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-Fbstraed

"Tﬁiéhiﬁo year longitudinal study was designed‘to inﬁeé%ig&%e
Tyﬁunb children?s changing perceptions and abillties within the
'writinD process. Twentymono chliaren were interviewed and - asked
to produce wxiting samples at four intervals during twoﬂschoei
years, ﬁursery‘school and kindergarten. Responses to questions
were categorically arranged and writing episodes were classified
. among five levels that emergea, Chahges among categories:and
"levels were reported ard observations were discussed.

Data é&ééested that children have a limited perspective-of
the functions of writing. Children were obserfed'to'progreasa
from writing their own name, to writing names of significan%
others, to wrlting one syllaBle words as they developed- wiﬁhin
the writing process. ~ 1t was reasoned that this,sequencebis”
psycholinguistically logical because it permits children to
neaningfully ekpiore writien language from a global to &
speeific‘perspeéti#e.'

Seconﬁary findings included the observaﬁion that ehi}dren
iviereased use of ianguég@ s%ratggies as they progressed through
the five levels, found school ed justment and mechanics of writirg
to be demandling and parhapé constraining, and perceived iétter
fornation ard spelling to be obstacles in writing. It was
thaorizad ﬁ&a@ ﬁrawiﬂg Ay be in&icative Df‘pregrQSS if i@“is used

as a rehearsal or neg otiagirP sirategye



Resﬁlts_of‘this study suggest that teachers need to make |
children aware of the functlons of w;iting th:oughvmo&eiﬁﬁgg"'
reading, and other activities., They must analyze -children’s
writing éarefully to evﬁluaﬁe_prpgress and‘pian for instructioc:s.
Children must be encouraged to explore language through various
strategies. Implications far résegrgh included discovering aml
testing techniques for modeling functions of w:iting; and finding
evidence of the minimum-quantity hypothesis in English speaking
children, :
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Chapter I
Statement of the Proisiesn

Recent research has suggested that reading is. a process of =

' larger whole, with that whole being language. Listening, speakisg,
reading, and writing are‘being represented today as interrelated
proéesses which are cognitively, socially;rlinguistically,-and
functionally similar,

In their study of young children who have learned informaliy

B
s

rgad and write résearchers have found that children can become
'naturaily,literate through their own syétematic efforts.. The rois
of writing as a'tbol in exploring 1anguagezand iﬁjbecoming literate
is gaining gecognitioﬁ. wiiting as a process andkybﬁhgiphildreﬁﬁa
-khowledge arnd ability with writing remain centralAissﬁeéifor

continued research.

Purposes
' The purposes of this study were to investigate how young -
children perceive the writing process, and to descri%é”fhe

'icharaéteristics”and changes in their writing before receiving

formal instruction, -

o

& .



~ 2uestions’to be Answered

1. "How do"young éﬁildren'perCeiVe.the writing process?

2., -What are the characteristics of -the writingvepisodeS'bf yourng
' children? |

3. How do yocung children®s perceptions of writin%>and>their

" writing episodes change over the span of two school years?

Yesd for the Study

Recent research has investigated the natural develogment-oi

" literacy in-young children prior to-iheir‘receiving formal schocl

instruction. The school beginner today is a more sophisticated

1anguége user than was previously recognized, Such ch;idren‘ar@

- active, systematic,'and strategic learners who‘rely @n cues from
‘their environment and social interactions to communicate and Ecéep%
“meaning, “Chiidren are naturdily motivated to become literate on
their owﬁ,when'constraints of conventionality do not intexfere with
their ﬁninhibited search for meaning in print, Research alsc

suggests thét oral ard written language interact while developing

simultaneously., If educators are to fully appreciate the knowledge
arl strsngths that chiidren bring to school with thenm, a@d if they
are to ﬁermit naturai literacy $tra£egies to operate Witheut
constraiﬁts, then contimued efforts to fully urderstand the school
beginner and his/her'approach to becoming literate beccmes

assential, | .

That many children write before learning to read, even before

beginning school has been witnessed by many researchers (Bissex,



T
s

19803 Chomsky, 1971; Durkin, 1966; Teale, 1978). Durkin (1966)
concluded that for some early readers the ability to read seemed
almost like a by-product of the childs ability to print andvspﬁﬁi}
She described stages whereby these “pencil and papef,kids“ first
drew and scribbled, then copied objects and letters, thea
questioned about spelling, and finally were able to read. - ChomSky
(1971) has suggested a reverse order of present educational
curriculum in which learning to write would precede learning to
read., The importance of the written éode‘in testing -the rules @f
language and in foétering a desire to communicate was stressed hy
Clay (1977). Similarily, Dyson (1982) argﬁes that the slow.proceaé
of writing is ideally suited for reflecting upon'the nature of
written language. Hildreth (1963) concluded thatjkpiﬁihgffqgu&eﬁ
a%tention to detail and reinforces memory for distinc%ive feé%ﬁi&ﬁ
of words. Platt (1977) suggested that handwriting should be an
intermediary stage between drawing and reading. ,Inidesériﬁiﬁg
¢hildren who write frequently, Dinan (1980) claimed that they wers
nare sensitive to language because they listen better, question
more, and note'similarities; differences, and uniquenesses im
language. Hauser {1982) stated that all children béﬁefit from
writing becaﬁse it permits children to experiment with iamguageg
learn to communicate through the written expressiongrahd gain pride
~through their;ﬁork. If writing truly enhanceé readingvdévelopment,
and if it can be a tool in-learning to read; then urderstanding

writing as a process 1s necessary for those who teach reading,



Coznitive theory has characterized the school, beginner ak
egocentric;vanﬂ linited by diffieculty with deceﬁtering ard mentally
representing experience (Plaget & Inhelder, 1969)., Linguistic
l'study has ‘indicated children®s uncertainties about differing
" funetions of oral and written expressions of language and'has
'Suggested;a nééd for mefalinguistic terminology in learning to reaid
and write, The“impliéation‘df research in thése areas is that
- writirz =3y serve as a concrete object for manipulating and
“explerirs written language. More complete clarificatioﬁ af
children's understanding and perceptions of writirg may reveal
importart i:plications for enhancing the develbpment of literacy %in
the young éhild. |

Deford (1980) has stated that much is still unkhowh about the

~

course of children’s writing'de#éiopment; and a framewaﬁk is

needed on how they develop control over the writien medium. Graves
(1981) advocates research inﬁolving contexts broadened to include
.closer ard loﬁgér looks at children while they are writing. He has
suggested that more needs to be learned abotit what occurs-withiﬁ
rthe wriiiﬁg»episodes Graves (1981) sees a need for information
gathered over time of children’s changing concepts of writing and
ieccmmenis datarderived'frcﬁ‘the child functioning in ﬁhe writing

'prccess, as well as from analysis of the writing product. His

questions abcut what children do when they write justify this Studyq
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.Definiiieﬁ ef Term

" Function of writing -"Halliday (1977a) has categorized his seven

- functions of adult language as interpersomal, ideationald, of
textuzl. "He propeses that written Ia*c”“ge incorporates nostly
ideational functions., Clay (1975), Dowring (1969), Reid (19667,
ard others have ¢onsidered communication or the sending -of -a
meSsagevto be the function of writing. Zor the purpeses .of thi=
study, the function of writing will be cefined as the serding of 2
nessage to s&lf or others-for pleasure orvcommunication‘thrOughvthe
written expressicn of language.

Writinz episode - Graves (1981) defined vriting episode a

enconpassing all that a child does before, durlng, and after a

sirgle writing.. He maintzains that the zzaning of any situatiorn is

contained in the context of the act ard ithat understarding of

written word Qemands investigation of the time-space elemerst.

Duriﬁg this two yeaf longitudinal study, 21ichildr¢n werew
'iﬁ{erQiewed'and asked to provide samples bf‘%riting’éi,féur
: intgrvaTq w‘t n their nursery school and kindergar%en years.
'ﬁés' onses to the interview questlons and the resuits of + ‘gp writing
episodes vere anmlvzed to better 1ntcxnreu children®s changirg

p@rcepticns and ‘abilities within the writing process,



6 .

Limitations
The“subjééts of this study comprised a rurai-suburbén school
district which limits application of conclusions to a simil&rA
~7group. Itkis”imporiant to note the difficulty in asceriaining the
- degree of constraint on natural development iﬁposed'By the nursery

‘school ard kindergarten setiings.

Sumnary
Writing, highly valued in 1iterate societies, is receiwing
" increased attention by researchers as a}lgnguage TrOCess and as
an instrument for enhancing literacy development. Studies of
young children who have becomevnaturally literate’ihroughutheif
own efforts have revealed that children are motlvﬂted systemat
language users who explore writiten language through the writiﬂg
process, Understanding the thoughts, perceptions, and capabilities
of the school beginner is necessary for capitalizing on the -
natural strengths that young children bring to school with them,
Thils study attempted to unfold a deeper understanding of children®s
concepts and aollltﬂes in wrlting an& estimate more clearly

children'~ groxth through the writing graeesse



“Chapter IY
Review of the Titeraturs

1;.'E2529§E§

The purposes of this study were to investigate how young
chii&:en pérceive'the writing process, and to describte the
'charactéristics and changes in their writing before receiVihg
formal instruction, |

The compiexity‘of children®s learning in the arsa - of
language involves background in many areas related to education. -
~“Psychology, linguistics, soclology, and education cortribute te

the understanding ¢f the complex process ihroﬁghr#hi_h young

¢hildren become literate. This paper has divided thz important
recent research thai is relevant to young children ard the writing
process into three rain sections. These three areas are natural

literacy,; cognitive development and language, and ezxly writine.

U Fatural Iitexacy

Thé.developmenf of li£eracy in preschool childrew has been &
focgs'df réceni reseafqh.' Psycholinguistic theory ;e;reéents.the
éhilq as a little linguist.ﬁho approaches languaée with
‘.predeterﬁihed strétegies for systematically gqquiriﬂg a sét of
“language rules through hjpothesis testing., The process of
language development in children has been observed to 3avunivérsalg
14 is characteriied by ovefgeneralizing underlying rules, and

cortains cognitive and social components (DeStefano, 1972),



‘Halliday‘(1977a) has identified six developmental funetions si

language which prompt a child's creation of a system through which

Success in meaning becomes a necessary and sufficient condition for

‘the learning of adult language. His six developmental functions of
“ language are: instrumental, regulatory, interactional, pepsonai,
“heuristie, and imaginative, Funcﬁion precedes and motivates ths
‘development of the form of language as children respond to personal
and social needs (Goodman & Goodman, 1981), Holdawayu(Park;'f9%E§
referred to langlage as the embodiment 6f whole meanings¢se¢théé
strategles for language learning are dependent on these human
meanings, Zuckley (1979) defined the child as a “maker of meaning"
who survives through acting upon his environment.aﬁd:making sense
of it. FHarste and Burke-(19803 have stated that chilaggﬂ,gaié ,
control of written 1anguage~thr6ugh expectation that written
language will make sense. They stress that children must encounter
" the language process in its complexity in order to learn contrel.
Holdaway (1979) discoveied that children who have early experiences
with iiterature in a natural enviromment, such as‘the beiﬁime
B stéry,'becémé:“Set for 1iteracy.” He found that such children
learned many of the linguistic, motivatiomal, and orthogfaphié
factoré for dealing ﬁith written langusge. He reasons’that
stories are powerful in the early language experieﬁce éf‘children
because they are multi-functional, | ‘ |
Theré has been discussion of the four processes of language

(1istaningg’speaking, reading, and writing} and of the differences




between receptive ghd,productive processes, X. Goodmanﬂ(gl?g} .
-emphasized "that listening and sPéakiné are not mirror imsges -of
reading and writing, but individual processes involviﬁg‘pereeptiwe
organization and implémentation of rules and cues. Birnbaum {1960}
-~ suggested that’thewreasonslfor“learning written language’arg
"similar’to the reasons for learning to speak, She stated that
wvritten language enlarges.the capacity for shaping experiencesAinio
meaning, for representing meaning to self and-to others, and for
»repreSentihg self to others in the environment; Temple, Nethan,
"~ and Burris (1982) discusse? functional similariﬁies.betweéﬁ
learning to talk and learning to write and emphasized that childres
need opportunities to use writing meaningfully td'serve-diffezgmi

purposes in order to develop literaecy. Graves (1983)_d1fferentia%es

~betwsen writing and speaking, but explains that writihg-has.ixf
‘roots ‘in speech because ths human voice underiies and Shows itsets
‘throughout the 1life of the writez.

It is often assumed that children learn to iisten and spesk
at home, but mﬁst attend school to learn to read and write in &
,more.fofmal setting. Reseﬁrch has substantiated that some children
vlearnltd reaﬁ énd'write inﬂependently prior to gdingAto séhool
(Bissex, 1980; Glark, 1978} Durkin, 1966; Goodman & Coodmang 19815
Iredell, 1898; lass, 1982; lLesiak, 1978; Mason, 19805 Torrey, 1969),
Teale (1982) discussed three ingredients which contribute to

natural literééyz enviromental print provides contact cppertunity,

- . vontact with print establishes a ‘puzzle,” and investigation of the




puzzlé initiates the extrzction of rules to make seﬁse of written
language. 'He-described,lite:acy learning as a social process o:
interaction with the envirorment through speech, whereby teaching
and 1earning become interzciive, His conclusion is that ratural
“or informal literacy comes 2zt the initiative of the child, Clay
(1977) noted that the trassition from non-reader to reader takes
place in the ﬁresence of trint when the child actively seeiks to
diséoVer how.oralAand writier. language are related; She observed
that the desire to comru;;c;:e rendered'the importance of “the’
written code more obvious is children., Harste and others (198%;
referred to féading and wriilirz as sociopsycholinguistic~grocesses‘
.and as such children develor nodels of written language frem
natural ongolng encounters Q;ua print. Their conclusion was thar
‘oral and gritten language davelop in parallel fashion and are boitix
learned naturally through crchestrating sigrns and cue systens |
within g contextual framewcrz, They proposed four strategies
‘employed in 1earn‘ng literasy which are used by children armd

e

adults: semantic intant, nscotiability, hypothp7is,testi@g, and

\

fine tuning language with lznguage, Envirommental constreints
limit use of these sirategizs and prevent learning. Harste and
@%heré characterizéilang1 uzzre growth as a "multlllngual eveﬁ*“
with constant interplay between oral and written languagea

Claxk (1978) noted the soccizl component amd role of envirosment in
ner study of early reaéers »no had a significant adult to answer
gquestions and to interact wi<h interest, encouragement, ard

stimulation,



Ispousing a psychogenetic ‘=w:nint,'Ferreiro and Teberosky
(1722) defined the name, minimum-;iz-tity, and syllabic: hypotheses
AT are formulated by young chilirez &3 they solve writtem’

lzrzuaze problems. The strict cczsisiency that children. demand of’

‘tleAse1ves and the internal logic <Z the-developmentai_progressien

r

of i‘eir problem solving were fcunl %o be two outstanding
chzracteristics of these childrer.

In a'sfudy of preschocl chilirzsz, Goodman & Altwerger (1981
corzluled that reading and writirs z-= Zevelopmental processes
where children develop their owrn wrl:zten language system. The
childrzn in their study exhibited e:Tironmentai,print awareness,

but 1little kndWledge‘of the funciisz of print in books. They.

’:l

224 that children attend to mezrnirz and use the context of %

RN

itzation to interpret envirormertzl arint, Likewise, Hiebant

(1978) found some children who wers :tle to make sense of written
larzuage in the envirommenti but co-ii not read when context was

abssnt, Tayler (1982a) discoversd rmunz children who used print

-

o: sigrificant purpose at home Tt 2 almed they couid noﬁ read

Hy

g

SCIUSE reading was'differert at s2zecls  One child's definition
of reafing at school was “you do iz In ;roupsa Clay {1982}

ect <o writing. She @"bsérved that

=\4

disoussed this dilemma with resyp
the tasacher 1n31stlng on perfect o077 anmd aLdinp chlldren to put

icesn into vrltlng durlng

son suggested to children

thai “the correct form 1ay somexhare ~utside them ard that the

ive would not be theirs®

Zaired that 1anguude is

11



perédnai wants, and that children beeome” literate wheh’ﬁhey‘§éa
wrtitien language used for rany reasons, When,they;haye,a'reasam
to use it, and when they use it t6 become continuously better atl
'Tlﬁoth readingféndfﬁrifingo

Literacy research has clearly demonsirated that learning At
*n=dhawi write can be as natural-as learning oral Wanguage, in an

environment where print functions purp osefu11y<and'where'literany

"is rescassary for‘social interdction., Children are sociaily

=
(o]
ct+
| .h
{‘J

rated to learn to resd and write. thrcugh a self-regulatory
process in which they expleore and re-invent for their own the

‘ing rules of written languase.

g
L'h
3]
4
|_J
'——'l:

‘Cognitive Develonment ard lansuage
The mental perceptions of young-c hildren may revedl imporiant
inplizations for dQVeloping~iiter&@§a
"Zeid (1966) interviewed young children ard found a lack &f

sypactation of what reading was going to be like, of wha% the

purvese of reading is, and of the relationship between reading and
writing; but she noted that the children emi’bited, nore certainty
a®out writing. Denny and Weintraub (1966) noted'similar:
unce“zalutles about reading, and oodﬁan and,altwerger (19813
otserved that tnerp was a better underatandlno of the functions of
writing than Qf reading in young chil@ran¢ Goodman and Altwergsyr

also noted negative‘attitudeg bout reading whereby the children

o

o'
&

ey
'»Ji

eved tnat thny cannot Tearn to read on their cwn and that

readinz is h vd anﬂ neardngless, Downing (197 O) revllcated Reid's



13

" interviéws and coricluded that childreniéonfuse drawing with
writing, have difficulty with the purpose of language arnd find
spacing a problem.  Robeck and Wiseran (1981) concluded  that
“children dq'have‘a functional concept of thé purpose of reading and.
writing and have immature but developing concepts of lirguistic
térms ard direction of rrint. One of the first steps in learniag
to read is realizing that one doesn't know how (Mason, 1967). Cohn
(1981) maintdined -that young childfen are aware that oral and
written languages are different, and that children engage ir
-reading-like behavior simultaneously as they begin writing, Cerey
(1982) stzted that young children exhibit a thorough uniergtand;z%
“of the role of books and reading. ZFerhaps Gdodmanvand Altwergez
- {1981) have offered a resolution to these discrepaﬁéiéﬁ“iﬁ
discoverirg that although cﬁiidren have ‘1little knowledge*efvﬁhﬁ
function of print in books, they irdicate knowledge of the ;ﬁg@;oﬁ
‘print and have a sense of story. King and Rentel (1979) suggestied
& possibility of inferring siages ard sequences in the development
L of writiné. fThey theorized that children bring from oral language
' concepts of writtgn.¢é5§ages’aﬁd sense of story which mey influence
- their writing. |
.éoénition énd ﬁetélinguistic_ability have been considesred
factors in childie;’s liferacy devalopment. Piaget'QiQSQD asserted
that logic develops as thoughts-become socialized and that
cﬁildren'silogic'ﬁefore agé‘éeven*lacks exactitude and chjectivity
" ‘because the social impulses are counteracted by egocentricity., . The

child, he bélieved, has a problem in forming objective conceptions



b

. ofreality because of limlted capacity to disassociate self from
" thought. Piaget and Inhelder (1969) listed ocbstacles encounters’
by the egocentric child, They suggested a problem for young

children in mentally representing whit had already been -absorbed

Q
b
o

| ~the level of action., They described the laborious task that the

" child undertakes in decentering self from objects and events in i
universe, Finally; they noted-thét these difficulties with
decenterinzg arply to the interpersonal-and social universe where

~ the child mus£ reconeile others® views with his own.~ Gr&wes

(1983), commenting on the egocentric child, attributes self-centered
- confidence ard fearlessness as a moving force for great progress
during the first year of schooi.. He stresses that @here.can ﬁefno

~ decentering fora child writer until s/he recognizesuan‘iﬁbalw‘ :

or problem and therefore feéls a need for another loock. Almy {1586}

who repeated the demonstrztions and interviews of Piaget found thas
‘¢hilldren view as different, problems and phenomena that aduits
regard as similar or identical. She concluded that the ability of
the young éhild‘td use language in expressing logic is an outcome
of activity. Teale (1982) discussed Plaget's cognitive theory
praising 1ts dynamic character and proclaiming the child®s
intefaction with the enviromment as the key to the‘developmentél
process, Another important consideration in understanding
children's thinking is that children are often unébie‘to verbalize
somethiﬁg which they are clearly able to demonsirate (Almy, 1966
Downing, 1969). Clay (1977) discussed the transitional Piagetan

stage of five through seven year olds, explaining that children's



tum

inability to‘use‘seiefai éﬁes ieads them to form some falser
conclusions about language.

- Vyeotsky - (1962) maintained,thét written language requires =
high level of absiraction and that in learning to write the child
vmust’disengage himself from the sensory aspect of speech and
“replace words by images of speech. Imaginedlspeech requires
' symboliZé.tion for the imagined sounds and is consequently mere
.difficult than oral speech. For example, the symbolization
‘required for algebra makes it harder thanarithmetic. Downing
"(1969) found that children were confused over the abstract
 linguistic terminology. He concurs with Vygotsky's claim that the
abstract quality of language is the main stumbling block for the
egocentric child., Geller (1982) observed how children?s*wq;@lgiéy |
helped them discover that verbal symbois or words are arbiir&iily'
related to their referents, This discovery allows for understanding
the abstractness of the language system, where literacy requires
‘_'ﬁhe~derivatioh$ of meaniﬁg without the benefit of the situvation amd
intomation which aceompanies oral language. Smith (1978) stated
that there are two special insights that children must have ‘in
~order to learn to read, They must understand that prihﬁ'is
- meaningfﬁl and that Writténilanguage is different’ from speechs,

‘Reid (1966) found that children had limited "linguistic
'equipmen "1to déal'with reading. This was indicated by children
eonfusing ngmbers with letters, words with names, rd letters with
words. Templeton (1980) theorized that children must be able to

treat language as an object to explore it. She defined implicit
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‘and explicit knowledge reflecting cognitive developnent and
| determinedrthat cﬁildren need time to develop fhe concept of &
word. Conceptualizing a word as a unit is difficult for a. child
“”Becaﬁée.segmentafion‘1n sﬁoken‘language is not readily apparent.
Mofris'(1981) concluded that beginning readers ard writers must
comé to terms with word units in spoken and written 1anguagé. . He
.said, "ih the act of reading, the child must learn to map spoken
words in his or her ‘oral language to the prinfed unit spatially
arrayed along a line of text; in the act‘of writing, thevchild nust
be able to conceptualize the word as an object composed of letters
that march left to right and correspond to sounds" (p. 666).
Agnew (1982)_used the term "code consciousness" to refer to
children's understanding of the technical feapﬁres of written
language., She described steps in which teachers may analyée‘an
individual®s technical vocabulary through dictated stories.

- Children have a strong desire to master their enviromment ami
must’beractively and directly involved in unierstanding the precise
connéction between reading, writiﬁgg and cral language. King
(1980) suggested that children must learn the distinctions between
wtitten and oral modes of languaga to create written text, and
claimed. that children begin {fo make these distinetions intuitively
before beginning school, Gillet (1979) emphasized the use of
wriﬁing as»a concrete experience‘for cﬁildren‘in manipulating and -
discovering the features of writien 1énguage. Fany othe:r

researchers have suggested this role of writing as a tool for
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exslorinz the urderlying rulas of written language (Blass, Euﬁaﬁki.
& Zirzow, 1931; Chomsky, 1971; Clay.>i9??;.Cook, 1980; Durkisa,
1844, Dyson, 1982;'Piatt,_1977; Tompkins, 1982; Wilson, 1981)}.

“n summary,»cdgnitive fheory maintains that the child is &
dyranic learner who develops through interaction with the
“ervircnment, The~egdcéntric child, however, 18 hampered by limited

.ability to decenter and to mentally represent experience.

in

sarchers imply that the abstractrness of language poses
difficulty for young children and suggeSts'that.children‘meed~a
metalinguistic ability to work with written language and to deal
with differing functions of the oral and written modes. The
~eorclusion is that writing may serve as a concrete'experience fess
the exploratipn of written lansuage by the egocentrié £r&nsiti@n%§

sChool besinmes,

- Barly Writines

Iriting‘has been described as a multi~staged process involving
prewriting, writing, and post.writing activities. Talking,
‘planring, sathering infdrmatibn, and clarifying points characterize
the preﬁritiﬁg rhase. ungh drafts, cutlines, false startis,
chéhges, ard re—diaf%s iepresent the writing activities. The post
" Writing stage involves revisions, deletions, reorganization,
editiﬁg,>anﬂ}préof reading (Macrorie, 1980), Graves (Walshe, 1982)
reccaiends that children gain ownership ard control over their

writinz., He advocates free cholice of topic, an available audience .



for direction, time and individual. metheds for rehearsal, aund
individual conferences with good questiorning technigues and
indivi&ual skill teaching, He emphasizes the importance of ihe
..phase of revision where writers reconcile what is expressed with
- what is intended,

Writing as a prbcéss épproach requires a new role fex
teachers. The suggestion that writing is more caught than. taughs
(valshe, 1979) describes the teacher as a model and a facilitatos
of writing. Writing as a process requires children to have time ‘{0
think, to write, to reread, and to read aloud (Golub§a19?§§ﬁ’
‘Writing as a process means that measuring growth and assigning
‘grades nust be defined to mean continuing. resnonse, é%aluationg
suggestions, and encouragement (Cooper & O'Dell, IQ?%}@‘

"Children have & natural ability to write - ceriainly:ﬂ@%*fﬁ@
carefully polished and well organized prose expected of high schoci
graduates, but snontaneous expre°51on through totally uninhibited
use of language from a unique point of view" (Holbrook, 1981, Pe
“86k). Furthermore? children enjoy writing and want to ao sc on the
first‘day of schoocl (Graves, 1983). Numexrous teachﬁra have
‘introduced writing in classrooms and zcund that young chlldren
enjoy writing, learn to read through these writing experiences, and
become quite successful at writing (Giacchbe, 1981; Creves, 1983;
Hausex, 1982; Milz, 1980, "alsher 1982

Clay (1982) has suggested that young writers move by various

routes across several ctrands of language learning. This
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«.»gevelbpmental view consists of six c?mppnents which ares

irying to get a theary about written 1ahgﬁage

trying to express their experiences in writing

trying to construct stories

. exploring sound to spelling patterns
_ ‘developing new language options

developing a range of writing forms
DeFord .(1980) studied young writers and noted that their ;ﬁrategies
.reflected a movément from’global to more differentiated . concepts of
~ print. She noted that concern for letters grew ocut of attempts to
communicate méssages. Her non-sequential fraﬁewcrk‘for developmert
of writing includes ten stages which begih-with scribbling and
finalize with the ability to compose a form of discourse, Ina
caseAstudy of her son, Bissex (1$80) found that his}earliésﬁ
writings were_expressive and directed to an 'audience, 1He‘£0%§§ ﬂ
from using letters to convey a general message to usihg iéf€;¥;i$®
spell words, His interest in conventions of writing coincided with
. great .progress in reading. Gravés (1983) noted such intefesﬁ'iﬁ
~conventions at the ehd of first gradé, and he suggests that
conventions of handwriting and spelling are tools of the wiiiing
process, He observed young children correctly using punctuation- te
. gng voice to‘their’writinglv
| The enviromments of early writers have received attention in-:
ahkeffort to determine ﬁﬁat which prompts their interest. Hall,
ﬁoretz,vand stétom (1976)>found that homes conducive to early
writiné provided role mcdéls who wrote and offered a motivation to
write. Durkin (1966) observed that early writers camé.fr@m homes

where parental help and available writing materials were abundant,



Clay (1976) noted the importance of the tarental role in valuing

: written’meSSages while studying Samoan children who witnessed
"~ their parents writing hasty responses to letters brought in on boat

‘day.' GravesA(1973) discoversed that children write more often and

in greater length in an informal environment, Taylor (1982%}
observed thaf children wrote abundantly while playing. —-The
children made elaborate preparations for playing restaurant or
beauty salon, iniforming clubs, and in selling lemonade, They
wrote signs, lists, menus, ard other meaningful things -and often
lost interest when the organization was completed, "Chilé:en ar%
ready to write when they understand what writing does, when they
are interQSted in writing, wheh they want to communicate through
writing, and when they understand that written symbo&s:repzeseny

meaning' (Haley-James, 1982z, p, U&Z}..

(s
=

Children have been ovserved by researchers to be systeratie
learning to write just as in acquiring language. Wheeler (1972)
anslyzed the writings of kindergarten children and observed ihat
motoxr skiils did ndt present as many problems as did pereeptual
learning in beginnipg to print. She concluded that children's

development in writing resembled.other self-directed learnirz such

-as lansuage and motor de#elopment. Read (19?5) noted that young

children organize speech sourds into logical categories fron which
they construct invernted spelling systems. Paul (1976) and Gentry
(1977) established stages:or strategies of spelling in children

which culminate in ﬁhe child®s achieving standard forms. Chomsky

(1976) studied similarities in young children's invented spelilings



':and'notéd’thatnfﬁé‘children kere unabie,to.readIWhat they "had
written., Beers and Beers (1981) reparted that children's spellings
tell what they know about words and advocateithat.chiidren be
encouraged to write using spelling strategies they have invented.
Hildreth (1936) studied three to six year old children and
their rame writing ability. She observed children writing mostly
~in uppef~case, initially drawing rather than writing, and imitatisg
parents' cursive by scribb1ing. She also noted an interest in
letter formaﬁion among four year olds, Hérvraferences to horizontzl

-

movement parallel today®s concept of left to right directionaiizy.

In a subsequent paper, Hildreth (1963) deSdribed7a school beginner
as able to w;ite his name, print letters and numbs:s,wénd‘as'naving
an iﬁterest in‘copying; The writing of their own_namélwaaigj
descrived by Temple, ¥athan, and Burris (1982) as a trail%i#ging
event for children. They noted that name writing becomes a. proces
which-can be repeated for other words and also off'ers a repertory
of known letters. | '

In éxﬁmining writing éamples of young children, Clay (19?5}
observed thirteen COnéepts and principles tﬁatlcharaCteriZe and
des¢ribé“chiidrénfsrSystematic development of the wri{ing Trocess,

' They aﬁé fhé sign, message; #nd space concepﬁsé and the edpyin55-
flexibility, inventory, recurring, generating, directional, and
abbreviation gfincipleé. She also described a reversing patitern
and confusion when the page arrangement interfered with writing.
Clay's cbﬁcepts and grihciples substantiate many of the loossly

described findings of Hildreth and Durkin. Wiseman ard Yatson



(1980) éﬁalyzed fhe<writiﬂgs of four and five year old .childxen
ard found that all the children had learned that letters aze .
related to writing, and that writing has certain forms. The
éhi;dren demonstrated rudiments of beginning spelling and all
except two children were able to éetermine the‘funétioﬂ of
writing, qudﬁan,and Altwerger (1981) in interviewing young
children ard asking them to write found some children produced
words, letters, of thelr names., Some children drew or scribbled,;
somé_read their wrifiﬁg, others pretended to read, and écmeﬂéaid
they had not written énythinga Responses of thé.childrén in their
study indicated that children are more willing and able to make
Statements about writing than about'reé&inge

Dyson (1981) observed that talk surrounded kindéﬁg@ttenerS?
written graphiCS énd this discussipn augmented their message
producing power. She witnessed children®s use of brai'léngﬁage‘
as a tool in writing, Oral 1anguage was used by ths children,she
studied‘to seek needed infbrmation, for assistance in the encoding
of wérdsB énﬁ for distancing self from the written work, Dysen
~ obssrved children writing lists of names after memorizing letters
ard their spatial arvangements, Dyson and Genishi (1982) observed
two first grédéfs who used dral language to encode words into
print and‘té transforn ideas from speech to writing., Haley=-James
.i (19321) étatéd that talk is central to learning from writing and
that discussion of a work in progress provides instant feedback.
She asserted thatl conversation helps writers objectify and analyze

their effarts to construet and communicate meaning, IDuckley (1979)
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discussed the influence of language on ihought, and stated that the
young child talks aloud to get on with verbal thinking anﬁ:%heré%?
uses this talking strategy in confronting acadehic~pr0b1ems,v'0fa§
expression as an éid to thinking was also observed by Tough {197%)
who noted that talking initiates and refines a child's thinking,
Dyson and Genishi-(1982) claimed that composing is as much -an.oral
task as a writing task,
uilz (1982) has summarized in five main points much of the

.recent reséarch on early writing, BShe stated: writing is learned
through uée; children need to see writing being uséd;-writing~mu5£ '
~ be functionél if ‘it is to be meaningful; writingvdevelops»in'an@
‘out of schocl in a literate enviromment; and writing»develops in

children at different rates within the same age group.

0 Sumiigay

» ‘Recent ressarch has discovered that the youngvegbéehtrig
child comes to school ﬁith a complex set of systeﬁatic strategies
for extracting the undefljihg rules of language. The school
" beginner is motivated ébrbééoﬁévliieiate in.societiés where
Hritten language and print &ie functional and necessary for
'interactinn amonz their memberé; The recently recognized fble”ﬁf
writing as a tool and conerete experience in iearning to read and
in Becoming literate mandates contimed investigation into the
- process Qf writingg By recognizing and understanding the
strafégies, techniques and methods that children apply in learning

to write, educaiors may aid the process of literacy learning.



Since children®s thoughts and perceptions clearly influence and

limit their abilities, knowledge about young children‘s thinkins

concérning the writing process, may-suggestntechniQues which

eliminate obstacles and enhance literacy develiopment.

o



- ‘Chapter IIIL
Design

. ~Puxpo§es
The purposes of this study were to investigate how-youné
children perceivé the writing process, and to deseribe the
characteiistics and changes demonstrated in their writing before

receiving formal. instruction.

Questions to be &snswersd

1. How do.young children perceive the writing pﬁqcesa?

2. What are the characteristics of the writing eplsodes of young
.childrenf

3. How do young children®s perceptions of writing énd-ﬁheir‘wriﬁiag

episodes change over the span of two school yeafﬁﬁ

 Methodology

‘Subjects

Twenty-one children from a rural-suburban area of western New
York Sfété.were étudied over the span of two school years, nursery
school and kindergarten, At the beginning of the study, iﬁ the |
| 'falllofiiQéis-the child:en‘ﬁere four years old or approaching four
by Dééémber and were enrolled in a parochial nursery school. In the
£all of 1982; éix of the children remained at the parochial school
far,kindergérteng while the other 15 attended the nearby ?ublicv
: schoole*ATbe children were six years old or .approaching six at

the conclusiocn of this study in the spring of 1983, There were

25
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ten girls and 11 boys in this SampLe EEouR.

: An interview with the rmursery school teacher indicated thm

' - the children represented a range of-middle,cl&ss homes; ‘All the
éhildien came from two parent homes that the teacher feltéwéﬁg
academiCailyusupportive} "She described the group's abilities as
varied, with at'leastrth;ee‘ha;ing good ability ard a'féw
possessing lesser ability. The teacher thought that three -of the
families were somewhat deprived financially,'and»cdmmented’that
the tuition for nursery school was.a sacrifice for them: The
fathers® occupations indicate a range‘of skills and educatiorai
backgrounds. Examples of scme of their occupatibns‘f includes
‘farmer, bank off1cer, truck driver, mechanie; teacher, electrictan
" police officer, factary worker, vice-principal, computer. operatm%wb
_ independent btusinessman, ard electrical engineer, Five mothers
worked eéither full or part time. The group ﬁas describe& as quite
varied. -The teacher found sone children who learned easily, while
at least four or five had attention problems, The teacher -
“inlicated that these children represented a mixture of backgroumds

awl abilities, .

Instruments
Instruments used in this study were:
1. Three interview guestions designed by the researcher.

2, Samples of the children’s writing requested by the researcher.



:Piqcedure

Interviews were conducted.individually with each child. The
interviews were held at four intervals, six months apart, during
therfwo school years (fall 1981, spring 1982, fall 1982, spring

1983). The procedure at each interval included three meetings
with the child and was cbnducted in the same manner as followss

vieeting 1 - First a request for'a writing sample wa#‘ma&e;as
follows: "Please write everything that you:rknow hew
to wribe.®
' Then the child was asked to respond to the foliowing three
' questions: |
.11 . Why do people write?
- 2. What do you have to do to be a g&odvkriﬁeﬁ?‘
‘3. What is the hardest thing about writing?
Meetings itwo and three were limited to the requeéf-for;a
writing sample.

Children's responses to the interview questions were tape recorded
 ‘f6r'refeféh¢e. Nritiﬁg sémples wereﬁretained for anal&éisal The
researcher also noted important observations such as. behavior,
non=verbal resPOnsés, and comments during the writing eplscdes,

‘- E%éh:ﬁéétiné with the children began with a few exchanges of

iﬁfo;malrtalk to relax them. The interview guestions were begumn V
whén.thé‘chiiﬁ?en appeafed finished or at a standstill in their
writing. It_was not uncﬁmmon for a child te go back to Wﬁiting

after responding to the gquestions.
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When children had difficulty thinking of ideas to write, ths
request was repeated. Vhen a child appeared finished, the.question
“IS”there’anything”else you can write?" was raised. 'This allowes
‘children to decide ﬁhen the session was completed, In a‘few cases,
the suggestion to write their names was given to get a child started.

" To encourage children to continﬁe; the researcher often commented

that children were working hard or trying to do a good job.

Analysis

%7

‘The responses to the three questions were categorieally
.arranged., The categoriés of responses for question one werw
analyzed according to the functions of language outlined hy
Halliday (1977a). Percentages within categories of réﬁponses fa%
questions two and three were reported. Changes within categeries
‘and important otservations were noted.

The writing episcdes were classified according to five levels:
of writing ability that emerged, These levels were analyzed for
evidence of the use of concepts and principles described by Clay
(1975) and fof use of strategies recognizedrby Harste and others

- {1981). Changes and observations were discussed.



Summaxry
A two yéar‘longitudinal study was designed to investigate
‘éhildren's changing perceptions and abilities in writing. Twenty-
6ﬁe niddle class children were interviewed and asked to produce
writing samplés at'fdurvintervais‘during the span of nursery
school ard kindergarten, Respénses to interview questions were
categarized and analyzed. VWriting epiSOdes were classified withia

- five levels and described,



- Chapter IV
Analysis of Data

Purposec

" The purposes of this study were to investigate how young

children perceive'the writing process, and to describe the

. characteristics and changes in their writing before receiving

- formal instruction,

~Part 1

“Analysis of the Three Interview Questions

"~ Question One

Responses to the question, "Why do people write?“ we5a

categorized among seven categoriess

A -

B -

¢ -

. D -
E -

Unacceptable; responses included "I don't know,"

no response, or an avoldance of a responss -

" Writing for fun; responses included "I want to,*

T like to," or "It's fun”
Creating; responses included making something or

making pictures

 Useful; responses included aiding memory (grocery

lists) ar figuring things out (drawing on a map)
Write to learn howj responses included "Learn 1o
write,” “Learn to spell," "Be an artist,” or "Be a

writer®

30
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F - Message sending; responses included letter or note |
" writing or the sendirng of greeting cards and mail

‘G - literary; responses included writing books or siories

“Table 1 shows the percentage of responses o question one within &

category at each of the four interviews.

Table i
- Percentages of responses to question one

‘within a category at each interview

Categories 7all 1981 Spring 1982 Fall 1982 Spring 1987

A - 50 - 33 13 L
33 25 25
D 0 o | & 2
E 0 ¥ 8 16
L F I 5 21 20
¢ L0 D i g
.Uhknoﬁnr 0 | 0 by | i

Noié.  Péréentages are rounded to the nearestiwhole number.,
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‘All‘bf the children who gave an acceptable response to guestion
one described reasons for writing which were consistent with one er
more of the functiéns'df language outlined by Halliday (1977a}. 4
" “brief summary of the functions of language is given for reference
‘(Halliday, 1977a; Halliday, 1977b; Smith, 19777,

“Instrumental. - Y1 wapt® |
The child becomes aware that language is &
means of getting things done or as a means
- of satisfying material needs

"Do as I tell you'

Regulzatory
The child uses language to control the

behavior of others

Interactional - "Me.and you” |
The chilid uses 1anguage'to'interae£ k1%h
others around hin and for getting along

" Personal "Here I comé¥

The child uses language in expressing

uniqueness, individuality, and pride

Heuristic "Tell me why”
The child uses language to explore the

enviromment, seeking and testing knowledge

 Imaginative "Let's pretend”
The child creates an environment and takes
cver the universe through imaeginative

writing and by meking up stories



. Representational - "I've got something to: tell you®
The child is aware of conveying a
message or expressing propositions
_ Responseé of the children within categories B and C indicate:
that these children recognized a personal function of writing,
‘Responses of category B such as "I 1like to" or "It‘s;fﬁn" indicate.
as Britton (1970) has adequately described, "the delight of
utterance." ZPritton discussed the spectator role of language,
_whereby a person uses language for the pleasure it brings. Thes=
children clearly perceived the use of writing for their own
enjoymént. Responses in category C indicate that these childre:
understocd the self expressive and personal function:of writing,
but were confused.ébout discerning the differences between draniﬁg
and writihg. This confusion may have existed also for some
children vwhose responses weré of category B. However, the degree
of éonfusioﬁ cahnot,be-determinedg
Re5ponses in cateﬁory D 1ndicate that these children perceived
' the instrumental function of writing. They clearly described
- reasons for writing that indicated a method for satiéfying needs.,
| Children who gave responses within category E noted the role
of writlng For practice and training in becomlng better at writing.
" Hall:.day (1977b) statea that the techmqu@s of mastering or
Dlactlcino a language does not constitute the use of language,
‘These chlldrgn may view wrltlng as a means of rehearsing and
practicing, similar to avhaby learning to talk. This conception

of writing may be explained by the traditional attention given to



. 'priﬁting duriﬁé”kindergarten and ﬂufSery.school;- These ¢chiidren
" did not define 4 function of writing and were mainly concerned

with learning how to write at this point. Their concern for thnu
%learning" and their acknowledgement of the task, indicated &n
appreciation for the value placed on writirz by others in the
‘envirorment. ' This recogrniition suggests a distinction -from -the
"baBy learning to,taik andﬁthe béginnings.of an intuitive
discerning of self and environment;l'Therefore, these childreu

verceived the use of writing as a representztion of their growth

" and identity. They thereby intuitively recognized a personal

- function; if not other functions of writing.

Responses in category F indicate that these children observed

the interactional funetion of writing. They'frequentiy referred to

- socializing through letters, mail, and greeting cards.,

Zecause of the creativity involved in writing stories ar:
bocks, reéponseé within category G indicated that these children
were aware of the imaginative function of writing.

Thus, categories of‘aCCéptéble resporses to question one
repfesented the functions of language in the foilowing manner:

B,'C, BE - personal
D = Ainstrumental
F = interactionzl
G = imaginative
The two responses which could not be categorized vere: “Cause
they know my name and cause they love me” and "Cause they like. me

and they like my name." They were classified as representing



avwareness of the interactional function of writing.

Table 2 shows the perceived functions of the 21 childre:

the four interviews as classified in the manner described.

2
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Table 2

" Distritution of the perceived functions of writing

- Personal

Nanme Fall 1981 Spring 1982 Fall 1982 Spring 1983
‘Todd L Y L T
.. Leah - - 6 w4
Kimberlee L i 3 ' 3
Joy - - i 1,3
~Donielie 4 4 4 i
- Any 4 4 & i
Joseph g - - )

Robert - - & v § 

Kent b b i i
"Michael - - L 4

Jessica - . i 4
. Jason L Iy 3 4
fMatfheﬁ L 3 L iy
Ammie'_ - - - 3

William - 3,4 1,3 3

Shawn - 3 3 o Bk

Emilj - - - I

Beth 4 1,4 3 4,6

Gregofy - 3 3 -
Adam L - Ly .

Kendra - 3,4 1,3 3

1 - Instrumental 5 = Heuristic

2 - Regulatory 6 -~ Inaginative

3 ~ Interacticnal 7 - Representational

L

26
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... Table 3 shows the percentage of childreh®s responses

according to perceived function for the four intesrvals.

TabXe 3
" “Percentages of responses-to question 6re

according to perceéived language function

Functions 7all 1981 Spring 1982 7all 1982 ' Spring 1983
. Tnstrumental . . - 8 -9 &
Interactional - 2] 30 L 25
Personal - 438 - 38 B s I o
‘Imaginative ‘ - - 4 | 8
i3 &

Unacceptable 52 .33

“"Note. Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number.

It must be noted that some children were able to perceive more tharn
~-one func£ion of writing, so that percentages in eagh#coluén are
based on thélnumber'of'ﬁonI;perdeived'functioné rather than 21
‘reéponsése
 The most observable trend was the decrease in umacceptable
responseé ﬁith age. _This may indicate that children at the'end of
kinéefgértéh are beginning to possess the ability and desire to
talk abbut'théir'iearning“and thinking. This may be the beginnings
of a me{alinguistic.and metacognitive awareness,

It is interesting to note that all but one child recognized



one or more functions of writing by the erd of kindergarten¢
:Cleafiy, the most commonly percelved function of writing by
children in this étﬁdy was. the personal function of writing. This
may 1ikély be the first function of writing that the young child .
perceives and may be related to the egocentric cognitive stage.of
his /her developmeét. At the end of kindergarten, over half of the
res?onses st111 incorporated this self exprgésive personal functio:
of writing.

The interactional furiction of writing was the second moct
commonly perceived use of writing by these young children., It is
likely that interactional writing has been modeled for:.them by
signifiéant adults through letter and note writing, én@itb;ough‘
emphasis on mail and greeting cards, ‘Stgdies of young chii&ren
have demonsirated that children attend seriousiy to such
communication models (Clay, 1976; Hall, Moretz, & Statom, 197&1.

The instrﬁmental function of language incorporated a smallex
portion of the children's perceived functions of writing. ThiS‘ié
contrastive to the development of oral lﬁnguage whereby Halliday
(19770) suggested that the instrumental function is the simplest
model of language and.oné of the first to evolve. The nature of
writing includes the preservation of a message in time and space.
The need to read and reread a message is demandéd to retrieve the
information., The instrumental function of wriiing is prdbably less
obvious to young children in this age group because they are not

yet able to read,



Goodman and Goodman (1976) stated that children in literate
societies become aware early of the regulatory function of writtex
language. AS an example they cited children's uﬁderstanding.ofétha
commarid given'byna'stop_sign. Curiously, the.regulatory»function
was not described by any of the children in this sfudy aS‘arreas@é
for wfiting. Perhaﬁs inexperience with reading has limited the

‘children's capacity to recognize the power and control over. others

" ‘that can be exercised through writing., The absence of.the heuristic

function may possibly be explained in this same manner. The
children's lack of.recognition of the representationﬁl function of
writing may have been predicted because Halliday {1977a)~portra§§
it as being used mostlyvby'adultﬁﬁ | ‘
It has been said that learning to produce and understand

spoken language occurs effortlessly and naturally, while learning
to read requires a great deal of work (Foss & Hakes, 1978). The
explanation for such a statement about written language may be fourd
Ain tﬁeA;espohses of the children in this study to the questiong
"why'dd people write?", The children's responses indicated that
they have é harrow perspective of the possible roles for writing.
This lihiféd perépédtive may have been responsible for the

: conglusion that children's understanding of.the role of writing is

| vague (Dowhiﬁg;‘1969; Vygotsky, 1962). 1If a larsuage nust be
functional to be learred (Halliday, 1977b), and if children cono
to school realizing and using all the functions of oral language

o

(Goodman & Gocdman, 1976), then children must be made aware that



"“these functions of languace may be served ‘through writing. - This
: transfef‘is'apparently less obvious to children than to adults.
The uses of written language are probably less obviocus- to childrew
“becguse reading and writing develop simultansously. In acquiring
oral’languége, the process of listening motivates the development.
of speech by pr§viding a model thiough which ‘children can recognize
the variocus functions that oral language serves. The expressive
form of ﬁriting has reading as: its recepﬁive,counterpart, The
overlapping development of the reading and writing processes
précludES'the advantage of a built in model for ﬁredeterminiag

the functions of written languass.

- Question Two

Responses to the gquestion, ""What do you have to do to be a
good writer?” were categorized among four categoriess

A - ‘Unacceptable; responses included "I don®t know,"
an avoidance of a response, or no reply

B - Learnj responses included "Go to school,” ﬂlearn,ﬁ
br géneral learning tips such as listening,
following directions, takling your time, practice

C - Artistic ability; responses included "Bé an artist,"”
."Color in the lines,” etc,

D -~ Reference to content; responses included reference
to writing alphabetic letters, words, ér reading

vhat was written.
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“Table 4 shows the percentages of responses to question two within

.each category at the four interviews.,

Table &

‘Percentages of responses tb question two within categories

Categories Fall 1931 Spring 1962 Fall 1932 Spring 198%
A 50. o7 e -
B Lo 63 &2 86
c - 5 - 10 ih
D 10 5 2 -

- Note. Percentages are rounded. to the nearsst whole number.

" Half of the children at ‘the beginning of nursery school were
either unable or unwilling to respond to the question "Whatﬁdo,yo@
" have to do to be a good writer?", but at the end of kindergarten
.alllchildren gavé a response,“with the most common answer
_perféining to school learning techniques. The responses included
remarks such as followiﬁg directions; being neat, beingmgéodg
.“éoihg to échéol;'praéticing, and learning. Clearly, the children
Viewed writihg as a school activity where théy must behave and
follow rules, 4it is curious that 24 percent of the children
ﬁban&oned theirvconcern for the centent of writing, where their
reéponses igcluded forming letters,; learning words, writing names,

~and reading what is written, between the beginning and end of
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" Kindergarten, These‘resuité suggest that the children became more
concerned during kihde;garfén about the mechanics of writing and
.their own conformity to school than about the content ofvﬁha%

~ they write, |

Responses within category C indicate a continued struggle fex
children with the differentiation between writing and drawing. I+
‘is interesting to note that children®s responses within this
- ¢ategory increased with age. This may be explained by the
observation that their responses, while referringgto drawing anl
artistic ability, included a flavor of conforming to schoc?
standards,

Responses in both categories B and C demonstrafé'an importani
perspective of the kindergarten child. The responseS-ofzthe
children reflected the emphasis of traditional kindergarten. op
readiness skills ani learning habits, and demonstrated that the
ad justment to SChoolvis perceived by children to be a demanding

N ’C&Sk.

;‘“Qpestion Three

Responses to the question "What is the hardest thing about
writing?ﬁ were categorized among fiﬁe categoriess
| A - Uhacceptable; responses included "I don*t know,”
afbidénée of a response, no reply
B =~ Gétting it on paper; responses included reference
to speed, correcting nistakes, neainess of paper,

keeping in the lines, etc.



b3

C - TLetter formation; responses included makihg the
“letters, or forming names |

D - WVord formation; responses referred to sﬁelliﬁngr
thinking of words to writs

General school work; responses included cutting,

€3]
1

pasting, homework, cursive
One response was "To write things likg'that" (pointing to the‘
researcher's notes) ard was not able to be categorized, . Table &
shows the percentages of responces within a category at each of

the four interviews,

Table &

Percentages of resvonses to question three within categories

" Categories - Fall 1981 Spring-1982. Fall 1982 - Spring 1983

A 62 62 .26 18
B ">_ 10 S5 35 3R

a ‘f 10 24 o f13 o g

D 5 513 718
R A 9 e
iUnkno#n N “ -; o - T . -

Note{ ?efceﬁtages are rodnded to the nearest whole rumber.



The decrease in unacceptable responses with age to this
question shows the children's increased experience with writing
| and the beginnings’ of their awareness of  their own thinking abouk
»iearniqg.

‘The'obvious increase of responses in categories B and E with
age demonstrates the increased awareness of the children to
- conformity to school conventions., It is possible that the metox
coordination demaﬁded for school adjustment prompted responses of
category B, such as "It's hard to cut,” "It's hard not to scribbis, ®
"If you press down you might get a hole in it,” "You have to writis
so much," or "Just to write fast," Limitationéuimposed by motor
de#elopment may have also prompted the concern for lettew
formation and name writing, as in.category C. ReSponseé;iﬁ
" category C increased and then decreased over time., This
phenomenon may be the result of the practice in letter formatior
which was emzbaSized‘dﬁring nursery school ard kindergarten, The
lower percentage within category C at the end of kindergarten ﬁay
réflectAfhe improved confidence and ability in fhié area that
resulted from the practice. .

Thé growing concern at ithe end of kimndergarten appeared to.be
the writing of words, rThis was marked by an increase of responses
in category E, The chief limiiation perceived by thé‘chiidren in

forming words was spelling.,



 Analysis of Writing Samples arnd Writing Episodes . UL,

The writing samples and episodes of the 21 children were
amlyzed with five levels emerging.

Level one was characterized by scribvling, scribble writing,
and mock letters, Soﬁe children referred to.their scribbling as
letters, numbers, or names. |

Level two was represented by the writing of a few select  ,"x
letters,: The children wrote letters which were contaired in their
oxn name and often commented that a specific letter was part ¢f
their name. The letter writing at this level was cleszly
non-random and demonstrated an attempt by the children to fom
- thalr own nanmes.

Levél three was characterized by the ability of the childrexn
A tp grite'their name.r There was, however, a wide range of success
»_éf name writing. 'Somerchildren wrote their first and last name in
| perfecﬁ'férm,'somé feveréed letters especially b, d, and J, somne
_COUld‘bnlyvgat a shortensd version of their name down such as
ke oeroe;‘but éll wro{e their name in some form. Heny inecluded
‘drawings dr letters, and most discussed difficulties with letfer ' ' i}
formation ofteh erasing or crossing out,

 Level four was characterized by success at name writing ard
“the 1isting of the names of sigrificant others &uch as Moy,
'Eaddy; agd siblings. Some children at this level also included

short one syllable words commorly used such as love, yes, no, tvat.



"ﬁosfvchildren were very talkatlve describingvdifficulties with

" letter formatioﬁ, with remembering which letter came next, and

with corfusion of similar letters such as r and n, Erasing ang
”réferénce to mistakes were comnmonplace, Many children inciufied
- drawings with their writing.

Only one child demonstrated writing at level five, and it is
notewarthy that he began reading during tha latter half of nursery
school,” His writing at thls level included a sentence (GCd_love&
you) and a note ¢f goodbye to the researchsr at the last visit.
He démonstrated word play with words like Jim and jam and
proceeded to scramble words for the researcher to figure buzu
His writings at level five included abbreviations. and invented
spellings. It also reflected his large exposure to woi&é‘%hrongﬁ
reading. During kindergartesn this child went to a first grade.

- class for the daily reading period.-

Table 6 shows the levels of writing described for each of

the 21 children at the four intervals, CSamples one. through five

represent typical writing samples at the five levels,



)

§

~ Table 5

Levels of writing for individual children

Neme Fall 1981 Spring 1982 Fall 1982 Spring 1983
Todd 3 3 3 3
~ Leah L b4 4 I
“Kinberlee 1 3 b L
. Joy by 4 i Iy
Donielle SR | 3 3 5
-Anmy b i : I
-Joseph 3 3 4 3
"‘Robert 3 4 L &
- Kent 2 3 ”
- Michael 3
| Jessica S ’% -k 4 .
Jason 1 3 g 5
Matthew g 3 i 3
Ammie‘ | 2 3 3 il
William 3 b . Ty
Shawn BV 4 S5 .5
Emily 3 3 L -k
Beth 1 3 Iy -
Gregory 2 2 2 3
Adam 3 3 3 3
Kendra

J
e
-

I
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" The .five levels of writing were further analyzed according io |
< the principles amd concgpts»described’by'Clay'(19?5}5'

Children of‘léQel ong, through scribble and mock 1ettsr
writiﬁg, demonstrated an awareness that writing involves purposefu’
} marks 6n paper and that 2 code exists for these marks,. This is
evidence of the children’s undérstanding of the sign concept. Ons
child at this level showed greater progress, - Beth's combination
of_ééribble writing and rock linear writing included revetitiocn of
nock letters to form. a messdge, in this case the messdge was hex
- neme (Example 6), She thereby demonstrated knowledge of the
message concept and the recurring and directional principles.

At levél two, all Children'observedutheydireciional
" principle although not steadfastly,  Their desire to*wfite-thei@
haMes-demonsirated.knowledge,of the message«conéept,’Nhileaiha%%
diécussion of letters verified their acceptance ‘of the signfbbﬁcep%¢
- The,chiidfen élsoidemonstraied flexibility through experimentaticn '
with letter formation. ¥ent (Example 7) typifies this
expefimenta%ign " |
"‘-ATEe sign and message concepts were clearly obvious to
children at level three. The children all observed directiomality,
“however, Adam once got off to a bad start, writing his nzme from
right to left, forming a nirror image of his name, Adam later
aemonstrated the recurfing principle, writing his name repeét@dly
(Example 8)., The generaiiﬁg principle for letters was also used

by children at level three. Kimberlee®s message TONOT is
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representative (Example 9). Michael used the copying principie
for drawing at this level, Unable to think of anything to make.
he lobked around and resorted to copying an Easter egg with &'
‘flower on' it from the bulletin board,

At level four, the children again demonstrated the sign an?
messaze concepts. They observed directionality in their .wri’f;ing' :
- and demonstrated the inventory prineiple by listing names and
"wWords they knew how to write., Some children at this lewsl
“encountered problems when they ran out of Spéce on- the page. Thin
is demonstrated in Joy's inventory of names and_nﬁmbers (Example i0).
. Joy fills up the page, abandoning order to get everything to fit,
Children at level four demonstrated the copying principle when
theirvown supply of words ran cut,  Shawn incorrectly copies
"cheese"™ off a wall poster, writing CHEEZ, and Teth {Exanple 11}
‘ran out of spade-while incorrectiy.copying'"?acman“ from géar*@%
the nearby coat rack, The éontrasting, flexibility, and recurring
_principles were uséd by a few children at this level. .Leah
(Example 12) demonstrated all three. . She contrasted Go and Step,
| flexibl& explored words when writing ¥o and On, and repeated Ho -
£hree tines, A few éhildren at this level began to use punctuation.
Beth hyphenated‘her mother's name "Bar~bara.“v William separated
the names~he~wﬁo§¢ with periods (Example 13). Robert represented
his friend as TK which demonstrated use of the abbreviation
' pfinciplé,-

Shawn was the only ¢hild achieving level five, He demonstrated
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use of the message, sign.and space concepts, &s well as the
‘inventory, copying, directional, contrasting, abbreviation,-anﬁ
- flexibility principles. He generated new words through invented
: speliing vwhen writing PecL for pencil, Pin for pen,.T SPOCOn for:
teaspoon, and Pron for brown, He demonstrated the recurring
" principle at a higher level when writing TUB and BUBR. - Shawn made
compromises also when encountering lack of space on the page.
Clearly, Shawn used many strategies in his wfiting and can be
characferized as a risk taker while he explores written language.
Harste and 'his collezgues (1981) suggested. that children and
adults use four strategies in learning language. »Avbri@f_
explaration of these strategies 1s presented here becéﬁéé thf
children in this study used these strategies increasingiy_éé%thgg
progressed. through the five leveis. |
.Semantic intent - the expectation that all print will e
meaningful; print makes sense
- Hypothesis testing - risk taking, outgrowing pneself
Negotiability - .pragmatic choices, choosing among
options of what will be represented
and how it will be represented
. Fine tﬁning language with language - interpiay of

larguage in its four expressions,

"multi-nedia event®




" Table 7 shows the number of children at each level for each

- of the four intervals,

Table 7

Number of children within leveis

Levels -~ -+ Fall 1981 Spring 1982 Fall 1932 Spring 1983

i 5 0 0 ¢
.2 3 i i 0
3 9 12 8 g
L 4 8 11 1z

5 :0 0 i )

“Cléarly; all the chil&fen except one were able to write theis
- names in some form at the end of nursery school and some were able
to write the names of others and/or short words. At the end of
kindergarten, all children could write their own names in scme
form and moré of the éhildren could write the names of othérsn

The déscriptions of levels of writing according to prineiples
and concépts of Clay (1975) verifies Clay's conclusion thatr
childreﬁ's developmént is characterized by a widé range éf
' indi#iduai differences and that explcration of language is
approached from‘a variety of directions. However, the children at
higher levels of writing ability deﬁqnstrated an increased use of -

thege princirples and concepts, This increase suggests that
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children®’s use of these concepts and principles indicates progress.
The child of level. five, who demonstrated all such principles and
concepts;'and who learned to read éarly, indicates the importanes
" and value of the use of these strategies. The child at level five
discovered the alphabetic principle of written language; he clearl;
" took many risks using many’possible‘strategies to investigate
written language. His parallel réading development implies the
role of writing in facilitating reading instruction and mandates
the encouragement of -children to take risks,
The initial hypothesis that prompted this research was the

bellef that children would likely proceéd from*wrifingflettersg
to writing words, to writing sentences, in the evolution of their
mastery of the writing process, This however was not true. Som:
childreh-initially formed letters, but only did so in attemptime
' to wr1te‘{héir-own naﬁe. The obvious resuit wés the progression
from name writing; to the writing of significant others® names,
to:the'writing'of short words, Letter and number formation were
ihtérérersed sﬁeradicaliy, From the psycholinguisticiperspeqtive
vthis phencmenon is logical, Children expect print to be meaningful

and initially operate from a global perspective when investigating
.'1anguééé. This iepresents the strategy of semantic intent.
Nothiné:cculd have more meaning to a young child‘than'hié/her oun
naﬁe. Children also have many opportunitles to see their name in
Print‘in;their enviroment, Ferréiro and Teberosky (1982) referred

~

.to children's listing of names and short words as "fixed forms*

& .
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" which children are able to reproduce without a model.. They stated
that these fixed forms. are culturally and personally acquired.

" "Perhavs ‘children use these fixed forms, which are high1y~meaningf&iav

to analyze written language more specifically, Increasing theix

‘repertoire of names and words requires new letters, thus explaining

‘the children’s concern at levels three and four with letter

formation, With letter formation behind them, children used
copying and oﬁher“éuch‘strategies to increase'their,word‘119%55
This process may eventually lead to exploration of language through:
invented spelling as Shawn dernonstrated at level five, It appearc

that the inventories of names and short words serve the purpose of

" motivating children's exploration of language through writing in &

- meaningful way. It also appears to allow children to progress

from a global to a specific perspective as is generally
characteristic of children's approach to larguage.

‘Curiously, drawings were only included at leveis three and
four, This coincides with the confusion between writing and

drawing that was expressed during the interview questions. -Perhaps

" children of level one and two viewed writing as a mysterious code

with a2 recognizable form which they tried te¢ imitate., " Drawing at
levels three and four may have served as a rehearsal or negotiating

strategy for these children and may ﬁhgrefore'acfually be

indicative of progress in the exploration of written language.

Graves (Ualshe, 1982) has uéged that children use many techniques

to breinstorm ideas for writing. He referred to this pre-writing




activity as rehearsal, Harste and others (1981) suggested that
children neéotiate or decide among many options in language, .using
choices which serve their purposes best and which meet social
demands. In the case of rehearsal, children®s drawings provided

~ ideas for writing., Jessica exemplifiéd this by drawing a plcture
of her sister and then said that she could write her sister®s name;
which she then did, ~Other children drew when they exhausted their
supply .of fixed forms. 1In this way they negotiated an option
which allo%ed then to ccoperate.

Some other interaesting cbservations were noted. At the end
of kindergarten, Gregory, then at level three, wrote-the word "“HI®
but was not aware that he had written a word., He explained that
‘he thought a word needed three letters, Ferreiro and Téberosxg
(1982), in extensive studies of Spanish speaking children.

' diséovered that children form fhe hypothesis that reading cannct
take°p1ace‘withrfewef than three letters and that the letters

" must vary in order. vThe'degree to which other children in this
.étudQ perceived'such a hypothesis camot be determined, However,
stfiﬁgs of‘létters formed by these'éhiidréﬂfincorporated at least
three letfers and varied combinations of letters. Thé inclusion
of.maﬁy threé letter words ig children®s inventories may also be

related to this theory.
.A fgw thldren»spelledkletters orally before or during the

wfitingv§f a‘ﬁ;fd; Kendrauspelled 0~ U= T as she wrote out énd

Y - E - S as she wrote yes. This strategy likely aids in the
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‘rémeﬁbéring of letter order for the fixed forms. This represent:
“thé Strategy of fine tuning 1anguage‘with ianguage. vThis strategy
was evident in the éhildren's frequent talking during writing
episcdes and also in Shawn's reliance on his parallel deveiopmens
in reading., Manyrchildren talked during the writing episodes,
SOmétimes allowing their sﬁoken ideas to direct their writing
options,

¥o consisten£ patiern appeared in the use of upper and lower
cage letters. Children likely used the familiar form that they
witnessed in the words in their enviromment or weie'taught a foréw
to uss, However, this does not account for the chiid;gn“s
interchange of uvper and lower case when copying, It:ma& be thai
the decisive factor is the ease in which the letter can belproduceﬁﬂ
Thus, a child who can readily form upper case ¥A" will c¢hoose tha~
form, especially if lower case g is»problematic for‘himfherf
In essence, the child negotiates as s/he writes, making choices

that work to his/her advantage,

Summary

The analysis of the data of this research was divided into
two sections, with part one containing the interpretation of fhe
-rresponsés to the three interview questions ahd part two consisting
“of the analysis of the writing samples and wriiing episodes,

Respcnsesito the three questions were éategorically arrangad,
The results revsaled that the children perceived limited functicuos

of writing, recognizing the vpersonal and interactional functions

¥
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‘and to a lesser degree the instrumental and imaginative functions,
It was also discovered that the children perceived adjustment to
- school conventicns as a demanding task, with motor coordinatiern,
‘letter formafion, and spelling as chief obstacles,

' The writing samples and writing episodes were analyzed with
fivée levels emerging. Increase in use of language exploration
strategies described by Clay (1975) and Harste and others (1981)

characterized progress in writing, Children were observed to

Hy

oilow a gensral sequence of writing, beginning with the writing
of their own ne=me, to writing names‘of‘signifiéant-others, to
‘writing one s$yllable words. Letter and number writing were

* intersrersed sporadically. It was theorized that this sequencs
is psycholinguistically logieal,. as it allows for a meaniggfui

investigation of language from a globval to a specific perspective.



- Chapter V
" Conclusions and Implications

 .Pur2oses
‘The purposes of this study were to investigate how young
children perceive the writing process, and to describe the
-characteristics and changes 1n thelr writing before receiving

“formal instruction.

Conclusions
'The results of this two year longitudinal study substantiates
many'of the discoveries of receth:esearchers and révééls-the
complexity that characterizes language learning for Chiidréﬂa

‘One of the most impartant conclusions that can be formulated

- by the results 01 thls study is ‘that children perceive a limited

perspective ol the functions of writlng, and thereby need to be
nade awaré of a wider scope of functions that writing may serve.
| It appears that the most commonly percelved functlon of wrltingg
and the first to evolve, 1s the personal function.

Two other conclusions concern¢ng Lne perceptions of children
about writing must be noted. Children®s serious concern for the
mechanics of writing andrfor the adjustment to school.éuggest
V qonstrginfs in_{ﬁeir explaration of language through writing. Two
obstacles perceived by children are firstly, letter formation and

' m:;condly, spel linga

70



' The initial hypothesis that motivated this research concerned

a developmental sequence of writing. It appears that children
progress from writing their own rame, to writing names of others,
- to' writing one syllable words, These words become fixed forms that
Cprompt chlldren's expérimentation of language., This is |
psycholinguistically logical, This progression allows writing te
be meaningful, and permits c¢hildren to explore langzuage from &
global to a specific perspective. -

-~ The increased use of language sirategies that characterizel
. progress through the lévels suggests a need to encourage this
experimentaficn. It also mandates careful,analySis;pfléhildreﬁ*a
writing to defermine progress already made and tOvenhance’further
.. experimentaticn., The relationship of writing to learniﬁg to reai
is made épparent'by‘the parallel success of the young boy of levei
j‘five in toth areas, His use of many strategies exemplifies. their
value for learniﬁg language, It may be that these sirategies
allow for the awareness of‘the alphabetic prineiple. These
stratégigs therefore may be'ﬁrégursors of invented spelling
, strategies.. '
o éeveral hypotheses were pfoposed’as explanations fcf”%hav
vreéulfs of this study anmd suggest further investigation. 1£ was
proposed that simultanecous development of reading and writing
precluded a nodel for child#en's recogrition of the functions of
writing., The basis fcf this suggestion was that children learn
cral language naturally because they know what it &des; that is to

say, they recognize its functions. The functions of oral language



"became obvious to children as they listen to others spé&k,

~ Some research has given importance to children's confusion ef
writing amd drawing. Tt may be that children find differences
between the two difficult to discern. vHowever, this stuﬁy‘:aiseé
the possibility that drawing may actually be indicative of progress.
"This was suggested in cases where children used drawing as &
‘negotiating or rehearsal sirategy, thereby demonstrating .

experimentation,

Implications for Researcl:

Recent reséarch has unfolded a vast wealth of:informatioﬁ
about children's language learning. This research substantiated
~many of these findings, but also raises new questions,

More investigation concerning children’s perceptions of the
functions of writing is essential., A series of questions, as well
as tasks, designed to reveal children®s conception of the roles of
: writing could comprise such a study,

Researchers must aléo search for technigques to help children
recognize the various functions that writing can serve., New
methods that encourége children‘to increase use of strategles for
exploring writipgvmust be designed and tested, Variabilitiés must
be discussed, such as teacher interference in these techniQués and
_the degree of.convention‘that is stressed.

Evidence of the minimﬁm—quantity hypothesis (Ferreiro &

Tebercsky, 1982) existed in this study, Studies involving the



- presence of this perception in English speaking- children should’ be
: explcred further.
“Further examination for evidence of ‘the .name, to others® mames,
“to words sequence in children®s writing is important.
" One boy, exceeding this sequence, included invented sPellingsa

phrases, and sentences. Another question to be answered would

- . involve development in these areas.

VfImpliéétions'fc -Classroom Practics

‘Clearly, the schooi beginnér has ‘already formed ﬁang

- conclusions about written langﬁage as,s/heventefs school, Teachers
need to talk to.children and observe them carefully, to understana
their abilities amd limitations.

Two main implications for curriculum have become aﬁpareni-fréﬁ
the results of this study. Firstiy, teachers need to model the
fgnctions of writing. 'Children need to understand that writing
serves purposes'other'than perébnai functioﬁsg They need to know
thatkfhe conventions that tﬁey learn in school are for reasons
other ﬁhan conforming. Teachers must also find various ways. to
Araw children s attention to the gurposes for writing. By reading
widely to children‘with follow up discussion of the authér“s point
of view, teachers may broaden children's concepts of the function
of writing.' Sedondly, children's Writing must be earefully
analyzed to assess progress made and to guide further instruction,
Therefore, it is important that teschers understand that which

inilcates progress.



Many secondary 1hplications are also suggested by this
research, }Teachers must encourage children to éxplore,language
using many strategies. This necessitates the teacher’s giving
maore attention to content of writing than to form. Since children
© begin with names and words, it is likely that the best instruction
‘in the writing process should begin here, Lettef formation in
nursery school and kindergarten might be presented on demand ac
children need to khow specific letters ﬁhen forming their chosexr
words, This method would be similar.to writing experiences
described by Graves (Walshe, 1982). Here children #ould write
“daily, choosing'théir own words with conventions and strategies
being introduced through individual teacher c@nferenéé. This
technique would be more meaningful to children than merely printing
the alphabet, It is also content oriented while deemphasizing
format and convention, Above all, teachers must give children tims
to ekperiment with writing. Children need this time to use various
- strategies,

This study also suggests a role of writing in learning to read.
This finding offers a good argument for the encouragement of

children to use invented spellings.,
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