ictigsawriting.

Student selection during interactive writing.

One question described how teachers selectedndtudering interactive writing lessons.
For this question, participants were asked to nfalanswer choices that revealed how they
selected students to share the pen and write pertlaring interactive writing lessons.

I nteractive writing as an instructional method.

Four questions provided information on primarycteas’ feelings and opinions about
interactive writing as an instructional method. $&éour questions were open-ended and
allowed participants to elaborate and expand on they felt about interactive writing as an
instructional method. For the first question irsteection, participants were asked to explain how
they felt about interactive writing as an instroa@l method. The second question asked
participants to compare interactive writing to ethmstructional writing methods. For the third
guestion, respondents were asked to explain thentdalges of using interactive writing. For the
final question, participants were asked to desdhlealisadvantages of using interactive writing
as part of their curriculum.

Demographic data.

The survey instrument included a demographic seetioich focused on a series of

statements and questions. For this section, paatits were asked to answer and report
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descriptive information about themself. The quesiand statements presented in the
demographic section included the following:
1. Gender
2. Age
3. Ethnicity
4. What is the highest level of education you received
5. How many years of teaching experience have you had?
6. What grade level do you currently teach?
7. What other grade levels have you taught?
8. In what type of classroom do you teach?
9. School demographics
10. School district
Administrator Survey.

An Administrator Survey was sent out to school aufstrators for this study. This
guantitative survey was created by the primaryaeser and was implemented into an online
data collecting mechanism (Appendix E). The sum@ysisted of four questions and was used to
further investigate if primary teachers in ESC Redg? used interactive writing and if
professional development opportunities were avhalatbsupport the implementation of
interactive writing.

The questionnaire consisted of four questions.fifeequestion was an open-ended
guestion. It allowed administrators to explainhiéir primary teachers implemented interactive
writing. This question also allowed administratmre&xplain the reasons why they did or did not

implement interactive writing into their curriculurihe second question was also an open-ended
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guestion. This question asked administrators terdeshow long their primary teachers had
implemented interactive writing. The third questigas an open-ended question that asked
administrators if they provided professional depeb@nt opportunities for their primary teachers
on the implementation of interactive writing. Theal question was a yes or no question. This
guestion asked if administrators would be williogtve their primary teachers participate in an
online survey about the use and implementatiomtefactive writing.

I nterviews.

Face-to-face interviews were used as the quakatiethod for this study. The primary
researcher developed a series of three open-ensstians to help participants elaborate and
expand on their survey responses (Appendix C).fifstequestion asked participants to describe
what a typical interactive writing lesson lookekkliin their classrooms. The second question
asked patrticipants to explain how interactive wgtconnected the process of both reading and
writing. The final question asked participants &scribe the challenges associated with the
implementation of interactive writing.

Participants

This study utilized a purposeful sample, and omlgnpry teachers within the ESC
Region 2 area were included in the study. Locateslauth Texas, ESC Region 2 is comprised of
42 school districts. However, for the purpose of 8tudy, only independent school districts
were included. A total of 40 independent schodiraits were invited to participate in the study.

School email addresses were obtained for primaghiers within ESC Region 2. The
researcher sent a description of the study anikadi the Interactive Writing Survey to the
primary teachers in ESC Region 2. A survey codeati@shed to the email, and teachers

accessed the Interactive Writing Survey via Survegkéy (SurveyMonkey LLC, 2010).
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The questionnaire and survey code were distribltdd325 primary teachers within the
ESC Region 2. However, only primary teachers irepahdent school districts which stated that
they were implementing interactive writing wereluded in the study. Those teachers who
indicated that they did not implement interactivativwwg were not included in the study. A total
of 152 primary teachers indicated that they impletee interactive writing and agreed to
participate in the study, but not all of the quaissi on the Interactive Writing Survey were
completed by all of the participants. A total oBl3articipants responded and completed the
majority of the questionnaire. Incomplete survegsenstill included in the study. The item
number and the amount of participants who respotaledch question are presented in Table
3.1
Table 3.1

Number of Participants Who Responded

Item Number of Participants Who Responded
Question 1 152
Question 2 119
Question 4 118
Question 5 119
Question 8 106
Question 9 111
Question 10 114
Question 11 111

Note.Questions 3, 6, and 7 required participants tacsale many answer choices that applied
and were not included in the table
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Interview participants were selected on a volunbeesis. Participants were asked to
include contact information on the online surveth#gy were interested in participating in a face-
to-face interview. A total of 10 survey participamrovided contact information and indicated
that they would participate in the interview prazddowever, the researcher was unable to
contact two of the participants due to inaccuratatact information. Therefore, a total of eight
interviews were conducted for this study.

Proceduresfor Data Collection

The researcher first mailed a cover letter to adstrators within the 40 independent
school districts in ESC Region 2 (Appendix D). Tékter identified the researcher, the
researcher’s educational affiliation, the purposthe study, and information regarding the
survey they received via school email. In addititee, letter encouraged administrators to
participate in the survey and thanked each admagstfor their participation in the study. One
week after the contact letter was mailed, an emad sent, via school email, to administrators
within the 40 independent school districts. The ikmealuded a brief description of the study
and a four-question administrator survey on theamgkimplementation of interactive writing. In
addition, a consent form (Appendix F), a copy & tbacher survey, and a link to the online
teacher survey were attached to the email. Howeeadministrators responded to the
administrator survey. Due to the lack of respondesadministrator survey was not used for this
study. When the researcher did not receive enraita feachers, she went online and located the
webpages for the primary campuses in the ESC R&yaea. The researcher gathered the web
addresses from the ESC Region 2 webpage and logtiters by calling those campuses that
were not listed. The researcher then acquired namegmail addresses for kindergarten, first,

and second grade teachers and sent an invitatipartcipate and the survey link directly to
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those teachers. The email included a brief desontf the study, a link to the online
guestionnaire, and a code for participants to eattdre survey site. In order to participate in the
study, teachers were required to indicate that tiimpyemented interactive writing. If a teacher
noted that they did not implement interactive wgti they were unable to complete the survey
and were not included in the study. Additionallyeaninder notice was sent out one week before
the survey was due to help increase the numberspbnses.

Once the surveys were submitted, they were reviemedanalyzed by the researcher.
Survey participants who provided contact informatmd volunteered to participate in the
follow-up interview were included in the intervigwocess. A total of eight interviews were
conducted by the researcher, and a general inteyuéde approach was utilized as the
framework for the interview sessions. AccordingioNamara (2009), a general guide approach
allows researchers to adapt pre-structured queséismparticipants provide more in-depth
responses.

An interview protocol was created prior to begimgnthe interview process. The
interview protocol allowed the primary researcleestablish a questionnaire to record and
document interview data (Johnson & Christensen4R08dditionally, practice interview
sessions were conducted with a second researctoge beacher interviews were scheduled. The
mock interview sessions allowed the researcheractige the establishment of a natural
conversation-based interview environment. Oncertbek sessions were conducted, the
researcher contacted the interview participanschedule a face-to-face interview session. The
interview sessions were conducted in quiet meebogs, classrooms, and school libraries to
avoid distractions and interruptions. The researaked the open-ended interview questions she

created as a guide and asked participants to elsdband expand on their initial survey
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responses during the interviews. The responses@ngersations were audio recorded for clarity
and accuracy. The researcher then analyzed theisweresponses and sorted them into
multiple categories before the transcription predasgan.

Data Analysis

Data was analyzed to answer the research questiotige study. The following
paragraph provides a more in-depth understandifgpandata was analyzed.
Analysis of Survey.

For this study, data was collected over a perioilvefweeks. The Interactive Writing
Survey was used as the quantitative measure, audipleve statistics were used to analyze how
primary teachers used and implemented interactriteng as part of their curriculum.

The researcher used The Statistical Package f@dbml Sciences (SPSS) to analyze the
data for each item on the Interactive Writing Syrvehe first research question examined the
variations on the definition of interactive writidgnong primary teachers who implemented
interactive writing as part of their curriculum. 8 data obtained for research question one was
analyzed by using the following methods: conteralsis, frequency, mean, and cross-
tabulation. A content analysis was used as a goideview and analyze the open-ended
responses for research question one. Content aahi&zes various methods and techniques to
analyze the data (Krippendorff, 2004; Neuendor20Krippendorff (2004) purported that
content analysis is a research method used tolisst&blid connections between the content and
the text. The primary researcher independentlyerged the written responses and developed an
emergent coding design. An emergent coding desigwsathe researcher to develop categories
after reviewing and examining the data (Krippenfj@®04). Recurring phrases and key words

were used to create the categories for researdtigu®ne. Four categories were established for
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research question one: writing done with teachedssaudents, the process of sharing the pen, a
process similar to shared writing, and a method tssupport letters/sounds/words.

The second research question examined how prireachérs implemented interactive
writing as part of their curriculum. Four questidnam the Interactive Writing Survey were used
to answer research question two. The first questsiked How often do you use interactive
writing? The second question askda what extent do you have the freedom to implement
interactive writing into your curriculumThe third question askew/hen do you use interactive
writing? The fourth question askeldpw do you select students during interactive wgti
lessons?he data obtained for research question two wayzethby using the following
methods: frequency, mean, cross-tabulation, Chausganalysis, and effect size. Chi-square
analysis was used to compare frequencies betweegorees.

Each open-ended question was reviewed by the adsaAdditionally, a second
researcher reviewed the responses and categoseg@ssted by Creswell (2003). In total, the
second researcher reviewed 561 responses andrttey sategories that applied to each of the
responses (Appendix G). However, there were sevesabnses that required additional
conversations between the second researcher apdniary researcher, as to which survey
category they applied to. Once the categories setréor each of the questions, they were

assigned a number and those numbers were ther@ménr an SPSS database.

Analysisof Interviews.

As previously noted, data was collected over aggkeoi five weeks. Interviews were
used as the qualitative measure for the studyrviile®ing survey participants provided a more
in-depth understanding about how they used andeim@hted interactive writing as part of their

curriculum. A total of eight primary teachers valered to be interviewed for the study. The
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face-to-face interviews were semi-structured (Begn2006) and were guided by the following
open-ended questions:
1. What would a typical interactive writing lesson kddke in your classroom?
2. In your opinion, how does interactive writing suppbe reading and writing
connection?
3. Have there been any challenges with the implemientaf interactive writing?

Interviews were audio taped and conducted on aedi@adlO to 15 minutes. Brenner
(2006) purported that the process of audiotapirrgidunterview sessions provides clear,
accurate data and enables the researcher to detetéon to the conversation with the
interviewee. Each interview was reviewed severaéti and typed into separate files.

Interviews were transcribed verbatim and were stined line by line into detailed
sentences, as described by Gee (2005). Thematigaréds were established for the purpose of
summarizing participants’ interview responses alatgtactive writing as an instructional
method. Open-coding and a thematic analysis apprnoace used to analyze interview responses
and identify commonalities regarding the use anplémentation of interactive writing (Grbich,
2007). According to Grbich, a thematic analysisrapph enables researchers to focus on
themes, patterns, recurring statements, wordspharases. The themes and categories were used
as the framework for the interpretation procesthefstudy.

Themes and categories were developed for the thite®iew questions. Interview
guestion one asketyhat would a typical interactive writing lesson kdde in your classroom?
Three themes emerged from interview question di)ge@chers described the subject or topic
they used to implement interactive writing (2) teaxs described the process of sharing the pen

and (3) teachers described notes/ assessmentsithddterview question three askeldve
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there been any challenges with the implementationteractive writing?Two themes emerged
from interview question three: (1) time and (2)tdistions during lessons/attention span of
children. Emerging themes for questions one andareqresented in Table 3.2.

Research question three examined how interactiueng/isupported the reading and
writing connection. The data obtained from intevwiguestion two was used to answer research
guestion three. Interview question two askadjour opinion, how does interactive writing
support the reading and writing connectioh®o themes emerged from interview participants’
responses on how interactive writing supported#aeling and writing connection: (1) reading
and writing are connected when the writing is rdraad (2) reading and writing are connected
as language development, sentence structure, antcapareness are supported. Emerging
themes for interview question three are presemtddble 3.2.

Table 3.2

Themes: Interview Questions

Interview Question 1 Interview Question 2 Iniewv Question 3
Subject or topic Time When writing is reread
Sharing the pen Distractions/Attention Language development,

sentence structure, and
Notes/Assessments/Schedules print awareness
Summary

This chapter defined the methodology used to candather, and analyze the data for
this study. The purpose of the study, the reseguelstions, and the design of the study were
described in this chapter. Additionally, this cleapdescribed and defined elements of the
Interactive Writing Survey. The sections discussetthis chapter on the Interactive Writing

Survey included questions on the definition of iattive writing, acquired knowledge on
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interactive writing, the use of interactive writirgjudent selection during interactive writing, and
interactive writing as an instructional methodabtdition, this chapter discussed the methods
used to analyze the data. Content analysis, frexyy@emean, cross-tabulation, Chi-square
analysis, and effect size were several of the nustlused to analyze the data for the study.
Additionally, this chapter discussed the threedfieHup interview questions used to support the
Interactive Writing Survey. Finally, this chaptewvrewed the procedures used to transcribe and

analyze the interview questions.
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Chapter 1V
Findings

This chapter presents the findings for the stiidhe Interactive Writing Survey and
interview questions were used as the two formsatd €or the study. The data was analyzed to
investigate how primary teachers in the ESC Regiarea defined and used interactive writing
as part of their curriculum.
Demographic Profiles

Demographic data was analyzed by frequencies trideshe sample for the study.

Frequency distribution of the subjects is presemelhble 4.1.
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Table 4.1

Demographic Distribution: Gender, Age, Ethnicity;a@e Level, Teaching experience,
and School Demographics

Title N %
Gender
Female 132 97
Male 3 2
Age
20-25 1 0.7
26-31 40 29
32-35 38 28
36-above 56 41
Ethnicity
African American 4 3.3
Caucasian/White 41 34
Hispanic/Mexican 66 55
American 9 7.5
Grade Level
Kindergarten 45 38
1st grade 48 40
2nd grade 26 22

Teaching Experience

1-2 years 3 2.2
3-5 years 33 25
6-10 years 50 38
11-15 years 20 15
16 plus 27 20
School Demographics
Low SES 19 24
Title 1 34 43
Reading First 1 1.2
N/A 26 33
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Table 4.1 depicts the participants’ demographia daterms of gender, age, ethnicity,
number of years taught, and grade level. In ta&2 primary teachers indicated that they
implemented interactive writing and agreed to pgyéte in the study. However, not all of the
items of the demographic section were completedllbyf the participants. A total of 135
participants responded and completed the majofitigeoquestionnaire and the demographic
section. Approximately 97% of the survey responsl@veére female participants. The age of the
teachers ranged from 20 to 36 and above, with teashers (41%) identifying themselves as 36
and above. A slightly higher percentage of Hispasachers, 55%, elected to participate than
any other ethnic group. The grade level with thesnparticipants was first grade (40%),
followed by kindergarten teachers (38%), and finaicond grade with 22% participation. The
majority of participants (67%) identified their s as being either a Title 1 campus or a low
socioeconomic campus.

I nteractive Writing Survey

The Interactive Writing Survey consisted of 11 gfiens. Item one on the questionnaire
required each respondent to confirm that they asedmplemented interactive writing as part
of their curriculum in order to continue the contfaa of the survey. Participants who did not
indicate that they used interactive writing wer¢ ingluded in the study. The data obtained from
the Interactive Writing Survey was analyzed by @rexacies and cross-tabulations in order to
determine how participants defined and implememntegtactive writing into their daily
curriculum.

Survey question two on the survey addressed hoticipants defined interactive

writing. Participants were asked to provide thefimitions of interactive writing. The open-

53



ended survey question redilhat is your definition/understanding of interaetiwriting?
Responses to this survey item are presented ire Fapl
Table 4.2

Survey Question 2: What is your definition/undardiag of interactive writing?

Definition N %
Sharing the Pen 42 35.2
Writing done with teacher 41 34.4

and student

Hearing sounds/ letters/sight words 21 17.6
Similar to shared writing 15 12.6
Total 119 100

Table 4.2 shows the variations of the definitionndéractive writing. Approximately
35% of respondents defined interactive writing asedhod where the teacher and the students
share the pen to complete a written piece. Almusisame percentage, 34%, of participants
defined interactive writing as writing done witlathers and students, while only 13% defined
interactive writing as a writing process similarsteared writing.

The data obtained from the survey question wasalslyzed by cross-tabulations to

examine how each grade level defined interactiviengr The results are presented in Table 4.3.
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Table 4.3

Grade Level: What is your Definition of Interactériting?

Writing done Similar to shared Hearing sounds/

Grade level with teacher and Sharing the Pen " g Total
writing letters/ sight words
student

N % N % N % N % %
Kindergarten 15 33.3 15 33.3 6 13.3 9 20.0 45 100
1% grade 16 33.3 16 33.3 6 12.5 10 20.8 48 100
2" grade 10 38.5 11 42.3 3 11.5 3 7.7 26 100
Total 41 34.5 42 35.3 15 12.6 21 17.6 119 100
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Table 4.3 shows how each grade level defined iotiwewriting. The results indicated
that the majority of kindergarten respondents (6@&dined interactive writing as either writing
done with the teacher and students (33%) or theegowhere the teacher and the students share
the pen (33%). The data also indicated that 33%&sifgrade respondents defined interactive
writing as writing done by the teacher and the stsl. Similarly, 33% of first grade respondents
also defined interactive writing as the processreliee teacher and the students share the pen.
Additionally, 42% of second grade participants dedi interactive writing as the process where
the teacher and the share the pen during the gritin

Survey question three asked participants to idghtfv they first learned about
interactive writing. The multiple-choice questi@ad,How did you first find out about
interactive writin@ Participants were asked to select as many arhweses that best reflected
their overall response. The results are present@dble 4.4.

Table 4.4

Survey Question 3: How did you first find out abioiractive writing?

Find out about IW N %
Professional Development 124 81.6
Outside Resources 35 23.0
University 30 19.7

Table 4.4 shows that out of 152 participaapgroximately 82% indicated that they first
learned about interactive writing through professicdevelopment opportunities (district
trainings, onsite support, and classroom obsemsticAdditionally, 23% of respondents noted

that they first learned about interactive writingdxcessing outside resources (internet, videos,
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literature, and friends), while 20% of participamtdicated that they first learned about

interactive writing through university support (@ngraduate courses and graduate courses).
Survey question four asked participants to evalbhate often they implemented

interactive writing into their curriculum. The miplie-choice question readiow often do you

use interactive writing Participants were asked to select a box thatrepetsented how often

they used interactive writing within a typical wedle responses to the question are presented

in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5

Survey Question 4: How often do you use interaetingng?

How often use IW N %
Whenever | can fit it in 28 23.5
Once a week 5 4.2
Twice a week 20 16.8
At least 3 times a week 33 27.7
At least once a day 24 20.1
More than once a day 9 6.7
Total 118 100

The results for the question indicated that apipnately 28% of participants noted that
they implemented interactive writing “at least @éis a week,” while 24% of participants stated
that they used interactive writing “whenever | ¢ait in.” A small percentage of respondents
revealed that they implemented interactive writimgre than once a day,” while an even
smaller percentage noted that they used interaatiiteng “once a week” as part of their
curriculum.
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Cross-tabulation was used to analyze how often geaate level implemented interactive

writing into their curriculum. The results for thgsiestion are presented in Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6

Grade Level: How often do you use interactive wg#

Whenever | Once a Twice a At. least 3 At least More than
Grade level o times a Total
fititin week week once a day once a day
week
N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Kindergarten 8 17.8 1 2.2 8 178 14 311 12 26.7 2 4.4 45 100
1% grade 14 29.8 3 6.4 7 149 10 21.3 8 17.0 5 10.6 47 100
2ond grade 6 23.1 1 3.8 5 19.2 9 34.6 4 154 1 3.8 26 100
Total 28 23.7 5 4.2 20 169 33 28.0 24 20.3 8 6.8 118 100
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A Chi-square analysis was conducted on frequendyuar of interactive writing and
grade levels. This analysis indicated that there mastatistically significant relationship
between how often interactive writing was impleneghand grade level taught(10) = 7.07p
=.719. The strength of the association between diften interactive writing was implemented
and grade level taught revealed a small effect Siramer’'sv = .173 (Cohen, 1988).

Table 4.6 shows how often each grade level usedactive writing as part of their
curriculum. Among the kindergarten teachers whpoaded, 31% noted that they used
interactive writing “at least 3 times a week,” wvhdnly 2% of kindergarten participants revealed
that they implemented interactive writing “once @ek” as part of their curriculum.

Additionally, the table shows that 30% of first degparticipants noted that they used
interactive writing “whenever | can fit it in,” wia only 6% indicated that they implemented
interactive writing “once a week.” Among the secamndde teachers who responded,
approximately 35% indicated that they used intévaatriting “at least 3 times a week,” while
4% noted that they used interactive writing “onceegek” or “more than once a day.”

Survey question five asked respondents to inditet@mount of freedom they had with
the implementation of interactive writing into theurriculum. The multiple-choice question
read,To what extent do you have the freedom to implemearactive writing into your
curriculum? Participants were asked to select the box thstrblected the amount of freedom

they had within their curriculum. The responsespaesented in Table 4.7.
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Table 4.7
Survey Question 5: To what extent do you haverdeeldm to implement interactive writing into

your curriculum?

Freedom to implement IW N %
Very little freedom 3 2.5
Some freedom 5 4.2
Quite a bit of freedom 51 42.8
Complete freedom 60 50.0
Total 119 100

Table 4.7 shows that 50% of participants indicaked they had complete freedom with
the implementation of interactive writing into theurriculum. A slightly smaller percentage
(43%) indicated that they had quite a bit of freedwsith the implementation of interactive
writing, and only 4% noted that they had some fogedavith the implementation of interactive
writing into their curriculum.

The data obtained for the question in Table 4.7 fwebker analyzed through cross-
tabulation to evaluate each grade level’s freedarthe implementation of interactive writing

into their curriculum. The findings are presented able 4.8.
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Table 4.8

Grade Level: To what extent do you have the freedamplement interactive writing into your curricum?

. Quite a bit

Grade level Very little Some of Complete Total

freedom freedom f freedom

reedom

N % N % N % N % N %
Kindergarten 0 0 2.2 21 46.7 23 511 45 100
1% grade 3 63 2.1 19 39.6 25 521 48 100
2" grade 0 0 11.5 11 423 12 46.2 26 100
Total 3 25 5 42 51 429 69 504 119200
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A Chi-square analysis was conducted on frequendyfra@dom on the implementation
of interactive writing and grade levels. This as#&yindicated that there was no statistically
significant relationship between the extent of il@® on the implementation of interactive
writing and grade level taughg£(6) = 9.10p =.168. The strength of the association between
freedom on the implementation of interactive wgtend grade level taught revealed a small
effect size, Cramer’¥ = .196 (Cohen, 1988).

Table 4.8 shows each grade level's extent of freedo the implementation of
interactive writing. The majority of kindergartemspondents (51%) indicated that they had
complete freedom with the implementation of intéxecwriting. A slightly smaller percentage
(47%) revealed they had quite a bit of freedom whthimplementation of interactive writing
into their curriculum. Roughly 2% noted they hadthedreedom with the implementation of
interactive writing. Additionally, the table showsat 52% of first grade respondents had
complete freedom with the implementation of intéxecwriting. The table also shows that 40%
of first grade respondents had quite a bit of fomedwhile 2% had some freedom with the
implementation of interactive writing into theirrciculum. Among the second grade teachers
who responded, approximately 46% indicated that bl complete freedom, while a slightly
smaller percentage (43%) noted that they had quiitie of freedom with the implementation of
interactive writing into their curriculum.

Survey question six asked participants to note tie# and implementation of interactive
writing. The multiple-choice question reathen do you use interactive writth@articipants
were asked to select the answer choices that édstted when they used and implemented

interactive writing into their curriculum. The rétufor the question are presented in Table 4.9.
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Table 4.9

Survey Question 6: When do you use interactivengfit

Use IW N %
Whole group 110 72.4
Extension of lesson 101 66.4
Small Group 59 38.8
Differentiated instruction 35 23.0

Table 4.9 shows that out of 152 participants, epipnately 72% noted that they used
interactive writing for whole group instruction.n§larly, 66% revealed that they implemented
interactive writing to support the extension of tagson (after read-alouds, after science lessons,
after math lessons, and for morning message). fadily, 39% implemented interactive
writing during small group instruction, while 23%respondents used interactive writing for
differentiated instruction.

Survey question seven asked primary teachers tcait@how they selected students
during interactive writing lessons. The multipleoate question reatHow do you select students
during interactive writin@ Participants were asked to select as many archweres that best

reflected their overall response. The results a@segnted in Table 4.10.
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Table 4.10

Survey Question 7: How do you select students gunit@ractive writing lesson?

Select students during IW lesson N %
Preplanned schedule/ Notes 67 44.1
Randomly 54 35.5
Students who raise their hands 49 32.2

Table 4.10 shows that out of 152 participants, 4f#&d that they used preplanned
schedules/notes (preset schedule, writer's workslotgs, anecdotal notes, and assessment data)
to select students during interactive writing lesscAdditionally, 36% indicated that they
randomly selected students during interactive agitessons, while 32% noted that they selected
those students who raised their hands during ictiggawriting to participate in the writing.

Survey question eight asked participants to exgiain they felt about interactive writing
as an instructional method. The open-ended questemhExplain how you feel about
interactive writing as an instructional methddesults for the question are presented in Table

4.11.
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Table 4.11

Survey Question 8: Explain how you feel about axtBve writing as an instruction method.

Feelings about IW N %
Hearing letters, sounds, sight words 33.9 36.0
Differentiation 17 16.0
Supports the writing process 17 16.0
Children take ownership of writing 17 16.0
Mechanics/concepts of print 13 12.2
Children develop as writers 6 5.6
Total 106 100

Table 4.11 shows patrticipants’ feelings aboutraatgve writing as an instructional
method. Among those who responded, 36% noted oiteeawriting as a useful method for
“hearing letters/sounds/sight words,” while 6% ne¢@d interactive writing as most useful for
children to develop as writers.

In order to examine each grade level’'s feelinguuabderactive writing as an
instructional method, the data from the questiamnaias further analyzed by cross-tabulations.

The results are presented in Table 4.12.
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Table 4.12

Grade level: Explain how you feel about interactiudting as an instructional method.

Children take Hearing letters, Children Supports the Mechanics/
ownership of Differentiation sounds, sight develop as _t_pp concepts of Total
writing words writers writing process print
Grade level N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Kindergarten 5 12.2 10 244 16 39.0 1 2.4 5 12.2 4 9.8 41 100
1% grade 10 22.2 4 8.9 17 37.8 3 6.7 5 11.1 6 13.3 45 100
2nd grade 2 10.0 3 15.0 3 15.0 2 10.0 7 35.0 3 15.0 20 100
Total 17 16.0 17 16.0 36 340 6 5.7 17 16.0 13 123 106 100
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Table 4.12 shows how each grade level describedféedings about interactive writing
as an instructional method. Among those who respodnd9% of kindergarten teachers felt that
interactive writing was an instructional methodttas best used to support “hearing
letters/sounds/sight words,” while only 2% of kinglerten respondents noted interactive writing
as an instructional method where children devekowiters. Similarly, 38% of first grade
respondents indicated that interactive writing wssful for “hearing letters/sounds/sight
words,” while a small percent of first grade papants (7%) noted that children developed as
writers with the implementation of interactive wrg. Additionally, the results show that 35% of
second grade respondents described interactivengves an instructional method that supports
the writing process.

Survey question nine asked participants to comipéeeactive writing to other
instructional writing methods. The open-ended sygestion readn your opinion, how does
interactive writing compare to other instructionatiting methods?able 4.13 presents the

responses to the question.
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Table 4.13

Survey Question 9: In your opinion, how does intgva writing compare to other instructional

writing methods?

Comparison N %
Positive/most effective 40 36.0
Letter Knowledge 18 16.2
Concepts of print/mechanics 17 15.3
Negative/not good 14 12.6
Sharing the pen/participation of children 11 9.9
Supports academic needs 7 6.3
Phonics/phonemic awareness 4 3.6
Total 111 100

Table 4.13 shows patrticipants’ opinions on howriattive writing compared to other
instructional methods. The majority of participa(@86%) noted interactive writing as a
“positive” or the “most effective” writing methoavhile only 4% of participants identified
interactive writing as a writing method used tosan phonics or phonemic awareness.

Cross-tabulation was used to analyze how each deadecompared interactive writing

to other instructional writing methods. The resalts presented in Table 4.14.
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Table 4.14

Grade Level: In your opinion, how does interactiméting compare to other instructional writing meiis?

Letter F;]honics./ Positive/ Sh?)ner;s the Congepts of Negative/not Support§
knowledge phonemic mogt participation print/ . good academic Total
awareness effective of children mechanics needs
Grade level N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Kindergarten 10 233 0 0 13 30.2 2 47 7 16.3 7 16.3 4 9.3 43 100
1% grade 4 8.9 3 6.7 21 46.7 7 156 3 6.7 4 8.9 3 6.7 45 100
2" grade 4 174 1 4.3 6 26.1 2 8.7 7 304 3 13.0 0 0 23 100
Total 18 16.2 4 3.6 40 36.0 11 99 17 15.3 1261 7 6.3 111 100
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Table 4.14 shows how each grade level comparethottee writing with other
instructional writing methods. Among the kindergarteachers who responded, approximately
30% noted interactive writing as “positive” or “magfective” when compared to other
instructional writing methods. Additionally, 47% fofst grade respondents reported interactive
writing as “positive” or the “most effective” writg method. The results also showed that 30%
of second grade participants reported interactikgng as most useful for teaching “concepts of
print/mechanics” when compared to other writing moels, while a smaller percentage (26%)
noted interactive writing as “positive” or the “niagfective” writing method.

Survey question 10 asked participants to notativantages of using interactive writing
as part of their curriculum. The open-ended quastadWhat are the advantages of using

interactive writing?The results for the question are presented oneTalb.
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Table 4.15

Survey Question 10: What are the advantages ofjusteractive writing?

Advantages N %
Children take ownership 29 25.4
Differentiation 22 19.2
Supports hearing & recording sounds 19 16.6
Supports the writing process/mechanics 15 13.1
Teacher guidance/ modeling 13 114
Application 9 7.8
Sharing the pen 7 6.1
Total 114 100

Table 4.15 shows the advantages of using inteeactriting as part of the writing

curriculum. Approximately 25% of participants indied that the main advantage of using

interactive writing was that “children take ownestof the writing, while 25% noted

differentiation as an advantage. The table alsavstibat 17% of participants noted that

interactive writing supports the process of headand recording sounds, while only 6% reported

the process of the teacher and the students “ghédrénpen” as an advantage of interactive

writing.

A cross-tabulation was conducted to further exanily grade level, the advantages of

implementing interactive writing. The results aregented in Table 4.16.
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Table 4.16

Grade Level: What are the advantages of using aut@re writing?

Children Supports Supports
take ifferenti Teacher the hearing & Sharin Applica-
. Differentia- 4 jidance/ writing g 9 PP Total
ownership tion : recording the pen tion
o modeling process/
of writing . sounds
mechanics
Grade level N % N % N % N % N % N % % N %
Kindergarten 8 17.8 11 244 4 89 5 111 9 200 4 8.9 4 8.9 45 100
1% grade 13  28.9 5 111 6 133 5 111 8 17.8 3 6.7 5 111 45 100
2" grade 8 333 6 25.0 3 125 5 208 2 83 0 0 0 0 24 100
Total 29 254 22 193 13 114 15 13.2 19 16.7 7 6.1 9 79 114 100
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Results for the cross-tabulation indicated that 24%indergarten participants noted
“differentiation” as being a major advantage o€naictive writing, while 20% indicated hearing
and recording sounds as an advantage from the mepi&ation of interactive writing. Among the
first grade teachers who responded, 29% indicdtathe major advantage of using interactive
writing was that “children take ownership of thetuag,” while only 7% reported sharing the
pen as an advantage of interactive writing. Addaiby, 33% of second grade respondents
indicated that the major advantage of using interaevriting was that “children take ownership
of the own writing.”

Survey question 11 asked participants to deschieelisadvantages of using interactive
writing as part of their writing curriculum. The @p-ended question on the Interactive Writing
Survey readyVhat are the disadvantages of using interactivéimg® Responses to this question
are presented in Table 4.17.

Table 4.17

Survey Question 11: What are the disadvantagesionfgunteractive writing?

Disadvantages N %
Time & distractions 64 57.6
Children get impatient 15 13.5
Classroom management 14 12.6
Planning 12 10.8
No disadvantages 6 5.4
Total 111 100

Table 4.17 shows participants’ responses regattimglisadvantages of the use and

implementation of interactive writing. Over 50%retpondents noted “time and distractions” as
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being the major disadvantage when implementingaetere writing, while a very few (5%)
reported “no disadvantages” when implementing adgve writing into their curriculum.

The data was further analyzed through cross-téibualéo evaluate the disadvantages
noted by each grade level when implementing intemevriting. The results are presented in

Table 4.18.
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Table 4.18

Grade Level: What are the disadvantages of usiteyactive writing?

Grade level N % N % N % N % N % N %
Kindergarten 24 558 6 14.0 4 9.3 7 163 47 43 100
1% grade 26 59.1 4 9.1 6 13.6 4 9.1 4 9.1 4400 1
2" grade 14  58.3 5 20.8 2 8.3 3 125 0 24 0 10
Total 64  57.7 15 135 12 10.8 14 126 54 111 100
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Table 4.18 shows that 56% of kindergarten respasdaxiected “time and distractions”
as being the biggest disadvantage when implememtiatactive writing, while only 5% of
kindergarten participants reported “no disadvargagden using interactive writing. Similarly,
59% of first grade respondents indicated “time distkractions” as the major disadvantages
when implementing interactive writing as part aéithwriting curriculum, while 14% noted the
process of “planning” as being a disadvantage tefactive writing. Additionally, 58% of
second grade participants specified “time and ali$ions” as the major disadvantages of using
interactive writing as part of their instructiorildmework, while only 8% of second grade
respondents noted “planning” as a disadvantagetefactive writing.

I nterviews

The interviews were used to expand upon the dataqarsly obtained from the
Interactive Writing Survey. Eight teachers partatga in the interview segment of the study.
Each interview participant completed the questiaenaolunteered, and provided contact
information for the primary researcher. The pap@eits for the interviews consisted of eight
female teachers. Three participants taught kindergathree taught first grade, and two of the
interview participants taught second grade. Eatdrirew was conducted in a classroom or a
guiet environment and was audio taped and trarestily the primary researcher. The overall
format of the interview sessions was structured@unded by open-ended questions.

The interviews consisted of three open-ended questhat focused on features and
aspects of interactive writing. The questions were:

1. What would a typical interactive writing lesson kdike in your classroom?
2. In your opinion, how does interactive writing suppibe reading and writing

connection?
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3. Have there been any challenges with the implemientaf interactive writing?
The overall findings from the follow-up intervievase presented in the following section,
organized and arranged by the interview questions.
Interview Question One: What would a typical interactive writing lesson look likein
your classroom?

Interview respondents described what a typicaraatgve writing lesson would look like
in their classrooms. Comments regarding how paaditis described a typical interactive writing
lesson focused on the structure of the lessonngtrictional decisions made during lessons, and
examples of how they had implemented interactiviarvg: Three recurring themes emerged as
participants described how interactive writing ledkn their classrooms. The first theme was
that participants began their description of amrattive writing lesson with an example of the
subject area they used to implement interactivénvgsessions. One participant described how
her lessons were used for various subject areas.

Sometimes | just come up with the topic and otlmees$ we work together to figure it

out. Sometimes the topic is related to languageaartl other times it's about math or

science. Either way, the writing is always relat@evhat we are studying about or
discussing in class.

Another participant supported the idea of usingriattive writing as an extension for
other subject areas. She stated, “Most of our tesace science based or written after a read
aloud.” A first grade participant shared how shelemented interactive writing to support other
subject areas. She said, “...1 will have them answguestion or a math problem.” She
expanded on the notion of using interactive writsgan extension to other lessons as she

described how she used interactive writing to tdaatures of an author and an illustrator. She
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stated, “We might even do an author study and tasm write questions or ideas to the featured
author...last week we wrote to Eric Carle. They hadhsiny questions for him.” Finally, a first
grade participant further explained how she implet®e interactive writing to support author
studies or to practice various literary elements.

When the interactive writing begins, | would remihé children about the things they

saw in the book. Like for example, | might haventhese rhyming words like the author

uses, or | might have them use alliteration like alathor used.

Another common theme that transpired as particgpdescribed a typical interactive
writing lesson was the concept of the teacher badtudents sharing the pen to complete a
written piece. The majority of interview particigardescribed how they had students participate
in the writing and the process of sharing the pamng the lesson. One participant described the
process of the children coming up to share in theng. In her description she said, “The
children might be writing either part of a wordtbe whole word itself. They also might write
new high frequency words.” Another participant epéd how her students shared in the
writing. “I would make sure that | hand over thenpge different students to help them practice
what they need with my assistance.” One particigéated, “I call on students one at a time to
help me write parts of the message.” A first grpdeicipant further described the concept of
having the students write portions of the messagmgl an interactive writing lesson.

For example, | might call on one of my studenthetp me write a particular word,

maybe even a sight word. | would have that studeité the portions that they hear, or

that they can stretch out, and then | would whie temainder of the word. Together, we

would complete the word and then as a group we avallilgo back and reread the entire

written piece.
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Another participant described how interactive wgtallowed students to share in the writing of
sight words. In her description, she made the ¥ahg statement:

...and we would do the writing together, sharingpbka...kids who are having difficulty

with sight words, maybe | would have them come ngh maybe find a word on the word

wall and they would write that and we would jushtioue to work on it together until we
have completed what we want to write.

An additional theme that emerged was the condegparticipants using preplanned notes,
assessments, or schedules to guide instructiocaides and select students during interactive
writing lessons. The majority of interview partiaits mentioned the use of notes or schedules
as tools used to select students to help with tliteng. A first grade participant stated, “l useeth
notes | take during writer’'s workshop or as theyaorking independently. These notes really
help me figure out what | need to address and wieed to call on.” She further expanded on
the process of using instructional notes duringrenttive writing as she mentioned the
following:

Without my notes, there is no way | could figureé wino to call on. 1 literally refer to

my notes around two to three times during my irtgéevea writing lessons. And the kids

just know that they have to wait to see what mesaacay.

Another participant described how she used notdhgervations to help guide the
instructional decisions she makes during interactwiting lessons.

| really try to use my notes from writer’'s workshtmpdecide who I'm going to call on

but it sometimes gets hard to manage. So, | reimpmental notes or things that | have

recently observed to help me with who to call on.
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A second grade participant described how she ussssaments to decide which students
she selected during interactive writing. “Well tgdluse the spelling tests that we take as a way
to see who needs what during the writing lessomsl #ometimes | use my own personal notes
that | take while | work with my students.”

I nterview Question Two: In your opinion, how does inter active writing support the
reading and writing connection?

Interview participants described their thoughtshow interactive writing supported the
reading and writing connection. Statements reggrdow interactive writing supported the
reading and writing connection focused on how neg@ind writing are both taught through an
interactive writing lesson and how the written jgies reread during the writing. There were two
recurring themes that emerged as participants itbesichow interactive writing supported the
reading and writing connection. The first themd #raerged was that interview participants
described how reading and writing are connectethdunteractive writing as students write and
reread the written text. In describing how inteirgetvriting supported the reading and writing
connection, one participant made the followingestagnt:

It really impacts their level of understanding. Athén there is a bigger connection when

they go back and reread what they have writtent'3 adhere | really see how interactive

writing supports the reading and writing connecti@tause kids go back to read their
writings and that further connects them to theitings. And then in turn, students
become stronger in both reading and writing bec#usg get the opportunity to do both
with the support of the teacher.

Another participant expressed the same beliefititetactive writing supported both the reading

and writing processes as students reread the wpteze.
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Well, reading and writing are both such a big péitteractive writing, and when the
teacher includes the children in reading and thengr like with interactive writing, she
kind of connects the processes together. LikexXanmle, children can see and hear the
structure of writing by actually helping with theiting and they can see and hear the
process of reading by helping the teacher reagvthmg.
A veteran participant shared how her students eqjdlye process of writing and rereading the
text after an interactive writing lesson.
They think it's so cool to become part of the vagtiand use the cool markers and come
up and write and read back what they wrote, andcgwureally see how there is a strong
connection between the reading, the writing, ardctild.
The second theme that emerged was the idea tltbhgeand writing are connected
during an interactive writing lesson through theelepment of language, sentence structure, and
print awareness. One participant described howantee writing supported print awareness and
how words convey meaning. “This way the childreagtice language skills and see how their
words create a message and how we can work asip gr@¢hange and revise the writing.” A
first grade participant further described how iatgive writing supported the reading and writing
connection as students developed the concept ofdmas covey meaning. “We are constantly
reading the words that we have written and therkidie are able to see how their words can
form a written piece.”
Another interview participant explained how intenae writing connected reading and

writing, as it supported the development of corsssitence structure.
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Ultimately, it allows children to hear sentencegten correctly because so often these

children enter kindergarten with the inability Bcognize complete sentences. So, | really

feel that interactive writing helps children deyelhe concept of a complete sentence.
One participant further described how interactivéimg connected reading and writing as
students are exposed to print and speech.

Interactive writing supports the reading writinghoection by connecting speech and

thought together. Interactive writing shows how tiwe relate and support one another.

This happens when children understand that spestbe& written down and then read.

Then with writing, they can take ownership to theaderstanding of a concept, the

concept of reading and writing.

Interview Question Three: Have there been any challenges with the
implementation of interactive writing?

Interview participants described the challengeslved with the implementation of
interactive writing. There were two recurring thentieat emerged from the findings. The first
theme was that participants stated that interagtving lessons were challenging to implement
because they took too long to complete. Statenkatsupported this theme included, “Time is
a big challenge for me when | implement interactwéing...it's hard to find the time to do the
writing and other times it's just finding time tower what you want to cover during the lesson”
and “...one of the challenges with interactive wagtihat | have faced is the amount of time it
takes to finish a piece.” One participant identftene as a distraction of interactive writing as
she stated, “...1 get frustrated with children whe eonstantly talking and interrupting the
writing process...it just seems too long for themm®&tmes it is too long for me.” Another

participant described how the lack of time caudwllenges with the implementation of
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instructional elements. She stated, “...you knowehemlways a time factor thing. As |
mentioned earlier, it always seems as if ther@ienough time in the day to get everything
done or completed.” One kindergarten participarthier described the challenge of finding the
time to implement interactive writing into her dadurriculum.

Because you know so much happens during the ddyit arst doesn’t allow for you to

incorporate writing into the day. Honestly, sometgn feel like | am having to do so

much, and then writing is the last thing that | vyaabout.

Another participant explained how she is often lemgled with the time she has to
manage and fit in various instructional writing mads. She stated, “I also find it challenging to
decide and juggle interactive writing with writemsrkshop, so | often pick writer's workshop
over interactive writing and | just try and make mini lessons more like interactive writing.”

The second theme that emerged was the challerthe sfudents becoming distracted
during interactive writing lessons. Participantted that students would often become
unfocused and distracted during the writing les€ame participant described the challenge of
keeping students engaged in the writing. “Yesiit lsa very challenging getting them to sit down
and pay attention and just fitting interactive vmgtinto the daily schedule.” Another participant
expanded on the challenge of having the studeaysfetused and engaged during an interactive
writing lesson.

Probably the most challenging issue with interactariting is keeping the whole class

engaged while one student is up at the front dgtdaing the writing. They sometimes

get very chatty and unfocused when they are nobties doing the writing, and that and

gets very frustrating from a teacher’s perspective.
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A kindergarten participant also described how shehallenged with redirecting students
during interactive writing lessons.
However, when | implement interactive writing | wdwsay the most challenging aspect
of the entire process is getting the kids to stepy$ed. They always seem to pay more
attention to what everyone else is doing and witlo v& coming and going. | feel like I'm
always having to redirect the children, and somesinfeel that it’s just too long to have
them sit on the floor.
One participant further described the frustratiotihweeping children focused during an
interactive writing lesson.
...it can also be difficult when the children begmtalk, especially when the lesson
begins to unravel and they become more interestadhat their classmates are doing and
not with what is being learned through the writing.
Another participant described the elements withendlassroom that caused distractions during
interactive writing lessons.
The kids who are easily distracted tend to pickngdrom the carpet and can be
distracting to other children. Also, a lot of muydénts are easily distracted by individuals
who are going to the restroom or those who are gnm and out of the room...seems
like the longer we are on the carpet, the morgatistbns come up and they become less
focused on the lesson.
Summary
The purpose of this research study was to deterihprimary teachers in ESC Region 2
used interactive writing, describe how they defirgdractive writing, and explain how primary

teachers implemented interactive writing. The rssialdicated that respondents in the ESC
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Region 2 area are using interactive writing anccdieed how they defined and implemented
interactive writing as part of their instructiorimework. Narrative responses further captured
what a typical interactive writing lesson lookekklin a primary classroom, how respondents felt
interactive writing supported the reading and wgtconnection, and the challenges that

occurred with the implementation of interactivetig.
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Chapter 5
Discussion

This chapter is divided into three major sectiand presents an overall discussion of the
study. A summary of the Interactive Writing Survaydiscussion of the follow-up interviews, a
discussion of the findings, and a final summary &l presented at the end of the chapter to
review the discussions of the major sections.
Overall Findings

The overall findings for this study suggested tieapondents understood the elements of
interactive writing and were able to provide a diion for interactive writing as an instructional
method. Second, the participants noted that th&gogiered interactive writing through various
forms of professional development opportunities sapbrted that they implemented interactive
writing either during a weekly timeframe or wheweyrhad the opportunity to integrate it into
their curriculum. Third, there was no statisticalgnificant relationship between how often
interactive writing was implemented and grade leaabht. Fourth, participants noted that they
had complete freedom with the implementation cériattive writing. The analysis indicated that
there was no statistically significant relationshgiween the extent of freedom on the
implementation of interactive writing and gradedketaught. Fifth, respondents reported that
they used interactive writing for whole group ingtiion and to support content-area lessons. The
extension areas mentioned by participants weréottmaving: read-alouds, science lessons, math
lessons, and with morning message instructionhStke study revealed that participants most
often selected students based on preplanned sesealuhotes. Examples of the pre-planned
schedules were the following: preset scheduleiserg workshop notes, anecdotal notes, and

assessment data. Seventh, participants notechteeatctive writing was an effective
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instructional method useful for hearing lettersjrats, and sight words. Finally, respondents
indicated that an advantage of interactive writivegs that children took ownership of their
writing, while time and distractions were notecbatng the major disadvantage when
implementing interactive writing.

This study was guided by three research questidresfollowing sections review the
research questions, discuss the findings, idehifigations for the study, and provide
suggestions for further research. The discussiothfe chapter will be arranged by the research
guestions, additional findings, and a summary effihdings.

Resear ch Question One: What are the variations on the definition of interactive
writing among primary teachersin the Education Service Center (ESC) Region 2
area who areimplementing interactive writing?

The number of survey respondents represented 1df ptmary teachers in ESC Region
2 and thus the discussion is limited to those vesponded. In addition, the uniqueness of the
region examined must be considered when discusisenfindings for the study. South Texas
residents, including those in ESC Region 2, haenleported to have a high poverty rate and
an increased number of at risk children (Castrd,120For the 2009-2010 school year, The
Office of the Texas Comptroller reported ESC Redas being one of four regions in Texas
with a large number of economically disadvantadatticen (Window on State Government,
2010).

Survey.

The results of this study showed that respondezfteet] interactive writing as an

instructional process that involves “sharing tha’ge complete a written form of text. This

finding coincides with Button et al. (1996) defioit of interactive writing and the process of
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sharing the pen during the writing process. Bu#ébal. purported that teachers provided
instructional opportunities during interactive wrg lessons and that “...children take an active
role in the writing process by actually holding en and doing the writing” (p. 447). In a recent
study, Williams et al. (2012) investigated the eféeof using a practice form as a tool during
interactive writing lessons to mediate instructicaspects of writing. Williams et al. defined
interactive writing as an approach to writing thaplicitly allows the teacher to demonstrate
letter to sound correspondence, concepts of @md,spelling patterns. An additional aspect of
their definition was the idea that interactive wgtinvolved the process of the teacher and the
children sharing the pen during the writing lessbime definitions noted in the research were
consistent with how respondents from the currardystlefined interactive writing. Researchers
and respondents from the current study both inclubde concept of sharing the pen in their
definitions of interactive writing.

The findings from the current study also sugge#tat participants defined interactive
writing as “writing done with the teacher and stoi$e’ This finding was supported by the
research and the idea of the teacher and the studerking together to complete a writing
piece during an interactive writing lesson. In f&itnell and McCarrier (1994) defined
interactive writing as a writing strategy that elesliteachers and students to collaborate thoughts
and ideas, implement conventions of print, and hedrrecord sounds in words as they compose
a written piece. Jones et al. (2010) investigatedeffects of interactive writing and writer’s
workshop on kindergarten children’s reading al@fitiJones et al. defined interactive writing and
indicated that “During interactive writing, the dients and the teacher negotiate the writing topic

and the details of the text to be written” (p. 3ZB)ese definitions supported the idea of the
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teacher and the students working together duriagutiting process and align with how
respondents in ESC Region 2 defined interactiveigrias an instructional approach.

Other researchers (Craig, 2006; O’Connor, 2004hR2209) investigated the effects of
interactive writing and how it impacted languageicture, print related concepts, and
identifying sounds within words. However, no resbanas explored how primary teachers
defined and implemented interactive writing. Theref the data for the current study provided
insight on how primary teachers defined interactwiing. The findings suggested that the
primary teachers who responded were knowledgealiteeiunderstanding of interactive writing
and were able to define interactive writing asrestructional writing method. The results further
indicated that participants were able to providg Werds and phrases in their definitions of
interactive writing.

Although respondents defined interactive writingl @novided key terms and phrases in
their definitions, only 11.5% of the primary teacha ESC Region 2 responded. Therefore, it
cannot be assumed the majority of primary teacdingtss region would define interactive
writing in a similar manner. It is probable thab$le teachers who did respond were already
vested in its use and had a conceptually usefutitieh and understanding of interactive
writing.

I nterviews.

For the current study, respondents defined intemagitriting as either an instructional
method where the teacher and the students workhegen the writing or the process where the
teacher and the students work at sharing the peonplete the writing. Both of these
definitions are common phrases found in the liteeabf interactive writing. Williams and

Pilonieta (2012) emphasized the process of sh#n@gen during an interactive writing lesson
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and explained how the teacher scaffolds instruaimh selects students to write portions of the
text that are specific to their academic neederWew participants further elaborated on their
definitions of interactive writing as they descube typical interactive writing lesson in their
classrooms. Responses such as, “the children weitdcome up and help me with the writing”
and “I call on students one at a time to come aid me write parts of the message” were
similar statements made by interview participa@ise participant provided examples and
further expanded on the process of the teachethenstudents sharing the pen during an
interactive writing lesson.

Sometimes my lessons begin with me using the pemottel a specific teaching

point. For example, | may focus on gdime “ing” ending on words. So, | would
have certain children come up to hegpaomplete sentences that include words
or phrases with the “ing” ending.

Another participant’s statement supported theifigdhat interactive writing is an
instructional writing method where the teacher tredstudents share the writing and the pen
during the lesson. She explained how she focusexpecific instructional areas as she selected
students to participate and help with the writing.

We would write together sharing the pen...maybeafhad been discussing

sharks | would start out by calling those kids wieed help with beginning

sounds or letters. Those kids would be called upetp me share the pen. | may

call on a student to come write the /sh/ soundglf@ark. So they would come up

and | would help them write that, and then | woladdp them with the rest of the

word.
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Overall, the findings from the survey and the imitew responses suggested that the
participants involved in the study were knowleddeabad similar understandings, and were
able to define interactive writing. These findirvgsre consistent with past researchers (Boroski,
2004; Collom, 2004) and their definitions of intetrge writing as an instructional writing
method. The definitions provided by the respondemise often simple and short. However, the
overall understanding and knowledge of interactwiing was demonstrated through the terms
and phrases used in their definitions.

Resear ch Question Two: How are primary teachersin ESC Region 2 implementing
interactive writing?
Survey.

The data suggested that participants had compkddm with the implementation of
interactive writing. Additionally, the data indieat that there was no statistically significant
relationship between freedom on the implementatidnteractive writing and grade level.
These findings cannot determine if complete freedonthe implementation of interactive
writing enabled participants to use interactivetivg more frequently. It can only be assumed
that participants in ESC Region 2 were given teedom to implement interactive writing
during their daily curriculum. However, because taenber of respondents represented 11.5%
of primary teachers in ESC Region 2, it cannotdmimed that all primary teachers share a
similar freedom of implementation.

The results suggested that respondents implemarigzdctive writing at least three
times a week. The analysis also indicated thaetihvas no statistically significant relationship
between how often interactive writing was being lienpented and grade level. Although the

findings did not determine a statistically sigrgfint relationship, the data did support the premise
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of implementing interactive writing throughout tiveek. In fact, Schaefer (2004) suggested that
daily and weekly interactive writing opportunitiabowed children to develop writing strategies,
language patterns, listening skills, and speakiiltssButton et al. (1996) described the
implementation of daily interactive writing lessongh kindergarten students during whole
group literacy instruction. In their study, daihteractive writing lessons were implemented
throughout the entire school year. Although thelifigs for the current study only described
interactive writing as being implemented at lehst¢ times during the week, the idea of
consistent, interactive writing lessons was a comelement described in both the literature and
the current study.

In contrast, the findings for the current studsoahdicated that participants implemented
interactive writing on an occasional basis or “wénar | can fit it in.” This finding was not
consistent with the literature or how often reskars suggest to implement interactive writing.
Williams and Hufnagel (2005) documented the impletagon of daily interactive writing
lessons for kindergarten children. Williams and tigiel suggested that daily interactive writing
sessions improved kindergarten children’s usemfatetic principles and their ability to
implement writing strategies. In fact, scholardiggini, 2009; McCarrier et al., 2000) purported
that interactive writing should be implemented tlgbout daily or weekly instruction.

Therefore, this finding was not supported by tkerditure. The data suggested that some
respondents simply used interactive writing asnatructional filler and were not consistently
using interactive writing as a daily or weekly msttional writing method. This finding may be
related to the strict schedule guidelines placetkanhers. Based on the researcher’s experience
as a consultant in districts within the ESC Red@pprimary teachers often have specific areas of

literary instruction they are expected to implemaeia their curriculum. These areas of
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instruction include writer’'s workshop, guided reaglishared writing, and shared reading.
Although these literary areas are crucial for tbademic development of young children, they
are often lengthy and time consuming to impleminaddition, it may be a challenge for
teachers to decide which literary area to inclugdtiwtheir daily curriculum. Therefore,
interactive writing may not be an instructional hut selected by teachers to be implemented on
a daily basis.

The results for the study revealed that participaised interactive writing in whole
group settings. This result is an element of irgive writing that was supported by the
literature. Interactive writing lessons are sugge$o be conducted during whole group sessions.
McCloskey (2004) explained that during whole graupractive writing “...everyone in the
class receives explicit instruction and modelinghatsame time” (p. 9). Collom (2004)
emphasized the importance of implementing intevactiriting as a collaborative whole group
writing experience. It has been suggested to cdanslcle group interactive writing sessions at
the large meeting area of a classroom. Button. €1896) documented the implementation of
daily whole group interactive writing sessions wkthdergarten children. Button et al. further
described how children were seated near the teactiethe easel at the large meeting area of the
classroom during interactive writing sessions. &y, respondents from the current study also
indicated that they used interactive writing durimigole group instruction.

The analysis of data also indicated that partidpased interactive writing to support the
extension of lessons or subject areas. Respondet&d the following extension lessons: read
alouds, science lessons, math lessons, and duongmg message. The research reviewed
suggested that interactive writing can be usedippart various subject areas, and it can be

integrated into daily curriculum to deepen the ustdading of complex instructional elements
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(Christenson, 2004; Kasner, 2004; McCarrier et28l00). This finding coincides with the
existing literature as it suggested that participarsed and implemented interactive writing to
support various instructional elements. Christer(2994) emphasized that interactive writing
lessons can be used to support science experinb@méport classroom science observations, to
generate science based graphic organizers, atabieing classroom pets. The integration of
interactive writing into various instructional segs allows children to practice elements from
various subject areas while strengthening theguage skills, writing skills, and reading
abilities.

In examining how teachers selected students tacyte in the writing during
interactive writing lessons, the findings from therent study indicated that respondents
selected students based on pre-planned scheduleses: The areas selected by participants
included preset schedules, writer’s workshop n@ssessment data, and anecdotal notes. As
discussed in the literature, prior studies (Butoal., 1996; Clay, 1991; McCarrier et al., 2000;
Williams & Lundstrom, 2007) suggested the use ¢&@dand artifacts to guide the teacher’s
scaffolding decisions during interactive writingdasther forms of writing instruction. Button et
al. (1996) explained that “...tH@bservation Surveynecdotal notes, and writing checklists” (p.
453) were used as an instructional guide duringraative writing lessons. This coincides with
the findings of the current study in which pre-plad schedules or notes were noted to support
student selection during interactive writing lessdn fact, McCatrrier et al., (2000) suggested
that without the use of data or anecdotal notésractive writing instruction is unstructured and
“hit or miss” (p. 191). Therefore, the use of datal documentation during an interactive writing
lesson allows teachers to model specific literdeynents and focus on each child’s instructional

needs.
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I nterviews.

According to the findings from the survey, respamtdendicated that they implemented
interactive writing at least three times a weeld arslightly smaller percentage of respondents
indicated that they implemented interactive writmigenever they were able to fit it into their
curriculum Interview participants noted the implementatiomndéractive writing on a daily
basis or several times during the weekthis case, interview responses only supported th
survey finding of interactive writing being implented at least three times a week and not the
concept of interactive writing being implementech&mever | can fit it in.” In fact, the majority
of interview participants mentioned the use ofylail weekly interactive writing lessons. One
respondent indicated that she used interactivengrib her classroom “at least a couple of times
a week,” while another interview participant mengd that she always begins her day with an
interactive writing lesson that she incorporateés lrer morning message. Another interview
participant stated, “I typically begin my daily Guage block with some form of an interactive
writing lesson.” The statements made by interviantipipants about the implementation of
daily interactive writing lessons were supportedhwsyliterature. In fact, scholars (Becker, 2004;
Roth, 2009) emphasized that interactive writingutidoe utilized as part of a daily curriculum.
Williams and Hufnagel (2005) purported that darteractive writing lessons provided
opportunities for children to develop various l@sr elements and independent writing skills.

The majority of participants interviewed for them@nt study described their interactive
writing lessons as a whole group interaction tltauored at the meeting area of their
classrooms. Whole group interactive writing lessamd the idea of conducting lessons at the
carpet or meeting area are common elements ofirttee writing found in the literature. Button

et al. (1996) documented how children should bé&esleat a large meeting area, such as the
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carpet, for whole group interactive writing lesso8snilarly, in the current study, one
participant explained how she gathered all of h&dents to the carpet for interactive writing
lessons. She stated, “For interactive writing la/bring the kids to the carpet, it's our meeting
area, and | have them face the easel.” Anotheoregmt explained, “I have the children at the
carpet and | call on them one at a time to comangpwrite part of the message.” Additionally,
one respondent indicated that she had studentsrgatthe carpet to set the tone for their
discussions during interactive writing lessons. 8kglained, “Interactive writing lessons in my
class are like a social event. Everyone gatheitseatarpet, and together we discuss the plan for
the writing and express our thoughts and ideascessd with the writing.”

The data from the current study also indicated plagicipants implemented interactive
writing as an extension to other subjects or lessdhey described how they implemented
interactive writing after science lessons, matkdes, and to support read alouds. Leonard
(2004) described an interactive writing lesson whbe students retold familiar stories and
focused on story plots, literary themes, and répetpatterns within the stories. Clark (2004)
described the importance of using interactive wgitio teach poetry elements. She explained
how students brainstormed, generated, and publi$teadpoetry pieces. Similarly, when
describing how they implemented interactive writimgerview participants explained how they
used interactive writing to support other subjeeta or as an extension of a lesson. One
participant stated, “Sometimes we do what | callydeaews, where the children help me write a
piece back to the author...like from a book we jusshed reading.” Other statements that
supported the idea of implementing interactive ivwgitas an extension to other subject areas

included, “...the writing is usually based on someghihat we have read together” and “most of
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our lessons are science based or written aftexchaud.” Another participant described how
she used interactive writing as an extension td etauds.

| often use read alouds to point out certain thithgs the author uses as a writer, and

those are the things that | want the students @a@e of...when the interactive writing

lesson begins | would remind the children abouthinegs they saw in the book. Like for
example, | might have them use rhyming words Iikeeduthor uses or | might have them
use alliteration like the author used.

Overall, the data from the survey and the inewshowed that participants involved in
the study incorporated interactive writing as ateegion to other subject areas or lessons. The
responses from both the survey and interviews stjgpe another and are consistent with the
literature.

The results of this study revealed that respondsaiested students during interactive
writing lessons based on pre-planned schedulestesnPast research (Button et al., 1996; Clay,
1991; McCarrier et al., 2000; Williams & LundstroQ07) emphasized the importance of using
anecdotal notes or ongoing data to support thééeacinstructional decisions during an
interactive writing lesson. In addition to the wdere-planned schedules or notes, interview
participants also noted that they used observatiadsdiocumentation to select students during
interactive writing lessons. One interview partamp mentioned that she used anecdotal notes
from her writer's workshop conferences to guideitistructional decisions she made during her
interactive writing lessons. She stated, “I tryus® the notes | take during writer’'s workshop or
as they are working independently. These note$y/realp me figure out what | need to address
and who | need to call on.” Additional statemetsupport the notion of using pre-planned

schedules or other forms of data during interactiviéing lessons included, “l use the spelling
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tests that we take as a way to see who needs whagdhe writing lesson,” and “I look at my
notes and | call them according to their needs.& Participant provided an example and further
elaborated on the idea of using preplanned scheduleotes during interactive writing lessons.
She said, “I also select students to come up artd with me if it's something that they need to
work on. For example, | may call on little Johnowirite a particular blend if it's something that
| know he has been struggling with.”

The statements made by participants on both theguand interviews revealed how
respondents implemented interactive writing intarticurriculum. Overall, the data suggested
that participants in ESC Region 2 utilized interasetvriting at least three times a week or
whenever they could fit it into their curriculumdAitionally, respondents suggested that their
interactive writing lessons were conducted in allgnoup setting and were used as an
extension to various subject areas. Participamtedudescribed the use of pre-planned notes,
schedules, and documentation to select studentsgdateractive writing lessons.

Resear ch Question Three: How does interactive writing support the reading and
writing connection for primary teachersin ESC Region 2?
I nterviews.

Overall, a large majority of interview respondeti¢scribed how interactive writing
supported the reading and writing connection. Tipeg8cipants viewed interactive writing as an
instructional writing method that connected both tbading and writing processes. In fact, one
respondent provided examples on how interactivéngrallows children to think, read, write,
and connect to the piece they are constructing.eRpkained, “Interactive writing allows
children to connect the reading and writing proessand when children go back and reread

their writings, they are becoming better readefsdther respondent further explained how
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interactive writing supported the reading and wgtconnection as she provided an example of
this process.

Well, reading and writing are both such a big péitteractive writing, and when

the teacher includes the children in the readirdytha writing, like with

interactive writing, she kind of connects the twogesses together. Like for

example, children can see and hear the structuseitnig by actually helping

with the writing, and they can see and hear thegqe® of reading by helping the

teacher read the writing.

Other studies (Calkins, 1983; Cramer, 1998; Shamat984) have investigated the
reading and writing connection. Clay’s (1975) studgumented five year old children and their
writing abilities. Her observations concluded thaiting contributes to the development of early
reading skills, and when children write, they depetrucial literary skills such as letter and
sound correspondence, sentence structure, coradamis print, and thinking strategies. Clay’s
findings were evident in one interview participgntomment which indicated that interactive
writing supported the concept of how words conveaning as she stated, “We are constantly
reading the words that we have written and therkidie are able to see how their words can
form a written piece.” Another participant descdldew interactive writing allowed children to
make a connection between reading and writing &g déine guided by the teacher through both
processes.

So I think they are able to write what we are wogkon because we are working on it

together, and | can show and guide them with wgistrategies as we go through the

writing lesson. And in turn, there becomes mora obnnection between reading and
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writing because as they become better readers atteeglso becoming better writers and

they become very proud of themselves.

One participant expressed the same belief thatactige writing supported both the reading and
writing processes. When asked how interactive mgisupported the reading and writing
connection, she made the following statement.

It really impacts their level of understanding. Athen there is a bigger connection when

they go back and reread what they have writtent'3 adhere | really see how interactive

writing supports the reading and writing connecti@cause kids go back to read their
writings and that further connects them to theitings. And then in turn, students
become stronger in both reading and writing bec#usg get the opportunity to do both
with the support of the teacher.

The statements provided by the interview participam regards to how interactive
writing supported the reading and writing connattigere consistent with the findings
documented in the research. Additionally, theseroents supported the findings from Read’s
(1971) study which provided an understanding of lsbildren used the process of stretching out
sounds in words to develop a stronger understaridimgrds language development. In fact, the
majority of interview participants expressed thaaapt of stretching out words in writing to
develop oral language. Read’s findings were evidenhe participant's comment which
expressed how interactive writing supported thecephof stretching out words based on the
sounds heard during the writing process. She #ated the idea of stretching out sounds when
she stated, “So those kids who come up would meaydsk on the formation for each letter they
hear or how to write that letter. They may alsabked to write letters based on sounds or

blends.” This explanation of how interactive wrgisupported the process of hearing sounds in
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words was consistent with the findings from Redd%71) study on language development and
writing words based on sounds.

Bissex’s (1980) case study further documented Wwating and reading are supported by
one another. In her study, she discovered thasdremwas able to read as he spelled words in his
writings. This same concept of supporting readirgugh writing was described by several
interview participants as they explained how cleitdwould reread the messages they created
during interactive writing lessons. In fact, Bissefindings were evident in one teacher’s
comment, which illustrated how children go back agr@ad the written message during an
interactive writing lesson. She stated, “With iagive writing, they are able to develop an idea
and support one another throughout the writing ggecThen, they in turn love to go back and
read the writing they helped create.” Another ggrnt captured the concept of developing
reading skills through the process of writing as dbscribed how interactive writing supported
the reading and writing connection.

Interactive writing supports the reading/writinghoection by connecting speech and

thought together. Interactive writing shows how tiwe relate and support one another.

This happens when children understand that spestbe& written down and then read.

Then with writing, they can take ownership to theiderstanding of a concept...the

concept of reading and writing.

These descriptions on how interactive writing supgabthe reading and writing connection as
children write and go back to reread the writtegcpiare consistent with the observations
documented in Bissex’s study. Her study descrilmed Wwriting words helped to support her son
through the reading process. Participants illustralhis same finding as they explained how

interactive writing supported both reading and wgt
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Additional Findings

Additional findings for the study included how peipants developed an understanding
of interactive writing, how participants felt abanteractive writing as an instructional method,
how they compared interactive writing to other instional writing methods, and the advantages
and disadvantages of implementing interactive agitiThe research suggested that respondents
developed an understanding of interactive writimptigh professional development
opportunities. District trainings, onsite trainisgpport, and classroom observations were the
three forms of professional development noted bghers. These forms of professional
development were consistent with how researchers siaggested the development and
understanding of interactive writing should be sugd. In fact, McCarrier et al. (2000)
suggested that teachers meet as a team of ledortmugd a greater understanding of interactive
writing as an instructional method. During theseetimgys, teachers share interactive writing
lesson plans with grade-level members and leaategfies from others. Self-reflecting
interactive writing rubrics, colleague observationgriculum alignment discussions, and self-
reflecting interactive writing journals are exangtd professional development opportunities
that researchers have proposed for teachers temgpit on their campuses (Crippen, 2004;
McCarrier et al., 2000).

An additional finding suggested that participamts$ that interactive writing was most
effective in supporting the concepts of hearintglst sounds, and sight words. These literary
concepts are supported by the research and thetinmpa@ractive writing has on academic
development. In fact, Craig (2006) emphasized haeractive writing lessons can be used to
support letter to sound correspondence, lettergraton, concepts of print, and elements of

phonemic awareness. Further, interactive writirgg®ms are used to instructionally support
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children with aspects of the writing process. Ollgtiae instructional elements described by
survey participants were consistent with the liter@aand the idea that interactive writing can be
implemented to effectively teach various literalgneents.

The majority of survey and interview participardentified time and distractions as
being the greatest challenges and disadvantagesheitmplementation of interactive writing.
Participants believed that interactive writing @s$s took too long to complete and that children
often would become distracted during the lessaasteStents that supported this notion included,
“Time is a big challenge for me when | implemertenactive writing...it's hard to find the time
to do the writing and other times it’s just finditime to cover what you want to cover during the
lesson” and “...one of the challenges with interaetiwriting that | have faced is the amount of
time it takes to finish a piece.” These statemants beliefs were not supported or documented
in the research. In fact, McCarrier et al. (200@)gested that interactive writing lessons should
be short, powerful, and based on instructional aeBdtton et al. (1996) explained that
interactive lessons were not intended to be lengtidytime consuming. They also noted that
interactive writing lessons should last for 15 nt@suat the beginning of the year and gradually
increase to 20-30 minutes at the end of the sojesnl (Button et al., 1996).

Participants also described how they felt intexactiriting compared to other
instructional methods. The majority of the resparidédelt that interactive writing was a positive
writing method and the most effective in teachisgexts of writing. This finding coincides with
the literature and the effective elements of inteva writing described by scholars (Becker,
2004; Schaefer, 2004; Williams & Pilonieta, 2012).

In this study, a large majority of participantdeth“differentiation” and “children take

ownership” of the writing as the two major advamsg@f implementing interactive writing. The
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concept of differentiation during interactive wnigj is an instructional element that aligns with

the literature. In fact, McCarrier et al. (2000)intained that interactive writing supported

various academic needs by differentiating the utdton during a lesson. McCarrier et al.
described interactive writing as a transition toséd to support the developmental needs of early
writing instruction. In addition, researchers (Oi®or, 2004; Sherry, 2010) have used

interactive writing as an intervention model oanethod to differentiate instruction for
struggling learners.

Implications

This study shows that teachers’ insights and unaedsngs about a particular
instructional method, such as interactive writiogn provide useful information on the
implementation and understanding of the methododdjin the surveys and interviews,
administrators and literacy coaches can idemtiBasof weakness, or a lack of understanding,
with regard to the use of interactive writing. Thfrmation can then be used as a framework to
further understand strategies and techniques ttemmgnt during interactive writing lessons.
Primary teachers can then use the information idegorofessional conversations or develop
support teams that aim to focus on elements ofantie writing.

The data obtained from this study suggested thétgeants are able to provide a
knowledgeable definition of interactive writing.ieipants in this study had specific phrases
and terms that were included in their definitioRespondents defined interactive writing as
writing done with the teacher and the studentsthagrocess of sharing the pen during. This
information is useful for administrators and liteyaoaches, as it means that participants have a
knowledgeable understanding about interactive mgiind are able to define the key terms and

phrases associated with an interactive writingdess
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Respondents also indicated that they first leaailit interactive writing through
professional development opportunities. Therefibregn be assumed that professional
development opportunities are effective on thaeahihtroduction of interactive writing for the
11.5% of primary teachers who responded. It isiatdor teachers to be provided with training
opportunities that are professionally supportive ariormative. Teachers should organize
professional development opportunities with collezgy These professional training sessions,
must enable teachers to observe, plan, and revewmeats of interactive writing with their
peers. The establishment and continuation of psajaal development opportunities that focus
on aspects of interactive writing can be useful effieictive for both novice and experienced
teachers.

Participants also noted that they had completediom with the implementation of
interactive writing, and that they engaged in iatéive writing at least three times a week. With
this information, it can be assumed that participamne incorporating interactive writing several
times a week into their curriculum. McCarrier et(@000) purported that daily interactive
writing sessions are most effective for primaryaghildren. Therefore, this information can be
used to design professional development trainingsfocus on structuring daily interactive
writing sessions into classroom curriculum. Thelklshment of professional trainings and
ongoing support may enable teachers to developnaplément a schedule that incorporates
daily interactive writing sessions.

The data also suggested that participants usecativee writing during whole group
instruction. A slightly smaller amount indicatectlthey utilized interactive writing to support
the extension of a lesson. Therefore, it can benasd that participants use interactive writing

for multiple writing purposes. With this informatipprimary teachers can organize peer training
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sessions that offer support and examples on hompgtement interactive writing into multiple
subject areas. Administrators and literacy coacheshen design and organize grade level
trainings that further support and model strategies ideas for the implementation of interactive
writing.

Participants in the study indicated that they ys®eglanned schedules and notes to select
students during interactive writing lessons. It barassumed that respondents are
knowledgeable and understand the importance ofgmeimg interactive writing instruction and
the importance of selecting students to write basetheir academic needs. This information
can then be used to structure professional traioppgprtunities that focus on the most effective
forms of data to use for the selection of studdoting interactive writing lessons. During these
trainings, teachers can offer insight and provixiengples of the data forms or preplanned
schedules that are most useful for them.

Based on the survey and the statements made bgijpants about interactive writing
being too long and time consuming, it can be assduima respondents are implementing their
interactive writing lessons longer than 15 minutes] as a result, have become frustrated with
the distractions that arise from lengthy whole gréessons. Therefore, further professional
development trainings should be implemented taucsand guide primary teachers on the
importance of providing short, instructional basetkractive writing lessons. Additionally,
teachers should be provided with trainings on thiglémentation of instructional tools, such as
individual whiteboards, as a method to preventadsitons during interactive writing lessons.
The implementation of shorter writing sessions @r@duse of instructional tools during lessons
may ultimately enable teachers to become lessrtiest with the implementation of interactive

writing.

107



Overall, with information regarding the understiagdand implementation of interactive
writing, administrators and literacy coaches hdneeability to design and organize staff
development opportunities to support the profesdioreds of the teachers. Therefore, the more
information curriculum supervisors, administrat@sd reading coaches know about primary
teachers’ understandings and implementations efaative writing, the more background
information and modeled examples they can providspecific areas of interactive writing.
Limitations

This study examined how primary teachers in ESCdRe defined and implemented
interactive writing as part of their curriculum. dile were several limitations for the study. First,
the survey used for the study was designed byrihsapy researcher and is subject to a question
of reliability. A second limitation was the smadimaple size. The number of respondents
represented 11.5% of primary teachers in ESC Re&gjiand was not a strong representation of
the population.

A third limitation for the study was the time framsed to collect and analyze the data.
Participants were given a five-week time framedmplete the online survey. Although
reminders were distributed to encourage partiaypata small percentage of primary teachers
participated in the study. Additionally, teacheragisiwere obtained through district webpages
and by contacting the campuses directly; howewanesprimary teachers may have been
overlooked due to outdated webpages or inactivel @oeounts.

An additional limitation was that the open-endesgjponses were analyzed and
categorized by the primary researcher and reviemedchecked by a second researcher.
Although each response was thoroughly reviewedaaiatlyzed, it is still subject to a question of

reliability. Additionally, upon reflection of thestrument, the survey choice “whenever | can fit
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it iIn” can be interpreted as a choice that referas often as | can fit interactive writing into a
daily or weekly timeframe. Finally, some sectiofish@ survey were not completely filled out;
therefore incomplete surveys were a limitationtfer study.

Recommendations for Future Research

The following suggestions should be investigatadture research:

e This study focused on primary teachers’ understandnd use of interactive writing
as an instructional method. Further research wbeftkfit from exploring other grade
levels’ use and implementation of interactive wagti

e A teacher survey and face-to-face interviews weedrnstruments used to collect data
for this study. Additional forms of data collectiguch as teacher observations,
would further explain the extent to which interaetwriting is being implemented
and used as a part of daily writing curriculum.

e This study focused on how knowledgeable primarghees within ESC Region 2
were with the implementation of interactive writiriguture research would benefit
from focusing on how knowledgeable primary teaclagesin general with the
implementation of interactive writing. More specdlly, primary teachers from
different regions with varying socioeconomic status

e Data collection for this study did not involve casedies or student created artifacts.
Additional layers of data would further describevhgrimary teachers implement
interactive writing into their writing curriculum.

e This study examined how primary teachers definetisaplemented interactive

writing as part of their curriculum. Further resgapn the various types of literature
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used to support interactive writing lessons wowddbneficial in understanding how
interactive writing is implemented.

e Technology was not examined in this study. Thegefirwould be informative to
investigate how primary teachers have implementtatactive writing with
technological elements.

Summary

This chapter discussed the findings and revieweddsearch questions used to guide the
study. The outline for this study was structured based upon a sufficient amount of
information about primary teachers’ understandihmractive writing and how primary
teachers used and implemented interactive writthgaat of their curriculum. The reviewed
research was both qualitative and quantitativeatuime and focused on interactions during
lessons, scaffolding decisions, and the effectstefactive writing as an instructional method.
However, the research did not examine how teaatedised and implemented interactive
writing as part of their curricular framework. Tkéore, this study adds to the existing body of
research about interactive writing and how paréioig defined and implemented interactive
writing as an instructional element. The findingsthe study indicated that participants in ESC
Region 2 defined interactive writing as being astinctional writing method where the teacher
and the students work together in the writing pssoghile sharing the pen. In addition, the
findings suggested that participants implementéetactive writing at least three times a week
or whenever they are able to fit it into their ecutar schedule. The findings also indicated that
participants involved in the study used interactirding in a whole group setting, with the

guidance of a pre-planned schedule or notes, apkbmented interactive writing as an extension
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for other subject areas. Additionally, interviewrggapants described challenges with the use of

interactive writing and how it supported the regdamd writing connection.
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Appendix A

INTERACTIVE WRITING SURVEY

1. Do you implement interactive writing aspart of your curriculum? Yes[ | N{ |

2.

If you answer ed yes, what isyour definition/under standing of interactive writing?

How did you first find out about interactive writing? (check thoseéhat apply)

from district training|:| from undergraduate cours|:|

by observing an interactive
writing lesson |:|

from a friend D

from the internet I:I

once a week |:|

whenever | can fit it in |:|

some freedom |:|

from onsite trainin
supporﬂj from graduate course|:|
By watching videosi:| from Iiterature|:|
Other
4. How often do you useinteractive writing?
more than once a de|:| at least once a dq:|
twice a WeeE at least 3 times a Weel:|
Other
5. Towhat extent do you have the freedom to implement interactive writing into your
curriculum?
no freedom|:| very little
freedom
quite a bit of freedon|:| complete freedonD
Other
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6. When do you use interactive writing? (check those that apply)

after read-aloud{ | after science lessorl | after math lessons [ |
to support at-risk

studentg for advanced WriterD for whole group |:|

for small group|:| for morning messag|:| for writer's workshop |:|

Other

7. How do you select students during interactive writing lesson? (check those that
apply)

| have a preset schedLD | call on students random|:| | use assessment da|:|

| call on those students
who raise their hanDl use writer’'s workshop note|:| | use other anecdotal notD

Other

8. Explain how you fedl about interactive writing as an instructional method.

9. In your opinion, how does interactive writing compareto other instructional writing
methods?

10. What are the advantages of using interactive writing?

11. What are the disadvantages of using interactive writing?
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For demographic information only:
A. Gender
Female
Male
B. Age
20-25
26-31
32-35
36-and above
C. Ethnicity
Native American
Asian
African American
Hispanic
White
Unknown
D. What is the highest level of education you recetved
Bachelor’'s degree
Post bachelor’'s degree
Master’'s degree
Master’s degree plus 15 hours
Doctorate
ow many years of teaching experience have you had?
1-2 years
3-5 years
6-10 years
11-15years
16 plus
F. What grade level do you currently teach?
Kindergarten
__ f'grade
29 grade
G. What other grade levels have you taught?
Pre-kindergarten
% grade
A grade
8 grade
& grade
¥ grade

m
T
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& grade
g grade
other
H. In what type of classroom do you teach in?
Self- contained (where you have the samdrehilall day long)
Inclusion
Co-teaching
Departmentalized
I.  School Demographics
Low SES
Title 1
Reading First
N/A
J. School District

Thank you for participatingin thissurvey. If you would liketo further explain your
survey answers and participatein an interview, pleasefill out theinformation below.
Name:

E-mail:

Phone #:
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Appendix B
CONSENT TO PARTICPATE IN RESEARCH

The Use and I mplementation of I nteractive Writing asan Instructional Method for
Primary Teachersin ESC Region2

This study will describe the understanding and en@ntation of interactive writing as an
instructional method for the literacy frameworkpsimary teachers in a South Texas
Educational Region. The study will be conductedlaghelle Fabela, a doctoral candidate in the
Curriculum and Instruction department in the Caled Education at Texas A&M University-
Corpus Christi. She is conducting this study fardhesertation.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this inquiry is to describe the Bixte which primary teachers in a South Texas
educational region are utilizing interactive wrgias an instructional method and note any
variations on their definitions of interactive vimi.

PROCEDURES

You will be asked to complete an online survey thidlttake about 15 to 20 minutes of your
time. The survey will include questions regarding yourspeal definition of interactive writing,
the implementation of interactive writing, the i@igs you received on interactive writing, and
insight regarding how you learned about interactwiting. After you complete the survey, you
will be asked if you would be willing to participain a face to face interview. If you choose to
volunteer, the interview will allow you to furthexpand upon your survey responses.

POTENTIAL RISKSAND DISCOMFORTS
There are no risks associated with the participatiahis study.

POTENTIAL BENEFITSTO SUBJECTSAND/OR TO SOCIETY

The potential benefit of this study is that it wollovide valuable insight about the understanding
and implementation of interactive writing. Knowittgs information will be valuable for
teachers, literacy coaches, principals, and cutmawsupervisors, as it will deepen the
understanding and utilization of interactive wrtias part of the literacy framework.

PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION
There will be no payment for participation.

CONFIDENTIALITY

The information obtained from the study will remaonfidential and kept under lock and key in
a filing cabinet in the principal researcher’s haéoffece. Pseudonyms will be used in place of
actual names to protect each participant’s identity
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PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWL
Participation in this study is strictly voluntagnd you may withdraw at any time without any
consequences.

IDENTIFICATION OF INVESTIGATORS

If you have any questions or concerns about thidystyou are encouraged to contact Rachelle
Fabela at (361) 774-0912 or email hefadiichelle @yahoo.conYou may also contact her
committee chair members, Dr. Daniel Pearce or DBrirbe Valadez, at Texas A&M University-
Corpus Christi (361) 825-58810r (361) 825-3336.

SIGNATURE OF RESEARCH SUBJECT
You will be provided with a copy of thisinformation for your records.

| haveread the above information. | have asked questions and received answersto my
satisfaction, and | agreeto participation in thisstudy.

Printed Name of Participant

Signature of Participant Date
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Appendix C
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

The following questions will be included during tltedlow-up interview. However, questions

may be modified once the data from the surveydbas analyzed. Additionally, there may be
changes during interviews as participants elab@mateexpand on their answers. Elaboration and
expansion may spark the need to ask additionaligpnss

1. What would a typical interactive writing lesson kddke in your classroom?

2. In your opinion, how does interactive writing suppibe reading and writing
connection?

3. Have there been any challenges with the implemientaf interactive writing?
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Appendix D

COVERLETTER

Dear Respondent,

My name is Rachelle Fabela and | am a doctoralidatelin the Department of Curriculum and
Instruction at Texas A & M—Corpus Christi. | anviting you participate in a research project to
investigate South Texas primary teachers’ use addnstanding of interactive writing. What |
am asking you to do is fill out an initial survelydaforward a survey to your teachers.
Participation will not take a large amount of eftljeu or your teachers’ time.

You will be receiving an administrator questioneand a teacher survey attachment via email.
The administrator questionnaire asks a few questout your primary teachers’ use of
interactive writing. | am asking you to look oveetquestionnaire, and if you choose to
participate, complete it and send it back to meewiail. It should take you about five minutes to
complete. Once the administrator survey is com@atehas been submitted, | am asking that
you forward the teacher survey link to your campurshary (K-2) teachers. Your primary
teachers will then click on the survey link, erderode, and respond to a brief survey about the
use and implementation of interactive writing. Teacher survey will take approximately 15
minutes to complete.

The results of this project will deepen the undarding and use of interactive writing as an
instructional method. Through your participatiomolpe to understand the extent to which
primary teachers in South Texas are implementitegactive writing. The results of the survey
will be valuable for teachers, literacy coaches@pals, and curriculum supervisors.

Thank you in advance for your participation in tresearch study. If you have any questions or
concerns about completing the questionnaire orgyaating in this study, please contact me by
phone at 361-774-0912 or via emfaibchelle@yahoo.conYou may also contact my faculty
advisors, Dr. Daniel Pearce and Dr. Corinne ValadeZexas A&M University-Corpus Christi
(361) 825-5881 or (361) 825-3336.

Sincerely,

Rachelle Fabela
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Appendix E
ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY

. Do your primary teachers (K-2) implement interagtwriting? Why or why not?

. If your primary teachers do implement interactivetivyg, is it a policy of your district?

. How long has your district had primary teacherslangent interactive writing?

. Has your district provided professional developnapyortunities for your primary
teachers to learn how to implement interactiveing?
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Appendix F
CONSENT TO PARTICPATE IN RESEARCH

The Use and I mplementation of I nteractive Writing asan Instructional Method for
Primary Teachersin Region 2

This study will describe the understanding and eng@ntation of interactive writing as an
instructional method for the literacy frameworkpsimary teachers in a South Texas
Educational Region. The study will be conductedlaghelle Fabela, a doctoral candidate in the
Curriculum and Instruction department in the Cadled Education at Texas A&M University-
Corpus Christi. She is conducting this study fardhesertation.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this inquiry is to describe the mixte which primary teachers in a South Texas
educational region are utilizing interactive wrgias an instructional method and note any
variations on their definitions of interactive vimi.

PROCEDURES

You are being asked to complete a brief surveyemail. This survey will include questions
involving the implementation of interactive writingrofessional development opportunities for
interactive writing, and approval for your primdeachers to participate in an online survey. If
you choose to participate, you will be asked tevend the survey link (via school email) to your
primary (k-2) teachers. Your participation in tei®ail survey indicates willingness for your
primary teachers to participate in an online suywath the understanding that teacher
participation is strictly voluntary.

POTENTIAL RISKSAND DISCOMFORTS
There are no risks associated with the participatiahis study.

POTENTIAL BENEFITSTO SUBJECTSAND/OR TO SOCIETY

The potential benefit of this study is that it wilovide valuable insight about the understanding
and implementation of interactive writing. Knowittgs information will be valuable for
teachers, literacy coaches, principals, and cutnosupervisors, as it will deepen the
understanding and utilization of interactive wigtias part of the literacy framework.

PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION
There will be no payment for participation.

CONFIDENTIALITY

The information obtained from the study will remaonfidential and kept under lock and key in
a filing cabinet in the principal researcher’s haéofiice. Pseudonyms will be used in place of
actual names to protect each participant’s identity
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PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWL
Participation in this study is strictly voluntagnd you may withdraw at any time without any
consequences.

IDENTIFICATION OF INVESTIGATORS

If you have any questions or concerns about thidystyou are encouraged to contact Rachelle
Fabela at (361) 774-0912 or email hefadiichelle @yahoo.conYou may also contact her
committee chair members, Dr. Daniel Pearce andCDrinne Valadez, at Texas A&M
University-Corpus Christi (361) 825-5881 or (36 2583336.

SIGNATURE OF RESEARCH SUBJECT
You will be provided with a copy of thisinformation for your records.

| haveread the above information. | have asked questions and received answersto my
satisfaction, and | agreeto participation in this study.

Printed Name of Participant

Signature of Participant Date
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Appendix G
CATEGORIESFOR OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS

Survey Question 2: Definition of interactive wrgin

Initial Categories Emerging Categories

Writing done with the teacher Writing done wiitie teacher and students
Writing done with the students Sharing the pen

Writing with teacher and students Similar torgldawriting

Sharing the pen Hearing sounds/letters/sightia/or

Teacher and students share in the writing
Similar to shared writing

Sight words
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Survey Question 8: How do you feel about interactwiting as an instructional method?

Initial Categories Emerging Categories

Children take ownership of writing Children tawnership of the writing
How words work Differentiation

Hearing sounds Hearing letters, sounds, sigihtisvo
Supports the writing process Children developaters

Children develop as writers Supports the writing process

Sight words Mechanics/concepts of print

Mechanics/concepts of print
Letters and sounds

Differentiation
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Survey Question 9: How does interactive writing pam to other instructional writing

methods?

Initial Categories

Emerging Categories

Letter sounds

Letter recognition

Positive/most effective

Sharing the pen/participation of children
Concepts of print/mechanics

Supports academic needs

Negative/not good

Phonics/phonemic awareness

Supports academic needs
Letter Knowledge
Positive/most effective
Sharing the pen/participation of
Children
Concepts of print/mechanics

Negative/not good

Phonics/phonemic awareness
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Survey Question 10: What are the advantages ofjusteractive writing?

Initial Categories

Emerging Categories

Children share in the writing
Children take ownership
Differentiation

Teacher guidance

Teacher modeling

Supports sounds

Hearing and recording sounds
Sharing the pen

Supports writing process

Application

Children take ownership
Differentiation

Teacher guidance/modeling

Supports the writing procesdiargcs

Supports hearing and recorstigds

Sharing the pen

Application

136



Survey Question 11: What are the disadvantagesionfunteractive writing?

Initial Categories

Emerging Categories

Time

Distractions

Children get impatient
Planning

Time and distractions
Classroom management

No disadvantages

Time and distractions
Children get impatient
Planning

Classroom management

No disadvantages
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Appendix H

TAMU-CC (IRB) APPROVAL 2010

Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi

Compliance Office
6300 Ocean Drive, Unit 5844, Corpus Christi, Texas 78412-5844 361-825-2177 Fax 361-825-2755

March 23, 2010

Ms. Rachelle M. Fabela
P.O. Box 270146
Corpus Christi, TX 78427

Dear Ms. Fabela,

I have reviewed your IRB application for your research project entitled “A Closer Look:
Investigating the Use and Implementation of Interactive Writing as an Instructional
Method for the Literacy Framework of Primary Teachers in a South Texas Educational
Region” (IRB# 42-10). The project is consistent with Category 7.1.2(2) and is hereby
deemed as Exempt. You are authorized to begin this project as outlined in your
application.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 825-2497.

Sincerely,

(\/\ C ) 7
L) /()
Mo Gl

Renee K. Gonzales

Research Compliance Officer

Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi
6300 Ocean Dr. Unit 5844

Corpus Christi, TX 78412

Tel: (361)825-2497
Renee.gonzales@tamucc.edu

Cachieve.
A\ A The Island University www.tamucc.edu
NN
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