
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPROVED: 
 
Jeanne L. Tunks, Major Professor 
Kathleen A. J. Mohr, Minor Professor 
Ronald Wilhelm, Committee Member and 

Program Coordinator 
Janelle Mathis, Committee Member 
Nancy Nelson, Chair of the Department of 

Teacher Education and 
Administration 

Jerry R. Thomas, Dean of the College of 
Education  

James D. Meernik, Acting Dean of the 
Robert B. Toulouse School of 
Graduate Studies 

THE TRANSFER AND SUSTAINABILITY OF A SCHOOL-WIDE  

WRITING PROGRAM: YEAR 2 

Violet Myers Dickson, B.S., M.Ed. 

Dissertation Prepared for the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

 

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH TEXAS 
 

August 2010 



 

 

Dickson, Violet Myers. The transfer and sustainability of a school-wide writing 

program: Year 2. Doctor of Philosophy (Curriculum and Instruction), August 2010, 226 

pp., 24 tables, references, 142 titles. 

 Writing is an important life skill that all students need in order to succeed in 

today’s society. However, proficient writing skills develop over time, requiring years of 

quality instruction combined with motivation, encouragement, and lots of practice. 

School-wide writing is an approach that provides specific writing instruction in a 

consistent manner across all grade levels, allowing students to develop increasingly 

complex writing skills and strategies over time. Implementation of programs, such as 

school-wide writing, requires teachers to transfer new understandings and skills from 

the training room to the classroom as well as efforts to sustain the program over time. 

This multiple case study examines the characteristics of an elementary school-wide 

writing program that was introduced in the field by local teachers and transferred 5 

years later to another school in the same district. The study also examines factors 

affecting the transfer and sustainability of the program during the second year of 

implementation. Findings from the study indicate that the elements of school-wide 

writing transferred from School 1 to School 2 at a low road level of transfer. Factors 

affecting transfer included inquiry, ongoing training, support systems, authentic writing 

experiences, and time. Factors contributing to sustainability included ongoing support, 

accountability, communication, positive feelings, time, and individuality.  
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CHAPTER 1 
  

INTRODUCTION 

 Writing is more than one of the three “Rs.” It is more than the minimum writing 

competency required of students in order to pass state mandated writing tests. Writing 

is an essential communication skill used in and out of school in a variety of contexts to 

provide information, communicate ideas, make inquiries, persuade, respond, complain, 

negotiate, entertain, make needs known, take a stance, and support a cause, just to 

name a few. Each of these activities can be accomplished through various genres and 

modes of writing. 

 According to former secretary of education, Rod Paige, writing is not only 

essential to school success, but it is also an important life skill that every student needs 

in order to succeed in today‟s society (United States Department of Education, 2003). 

Sophisticated writing skills are in great demand and are often viewed as gatekeepers to 

upper level and higher paying jobs (National Commission on Writing, 2004). Global 

networking and information technology, which are writing based, require higher levels of 

written communication today than ever before to access, retrieve, and provide 

information to people around the world (Nagin, 2006; National Commission on Writing, 

2003; Zinsser, 2001).  

However, the ability to articulate one‟s thoughts clearly in a written format is not a 

simple task. Students‟ development of proficient writing skills occurs over time and 

results from many years of good writing instruction combined with motivation, 

encouragement, and lots of writing practice (Hillocks, 2007; Pressley, Mohan, Raphael, 

& Fingeret, 2007). A curricular plan that can impact student writing over time is a 
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school-wide writing program. A school-wide writing program requires the coordinated 

effort of teachers and administrators to define writing expectations at each grade level 

and develop strategies and timelines to meet those expectations consistently from 

grade level to grade level throughout a school. Student writing is shaped by social and 

cultural experiences as well as instructional support (Allington, Johnston, & Day, 2002; 

Lipson, Mosenthal, Daniels, & Woodside-Jiron, 2000). A school-wide writing program 

coordinates writing across and between grade levels, creating a community of writers 

where writing is emphasized, students‟ writing accomplishments are celebrated, and 

students‟ writing skills are consistently developed throughout their school experience 

(Fountas & Pinnell, 2001; Hillocks, 1986; Lipson et al., 2000; Sperling, 1996).  

Although research indicates a school-wide writing program can have positive 

effects on students‟ writing development over time (Pressley et al., 2007; Strickland, 

Bodino, Buchan, Jones, Nelson, & Rosen, 2001), these writing programs are few and 

far between. School-wide writing programs require administrative vision and leadership, 

teacher commitment, and a long-range writing plan that is consistently implemented 

throughout an entire school (Aulls, 2003; Baker, Gersten, & Graham, 2003; Graves, 

Tuyay, & Green, 2004; McChesney & Hertling, 2000). Successful implementation of a 

school-wide writing program also depends on the ability of teachers to transfer learning 

from the training room to the classroom and the ability of a faculty to sustain the 

program beyond the initial implementation stage. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

Studies examining school-wide writing programs have been limited. Few studies 

have been conducted of writing programs involving more than one grade level, much 
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less an entire school. Of these studies, none has examined a school-wide writing 

program that was introduced in the field by local teachers and transferred to another 

school a few years later. The present study examined the characteristics of a school-

wide writing program, with a particular focus on the transfer of a school-wide program to 

another school, and factors affecting the sustainability of a school-wide writing program 

after the initial year‟s implementation. 

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to extend prior research on school-wide writing by 

examining the characteristics of a school-wide writing program introduced in the field by 

local teachers and transferred a few years later to another school in the same North 

Texas school district. This study examined contributing factors affecting the transfer of a 

school-wide writing program and the sustainability of such a program during the second 

year of implementation. 

 

Research Questions 

The basic questions guiding this study included: 

1. What features characterize a school-wide writing program? 

a) What features characterized the original school-wide writing program 

designed by teachers in a local elementary school? 

b) What features characterized implementation of the original school-wide 

writing program at School 2 in its second year of implementation, 

following a year of training and support by the originators of the 

program? 
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2. What factors facilitate the transfer of a school-wide writing program from School 

1 to School 2? 

3. What factors contribute to the sustainability of a school-wide writing program 

beyond the initial year‟s implementation in School 2? 

 

Assumptions 

The first assumption for this study was that the teachers and administrators at 

School 1, where the original school-wide writing program began, would continue to 

implement the program, and teachers and administrators at School 2 would continue to 

implement the school-wide writing program that was introduced during staff 

development training the previous school year. The second assumption was that each 

teacher would possess different background, teaching experience, level of education, 

philosophy, level of expertise, and attitude toward the implementation of school-wide 

writing. School cultures also differ to some extent; therefore, another assumption would 

include possible differences in the cultures of both schools over time. Additionally, 

students would also present different background experiences, different areas of 

strengths and weaknesses in writing, different attitudes toward writing, and different 

levels of writing proficiency.  

 

Rationales for Transfer, Sustainability, and Writing Instruction 

A Framework for School-wide Writing 

Students write in many different contexts for a variety of purposes. Students use 

writing to explain, remember, and communicate with teachers and classmates, as well 

as for self-expression and personal enjoyment both inside and outside of the classroom 
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(Atwell, 1990; Fulwiler, 1987). Due to a growing focus on student achievement and an 

increased emphasis on high-stakes testing, students also write to demonstrate their 

writing competency on statewide writing tests. In order for students to be successful in 

today‟s society, they must develop proficient writing skills that enable them to compose 

and construct meaning in a variety of writing situations (Henk, Marinak, Moore, & 

Mallette, 2004; Lipson et al., 2000; Nagin, 2006). 

All students can write to some degree, but many students do not write proficiently 

(Elbow, 2000). Instruction in good writing requires more than a one-shot effort or a quick 

fix for students‟ writing deficiencies. Writing instruction that leads to good student writing 

requires specific instruction, sustained effort, and support over time (Darling-Hammond, 

2005; Elbow, 2000; Pressley et al., 2007; Strickland et al., 2001). A school-wide writing 

program represents an approach to writing that involves the planning and organization 

of writing instruction in a systematic and cumulative manner across grade levels 

throughout an entire school so that students have the opportunity to develop proficient 

writing skills over time. A school-wide writing program also creates a community of 

writers and a learning environment in which student writing is displayed and celebrated 

by teachers, parents, administrators, and students alike. Although research indicates 

the benefits of sustained writing instruction over time, few studies have examined 

school-wide writing programs, warranting a further investigation of the topic (Aulls, 

2003; Langer & Allington, 1992). 

 

Transfer and Student Learning 

School-wide writing is based on a theory of transfer learning, which is the ability 

to make connections and apply previous learning to similar experiences as well as new 
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situations (Beach, 1999; Cree & Macaulay, 2000; Haskell, 2001). In a school-wide 

writing program, students develop writing skills and strategies that are used in a variety 

of contexts at increasing levels of difficulty over time. School-wide writing programs 

utilize writing plans that build on previous learning, so students at every grade level can 

improve their craft by adding newly learned writing skills that continue to develop year 

after year. By creating a school-wide writing environment, conditions are established for 

transferring newly-learned writing skills from context to context and grade level to grade 

level.  

The theory of transfer, based initially on the work of Thorndike and Woodworth 

(1901) regarding identical elements and response by analogy, is the theory that humans 

respond to new situations based on the ways in which they have responded to similar 

situations in the past (Beach, 1999; Hergenhahn & Olson, 2001). A goal of educators is 

to help students understand transferable concepts in one discipline and connect them to 

similar concepts in other disciplines (Erickson, 2007). In terms of student writing, 

transfer of learning is one way to apply continuously developing writing skills to new 

writing contexts over time so students eventually develop the writing skills they need for 

life. A school-wide writing program enables a school to provide the instruction and 

learning environment in which students can connect and transfer previously learned 

writing skills to new and increasingly complex writing situations over time. 

 

Transfer and Program Implementation   

 The implementation of school programs involves a transfer for teachers as well 

as students. Teachers acquire concepts through staff development and training and 

later apply their learning to classroom practice (Haskell, 2001). However, knowledge 
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gained through staff development does not necessarily translate into change in the 

classroom (Bellanca, 2009).  

Although transfer is a basic premise of learning, it is difficult to teach and difficult 

to accomplish (Beach, 1999; Cree & Macaulay, 2000; McKeough, Lupart, & Marini, 

1995). According to Erickson (2002), transfer requires the acquisition of a deep 

knowledge base, which “provides the conceptual structure for thinking about related and 

new ideas” (p. 7). In spite of requirements from many administrators for instant success, 

research indicates the importance of providing opportunities for “learning to incubate” as 

concepts are used again and again in different contexts over time (Haskell, 2001, p. xv). 

Hall and Hord (2001) contend that the most important factor in any 

implementation process is the people who will be directly involved. Curricular change 

occurs as a result of a “collegial effort that focuses the learners on how they will actually 

improve their instruction by transferring static information into action” (Bellanca, 2009, p. 

4). Au (2005) contends that for curricular programs to succeed, teachers must be 

involved from the very beginning. Because teachers more readily transfer learning into 

classroom practice when they are involved in the process, researchers of staff 

development and change process recommend including teachers as active participants 

in the implementation of new programs (Duffy, 1993; Fullan 2007; Fullan & Miles, 1992; 

Hall & Hord, 2001; Lyons & Pinnell, 2001; Nagin, 2006).  

According to Hall and Hord (2001) and Fullan (2007), change does not happen 

immediately but involves a progression that occurs over time. Teachers need time to 

assimilate new practices and integrate new ideas into their own practice. The process of 

transferring training concepts into classroom practice requires “adaptive expertise,” 
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which teachers acquire as they learn to adjust and adapt learning concepts to suit new 

situations over time (Haskell, 2001, p. 107).  

Transfer is also shaped by culture and team effort. This can be accomplished 

through team meetings, staff development, and developing a professional learning 

community with administrative support (Haskell, 2001; Hatch, 2009; McLaughlin & 

Talbert, 2001; Silva, 1999). The creation of an effective support system for teachers 

provides a safety structure through which teachers can experiment with different 

aspects of teaching as they transfer new understandings into instructional practice 

(Bellanca, 2009; Fullan, 2007; Hall & Hord, 2001; Hatch, 2009).  Training and support 

for teachers and inclusion as active participants in the development or implementation 

of instructional programs increase the likelihood that they will engage in intentional 

transfer (Bellancca, 2009).  

 

Sustainability 

 Sustainability in education is the ability to maintain and preserve a curricular 

innovation or program over a period of time. According to Fullan (2003), sustainability 

occurs as the “capacity for continuous improvement becomes built-in” as a result of 

ongoing effort on multiple levels (p. 91). School programs cannot sustain themselves on 

their own. Successful sustainability requires internal and external assistance, such as 

administrative, peer, parental, and financial support. Educational programs must be 

supported from within and without to remain salient and effective over time (Fullan, 

2007).  

 Many factors can undermine the sustainability of a school program, including 

teacher isolation, communication break-down, lack of external support, personality 
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clashes, and time conflicts (Fullan, 2007; Hall & Hord, 2001; Nocon, 2008; Sannino, 

2008). In contrast, other factors can support program sustainability. According to Heifetz 

and Linsky (2002), sustainability results from effective leadership that not only provides 

support and assistance, but also “gives the work back to the people who need to take 

the responsibility” (p. 123). 

 

A Framework for Examining Writing Instruction 

 Writing is a sophisticated task requiring higher-level thinking to construct 

meaning (Erickson, 2002; Hillocks, 2007). Writing instruction has reflected a variety of 

methodologies, approaches, and writing practices over the years, from basal writing 

programs, to various forms of the writing process, to key writing traits for assessment 

purposes. For more than two decades, the work conducted by Allington (1994, 2002) 

has focused on the types of literacy practices necessary for children to be fully engaged 

in writing activities. Based on a decade-long study of effective classrooms, Allington 

concluded that students needed more opportunities to participate in authentic writing 

activities that incorporated the six T‟s: more time (for writing), more teaching (including 

guided writing, teacher demonstration, and modeling), more texts (children‟s literature), 

more talk (teacher and student interaction during writing), more tasks (authentic writing 

rather than busy work), and better tests (rubric-based evaluations). The six T‟s serve as 

a framework for establishing effective writing practices that are needed to support 

students‟ writing growth throughout their school experience. 

In addition to Allington‟s work, the modes of writing identified by Hillocks (1986) 

in a meta-analysis of research on writing instruction provide a framework used for more 

than 20 years for identifying and describing various instructional practices that occur in 
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classroom writing environments (MacArthur, Graham, & Fitzgerald, 2006; Smagorinsky, 

2006). Based on more than 500 experimental treatments involving student writing, 

Hillocks identified four modes of instruction, which were characterized by the teacher‟s 

role in the classroom, the activities presented, the clarity of instructional objectives, and 

the environment in which the writing occurred (MacArthur et al., 2006).    

These four modes include the presentational mode, the natural process mode, 

the environmental mode, and the individualized mode. The presentational mode reflects 

a traditional lecture approach in which the teacher is viewed as the dispenser of 

knowledge, and the focus is on the final written product. The natural process mode is 

characterized by a writing environment in which the teacher serves as facilitator and 

students employ writing processes, such as prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, and 

publishing. The environmental mode incorporates writing as a social practice where 

students collaborate and interact with teachers and peers to construct meaning through 

the writing process. This mode reflects a combination of the presentational and natural 

process modes because social interaction is combined with specific instruction, such as 

the use of figurative language (Chapman, 2006; Hillocks 1986). Finally, the 

individualized mode consists of teachers providing one-on-one or small group 

instruction in writing based on individual students‟ needs. 

These four modes provide the structural framework for identifying a variety of 

writing practices that occur in classrooms today based on teacher instruction, student 

activities, and classroom environment (Hillocks, 1986; MacArthur et al., 2006; 

Smagorinsky, 2006). The identification of writing modes and the six T‟s of effective 

literacy instruction were useful in the present study for examining the way a local 
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school-wide writing program was initially developed and later implemented at Schools 1 

and 2. 

 

Research Methods 

A multiple case study was conducted to examine the characteristics and features 

of an exported school-wide writing program that 4 local teachers and I introduced in the 

field at one school and transferred 5 years later to another school in the same North 

Texas school district. This multiple case study examines the characteristics of both 

school-wide writing programs, factors affecting the transfer of the original writing 

program from School 1 to School 2, and the sustainability of the program at School 2 

during the second year of implementation.  

A description of the case study of School 1 was used in Chapter 3 to answer 

Research Question 1.a. The description included the features that characterized the 

original school-wide writing program, which was developed and sustained at School 1 

for 7 years. Chapter 4 describes the case study of School 2, including the training for 

school-wide writing that was provided through district-wide staff development by the 

teachers who originated the program. Data were collected from a variety of sources for 

both cases. 

Data for the case study of School 1 included the original school-wide writing plan, 

which served as a timeline for introducing different elements of writing at each grade 

level. Data also included artifacts from conference presentations and staff development 

training, and member-checking by the teachers who helped develop the school-wide 

writing program. Data for the case study at School 2 were generated through semi-

structured interviews with the principal and classroom teachers as well as field notes 
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taken during classroom observations. The original school-wide writing plan, which 

included guidelines for writing instruction at each grade level, was compared against 

actual classroom practices recorded during observations at School 2.  

Interviews with teachers were conducted at the beginning of the study, in the fall 

of 2007, to gain insight into their perceptions of school-wide writing and to provide each 

teacher the opportunity to explain how the writing program was currently implemented 

at his/her corresponding grade levels. The interview with the building principal provided 

perceptions of school-wide writing from an administrator‟s point of view as well as an 

explanation of how school-wide writing was administered at School 2. 

Three observations of writing lessons were conducted in each classroom at 

regular intervals from December 2007 through May 2008. Interviews and observations 

each lasted approximately 45 minutes. Observation field notes documented instructional 

practices during writing, including direct teacher instruction, guided writing lessons, 

teacher/student conferences, and a variety of student writing activities. In addition, 

observation notes documented teacher and student interactions, independent writing 

activities, and a description of each classroom‟s environment.  

The school participating in the study was chosen based on its implementation of 

the school-wide writing program, which was developed by teachers five years earlier at 

School 1 and transferred to School 2 during the 2006-2007 school year.  

 

Operational Definitions 

The following terms were operationally defined based on the context in which 

they were used in the literature for the present study. 

 Authentic writing – Writing that serves a real purpose or is intended for a real 
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audience 

 Consistency – The ability to maintain a method of writing instruction  

across grade levels 

 Environmental approach – An approach to writing that is characterized by 

social interaction and specific instructional strategies, such as the use of 

figurative language 

 Formulaic writing – Writing that follows a rigid, prescribed, or mechanical 

method 

 High stakes testing – Testing that carries high consequences for students, 

teachers, administrators, and schools based on students‟ scores 

 Individualistic approach – An approach to writing in which the teacher works 

one-on-one with each student to provide individual support 

 Natural process approach – An approach to writing in which the teacher 

serves as facilitator and students employ writing processes such as 

prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, and publishing 

 Presentational approach – An approach to writing in which the teacher 

provides direct instruction primarily through lecture 

 Process approach – A writing model that involves recursive steps, such as 

prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, and publishing 

 School-wide – The application of an instructional plan that is implemented in 

every classroom across all grade levels in a school setting 

 Sustainability – The ability to maintain, preserve, or continue something over 

time 
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 Transfer – The ability to make connections and apply previous learning to 

similar or new situations. 

 Writing – A meaning-making process in which students negotiate meaning as 

they create text 

 Writing community – A school community in which writing is emphasized and 

where a common writing language and common writing practices are shared 

by both students and faculty  

 

Limitations 

One limitation to this study includes the fact that I was one of the teachers 

involved in the initial development and implementation of the school-wide writing 

program at School 1. I also helped provide the staff development for school-wide writing 

at School 2. Another limitation was that only two schools participated in this study, and 

School 2 was only in the second year of program implementation at the time of the 

study. Although the case study of School 1 spans a 7-year time period, the data 

collected for the case study of School 2 took place over a period of 7 months. 

 

Summary 

Writing is a powerful communication tool that has become a highly valued skill in 

today‟s world due to ongoing changes in policy, purpose, economy, and technology. 

Proficient writing skills enable individuals to gather and transmit information around the 

world with “great detail and accuracy” (Graham, MacArthur, & Fitzgerald, 2007, p. 2). 

Due to the significance of written communication, interest in student writing continues to 

rise. One way to address writing proficiency and build on students‟ writing development 



 

15 
 

over time is through the implementation of a school-wide writing program. School-wide 

writing utilizes an instructional plan that is implemented consistently across grade levels 

by all teachers in a school. 

Teacher training and planning, administrative support, and the socio-cultural 

learning environment of a school all play important roles in the development and 

implementation of curricular programs. Successful implementation of school-wide 

programs also requires the transfer of teachers‟ understandings and skills from the 

training room to the classroom, as well as efforts to sustain the program, which involves 

a costly investment of time and a huge commitment on the part of teachers and 

administrators. 

This chapter outlines the need for further study on the characteristics and 

features of a school-wide writing program, an examination of factors facilitating the 

transfer of a school-wide writing program to another school, and factors contributing to 

the sustainability of a school-wide writing program beyond the first year of 

implementation. Although there are many studies that explore student writing, few 

studies examine school-wide writing programs. Chapter 2 explores the literature related 

to this topic, including characteristics of school-wide writing programs, laying the 

foundation for the current study. Literature related to the transfer and sustainability of 

programs is also reviewed. Chapter 3 describes the case study of School 1, including 

the development of the school-wide writing program that evolved over a period of five 

years, after which time it was transferred to School 2. Research Question 1.a is 

addressed in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 outlines the methodology used for the case study of 

school-wide writing at School 2. Research Questions 1.b, 2, and 3 are addressed in 
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Chapter 4. Chapter 5 provides a cross-case analysis comparing the case study of 

School 1 with the case study of School 2, and Chapter 6 provides a synthesis of the 

study with recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

RELATED LITERATURE  

Introduction 

This study examined the features that characterize a school-wide writing 

program, which was developed in the field by teachers at a local elementary school 

where it was sustained for five years and then transferred to a new school following a 

year of training and support by the teachers who originated the program. Although a 

review of the literature indicates the importance and benefits of sustaining writing 

instruction over time (Baker et al., 2003; McChesney & Hertling, 2000; Strickland et al., 

2001), few studies have examined school-wide writing programs, much less the transfer 

and sustainability of a school-wide writing program from one school to another. The 

review of the literature related to the present study included a brief historical 

background of children‟s writing, current practices in writing, and a review of recent 

studies examining features and characteristics of school-wide writing programs, which 

lay the groundwork for the current study. This review also examined factors affecting 

transfer and sustainability, which relate to the ongoing implementation of curricular 

programs, such as school-wide writing programs, after the initial training ends.  

 

Historical Background 

The study of children‟s writing is relatively recent with the majority of research 

conducted during the past three decades (Barone & Taylor, 2006; Chapman, 2006; 

Nystrand, 2006). Prior to the 1970s, little research was directed toward student writing 

below the college level. Elementary writing instruction attended primarily to discrete 

skills, such as correct form, grammar, conventions, and handwriting (Dyson, & 
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Freedman, 1991; Farnan & Dahl, 2003; Hillocks, 1999). Although research at the time 

indicated this type of instruction was not very effective in producing good writing, few 

alternatives were suggested (Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, & Schoer, 1963).  

Two articles published in Time and Newsweek in the 1970s, “Bonehead English” 

(Stone, 1974) and “Why Johnny Can‟t Write” (Sheils, 1975) brought the topic of 

students‟ writing to the public‟s attention. Janet Emig‟s 1971 study of twelfth graders‟ 

writing, which identified reoccurring stages, or processes of writing, led to empirical 

research of younger children‟s writing, including case studies of elementary students 

conducted by Graves (1983) and Calkins (1986). These studies led to a methodology 

for writing instruction, known as the process approach, which identified recursive steps, 

such as prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, and publishing, in which children were 

engaged during writing. Researchers, such as Flowers and Hayes (1981), referred to 

this approach as a cognitive model for writing because it involved a series of higher-

order thinking processes that students used as they set goals, made decisions, and 

organized ideas during composition. This approach identified writing as a problem-

solving and meaning-making process, which focused on students‟ thinking during 

composing as well as the final written product. 

Researchers influenced by Vygotsky‟s (1978) social constructivist theories 

attended to the social as well as cognitive aspects of writing, such as peer interaction, 

authentic audience, writer‟s purpose, and personal experience (Faigley, 1986; Nystrand, 

1989). In 1986, Hillocks published a meta-analysis of quantitative studies in an attempt 

to identify and characterize various writing instructional practices and classroom writing 

environments. Hillocks categorized the various approaches to writing as presentational, 
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reflecting a traditional lecture approach, natural process, reflecting the process 

approach, individualistic, reflecting a tutorial approach, and environmental, reflecting a 

sociocognitive constructivist approach to writing.  

By the 1990s, writing was viewed not only as a meaning-making process, but 

also as a social activity. By the early 2000s, many classrooms focused on steps in the 

writing process as well as the social aspects of writing, such as shared writing, peer 

editing, and writing for authentic audiences. This heralded a paradigm shift from 

traditionally silent classrooms to student-centered writing classes characterized by 

social interaction, collaboration, and student ownership of writing (Allington & Johnston, 

2002; Allington et al., 2002; Atwell, 1990; 2002).  

 

Current Practice 

In spite of the emphasis on writing during the past three decades, students‟ 

writing abilities continue to be a topic of concern. In the survey, Reality Check (Johnson 

& Duffett, 2002), approximately 75% of employers and college professors rated high 

school graduates‟ writing ability as poor or fair.  Additionally, a study conducted by the 

National Commission on Writing (2003) found that blue-chip companies spent upwards 

of $3 billion annually on remedial writing training for employees. The National 

Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) indicated only slight improvement from 

1998 to 2002 for Grades 4 and 8 and no significant change for students in Grade 12 in 

writing, indicating that in spite of the instructional efforts, more than two-thirds of the 

nation‟s students still performed below the proficient level in writing (United States 

Department of Education, 2003).  

Following these concerns, the focus on raising educational standards through 
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high stakes testing, which gained momentum in the 1980s and 1990s, only increased in 

the 2000s. The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), which George W. Bush signed into 

law in 2002, made sweeping changes in the amount of federal control over education by 

requiring states to implement stringent accountability systems based on increased 

standards in the core subjects, including writing (United States Department of 

Education, 2003). In an effort to raise test scores, some schools adopted reform 

initiatives and quick-fix programs before research could demonstrate their effectiveness 

(McChesney & Hertling, 2000; Slavin, 2000; Walberg & Greenberg, 1999). In addition, 

many teachers required to raise writing test scores struggled with the dilemma of 

whether to focus on best practices in writing or teach to the test by using formulaic 

writing and test-driven curriculum (Dutro, Kazemi, & Balf, 2004; Graves, 2003; Hillocks, 

2002; Shelton & Fu, 2004; Strickland et al., 2001;Thomas, 2004).  

Today, various writing approaches, methodologies, and packaged writing 

programs are used in classrooms (Hillocks, 2002). Different expectations and 

assumptions regarding student writing and different views on how to teach writing 

effectively often occur within the same school, creating confusion for teachers and 

students alike (Baker et al., 2003; Dyson & Freedman, 1991; Hillocks, 1986; Lipson et 

al., 2000; Nagin, 2006). In the push to find effective writing programs, inconsistencies 

and confusion about writing instruction abound, lending truth to Berlin‟s words that 

“teachers provide contradictory advice about composing – guidance grounded in 

assumptions that simply do not square with each other” (Berlin, 1982, p. 766). For 

example, in a study of process writing in eleven fifth-grade classrooms, Lipson and 

colleagues (2000), found teachers used several different approaches to teach the 
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writing process, and that instructions, activities, means of assessment, and the amount 

of time spent writing varied significantly from teacher to teacher. 

A school-wide writing program can incorporate best practices in a comprehensive 

manner and provide a plan for consistent instruction and support for students‟ writing 

across all grade levels. School-wide writing creates a common language and a common 

writing culture throughout a school. It also has the potential to maximize students‟ 

writing achievement over time by building on previous learning. However, a school-wide 

writing program requires a concerted effort by all faculty members not only to define 

writing expectations at each grade level and incorporate a writing plan that addresses 

those expectations, but also to transfer that plan into actual classroom practice and then 

sustain it beyond the initial implementation stage (Lipson, et. al., 2000; Nagin, 2006; 

Strickland, et. al., 2001).  

 

Features that Characterize a School-wide Writing Program 

 Descriptors that were used to facilitate a review of the literature included 

elementary education, school-wide writing, instructional effectiveness, writing 

composition, writing improvement, writing instruction, and writing skills. Identifiers also 

included six trait analytical model, National Writing Project, and New Jersey Writing 

Project. The purpose of the search for related literature was to identify and examine 

characteristics of school-wide writing programs and to examine characteristics of other 

writing approaches that may also offer valuable strategies and techniques for 

implementation in a school-wide writing program. 

According to Tate, Rupiper, and Schick (2001), student writing is a fluid process, 

which constantly changes and evolves, based on time, the individual, and the social 
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contexts in which writing occurs. A challenge for educators is to develop effective 

practices that will grow with students over time so they become lifelong writers. 

Implementing a plan for writing across grade levels can lead to sustained writing growth 

as students build on previously learned skills and strategies (Graves et al., 2004; 

Strickland et al., 2001; Tobin, 2001). Bruner underscored this statement when he 

declared, “The longer and more packed the episode, the greater the pay-off must be in 

terms of increased power and understanding” (Bruner, 2006, p. 55). 

Although a review of the literature indicates the importance of sustained writing 

across grade levels, only a handful of studies have examined school-wide writing 

programs (Baker et al., 2003; McChesney & Hertling, 2000). Based on these studies, 

some common characteristics of school-wide writing emerge. An examination of these 

characteristics is important as they lay the foundation for the development, transfer, and 

sustainability of the school-wide writing program described in the present study.  

Characteristics of school-wide writing programs tend to include the following: a) a 

consistent writing plan across grade levels, b) training and staff development for 

teachers, c) adequate instructional time for writing, d) developing a community of 

writers, e) providing explicit writing instruction, and f) using rubrics or scoring guides to 

assess student writing (Engel & Streich, 2006; Jerome & Gilman, 2003; Pressley et al., 

2007; Reffitt & Pressley, 2006; Sexton, 2003).    

 

Consistent Writing Plan 

Because writing is a learning process that develops over time, a key feature of 

school-wide writing is a writing plan that provides consistent instruction and support for 

students‟ writing as they progress from grade level to grade level throughout their 
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elementary school years (Baker et al., 2003; Graves et al., 2004; Hillocks, 2002; 

McChesney & Hertling, 2000; Strickland et al., 2001). In recent studies of school-wide 

writing programs, the importance of consistency is examined. Two school-wide writing 

programs involved teachers working collaboratively to create systematic writing plans 

that were implemented in every classroom throughout every grade level in their schools 

(Engel & Streich, 2006; Jerome & Gilman, 2003). Another school-wide writing program 

involved the use of instructional guides to train teachers throughout the school in the 

use of a writing program that was purchased by the district (Sexton, 2003). 

In these studies, the needs of struggling writers and the fact that writing practices 

varied greatly from classroom to classroom underscored the need for consistent school-

wide writing instruction. In spite of variations in the writing programs, the overall purpose 

in each situation was for teachers and administrators to find a way to improve the 

quality of students‟ writing by bringing consistency to their writing programs and creating 

a comprehensive, school-wide writing plan that was implemented throughout all grade 

levels (Engel & Streich, 2006; Jerome & Gilman, 2003; Sexton, 2003).   

In the study conducted by Jerome and Gilman (2003), a rural elementary school 

in Indiana implemented a school-wide writing improvement program to improve 

statewide test scores. Instead of depending on frequent writing tests to assess only the 

writing of students who would take the state test, classroom teachers, along with a 

professional writing consultant, developed a school-wide writing program that involved 

all students. The curriculum followed state standards and provided in-depth writing 

instruction to improve students‟ writing at each grade level. Not only did students‟ test 

scores improve, but the study also indicated students‟ motivation to write appeared to 
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increase, based on the number of student-made books and other completed writing 

projects. 

The Engel and Streich study (2006) examined a school-wide writing program in 

urban Pennsylvania that was also developed by classroom teachers in an attempt to 

bring a uniformed approach to writing instruction across grade levels. The purpose of 

this program was to eliminate the lack of consistency and coherence in writing 

instruction that existed throughout the school and to create a cohesive writing plan that 

would allow students‟ writing skills to develop as they proceeded through the grades. 

Teachers worked collaboratively to create a writing plan across grade levels that aligned 

with state standards. Results of the study indicated school-wide writing helped redefine 

and realign the writing program at the school by bringing teacher accountability and 

academic consistency back to the curriculum. 

In contrast to studies where teachers collaborated to develop and implement 

school-wide writing programs, the Sexton (2003) study of school-wide writing examined 

a commercial writing program that was implemented in an effort to bring consistency to 

the district and improve students‟ writing. Instructional guides or specialty teachers 

developed lesson plans based on a specific writing format that was used school-wide. 

They facilitated writing instruction in the classrooms, modeled writing lessons for 

teachers, and provided instructional observations and critiques (Sexton, 2003). 

Although this writing program differed from the others in design and structure, all three 

studies indicated that program consistency across grade levels is a key feature in a 

school-wide writing effort. (Engel & Streich, 2006; Jerome & Gilman, 2003; Sexton, 

2003). 
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Effective Schools 

Recent studies on effective schools have also identified common characteristics 

that contribute to a school‟s ability to provide effective instruction for all students 

(Pressley et al., 2007; Reffitt & Pressley, 2006). Although the focus of these two studies 

was on the characteristics of literacy programs in effective schools, the fact that a 

school-wide plan for writing played a major role in both programs indicates the 

importance of providing consistent writing instruction across grade levels.   

These two studies include an urban school with high-performing, advantaged 

students and a rural school with average-performing, low socio-economic students. In 

both schools, teachers collaborated and worked with administrators to develop a 

coordinated school-wide writing curriculum as part of their overall literacy program. They 

began by defining specific expectations at each grade level. Then they designed a 

progressive writing plan in which the skills and strategies students developed each year 

served as the foundation for each succeeding year‟s curriculum, thus, increasing the 

writing demands across grade levels (Pressley et al., 2007; Reffitt & Pressley, 2006).  

In the urban school, a specific and comprehensive writing plan was developed for 

all students in kindergarten through fifth grades to ensure students continued to produce 

high achievement in writing at every grade level. During the year the study was 

conducted, fourth grade students scored 84% passing on the writing test compared to 

the state average of 46% passing (Pressley et al., 2007). 

The rural school was identified as an effective school, in part, due to the fact that 

most students performed above grade level on the state reading and writing tests 

(Reffitt & Pressley, 2006). Teachers and administrators shared common literacy goals, 
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and teachers worked collaboratively with those in grade levels above and below them to 

maximize instruction and assure consistency across grade levels, which researchers 

believed contributed to student success.  

 

Other Writing Programs 

 In addition to studies of existing school-wide writing programs, there are other 

writing programs and approaches to writing that offer techniques and strategies 

applicable to the planning and development of a school-wide writing program. These 

writing approaches, though not necessarily defined as school-wide programs, have 

been used effectively across multiple grade levels. They are widely published and offer 

significant contributions to the study and examination of effective practices in the 

teaching of children‟s writing. These approaches include the Six Traits of Writing 

Assessment, the National Writing Project, the New Jersey Writing Project, Write from 

the Beginning, and the use of technology-based writing programs to facilitate 21st 

century writing skills. 

 The Six Traits of Writing Assessment, also known as the 6 + 1 Traits, was 

originally created at the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL) in 1983 

as an assessment tool to provide teachers with a reliable scoring guide for students‟ 

writing. It was later expanded to include a framework for teaching and assessing 

student writing, based on the traits of ideas, organization, voice, word choice, sentence 

fluency, conventions, and presentation (Culham, 2003). Teachers who are trained in 

this program learn how to provide instruction in these traits and how to assess students‟ 

writing based on how the traits are reflected in their writing. The training was originally 

designed for teachers in Grades 3 through 5 but was later expanded to include training 
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for teachers in grades K through 2. 

 The National Writing Project (NWP), which began at the University of California 

at Berkeley, is a federally funded program that focuses on professional development for 

teachers of writing. The NWP is the largest scale teacher development program in the 

U.S. and has over 200 sites in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and 

the U.S. Virgin Islands (Lieberman & Wood, 2002). The sites are located at area 

colleges and universities, which partner with local school districts to provide summer 

workshops for teachers. At the workshops, teachers gain access to effective practices 

and research findings on writing instruction. The NWP sites share a national program 

model of teaching principles and practices in which teachers engage in writing of their 

own and participate in demonstrations of effective writing practices, such as the writing 

process. Teachers work on writing skills in small group settings, receive peer feedback, 

explore the research on writing, and reflect on their own teaching practices. They also 

receive coaching and constructive feedback in writing presentation skills from veteran 

Writing Project teachers (Lieberman & Wood, 2002; Manzo, 2008). One of the strengths 

of the NWP is that it prepares teachers to teach other teachers and lead professional 

development programs on their own campuses once they complete the training. The 

NWP also provides continuing educational opportunities for teachers through 

participation in follow-up discussions and reflections with other teachers during the year. 

 The New Jersey Writing Project (NJWP) was developed at Rutgers University in 

New Jersey in 1979. The project is based on the premise that teachers of writing should 

write, that curricular change is accomplished by teachers teaching teachers, and that 

theory about writing and assessment should enhance classroom practices (Parker, 
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1984). During teacher training sessions, teachers learn about the writing process, 

participate in various writing activities, discuss their own writing in small groups, and 

learn to deliver writing presentations. The project includes three stages: teacher 

training, implementation and staff development, and assessment. The training stage 

consists of a three-week summer institute in which teachers participate in writing 

activities and sharing in the morning and theory presentation in the afternoon. Stage 2 

includes implementation of the writing process in the classroom, allowing ample time for 

student writing and constructive feedback. In addition to implementation, teachers may 

also begin staff development programs based on the needs of their district. The third 

stage includes learning how to develop and use assessment instruments, such as 

holistic scoring (Parker, 1984).  

 Write from the Beginning is a writing program that was created by Jane Buckner 

and was first implemented in Tangipahoa Parish in Louisiana during the 2004-2005 

school year. The writing program is an extension of Thinking Maps learning system 

(Thinking Maps, Inc., Cary, NC, http://www.thinkingmaps.org/) that uses an assortment 

of visual teaching tools, similar to graphic organizers, to provide a common visual 

language and encourage learning across the curriculum. The writing program is 

implemented in schools in which teachers have received training in the use of Thinking 

Maps. The writing program focuses on teaching students to add details to their writing 

as early as kindergarten. Students learn to use Thinking Maps to plan and guide their 

writing, beginning in first grade. The program includes instruction and mini lessons in 

both narrative and expository writing that build from the previous grade level. In addition 

to writing lessons, the program also includes a sample scoring sheet and rubric for each 

http://www.thinkingmaps.org/
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grade level. Teachers receive training in Thinking Maps and Write from the Beginning 

along with a set of maps and a training manual with information, mini lessons, and 

scoring rubrics. 

 In addition to these programs, educators are also beginning to use technology-

based writing programs to facilitate 21st century writing skills. Many schools are 

integrating technology, such as word-processing software and other technology tools, to 

strengthen writing instruction and provide quicker assessment. Technology programs 

for writing, such as Write-To-Learn (a Pearson product), Writing Roadmap (McGraw-

Hill), and MY Access (Vantage Learning), allow students to compose, edit, and revise 

on the computers. These programs provide writing prompts in narrative, expository, 

descriptive, and persuasive writing. They provide automated assessments that evaluate 

students‟ writing by examining entire passages, not just the mechanics of writing. They 

provide instant feedback to teachers, identify students who need help with their writing, 

and also generate reports for teachers and parents about individual students.  

Each of the previous studies on school-wide writing and the various writing 

programs illustrates a variety of writing techniques, methods, and strategies that are 

available to educators, which can provide a framework for planning, developing, and 

implementing a consistent writing program school-wide. Although consistent instruction 

throughout the grade levels is a characteristic of school-wide writing, another important 

feature of school-wide writing includes teacher training and staff development. 

 

Teacher Training and Staff Development 

 Professional development continues to evolve as educators and researchers 

examine how adults learn and how to provide training that will translate into actual 
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classroom practice. In a landmark study conducted by Joyce and Showers (1983), 

teacher training that included peer-led instruction, coaching, observations, and feedback 

produced greater changes in classroom practice than the traditional lecture and 

demonstration mode of training. According to Bellanca (2009), effective changes in the 

classroom result from teacher collaboration that “begins with the sharing of new 

information, new ideas, new skills or new beliefs, but continues on” (p. 5). Local effort to 

effect and sustain change on a day-to-day basis is one reason why school-based 

professional learning communities are becoming more widespread (McLaughlin & 

Talbert, 2001). 

 In four of the studies that examined school-wide writing, teachers collaborated 

with each other and with administrators to problem-solve and share ideas that would 

eventually lead to the development of a school-wide writing plan (Engel & Streich, 2006; 

Jerome & Gilman, 2003; Pressley et al., 2007; Reffitt & Pressley). Teachers took the 

lead in developing on-going collaboration with other teachers within and across grade 

levels to share ideas, plan instruction, model writing lessons, and develop a writing plan 

for all students in their school. In the Sexton study (2003), Instructional Guides provided 

training, scheduled observations, and follow-up for teachers in the use of a commercial 

writing program. In each of the studies, teachers met regularly with other teachers, 

administrators, or with other instructional leaders on a regular basis to plan various 

writing activities, discuss instructional strategies, and develop an ongoing plan for 

implementing school-wide writing.  

 Table 1 provides a summary of each of the studies on school-wide writing, 

including other popular writing approaches, to indicate whether staff development 
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training and follow-up were provided. According to the summary chart, initial teacher 

training and follow-up were common elements in each of these writing programs, with 

the exception of the writing technology programs. The technology programs provided 

initial training but no follow-up, except for online assistance. 

 

Table 1 

Summary Chart of Teacher Training and Staff Development 

 
Study/Program/Project  Training Provided  Follow-up Provided 

 
Engel & Streich    Yes    Yes 

Jerome & Gilman    Yes    Yes 

Pressley et al.    Yes    Yes 

Reffitt & Pressley    Yes    Yes 

Sexton     Yes    Yes 

6 + 1 Traits     Yes    Yes 

National Writing Project   Yes    Yes 

New Jersey Writing Project  Yes    Yes 

Write from the Beginning   Yes    Yes 

Technology Programs   Yes    Not Indicated 

 

 

Providing Adequate Time for Writing 

Numerous studies of student writing indicate the importance of allocating more 

instructional time to develop proficient writing skills (Allington, 2002; Kilgore, 2004; 

Sexton, 2003). According to the National Writing Project (2003), “Learning to write 
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requires frequent, supportive practice. Evidence shows that writing performance 

improves when a student writes often and across content areas” (p. 12). In his decade-

long study of effective instructional practices, Allington (2002) found that the amount of 

time students spent reading and writing was directly related to their writing proficiency 

and literacy development. Consequently, students who write well and enjoy writing 

spend more time engaged in writing activities, where students who do not write regularly 

often do not enjoy writing and have a difficult time achieving writing fluency (Allington, 

2002).  

Teachers are faced with many instructional demands and often find it difficult to 

provide the necessary time for students to develop and craft the skill of writing (Barone 

& Taylor, 2006). Several studies have found that when teachers face time pressures, 

they often fall back into a default lecture mode, or presentational mode, rather than 

provide opportunities for active student participation (Allington, 2002; Barone & Taylor, 

2006; Hillocks, 2007). Due to constraints on instructional time, Allington (1994, 2002) 

found that in many typical classrooms, students still spend less than 10% of each 

school day engaged in productive writing activities. 

In the previous studies, more instructional time for writing was a common thread 

that ran through every school-wide writing program. In the Sexton study (2003), 

Instructional Guides assured that teachers provide the required amount of time for daily 

student writing. In studies where teachers collaboratively designed school-wide writing 

programs, more time was built into the school day for writing and instruction (Engel & 

Streich, 2006; Jerome & Gilman, 2003; Pressley et al., 2007; Reffitt & Pressley, 2006). 

In the Engel and Streich study (2006), 19 of 22 teachers surveyed increased writing 
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instruction by 1 hour each week over the previous year, and in the Reffitt and Pressley 

study (2006), teachers reported spending 3 to 4 hours on a language arts block each 

day, which included daily time for writing.  

Not only was time provided for direct instruction and student writing each day, but 

adequate time was also provided for guided practice, collaboration, sharing, peer 

editing, revision, and conferencing as needed. In addition, teachers spent extra time 

collaborating and planning instructional strategies together so writing lessons flowed 

consistently across grade levels (Engel & Streich, 2006; Jerome & Gilman, 2003; 

Pressley et al., 2007; Reffitt & Pressley, 2006; Sexton, 2003).  

Table 2 includes a summary chart of school-wide writing programs and other 

writing approaches that indicate whether adequate instructional time was provided for 

students‟ writing. According to the chart, only the technology programs failed to mention 

the importance of adequate time needed for teacher instruction and student writing. 

 

Table 2 

Summary Chart for Instructional Time 

Study/Program/Project   Adequate Time Provided for Writing 

Engel & Streich      Yes    

Jerome & Gilman      Yes     

Pressley et al.      Yes     

Reffitt & Pressley      Yes     

Sexton       Yes     

6 + 1 Traits       Yes     

National Writing Project     Yes     

New Jersey Writing Project    Yes     

Write from the Beginning     Yes     

Technology Programs     Not indicated     
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Creating a Writing Community 

Another characteristic of school-wide writing programs includes social interaction 

and the development of a writing community. A writing community evokes a particular 

environment in which students can work individually or collectively on writing projects, 

interact with teachers or peers during the writing process, use available resources to 

negotiate and construct meaning, take ownership of their writing, and celebrate writing 

throughout the school (Chapman, 2006; Dyson & Freedman, 2003; Fletcher, 1993; 

Teal, Estrada, & Anderson, 1981). 

Dewey (1959) encouraged educators to make schools an “embryonic community 

life, active with all types of occupations that reflect the life of the larger society” (p. 49). 

Writing communities that reflect the social nature as well as the problem-solving aspects 

of writing match students with real writing situations they may later encounter in life 

(Chapman, 2006; Nagin, 2006). Cambourne (2000) refers to a collaborative literacy 

community as the “optimum condition” for developing and improving students‟ writing 

abilities (p. 512). Graves, who is credited with developing the process approach in 

writing, concurs that creating an environment conducive to writing is possibly more 

beneficial to students‟ writing proficiency in the long-run than “any single methodology” 

(Graves, Tuyay, & Green, 2004, p. 92).  

The research on children‟s writing from 1984 to 2003 reflects a paradigm shift 

from a strict focus on the cognitive approach to writing (Flower & Hayes, 1981), to 

include a sociocognitive constructivist approach to writing, which refers to the ways 

children construct knowledge through active engagement in the social context of 

learning (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986; Shosh & Zales, 2005; Sperling, 1996; Tower, 
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2005). This approach to writing is based on the idea that knowledge is socially 

constructed and affected by social interactions (Vygotsky, 1978). According to 

Vygotsky, “Every function in the child‟s cultural development appears twice: first, on the 

social level, and later, on the individual level; first, between people and then inside the 

child” (p. 57).  

Vygotsky (1978) argued that social interaction was important to learning and that 

children could function on higher mental levels with support from others. A child‟s zone 

of proximal development is defined as the distance between the level in which a child 

can perform independently and the level in which a child can perform with support from 

others (Vygotsky, 1978). For this type of social learning to occur during writing, the 

learning environment must be conducive to peer and teacher interaction and 

collaboration.  

Of the recent studies on school-wide writing, four of the five studies identified 

schools with successfully developed writing communities in which students shared 

ideas, collaborated with other students on writing projects, and participated in peer 

editing and peer conferencing during the writing process (Engel & Streich, 2006; 

Jerome & Gilman, 2003; Pressley et al., 2007; Reffitt & Pressley, 2006). Only in the 

Sexton study (2003), was the social element of writing not specifically addressed.  

In one study of effective schools, social development and interaction were 

encouraged throughout the school. Students were regularly engaged in peer editing, 

partner collaboration during the writing process, and other types of student interaction 

for various writing projects (Pressley et al., 2007). In the Jerome and Gilman study 

(2003), students at every grade level were involved in paired writing and peer editing. 
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As a result of a school-wide writing focus, a writing community developed in which 

students wrote books, entered writing contests, and students‟ writing accomplishments 

were celebrated throughout the school in hallway displays, classrooms, and the school 

library (Jerome & Gilman, 2003).   

Table 3 provides a summary chart that indicates which of the following school-

wide writing programs and other writing approaches focused on creating a writing 

community by encouraging peer interaction during writing and by celebrating students‟ 

writing accomplishments. Only the Sexton study and the writing technology programs 

lacked any type of peer interaction within or across grade levels, which may contribute 

to a school writing community. 

 

Table 3 

Summary Chart for Creating a Writing Community 
 
Study/Program/Project  Peer Interaction  Student Work Displayed 
 
Engel & Streich    Yes    Yes 

Jerome & Gilman    Yes    Yes   

Pressley et al.    Yes    Yes    

Reffitt & Pressley    Yes    Yes    

Sexton     No    No    

6 + 1 Traits     Yes    Yes    

National Writing Project   Yes    Yes 

New Jersey Writing Project  Yes    Yes 

Write from the Beginning   Yes    Yes 

Technology Programs   No    No Indication 
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Explicit Instruction 

Explicit instruction based on problem-solving activities that reflect real-life writing 

experiences can lead to greater student writing proficiency (Chapman, 2006; Faigley, 

1986; Hillocks, 1986; Langer, 2001; Mitchell, 2004, Smagorinsky, 2006). In today‟s 

demand for high levels of communication, students need writing skills that will enable 

them to write well in a variety of situations and adequately address an assortment of 

topics as needed (Barone & Taylor, 2006). In his seminal study on effective instructional 

practices, Allington (2002) found exemplary teachers provided “active instruction” and 

“active teaching” as well as opportunities for collaboration and interaction. (p. 743) 

Graves, Tuyay, and Green (2004) agreed that direct instruction is important to proficient 

student writing and conceded that the process approach to writing should be changed to 

reflect more direct instruction. 

Explicit writing instruction for students across all grade levels is another common 

feature of school-wide writing programs. In each of the reviewed studies on school-wide 

writing, students received specific instruction in writing skills and explicit writing 

strategies that increased in complexity across grade levels. In the Sexton study (2003), 

teachers and Instructional Guides provided direct instruction in the five-step process 

approach of prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, and publishing. In the Jerome and 

Gilman study (2003), teachers taught students at each grade level the recursive steps 

of the writing process as well as strategies to improve writing, such as word choice, 

fluency, and sentence structure. Students learned to apply writing strategies flexibly to a 

variety of formats, whether writing to a prompt, writing in journals, or publishing student 

books. In the Engel and Streich study (2006), teachers utilized the process approach, 
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provided instruction in specific writing skills and strategies, maintained writing portfolios 

for each student, and created scoring rubrics to reflect students‟ writing progress. In 

each study on effective schools, teachers introduced a modified version of the process 

approach, which included planning, writing, and revision. In addition, teachers provided 

specific writing instruction through direct explanation, teacher modeling, scaffolding, and 

conferencing, followed by guided student practice and independent writing (Pressley et 

al., 2007; Reffitt & Pressley, 2006).  

Table 4 provides a summary chart that indicates whether teachers provided 

explicit instruction in writing, including instruction in the process approach. According to 

the chart, every writing program provided specific instructional strategies for students to 

use during writing. In addition, every program included instruction for using some 

version of the process approach during writing. 

 

Table 4 

Summary Chart for Providing Explicit Instruction 

 
Study/Program/Project  Specific Instruction  Process Approach 
 
Engel & Streich    Yes    Yes 

Jerome & Gilman    Yes    Yes   

Pressley et al.    Yes    Yes    

Reffitt & Pressley    Yes    Yes    

Sexton     Yes    Yes    

6 + 1 Traits     Yes    Yes    

National Writing Project   Yes    Yes  

New Jersey Writing Project  Yes    Yes 

Write from the Beginning   Yes    Yes  

Technology Programs   Yes    Yes 
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Use of Rubrics and Scoring Guides 

A final characteristic that was common in all of the studies of school-wide writing 

programs was the use of rubrics, or scoring guides, to assess students‟ writing. In the 

two studies of school-wide writing in effective schools, teachers created their own 

scoring rubrics based on state standards and the state writing test (Pressley et al., 

2007; Reffitt & Pressley, 2006). In one study, teachers developed a rubric that started 

off simply in the early grades with basic sentence structure and mechanics of writing 

and later expanded to include more complex writing skills, such as complex sentence 

structure and higher-level vocabulary in the upper grades (Reffitt & Pressley, 2006). In 

another study, teachers analyzed the scoring criteria of the state writing test and 

developed their own version of a scoring guide that included content, organization, 

style, voice, and the proper use of conventions in writing (Pressley et al., 2007). In the 

study conducted by Sexton (2003), Instructional Guides developed scoring rubrics and 

trained teachers to assess students‟ writing using the rubrics. In two studies of school-

wide writing, teachers created holistic scoring rubrics based on each state‟s assessment 

criteria. These rubrics were then written in student-friendly terms so students knew 

exactly what was required of them (Engel & Streich, 2006; Jerome & Gilman, 2003).  

Table 5 provides a summary chart that indicates which of the following school-

wide writing programs and other writing approaches provided a holistic assessment of 

students‟ writing based on the use of writing rubrics. According to the chart, all of the 

writing programs and writing approaches, with the exception of the writing technology 

programs, relied on some type of rubric for assessing students‟ writing. 
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Table 5 

Summary Chart for Assessing with Writing Rubrics 

 

Study/Program/Project   Use of Writing Rubrics 
 

Engel & Streich     Yes     

Jerome & Gilman     Yes       

Pressley et al.     Yes      

Reffitt & Pressley     Yes       

Sexton      Yes     

6 + 1 Traits      Yes       

National Writing Project    Yes 

New Jersey Writing  Project   Yes       

Write from the Beginning    Yes  

Technology Programs    No     

    

 

Each of the studies on school-wide writing demonstrated common characteristics 

and features for writing instruction across grade levels. Each school-wide program 

included a plan to provide consistent instruction, staff development, adequate time for 

writing on a daily basis, and explicit writing instruction for all students, including an 

understanding of the process approach and the use of rubrics, or scoring guides, to 

assess students‟ writing progress. All but one of the school-wide programs included an 

emphasis on social interaction and the development of a writing community. In addition, 

other writing programs and projects offer techniques and strategies applicable to the 

planning and development of a school-wide writing program. Although these writing 

approaches are not necessarily defined as school-wide programs, they have been used 

effectively in schools across multiple grade levels. 
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What Factors Facilitate Transfer? 

Early in the twentieth century, major educational leaders, such as Thorndike, 

Dewey, Judd, and James viewed transfer of learning as key to the progression and 

facilitation of education in this country. Although their views of transfer differed, they 

agreed that the role of public education was to prepare all students for future life in the 

community and workplace; therefore, the transfer of learning between subject areas and 

grade levels and between the classroom and the real world was imperative (Beach, 

1999). Thorndike and Woodworth (1901) viewed transfer as relating to identical 

elements across multiple and various tasks and situations. Therefore, a transfer of 

learning was more likely to occur if connections were made to previous knowledge and 

skills and if learning was practiced in a variety of situations and conditions over time 

(Hergenhahn & Olson, 2001). 

Transfer is the ability to make important connections so that knowledge in one 

area suggests understanding in another area. Transfer provides the basis of support for 

school-wide writing. Developing a comprehensive and consistent plan for writing over 

time creates conditions for student writing to develop and provides opportunities for a 

transfer of learning to occur. School-wide writing involves planning and implementing 

instruction in a systematic manner across grade levels so that students can transfer 

their learning by applying writing skills to a variety of contexts and writing situations. The 

advantage in providing a continuum of writing instruction over time is that it can be 

designed and implemented in a sequential and continuous manner that matches the 

developing needs of students as they make connections through writing (Dyson & 

Freedman, 2003). According to Erickson (2002), curriculum ideally suited for transfer 
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learning is “a coherent curriculum that holds together…through the grades in a 

deliberate and systematic design” (p. 61).  

Although there are different theories regarding transfer of learning, most 

researchers agree that transfer involves a certain amount of cognitive processing as 

people make learning connections from one context to another (Dunlap, 2008; Haskell, 

2001; Leberman, McDonald, & Doyle, 2006; McKeough et al., 1995; Shuman, 1984). 

Some of the various theories and approaches to transfer of learning include the formal 

disciplines approach, the behavioral approach, the cognitive approach, the work-based 

approach, and the general approach. The general approach for transfer of learning 

includes “all of the understanding processes essential for changes in thinking and 

behavior” (Leberman et al., 2006, p. 29). Haskell uses the general approach to define 

transfer as the “use of past learning when learning something new and the application 

of that learning to both similar and new situations” (p. xiii). This application of transfer 

requires different levels of understanding based on the complexity of the transfer. 

Salomon and Perkins (1987) first used the terms, low road and high road transfer 

to differentiate between levels of learning that were automatic and learning that required 

mindful thinking. Haskell moved beyond this simple dichotomy to identify six levels of 

transfer including: a) non-specific transfer, b) application transfer, c) context transfer, d) 

near transfer, e) far transfer, and f) creative transfer. Haskell defined non-specific 

transfer as the lowest level of learning that depends on some connection to past 

learning and every day experiences. The term application transfer refers to the 

application of something learned to a specific situation such as learning the steps to 

operate a washing machine and applying those steps to the actual task of washing 
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clothes. Context transfer refers to applying what is learned in one context to a slightly 

different context or situation such as applying the rules of a baseball game to a cricket 

game. Haskell (2001) defined near transfer as transferring previous learning to new 

situations that are closely similar but not identical such as applying the skills of roller 

skating to ice skating.  In contrast, far transfer relates to applying learning to situations 

that are very different such as using an idea to develop a new product. Finally, creative 

transfer refers to learning that leads to the creation of new concepts.  

Researchers agree that a transfer of learning is difficult to teach and often difficult 

to obtain (Dunlap, 2008; Erickson, 2002; Haskell, 2001; Leberman et al., 2006; 

McKeough et al., 1995; Shuman, 1984). Although various approaches to transfer of 

learning exist, the general approach offers some guiding principles for teaching for 

transfer (Haskell, 2001; Leberman et al., 2006). These principles include: a) acquiring a 

large knowledge base in the area transfer is required, b) acquiring a spirit of transfer, 

which includes motivation and positive attitudes toward transfer, c) developing support 

systems and collaborative systems, d) using practice opportunities, e) making the 

learning relevant, and f) allowing time for learning to incubate. 

Based on studies of curricular change, researchers found that successful 

implementation began with the willing participation of teachers and the support of 

administrators (Au, 2005; Duffy, 1993; Fullan, 2007; Hall & Hord, 2001). For example, 

some studies found little evidence of transfer due to teachers‟ lack of motivation and 

understanding. Even though schools adopted new programs, teachers quickly reverted 

back to old practices, using the material, strategies, concepts, and vocabulary with 

which they were accustomed (Afflerbach & Walker, 1992; Lysynchuk, Pressley, D‟Ailly, 
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Smith, & Cake, 1989).  

In contrast, a study conducted by Aulls (2003) found that teachers‟ attitudes 

made a difference in the transfer of students‟ learning across the curriculum. In this 

study, concerns arose because middle school students could not apply expository 

writing strategies they learned in language arts to writing expectations in math, science, 

or social studies. The findings of the study indicated that in addition to consistent 

instruction in a variety of writing contexts, the level of teachers‟ commitment to the 

program, knowledge of writing, interaction with students, and involvement in the 

development of the writing program contributed to students‟ abilities to transfer 

knowledge and use expository writing skills across subject areas.  

Transfer of learning is a time-consuming process. Teachers need time for 

“learning to incubate” as they develop complex, problem-solving thinking, which leads to 

deep understanding and a transfer of new concepts and skills (Haskell, 2001, p. xv). 

Teachers need time to process and assimilate information in order to make connections 

with new learning. The implementation of a new program often involves the use of new 

materials, new teaching approaches, and an alteration of old beliefs, all requiring time 

for a transfer of knowledge and skills to occur (Fullan, 2007).  

Relevance also affects transfer. Transfer more readily occurs when teachers 

understand the importance, practicality, and relevance of a program particularly when 

they are involved in the process of implementing workable solutions in order to improve 

the efficiency and effectiveness of instructional programs (Au, 2005; Cuban, 2001; 

Fullan, 2007). 

Teacher attitudes affect successful transfer and implementation of new curricular 
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programs and teaching practices. Haskell (2001) refers to a “spirit of transfer,” which is 

a state of mind or a mental attitude in changing from the old to the new for the purpose 

of achieving particular goals (p. 116).  A spirit of transfer produces a deep desire for 

learning to occur when there is an intense need to know.  

Another factor influencing transfer of learning is mutual adaptation. According to 

McLaughlin (1990), successful implementation of curricular programs is often 

characterized by mutual adaptation. Mutual adaptation refers to the process of making 

adjustments in the program design, in the school setting, and/or on the part of the user. 

Mutual adaptation may occur as programs are implemented over a period of time 

(Harrison, 1997; McLaughlin, 1990). Although some administrators prefer to maintain 

the integrity and fidelity of programs as much as possible during implementation, mutual 

adaptation allows teachers to mold the information to their learning situation as they 

transfer learning concepts into actual classroom practice (Bellanca, 2009; Fullan, 2007). 

 

What Factors Contribute to the Sustainability? 

Transfer and sustainability go hand in hand; the sustainability of an educational 

innovation cannot occur if teachers do not first transfer concepts, behaviors, and skills 

from learning into practice (Leberman et al., 2006). Sustainability involves not only 

maintaining, but also improving a curricular innovation over a period of time. School 

programs cannot sustain themselves; they require assistance from multiple sources to 

remain salient and effective over time (Fullan, 2007). Research studies have found that 

certain factors affect the sustainability of educational programs in a positive manner. In 

a case study of a teacher in-service program, researchers found that transfer and 

sustainability depended, in part, on developing an on-going, supportive network for 
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teachers that provided physical, mental, and emotional support from trainers, 

administrators, and colleagues (Leberman et al., 2006).  

Sustainability of instructional change begins with the willingness of teachers to 

participate in a program and the willingness of administrators to support a program (Au, 

2005; Shuman, 1984). Sustainability occurs as essential understandings transfer into 

classroom practice. This happens when teachers receive the training they need, when 

they receive the support, encouragement, and assistance from those around them, 

when they are given time for assimilation and implementation, and when they 

experience success with the program in the classroom (Erickson, 2002). Because the 

most important factors in any change process are the people who are involved, 

addressing teachers‟ attitudes, concerns, and beliefs regarding change as well as 

providing continued support and encouragement are critical for the success and 

sustainability of any program (Duffy, 1993; Fullan, 2007; Hall & Hord, 2001). 

According to McLaughlin (1990), sustainable programs are those that provide 

ways for teachers to build on existing knowledge and transfer their knowledge to 

different contexts. Sustainability often involves mutual adaptation, or a way to 

accommodate both the teachers‟ perspectives and the requirements of the new 

innovation or curriculum, especially when implementation occurs over time. Frustration 

sometimes occurs when the fidelity of a program is imposed with little or no room for 

teacher autonomy. Differences in expectations, understanding, and perspectives can 

cause a breakdown in communication and implementation (Hertzog, 1994).  

Other factors can undermine the sustainability of a school program, including 

teacher isolation, communication break-down, lack of support, lack of leadership, 
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personality clashes, and time conflicts (Fullan, 2007; Garcia, 2005; Hall & Hord, 2001; 

Nocon, 2008; Sannino, 2008). For example, in a case study conducted by Nocon 

(2008), the sustainability of a technological innovation for students was thwarted by 

several conflicts, including a lack of teacher training and buy in. Even though the 

program received teacher and administrative support, it was not sustainable after the 

researchers, who ran the program, left the school. Teachers were not involved in the 

development of the program, they were not trained in the use of the software, they were 

not required to use the technology in their classrooms, and they were not willing to 

devote additional time to learning and teaching students how to use the program. 

Consequently, the innovation ceased once the researchers were no longer at the school 

to run it.  

  The method for disseminating information and passing along reform measures to 

teachers has traditionally been a top-down approach. This approach places teachers in 

a secondary role of carrying out reform measures without participating in any of the 

preliminary stages of the change process (Englert, 1993, p. 441). Many educational 

innovations fail or do not achieve sustainability because teachers do not buy into the 

program. This situation often occurs because teachers are not involved in the 

implementation, they do not see the relevance of the program, or they do not receive 

the adequate training and support needed to sustain the program (Englert, 1993; 

Leberman et al., 2006). 

In one case study examining professional development, research findings 

indicated that although teachers benefitted from a new program, a breakdown in 

communication between a few participants ultimately halted the sustainability of the 
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program (Yan, 2008). This study points out the importance of maintaining open lines of 

communication, where teachers are invited to ask questions, share ideas for 

instructional strategies, and report on successes and failures so everyone takes an 

active role in the learning community (Bellanca, 2009). Including teachers as active 

participants, maintaining open communication lines, and providing support in the 

ongoing implementation process increases the likelihood that teachers will embrace a 

new program and transfer learning into classroom instructional practice, producing 

sustainability and long-term change (Fullan, 2007; Haskell, 2001; Cuban, 2001). 

 

Summary 

People in the 21st century use writing more than ever before, whether in print or 

online, from making shopping lists and notes to global networking and communicating 

with others around the world (Yancey, 2009). In addition to paper and pencil activities, 

21st century writing includes the ability to communicate information electronically 

through computerized technology, such as emails, blogs, Facebook, and websites 

(Yancey, 2009). In this global communication age, the ability to craft words and 

thoughts into meaningful written expression for the purpose of conveying knowledge or 

transmitting information quickly has the potential to influence others and change the 

world. Because writing is a skill that develops over time, a school-wide writing program 

can provide a long-term plan for comprehensive writing instruction in a supportive 

learning environment so children can become lifelong writers (Baker et al., 2003; Elbow, 

2004; Tobin, 2001).  

Current studies of student writing indicate the importance of developing a 
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systematic plan for writing instruction that supports students‟ writing across grade levels 

(Baker et al., 2003; McChesney & Hertling, 2000; Strickland et al., 2001). However, 

school-wide writing programs are few, and studies examining school-wide programs 

have been limited because they require long-term commitment on the part of teachers 

and administrators. This review of the literature indicates the need to extend prior 

research of school-wide writing to examine factors that facilitate the transfer and 

sustainability of school-wide writing programs beyond initial implementation. 

This review has explored common features and characteristics of school-wide 

writing programs. It has also examined factors that may affect transfer and 

sustainability. However, none of the studies on school-wide writing examined transfer 

and sustainability, which are important issues to consider when continuing a school-

wide program beyond initial implementation. Furthermore, none of the studies of school-

wide writing programs investigated efforts to transfer the programs to other schools 

once implementation was complete.  

In the current study, a local effort to develop, implement, and sustain a teacher-

created school-wide writing program over a period of seven years is examined. The 

transfer and sustainability of that program after five years to another school is also 

examined. This study describes the process that local teachers went through to create 

and sustain a school-wide writing program at their school. The study extends prior 

research by examining the transfer of an original school-wide writing program to another 

school and the sustainability of that program a year after initial implementation and 

training was completed. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 CASE STUDY OF SCHOOL 1 

Description and Analysis 

 A case study was used to address Research Question 1.a and describe the 

original school-wide writing program that four elementary teachers and I developed at 

School 1. The study identifies and describes the characteristic features of this writing 

program. The study also explains how it was developed, implemented, and sustained at 

School 1 for a period of seven years.  

Writing is a life skill that is practiced daily by millions of people around the world. 

Whether jotting down a grocery list, writing a note to a friend, completing a job 

application, emailing, texting, or blogging, writing is all around us. Yet in spite of the 

amount of writing that is conducted on a daily basis, the ability to write well eludes 

many. Several studies report the writing of high school graduates to be poor, or fair at 

best, and the proficiency of incoming college freshmen to be below average (Harris, 

1982; Johnson & Duffett, 2002; National Commission on Writing, 2003). Writing is not 

an innate ability that comes naturally. It is a complex, problem-solving process that 

employs higher-order thinking skills in a writing situation (Henk, et al., 2004; Hillocks, 

2007; 2003; Lensmire, 1998; Lipson et al., 2000). Therefore, it is necessary to provide 

students with the instructional strategies they need in an ongoing and consistent 

manner so they can develop the writing skills needed for life. 

 By recognizing the importance of writing and the struggle many students 

experience in writing, four elementary teachers and I decided to develop a writing 

program for fourth grade students, which evolved into a school-wide writing program a 
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year later for students in kindergarten through fifth grades. Although preparing fourth 

grade students to pass the writing test at the state level was an initial motivating factor, 

the purpose in creating this writing program was to foster in all students a love for 

writing and to provide students with the skills necessary to develop a proficiency in 

writing that would carry them through life.  

 

Developing a Writing Program for School 1 

School 1: Setting and Population 

 The school in which this school-wide writing program began is located in a North 

Texas community with a population of approximately 100,000. The school opened its 

doors in the fall of 2001 and completed its seventh year of operation at the time of the 

study. Although it is one of the fastest growing districts in North Texas, the school 

district strives to maintain a small town atmosphere by capping enrollment in each 

elementary school at around 600 students. Each elementary school reflects a diverse 

student population, based on the surrounding neighborhood children and students who 

are bussed into the school.  

Although School 1 was constructed in 2001 in a relatively high socio-economic 

neighborhood, the reconfiguration of attendance zones in 2006 and again in 2007 

affected the school‟s student population and demographics. The change in attendance 

zones resulted in more students bussed into School 1 from other neighborhoods, 

changing the school‟s student population and reflecting a change in status to a Title I 

school in 2008. Title I schools are schools that receive supplemental funds from the 

federal government to meet the needs of a large population of students identified as “at 

risk” of failure based on low socio-economic status. According to the Texas Education 
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Agency, School 1 was originally composed of a student population in 2001 reflecting 

74% Caucasian, 16% Hispanic, 8% African American, and 2% Asian or Other 

(http://tea.state.tx.us).  By 2008, School 1 reflected a more diverse student population 

representing 54% Caucasian, 36% Hispanic, 8% African American, and 2% Asian or 

Other (http://tea.state.tx.us). At the time of the study, approximately 35% of the students 

came from low socio-economic status (SES) households and received free or reduced 

lunches. Approximately 28% of the student population at School 1 was limited English 

proficient (LEP). 

 School 1 provides a variety of programs and services to students, including 

second-language learning, bilingual classes, gifted and talented services, mentor and 

volunteer programs, inclusion services for special education and life skills students, and 

free and reduced lunches for students in economically disadvantaged households. At 

the time of the study, School 1 was rated as a “Recognized” school based on 

commended TAKS (Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills) scores in math, 

science, and writing, with a 98% passing rate on TAKS writing. The school met 

Adequately Yearly Progress (AYP) every year based on the state accountability system 

and guidelines designed to comply with NCLB (http://tea/state/tx/us). 

 The principal of School 1 was an experienced principal, having served as both a 

classroom teacher and principal in the school district for a combined total of 26 years at 

the time of the study. School 1 was the second elementary school for which he had 

served as principal. The teachers at School 1 consisted of both new and experienced 

teachers. At the time of the study, teachers had an average of 10 years teaching 

experience, with 5% being beginning teachers (http://tea.state.tx.us). Regular classroom 

http://tea.state.tx.us/
http://tea.state.tx.us/
http://tea/state/tx/us
http://tea.state.tx.us/
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teachers were all female, except for one male, and represented 71% Caucasian, 28% 

Hispanic, and 1% African American. Twenty of the classrooms contained primarily 

English-speaking students, and eight classrooms were Bilingual classrooms. Although 

class size was capped at a 1 to 22 ratio by the state, the average class size for School 1 

at the time of the study was 19 students.  

 

Year 1: 2001-2002 

According to Zepeda (1999), most adult learning is self-directed and based on 

either a current situation or a need to know. As teachers, we often question our teaching 

practices and search various sources of information in an attempt to improve instruction 

and find answers to questions (Sparks & Loucks-Horsley, 1990; Zepeda, 1999). The 

idea for this writing program began when a group of four elementary teachers and I 

wanted to know what could be done to help students improve their writing skills. This 

writing program was initially designed for fourth grade students and grew out of a 

concern regarding students‟ lack of interest in writing and many students‟ overall lack of 

basic writing skills. Because I was a participant observer and served as one of the five 

teachers involved in the development of the writing program at School 1, this part of the 

study is written from my perspective. 

  Our elementary school had just opened in the fall of 2001 when the principal met 

with the fourth grade team to discuss choosing a writing program. Because fourth grade 

is the only grade level in elementary school in which writing is tested at the state level, it 

was imperative that a writing plan be implemented as soon as possible. Our new faculty 

consisted of teachers from many different school districts who had experience using a 
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variety of writing programs at other schools. Together with our principal, we discussed 

the advantages and disadvantages of each writing program with which we were familiar. 

At that time, the district‟s language arts curriculum department encouraged the use of a 

formulaic writing program which they hoped would increase students‟ writing abilities 

and boost students‟ writing test scores. With this program, students followed a form for 

each piece of writing that determined how the writing should begin and end, the number 

of paragraphs that were required, and the number of lines in each paragraph. Our 

principal had some of the same reservations about the program that we had so he 

allowed us to pursue other options.  

Individually and as a team, we visited schools in the area to observe other writing 

programs and talk with their writing teachers. We also researched and examined some 

of the various writing programs available on the market. Based on classroom 

observations, teacher interviews, and our own personal teaching experiences, we came 

to the conclusion that although the writing approaches we observed might help students 

pass a state writing test, we did not believe they would necessarily help students 

become writers for life.  

An approach to writing in which teachers provided good models without providing 

specific instruction in how to write seemed to leave many students directionless when 

they had to write on their own. Conversely, structured writing programs often seemed to 

result in formulaic writing and five-paragraph essays that all looked alike. These types of 

writing programs taught students how to do little more than fill in the blanks, without 

apparent thought for creating and developing their own stories. Finally, the process 

approach, which introduced students to the steps of the writing process, did not seem 
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sufficient as a writing program in and of itself, because it did not include specific 

instruction in how to write well.  

As we compared and discussed various writing approaches, we kept coming 

back to the basic question, “What do good writers do”. As a former Reading Recovery 

teacher, I recalled that Marie Clay had once asked the same question about good 

readers. She then proceeded to observe students who read well, for a period of time, 

with the purpose of identifying reading strategies that all students could use (Clay, 

1991). As classroom teachers, we believed if we could identify and observe students 

who already had some writing strengths when they entered fourth grade, we might gain 

insight into writing strategies that would help us provide instruction for students who 

struggled with writing.  

Because we were a new school, we had no records or prior knowledge of 

students‟ abilities in writing. The TAKS writing test is only administered to students in 

fourth grade so these students had not taken the test. There were no writing portfolios in 

their files from previous schools, and report cards only reflected grades in language 

arts, which did not indicate students‟ writing abilities. We decided our first step was to 

get to know the students and try to determine their strengths and weaknesses in writing. 

We asked our principal if we could take some time to observe our students doing 

daily writing tasks. With his permission, we began the first six weeks of school practicing 

what Yetta Goodman refers to as kid watching (Goodman, 1978; Owocki & Goodman, 

2002). Because fourth grade students take the state writing test in the spring, teachers 

usually start students writing in journals on the first day of school. During these 

independent writing times, we noticed difficulties students had with writing mechanics 



 

56 
 

and with putting their thoughts down on paper, but we paid particular attention to 

students who demonstrated some developed writing skills to see if there were 

consistencies in writing strategies or behaviors across the grade level. Because we had 

little time to spend observing students prior to selecting a writing approach, we decided 

to focus on students‟ writing strengths rather than weaknesses. We jotted down notes of 

things we observed throughout the day as students completed writing tasks in different 

subject areas. As teachers, we met frequently in the hallway, during lunch, and after 

school to discuss things we were noticing.  

After six weeks of observations, examining samples of students‟ writing, and 

noticing students‟ behaviors during reading and other subject areas, we determined that 

students, whom we identified as good writers, possessed some common 

characteristics. One characteristic these students had in common was the ability to 

articulate their thoughts and feelings well. They used rich vocabulary, including colorful 

expressions and figurative language in their speaking, which naturally carried over into 

their writing. Another characteristic was that they were good listeners. These students 

had a tendency to soak up language around them and mimic, experiment, and play with 

words and phrases they heard by incorporating them into their own speaking and 

writing. For example, we noticed some of these students repeating phrases we often 

used in conversation with students during class. Our good writers were also good 

readers. Research tells us that children who come to school with rich literacy 

experiences have an advantage over other students due to repeated exposure to print 

and story language (Fountas & Pinnell, 2001). We noticed that students who did lots of 

reading were not only familiar with story language, but they had a tendency to imitate it 
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and use it in speaking and writing. These students were also very social and enjoyed 

collaborating in small groups and working with others to create new ideas for stories.  

Reading, writing, listening, and speaking are identified by Cambourne (2000) as 

components of a linguistic data pool that operate interactively. When Rona Flippo 

(2001) asked noted reading researchers what they could agree on, they unanimously 

agreed that these literacy components should work together rather than become 

separated and isolated in instruction. Based on the research and our observations, we 

believed we needed a writing plan that would incorporate all of the literacy skills so 

students would benefit from literacy experiences that would support good writing.  

We began by providing more opportunities for students to be immersed in good 

literature through book clubs, guided reading groups, literature circles, and free 

independent reading choices. We utilized read-alouds (Trelease, 1989), author‟s chair, 

and sharing times to practice listening skills. Because a decade-long study of effective 

teaching practices identified purposeful student talk as the “single most striking feature” 

(Allington et al., 2002, p. 463) in effective classrooms, we provided more opportunities 

for students to practice oral language skills through interactive projects, peer editing, 

discussion groups, author‟s chair, poetry recitation, and discussions on current events.   

As our ideas took shape and we began drafting a writing plan for our students, 

we remained in continued communication with our principal. We shared with him our 

thoughts on writing, and he touched base with us frequently, often stopping by our 

classrooms to observe what was going on. It became evident that our observations and 

close examination of students‟ writing enabled us to identify our students‟ strengths and 

weaknesses so we could plan the type of writing instruction they needed. It was at this 
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point that our principal decided to take a risk and allow us to develop the fourth grade 

writing curriculum, so we could continue providing the instruction we believed would be 

most beneficial to our students‟ writing development.  

In addition to literacy components, we identified other elements that we believed 

should be included in our writing program. For example, student voice was an important 

literary element that was missing in most of our students‟ writing. As we planned writing 

activities, we began to focus on instructional strategies that would help students find 

their voice in writing. During a discussion one day with our principal, he asked if we had 

ever considered adding storytelling as a way to get student voice into writing. This idea 

appealed to us because storytelling would not only help students understand the 

importance of voice, but it would also provide another venue for using oral language to 

support writing skills.  

Our principal provided each of us a copy of the book, Writing as a Second 

Language (Davis, 2000), which is about developing written language through 

storytelling. According to Davis, children who have rich experiences with stories read or 

told aloud will often imitate the language they hear. Oral imitation and experimentation 

causes vocabulary, syntax, style, structure, and other elements of language to develop 

and accelerate rapidly during the early years (Davis, 2000). As it happened, our 

principal was a member of the area storytelling guild. He offered not only to come to our 

classrooms and tell stories to the students, but he also agreed to invite area storytellers 

to our school to share their stories with the entire student body.  

During that first year of operation, our writing program was an example of an 

inductive model for writing instruction that continually shifted and changed in response 
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to students‟ successes as well as continual needs. We increased our language arts time 

to include an extra hour for student writing every day. We also used examples of 

children‟s literature and personal copies of students‟ writing from previous years of 

teaching as models of good writing. Along with providing good models, we provided 

specific instruction that addressed various writing needs. For example, we noticed 

students‟ writing was especially limited in word choice and vocabulary, and they used 

simple sentence structure with very little variability. We recalled from our earlier 

observations that some of our good writers used figurative language, such as similes, 

idioms, metaphors, and personification, as well as colorful phrases and colloquialisms, 

to make their writing more interesting. As we began providing instruction in the use of 

figurative language, we came across Allington‟s research confirming the importance of 

providing students with explicit writing instruction and Hillocks‟ research on the different 

modes of writing, including the environmental mode, which incorporates strategies for 

using figurative language in authentic writing activities (Allington, 1994; Allington et al., 

2002; Hillocks, 1986). 

As a result, we spent six weeks teaching students specific strategies for 

improving their writing by adding figurative language, descriptive phrases, and sentence 

variations, which enabled them to write stories that created a “movie behind their 

eyelids” (Atwell, 2002, p. 69). Almost immediately, we saw a difference in the quality of 

students‟ writing. Students were eager to share their writings with peers in their own 

class as well as with students in other classrooms, and they were excited by the 

feedback they received from students and teachers alike. By the time students took the 

state writing test in February 2002, our students‟ writing had improved dramatically. In 
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Texas, the 2001-2002 school year was the final year for the TAAS (Texas Assessment 

of Academic Skills) writing test. Our school‟s passing rate was 96.8% in our first year of 

operation in 2002, compared with the district‟s passing rate of 91% and the state‟s 

passing rate of 89% (Appendix A).  

Students were so motivated to write that no one wanted to stop writing once the 

test was over. We decided to use the remainder of the school year for students to play 

around with and experience different types of writing, especially poetry. At the end of 

the year, we held a “Writing Extravaganza” so students could recite original stories and 

poems for their parents. Based on samples of students‟ writing throughout the year, it 

was evident that many students had made tremendous progress and were on their way 

to becoming confident writers. We believed this was due, in part, to a writing program 

that focused on a combination of literacy skills, provided explicit writing instruction, 

including the use of figurative language, and provided more time for writing on a daily 

basis. In addition, students were exposed to good writing in print-rich environments with 

a great amount of teacher and student interaction, peer modeling, and collaboration. 

 

Year 2: 2002-2003 

 During the summer following the 2001-2002 school year, our writing team met to 

discuss how the writing program could be improved. One change we made was to start 

the year off with a focus on developing sensory images in writing through the use of the 

five senses. We found that by focusing first on the senses and then by adding poetry to 

writing instruction, we exposed students to colorful language, imagery, and a wider 

vocabulary, which enhanced their writing. We started by writing poetry and shorter 
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narrative pieces rather than entire stories. This type of writing gave students the 

opportunities to experiment and play with language. According to Johnston (2004), 

“playfulness takes the pressure off language and literate practices” (p. 48) and invites 

students to experiment with their writing. 

In addition to senses and poetry, we included more instruction throughout the 

year in the use of figurative language. From our experiences during the first year, we 

saw how figurative language expanded students‟ vocabulary, word choice, fluency, and 

voice. The elements of figurative language, therefore, became the basic foundation of 

our writing program. To these elements of writing, we added instruction in writing 

mechanics, sentence construction and variation, grammar and spelling (in context), 

different types of writing (narrative, persuasive, expository, how to, compare and 

contrast) and storytelling. Finally, we designed a writing timeline for fourth grade 

students that specified when each of these instructional elements would be introduced. 

As we planned the upcoming school year, we realized students needed to learn 

many of these writing strategies before they reached fourth grade. We wondered if there 

was a way we could share our timeline and instructional strategies with all teachers in 

the school so that writing instruction, as well as the language surrounding writing, could 

become more consistent across grade levels. When we discussed this with our 

principal, ideas for a school-wide writing program began to formulate. First, we 

discussed how to modify our instructional plan and timeline to fit the TEKS (Texas 

Essential Knowledge and Skills) at every grade level. Certain writing skills were 

expected of students by the time they reached fourth grade so we used those criteria to 

work backwards and plan a framework for writing instruction at each grade level. For 
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example, if we believed students should use all types of figurative language in their 

writing by fourth grade, then we needed to incorporate figurative language into writing 

instruction gradually, beginning in kindergarten.  

We employed two studies to guide the development of our school-wide writing 

program. Allington‟s (2002) decade-long study of effective classrooms and Hillocks‟ 

(1986) seminal study of effective modes of writing instruction confirmed the importance 

of providing explicit writing instruction, longer writing periods, and opportunities for 

students to experiment with language in a social writing environment. Rather than 

devise a formulaic, or scripted program for teachers to follow, we developed a 

framework for writing instruction that was somewhat open-ended but that included 

consistent language and a hierarchy of instructional practices and writing activities such 

as those using the senses, poetry, and figurative language, in ways that spiraled 

through each grade level (Appendix B).  

Built into our framework for school-wide writing were elements of effective 

literacy practices based on Allington‟s research (1994, 2002). These elements included 

specific teacher instruction, providing more time for writing, providing opportunities for 

student talk and interaction, connecting writing to children‟s literature, and using 

authentic assessments, such as rubrics. Also included in the writing plan were effective 

writing strategies based on the research of Hillocks (1987, 1999, 2002), which included 

ways to make the writing process explicit through task-specific strategies such as 

teaching students the use of figurative language, the use of appropriate details and 

descriptions, the process of revision, and the use of authentic assessment. Even though 

Allington‟s and Hillocks‟ research did not address school-wide writing per se, their 
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findings helped us create a framework for writing that we hoped would make the 

complex process of writing more explicit to students, and therefore, more attainable for 

students across all grade levels.  

This writing framework, which became our school-wide writing plan, also included 

the components of the new TAKS writing test: organization, voice, word choice, and 

fluency. These writing components would be introduced and reinforced through various 

writing activities across grade levels, and each year‟s writing instruction would build on 

instruction from preceding years so students could transfer their learning across grade 

levels. 

We compiled a notebook for teachers at each grade level that was filled with an 

assortment of activities, teacher resources, and a list of children‟s literature to support 

writing instruction. We also developed a timeline for the entire school that designated 

which aspects of writing would be introduced at what points in time to each grade level 

throughout the year (Appendix B). Finally, we designed color-coded figurative language 

posters that were laminated and given to teachers to mount on classroom walls so 

students would become familiar with different types of figurative language as they 

progressed through the grade levels. 

Following district approval, school-wide writing became part of the campus 

instruction and improvement plan for the 2002-2003 school year. Shortly afterwards, we 

introduced school-wide writing to the faculty and met with teachers from each grade 

level to discuss ways we could assist them. We planned writing lessons with teachers 

and taught guided writing lessons for their classes during our planning periods. We 

provided teachers with materials, set up a resource library, and provided in-class 
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support through modeling and team teaching. In addition, our principal asked us to 

present updated information on writing at monthly faculty meetings. 

A school-wide writing community evolved as writing was emphasized and student 

writing was celebrated throughout the school. Older students became writing buddies 

with younger students; teachers displayed students‟ writing in hallways; and students 

entered writing contests and created student-made books for the school library. 

Students also took their writing into the community. Fourth graders adopted the 

residents of a nearby nursing home with whom they exchanged cards and letters 

throughout the year. A poetry anthology of students‟ writing was compiled and placed in 

neighborhood realtor, doctor, and dentist offices. Again, a Writing Extravaganza was 

held for parents and members of the community at the end of school to celebrate 

students‟ writing progress. As a result of the combined effort of all our teachers and the 

support of our principal, student involvement in writing increased, and a common writing 

language for writing was developed school-wide. 

During that second year, our writing team received an email invitation to present 

our school-wide writing program at TAIR (Texas Association for the Improvement of 

Reading) at the University of North Texas and the Rose Spicola Forum in Reading at 

Texas Woman‟s University. We also submitted a proposal and were accepted to 

present an overview of our writing program at the Texas State Reading Association‟s 

31st annual convention in Austin. As our school-wide writing program gained attention, it 

became known as Colorful Writing due to the focus on students‟ colorful, descriptive 

language. We demonstrated how students could color-code examples of figurative 

language in their writing to correspond with the colorful figurative language posters, 



 

65 
 

which provided a visual rainbow of their descriptive writing.  

After a faculty meeting and writing update on March 27, 2003, our assistant 

principal sent us the following note: 

Today I saw the big picture for our school! You have provided such a support 
system for writing at every grade level. The team teaching and peer coaching 
that is happening here is INCREDIBLE!  

 
Every teacher seemed to be “on board” with school-wide writing. If our school 

had been established for several years, it might have been more difficult to get all 

teachers‟ cooperation. However, since we were a new school, everything we did was 

new. We never heard any complaints about the writing program, and the teachers 

seemed genuinely appreciative of the materials we provided and the guided writing 

lessons we taught and modeled in their classrooms. One teacher voiced her concern 

that we were spending so much time on writing and that we should consider also 

starting a school-wide science program. The principal‟s response was that she was 

welcome to get a team together and begin working on it. In the spring, our writing test 

scores for 2003 remained strong, although dropping to a passing rate of 91% in the first 

year of the new TAKS writing test compared with the district‟s passing rate of 92% and 

the state‟s passing rate of 84%. The drop in test scores could be attributed to three 

factors: the new TAKS test was different from the former TAAS writing test, our writing 

plan did not focus on a writing test format, and the instructional time in our own classes 

was split all year between teaching our students and assisting teachers at other grade 

levels. We believed that with a continued emphasis on school-wide writing and with 

sustained support from our principal and fellow teachers over time students‟ writing 

would improve and would eventually be reflected in higher TAKS writing scores.  
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Year 3: 2003-2004 

Continued levels of success with the writing program prompted an interest by the 

school district. Consequently, our writing team was asked to present staff development 

training on school-wide writing for teachers in the district during the 2003-2004 school 

year. As we prepared our training workshops, a new development caused our school-

wide writing plan to take another shift. Prior to the beginning of school, our writing team 

was sent to a workshop in Austin to learn more about the Six Traits assessment 

program for writing (Culham, 2003). These traits, which included idea, voice, word 

choice, sentence fluency, writing conventions, organization, and presentation, were 

included in the new TAKS writing assessment, based on the TAKS Information Booklet 

for Writing: Grade 4 (http://tea.state.tx.us). Although we included the traits in our writing 

program, we had no way to assess them in students‟ writing. Because this program 

provides an assessment for writing, we combined their idea for a writing rubric with our 

state writing standards to create a generic rubric that could be used with our school-

wide writing plan to assess student writing. Table 6 provides an example of a generic 

writing rubric in which a score of 1 represents emergent writing and a score of 4 

represents developed writing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://tea.state.tx.us/
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Table 6 

Scoring Rubric for School-wide Writing 

Score: Score 1 Score 2 Score 3 Score 4 

Criteron: Emergent 

Writing 

Developing 

Writing 

Acceptable 

Writing 

Exceeds  

Expectations 

Generic Rubric for Writing Assessment 

Organization Composition is 

Difficult to 
follow 

Progression of 
thought needs 
to be 
strengthened 

Progression of 
thought is 
smooth and 
controlled 

Progression is 
meaningful 

Development of 
Ideas 

One or more 
ideas with little 
development 

One or more 
ideas with 
some 
development 

Overall 
development 
reflects depth 
of thought 

Each idea is 
developed 
thoroughly and 
specifically 

Voice Little or no 
sense of the 
writer‟s voice 
(Figurative 
Language) 

Some sense of 
the writer‟s 
voice 
(Figurative 
Language  

Writer‟s voice is 
evident 
(Figurative 
Language) 

Writer‟s voice 
expresses 
originality 
(Figurative 
Language) 

Word Choice Poor word 
choices 

Some use of 
descriptive 
words 

Good word 
choices 

Excellent word 
choices paint a 
vivid picture 

Conventions Frequent errors 
in grammar, 
spelling, 
punctuation, 
and 
capitalization 

Some errors 
weaken the 
fluency of the 
composition 

Good 
command of 
conventions; 
minor errors do 
not weaken 
composition 

Strength of 
conventions 
contribute to 
overall 
effectiveness of 
composition 

 

Beginning in the fall of 2003 and continuing throughout the school year, our 

writing team presented four day-long staff development writing workshops for nearly 

100 classroom teachers throughout the district. As our experiences with student writing 

continued to shift and change, our presentations of school-wide writing gradually altered 

to reflect those changes. For example, our focus was on figurative language during the 
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first year of instruction, which increased our awareness of student voice, word choice, 

and fluency. The focus on creative language led to the addition of poetry and the 

senses during the second year. In the third year, we added writing rubrics so we would 

have a more authentic assessment of students‟ writing. Then we happened upon 

another dimension of writing quite by accident. While playing around with poetry, some 

of our students began writing from different perspectives, such as the perspective of 

animals or inanimate objects. The idea caught on quickly, and soon many students 

were writing poems and stories from different points of view. Consequently, by the end 

of the third year, our school-wide writing program, as well as staff development 

presentations, included an emphasis on the senses, poetry, and figurative language at 

every grade level, as well as instruction in how to teach students to write from different 

perspectives and the use of rubrics to assess students‟ writing in the upper grades. 

Table 7 provides a timeline of changes that were made to the school-wide writing 

program during the first three years of operation. 

 

Table 7 

Changes in School-wide Writing Program Over Three Years 

 

Year 1 (2001-2002)  Focus on Figurative Language 

Year 2 (2002-2003) Focus on Figurative Language;  
Included the Senses and Poetry 

 
Year 3 (2003-2004) Focus on Figurative Language, the Senses, and Poetry; 

Included Writing Rubrics and  
    Writing from a Different Perspective 
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For the district-wide writing workshops, we prepared PowerPoint presentations 

showing students and teachers in our school working on various writing projects at 

every grade level. We also video-taped class writing lessons so workshop participants 

would have a first-hand view of what the writing program looked like. In addition, we 

prepared notebooks for each participant, similar to the ones we prepared for our own 

teachers, which included copies of all materials and a sample timeline. Finally, we 

created a web page with contact information so teachers could contact us throughout 

the year.  

In addition to the district workshops, we continued the school-wide writing 

program at our own school by providing teacher support and writing updates at faculty 

meetings. We wrote grants and received money to create a resource room for teachers 

in our library. Our students presented original stories and poems at P.T.A. (Parent and 

Teacher Association) meetings as well as writing recitals at the area Barnes and Nobles 

Bookstore. Several of our students also entered and won writing contests. 

Although we continued to work with the teachers on our own campus to support 

school-wide writing, we cut back on the amount of time we spent in other classrooms by 

assigning each teacher from the writing team to work with one specific grade level. We 

also limited our presentations at faculty meetings to once a quarter. We believed we 

could do this since our school had experienced very little teacher turnover, and all of our 

teachers “bought into” school-wide writing. We did, however, continue to present the 

Colorful Writing program at area reading conferences, as well as at the 32nd annual 

Texas State Reading Association‟s conference in Corpus Christi, Texas. 

In the spring of 2004, our students‟ TAKS writing scores rose from 91% to 99% 
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passing compared to the district‟s passing rate of 92%. The use of writing rubrics, as 

assessments for students‟ writing across grade levels, helped pinpoint and address 

students‟ areas of weaknesses so they could be strengthened. All faculty members, 

including the librarian, special education, bilingual, and special area teachers, 

incorporated school-wide writing into their classroom instruction. Students who were in 

our school for three or more years entered fourth grade with a good understanding of 

writing strategies and with experiences using writing in many different contexts and 

formats. 

 

Year 4: 2004-2005 

Our school-wide writing plan, which was developed inductively based on 

classroom experiences and confirmed through a review of the research on writing, now 

included a writing plan across all grade levels with built-in instructional time for writing 

and ongoing staff development. In addition, explicit writing instruction included heavy 

emphasis on figurative language as well as poetry and the senses. The writing plan 

included a connection to children‟s literature, emphasized guided writing, teacher 

modeling, teacher and student conferencing, student talk and interaction during writing, 

and the use of writing rubrics for assessment.  

In the fourth year of our school-wide writing program, we were asked to continue 

to provide staff development in the form of writing workshops for teachers across the 

district. We also continued to provide writing updates for our own teachers at faculty 

meetings. We updated teachers‟ writing notebooks with additional activities, materials, 

and resources, and we continued to write grants for new books and resources in the 
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teachers‟ professional library, including a new poetry section for all grade levels with 

books in both English and Spanish. We stopped going into the classrooms to do team-

teaching or guided writing lessons with other teachers due to time constraints. By this 

time, however, we believed all teachers were confident in following the school-wide 

writing plan, and if teachers had questions, we were on-site and available to help.  

After four years of school-wide writing, all of the teachers in our building used the 

Colorful Writing program, whether they were a regular classroom teacher or a teacher of 

special programs. The librarian started a student authorship program called “Writers of 

the Purple Sage” where students worked together with adult mentors in the community 

to publish student-made books for our library. In addition to writing activities at school, 

students continued entering writing contests and holding poetry recitals in the 

community, such as at area bookstores, PTA meetings, near-by nursing homes, and 

local sorority chapters. A group of students even researched the backgrounds of local 

school board members and created illustrated biographies for each member, which 

were presented at a school board meeting. Students also published another poetry 

anthology, and copies were donated to local nursing homes as well as to several 

businesses in the community.  

In November of 2004, we received word that our writing team had been accepted 

to present a three-hour symposium on the Colorful Writing program at the International 

Reading Association‟s Conference in May of 2005 in San Antonio. We wrote and 

received two grants to cover the expenses of the trip so we could all attend. We also 

prepared a condensed version of our writing notebook and printed over a hundred 

copies, which we distributed to conference attendees. To cap off the year, in the spring 



 

72 
 

of 2005, our students‟ TAKS writing scores remained strong with a 97% passing rate 

compared with the district‟s passing rate of 91%.  

 

Year 5: 2005-2006 

In the fall of 2005, our school entered its fifth year of school-wide writing. 

Teachers had gradually become more familiar with the materials over time and were 

confident using the writing activities and doing guided writing lessons. The writing 

notebooks, figurative language posters, and school-wide writing plan remained in every 

teacher‟s classroom as part of their language arts curriculum. Students in every 

classroom were writing, as evidenced by the voluminous amount of student writing 

displayed throughout the school.  

Each member of the writing team took the responsibility for working with a 

particular grade level, but our primary responsibilities remained to provide teachers with 

resources; present writing updates at faculty meetings; maintain a writing community 

through poetry recitals and community writing events; and maintain writing buddies with 

students across grade levels. We continued to provide copies of all writing materials to 

new teachers, but we asked the mentor teacher at each grade level to provide any 

needed writing assistance to new teachers. We continued to present writing workshops 

for teachers in the district, but we discontinued presentations at conferences and 

workshops outside of the district due to time constraints. 

As a result of lower math and science scores on the TAKS test, the district‟s 

academic emphasis shifted to math and science preparation. Even though teachers in 

our school continued to use the Colorful Writing program school-wide, faculty meetings 
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and staff development workshops focused on ways to improve students‟ test scores in 

math and science. Our writing team still provided writing workshops to teachers across 

the district, but the numbers of teachers attending these workshops declined as 

attention shifted to math and science.  

By this time, however, the majority of students in our school had been with us 

since kindergarten. These students had composed a variety of written material over the 

years, including poetry, biographies, informational reports, short stories, and personal 

narratives. Students entering fourth grade knew how to use figurative language, such as 

onomatopoeia, hyperboles, personification, similes, metaphors, and idioms in their 

writing. Most students had received consistent writing instruction for five years so their 

writing abilities were more developed than students in previous years. These students 

were better prepared to incorporate sophisticated elements of writing, such as allusions 

and euphemisms, and they were able to write in different time periods and from multiple 

perspectives. We were pleasantly surprised when our students scored a 100% passing 

rate on the TAKS writing test in the spring of 2006 compared with a district passing rate 

of 92%, and a state passing rate of 92%. 

Parents and school officials alike were delighted by the outcome. When the local 

newspaper published the year‟s test results, they wrote two feature articles on our 

students‟ writing success. It seemed apparent that our students had become confident 

and successful writers over time as a result of continuous efforts by teachers at every 

grade level to provide consistent writing instruction based on a plan for school-wide 

writing. 

At the end of the school year, our writing team was invited to present an overview 
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of our five-year writing program at the annual principals‟ meeting. Following that 

meeting, principals from two elementary schools in our district asked to meet with us to 

discuss how we could assist them in developing a school-wide writing program at their 

respective schools. During the summer of 2006, we met twice with both principals and 

with the elementary curriculum coordinator to work out a plan to develop writing 

materials and provide staff development for the faculties at both schools during the 

following school year (described in the case study of School 2 in Chapter 4).  

The workshops that we developed over the summer were designed to provide 

both faculties with the same model and framework for school-wide writing that we had 

used. The framework included specific objectives and writing activities that spiraled 

through the grade levels such as introducing different types of writing and more difficult 

elements of figurative language each year. The objective was for students to write 

independently by fifth grade. As we examined our school-wide writing plan that evolved 

over five years, we realized that it now contained 26 specific features related to writing. 

To make the plan more manageable, we grouped the individual features into six 

categories. Those categories included: a) figurative language, b) visual aids, c) types of 

writing, d) teacher instruction, e) writing assessment, and f) establishing a writing 

environment.  

Specific components of the writing plan included a heavy emphasis on figurative 

language as well as poetry, the senses, and a connection to children‟s literature. 

Teacher instruction was delivered primarily through guided writing lessons, shared 

writing, teacher modeling, and conferencing. Student talk through interaction, 

storytelling, and peer editing was encouraged, and assessment was based on the use 
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of writing rubrics. The writing plan provided flexibility for teachers to adapt or create their 

own writing activities, leading to greater ownership as each school incorporated school-

wide writing in a way that fit their personality and student population. Table 8 includes a 

copy of the school-wide writing plan for grades K through 5 in which the 26 features are 

organized by categories. The table indicates when each feature of writing should be 

introduced by the teacher; when students should demonstrate the feature with teacher 

assistance; and when the feature should be used independently at each grade level.  
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Table 8 
 
School-wide Writing Plan for Grades K-5 

Features of  

School-wide Writing 

 
K 

 
1st 

 
2nd 

 
3rd 

 
4th 

 
5th 

 

Figurative Language 

1. Onomatopoeia Introduce Demonstrated Demonstrated Used Used Used 

2. Alliteration Introduce Demonstrated Demonstrated Used Used Used 

3. Personification Introduce Demonstrated Demonstrated Used Used Used 

4. Hyperbole   Introduced Demonstrated Used Used 

5. Similes   Introduced Demonstrated Demonstrated Used 

6. Idioms    Introduce Demonstrated Used 

7. Metaphors     Introduce Used 

8. Allusions     Introduce Used 

Visual Aids 

9. Incorporate Word Wall Introduce Demonstrated Used Used Used Used 

10. Use of Figurative 
      Language Posters 

Introduce Demonstrated Demonstrated Used Used Used 

11. Story Sequence &  
      Narrative Chart 

Introduce Demonstrated Used Used Used Used 

12. Descriptive Words 
      Chart (Adj. Adv, &   
      power verbs) 

  Introduced Demonstrated Used Used 

               (table continues) 
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Table 8 (continued). 

Features of 
School-wide Writing 

 
K 

 
1st 

 
2nd 

 
3rd 

 
4th 

 
5th 

 

Types of Writing       

13. Journal writing/daily Introduce Demonstrated Used Used Used Used 

14. Incorporate the     

      Senses 

Introduce Demonstrated Used Used Used Used 

15. Incorporate Poetry Introduce Demonstrated Demonstrated Used Used Used 

16. Narrative Writing Introduce Demonstrated Used Used Used Used 

17. Expository Writing  Introduce Demonstrated Used Used Used 

18. How to Writing   Introduce Demonstrated Used Used 

Teacher Instruction 

19. Guided Writing Introduce Used Used Used Used Used 

20. Teacher Modeling Introduce Used Used Used Used Used 

21. Teacher Conferences Introduce Used Used Used Used Used 

22. Writing Conventions Introduce Used Used Used Used Used 

23. Incorporate Children‟s 
      Literature 

Introduce Used Used Used Used Used 

Writing Assessment 

24. Use of Writing Rubrics   Introduce Used Used Used 

               (table continues) 
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Table 8 (continued). 

Features of 
School-wide Writing 

 
K 

 
1st 

 
2nd 

 
3rd 

 
4th 

 
5th 

 

Establishing a Writing Environment 

25. Students Interact  
      Talk/Storytelling/ 
      Peer Editing 

Introduce Used Used Used Used Used 

26. Student Writing 
      Displayed 

Used Used Used Used Used Used 
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Year 6: 2006-2007 

In Year 6, we focused most of our energies on the students in our own 

classrooms and on training other faculties to implement school-wide writing at their 

schools. Because we did not experience much teacher turn-over in Year 6, our teachers 

were familiar with the writing program. After five years of writing experience, our 

teachers were knowledgeable and confident using the school-wide writing program and 

materials, and they did not need the assistance with writing that they had needed in the 

beginning. We no longer took up the writing notebooks and figurative language posters 

at the end of every year to update and redistribute in the fall. Instead, the writing 

notebooks and materials became a permanent part of each teacher‟s curriculum. When 

teachers met by grade levels to work on lesson plans, they added updates and 

additional writing activities to their notebooks as needed. 

 By Year 6, school-wide writing was no longer an issue at our school because 

teachers followed the writing program as a matter of course. We occasionally presented 

a writing activity at faculty meetings, but training in writing instruction no longer received 

the emphasis it once had because students‟ writing scores were at an all-time high, and 

academic attention in the district was shifting toward improving students‟ math and 

science TAKS scores.  

 As a writing team, our training focus also shifted from our school to other schools 

that wanted to implement a school-wide writing program. We met with faculties on a 

regular basis throughout the 2006 school year to provide them with a copy of our 

school-wide writing plan, to provide training, and to provide materials for implementing 

school-wide writing at every grade level.  
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 For the students in our own classrooms, we continued to set the bar high for 

developing complex writing. When we received the results of the TAKS writing test in 

the spring of 2007, our students‟ writing scores continued to hold steady after six years 

of school-wide writing, with a 98% passing rate. 

 

Year 7: 2007-2008 

Summary of School-wide Writing 

At the end of the 2006-2007 school year, our obligations to work with the 

faculties of the other schools came to an end. Our writing team was encouraged by the 

staff development we had provided at other schools, and we continued to maintain 

contact with teachers through email. One principal sent the following email dated 

September 1, 2007:  

You ladies have done a fabulous job. We will continue the work we have started. 
We are committed to this program.  
 
For the 2007-2008 school year, the members of the writing team were reaching 

burn-out so we decided to take a break from providing staff development training to 

devote our energies to the students in our own classrooms and work on improving 

teaching skills, especially in the area of writing. We provided writing updates 

occasionally at our faculty meetings, we maintained writing buddies with students in 

other grade levels, and we continued to support and encourage student writing to 

maintain a writing environment in our own school. We also provided writing notebooks 

to teachers as needed, but we relied on the mentors at each grade level to provide 

writing information for new teachers on their team.  

The school-wide writing program continued to be implemented by teachers and 
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supported by our principal, 7 years after it was developed. Even though the district-wide 

focus shifted to an emphasis on math and science, teachers continued to follow the 

writing timelines and use the writing activities we provided, which by this time had 

become a regular part of the language arts curriculum in our school.  

During this time, teachers in third and fifth grades came under greater pressure 

to raise test scores in other subject areas due to NCLB and state requirements for 

student promotion. At those grade levels, we noticed less emphasis on writing and 

fewer examples of students‟ writing displayed in hallways. However, kindergarteners, 

first graders, and second graders continued to produce a great deal of writing as 

observed by the amount of student writing in portfolios and on display in hallways and 

classrooms. Fourth grade teachers continued to spend one hour of daily instructional 

time in writing. Although students were not writing as much in third grade as they had 

before, we noticed students entering fourth grade with a good background in writing 

from earlier years, and they excelled quickly once they started to receive explicit writing 

instruction at a higher level.  

We continued to enter students‟ poetry and short stories in writing contests, and 

several students received local and regional awards in writing. As a result of ongoing 

efforts in school-wide writing, the fourth grade writing TAKS scores remained 

consistently high and steady, with a passing rate of 98% in the spring of 2008. Our 

school was also recognized by the National Center for Educational Achievement for 

maintaining consistently high writing scores based on an analysis of TAKS writing 

scores from years 2004, 2005, 2006, and 2007. 

The success of a school-wide writing program at our school and the amount of 
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time we invested in training teachers at other schools led us to wonder, “Can this 

program transfer into classroom practice at another school and can it be sustained, 

school-wide, beyond initial implementation.” We recognized that our school-wide 

writing program could serve as a model for other schools to follow, but we also realized 

that once training was completed, we would have no control over how each school 

might choose to adapt the school-wide writing program to fit their school personality, 

their teachers‟ teaching styles, and the needs of their student population. 

 

Summary 

This chapter consists of a case study describing the original school-wide writing 

program that was developed and implemented by five classroom teachers at School 1, 

where it was eventually sustained for seven years. The situation at School 1 was unique 

because it was a brand new school with new teachers who were willing to make 

changes and a principal who was willing to support change. Although the principal let 

these teachers take the lead in developing the writing program, he was greatly involved 

with every step of the process, and he was in the classrooms frequently to observe 

writing lessons and activities. He also demonstrated his support by providing time for 

teachers to work together, by praising students‟ writing efforts, and by inviting 

storytellers to share their stories with the students. The teachers involved in the 

development of the school-wide writing program accomplished the task by dividing 

responsibilities equally. For example, each of the five teachers worked with a particular 

grade level with one teacher assisting both kindergarten and first grades. They also 

shared responsibilities for writing grants, finding resources, and providing presentations 
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for staff development. 

The writing program was developed inductively over time based on classroom 

experiences and confirmed through a review of the research on writing.  The writing 

plan included some of the characteristics common to recent studies on school wide 

writing including adequate instructional time and ongoing staff development for teachers 

at monthly faculty meetings. Explicit writing instruction included a heavy emphasis on 

figurative language as well as poetry and the senses. The writing plan was also 

connected to children‟s literature, emphasized guided writing, teacher modeling, teacher 

and student conferencing, student talk and interaction during writing, and the use of 

writing rubrics for assessment.  

The data collection for the case study at School 1 included the original school-

wide writing plan, copies of power point presentations and materials from staff 

development training and presentations, yearly TAKS writing scores, and personal 

recollections. In addition, the four other teachers involved in this study reviewed the 

written events in order to provide member checking for accuracy. 

Chapter 4 describes the case study at School 2, which included the training that 

the writing team from School 1 provided to the faculty of School 2 and the consequent 

implementation of a school-wide writing program at School 2 following the year of staff 

development. Included in Chapter 4 is the methodology used for the collection and 

analysis of data. Chapter 5 provides an overview of the results from the study, and 

Chapter 6 provides suggestions for future research. 
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CHAPTER 4  

CASE STUDY OF SCHOOL 2 

Data Collection and Analysis - Introduction and Research Questions  

A school-wide writing program is an approach to writing instruction where the 

planning and organization for instruction is applied in a systematic and comprehensive 

manner across all grade levels throughout a school. The purpose in designing and 

implementing a school-wide writing program is to provide students the opportunity to 

develop proficient writing skills over a period of time.  

This case study involved an examination of features that characterized a school-

wide writing program that was developed by teachers at one elementary school and 

transferred 5 years later to another elementary school within the same district. The 

study examines the characteristics of a school-wide writing program with a focus on 

factors affecting the transfer and sustainability of the program at School 2 during the 

second year of implementation.  

This chapter specifies the methodology used to answer the following research 

questions:    

1b. What features characterize implementation of a school-wide writing program at 
      School 2 in its second year of implementation, following a year of staff  
      development and support by the originators of the program?  

         2.  What factors facilitate the transfer of a school-wide writing program from  
              School 1 to School 2?  

         3.  What factors contribute to the sustainability of a school-wide writing program   
             beyond the initial year‟s implementation in School 2?    
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Method 

A case study was used to address the research questions posed. According to 

Marshall and Rossman (1999), a case study involves an immersion into the world in 

which the study takes place and depends on both the researcher‟s and the study 

participants‟ points of view. The case study described in Chapter 3 reflects the 

researcher‟s point of view and identifies the characteristics of school-wide writing at 

School 1, including the process involved in the development and implementation of the 

program. The case study described in this chapter was conducted to identify the 

characteristics of school-wide writing at School 2 compared with the initial writing 

program and staff development that teachers received from School 1, leading to an 

examination of factors affecting the transfer and sustainability of the program at School 

2 following a year of staff development.  

The method of data collection for the case study at School 2 included:  

semi-structured, open-ended teacher interviews, an interview with the school's principal, 

and classroom observations of teachers' instructional practices, students‟ writing 

behaviors, and classroom writing activities. The entire study was developed through a 

three-tiered process of development/implementation, reconstruction, and dissemination. 

What follows is an explanation of the process and the subsequent study that followed 

the dissemination of the school-wide writing concept to School 2.   

 

Setting of the Study 

This case study was conducted at School 2 during the 2007-2008 school year 

following a year of staff development in school-wide writing the previous year. School 2 

is located in a North Texas community with a population of approximately 100,000. The 
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school district strives to cap enrollment at around 600 students in each of its 20 

elementary schools. Each elementary school reflects a diverse student population, 

made up of a combination of neighborhood children and students who are bussed into 

the schools.  

According to the Texas Education Agency (TEA), School 2 is composed of a 

student population that configured accordingly: 71% Caucasian, 17% Hispanic, 10% 

African American, and 2% Asian or Other (http://tea.state.tx.us). 

School 2 provides the following programs and services to students: second-

language learning, gifted and talented, mentor and volunteer programs, and free and 

reduced lunches for students in economically disadvantaged households. School 2 has 

approximately 18% low SES students who receive free and reduced lunches. 

Approximately 4% of the student population at School 2 is designated limited English 

proficient (LEP).  

School 2 was rated as an Exemplary school by the Texas Education Agency 

based on commended TAKS scores in reading, math, science, and writing, with a 96% 

passing rate on TAKS writing for 2007 and a 98% passing rate in 2008. School 2 met 

adequately yearly progress (AYP) based on the state accountability system and 

guidelines designed to comply with NCLB (http://tea.state.tx.us). The major differences 

between School 1 and School 2 include the student demographics and the length of 

time each school has been in operation. School 1 was established in 2001 and School 2 

opened in 2006 and was in the second year of operation at the time of the study.    

 

 

http://tea.state.tx.us/
http://tea.state.tx.us/
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Participants 

The selection of participants was based on a convenience sample of school 

faculty who completed the school-wide writing staff development in 2006-2007, and who 

were willing to participate in the study. School 2 was in the second year of 

implementation of the school-wide writing program following staff development and 

training by the teachers who developed the program at School 1.  

The principal at School 2 was experienced and had served as an administrator 

for more than 10 years at a previous school in the district before opening School 2, 

where he implemented the school-wide writing program. The teachers at School 2 were 

all experienced teachers with an average of nine years teaching experience 

compared to the state average of 11 years teaching experience (http://tea.state.tx.us). 

Two teachers were males, and the rest were females. The average number of students 

per classroom for School 2 was 17 (http://tea.state.tx.us). Prior to the beginning of the 

2007 school year, another elementary campus opened nearby, causing School 2 to lose 

part of its student population. Consequently, enrollment decreased, resulting in fewer 

classes at each grade level. At the time of the study, there were two kindergarten 

classrooms, two first grade classes, three second grade classes, three third grade 

classes, three fourth grade classes, and one large fifth grade classroom with 36 

students at the beginning of the year and 40 students by the end of the year, which was 

equal to two regular classrooms. The fifth grade teacher was assigned a teachers' aide 

to assist with class management. The class was frequently divided into smaller groups 

after initial instruction, and the classroom teacher rotated between the groups.     

 

http://tea.state.tx.us/
http://tea.state.tx.us/
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Staff Development Program for School 2: 2006-2007  
 

Prior to the beginning of school in fall 2006, the writing team at School 1 

presented two full days of staff development for School 2 and another elementary 

school because the principals wanted to begin school-wide writing programs there. The 

writing team met with both campuses together to present an overview of the model for a 

school-wide writing program, which included a consistent writing plan across all grade 

levels that focused on six specific categories and included instructional strategies 

designed to spiral through the grade levels. The purpose was to provide the schools 

with resources, information, and a plan for school-wide writing that they could 

successfully transfer to their own schools.  

The administrators of the two elementary schools endorsed the staff 

development for school-wide writing by requiring all of their teachers to attend both days 

of the initial workshop as well as the on-going staff development. In addition, both 

principals attended the workshop with their teachers. Because successful transfer 

requires teachers to adopt ownership of a new program, the school-wide writing 

program was presented in user-friendly terms from the perspective of current classroom 

teachers. The goal was to help teachers see how a school-wide writing program could 

benefit all students in their school and how simple it was to implement when everyone 

was involved and did their part. Teachers received a binder with plans and materials for 

providing writing instruction with activities for each grade level. Teachers were told they 

would be directly involved in the implementation of the program, and although the 

school-wide plan should be followed throughout each grade level, teachers could add 

to, modify, or adapt the writing activities as needed.    
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Initial Two-Day Workshop  

The first day of staff development included a PowerPoint presentation of the 

school-wide writing program and an overview of the teacher materials and resources 

that were available. The second day involved group meetings in which grade level 

specific writing plans were addressed. The meetings included a discussion of timelines 

for each grade level that designated when each element of writing, such as different 

types of figurative language should be introduced. The writing team stressed that 

although this plan worked for School 1, they offered it as a working model for school-

wide writing so the teachers and administrators at School 2 could determine how it 

could best fit their school and student population.  

Small group discussions during the second day provided opportunities for 

teachers at each grade level to work through the writing plans together, discuss writing 

strategies, and address questions particular to that grade level. Teachers were provided 

with a notebook of writing activities and resources for each six week period including a 

list of children‟s literature that went along with the different writing lessons and activities.  

Extra time was spent working with the fourth grade teachers at each school 

because the TAKS writing test is only given to elementary students at the fourth grade 

level. Because the writing test is administered in early spring, many fourth grade 

teachers begin to prepare students to write in TAKS format early in the school year. 

However, as this school-wide writing program was designed to help students become 

successful writers for life, the focus was not on teaching students to write in a particular 

format to prepare for the writing test. Fourth grade teachers at School 2 were assured 

that if they followed the school-wide writing plan, stuck to the timeline, and allowed 
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students the time and opportunity to play with figurative language and experiment with 

different types of writing, they would be able to cover all of the required writing TEKS in 

time for the test. As an added bonus, students would probably find writing more 

enjoyable than if teachers focused on a writing test format all year. The writing team 

further assured them that if every teacher in their building followed the school-wide 

writing program, they could expect student writing to improve year after year.  

After two days of overview and explanation of the writing program, and after 

going over the writing notebooks with each grade level to answer questions and make 

sure everyone knew what to do the first six weeks of school, the first workshop ended 

with the promise to meet again the second six weeks of school. The writing lessons and 

activities that were provided to teachers during the first two months of school focused 

on introducing and using the senses, poetry, and figurative language in writing. 

Teachers were asked to come to the next meeting prepared to share what worked and 

what did not work and to bring samples of students‟ writing to demonstrate what their 

students were doing in class. The writing team trainers provided email addresses and 

phone numbers in case teachers had questions.     

  

Staff Development Follow-Through: Meeting 1  

The next scheduled staff development meeting on school-wide writing with both 

schools was scheduled for the end of October. By that time, teachers and students were 

in the second six weeks of school, so there had been many opportunities to experiment 

with introductory writing activities using the senses, poetry, and figurative language. The 

workshop began with the writing team asking teachers to share their writing experiences 
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and to tell what was working and what was not in the hopes that any problems could be 

resolved. To the team's surprise, all teachers reported success using the school-wide 

writing plan. Every class started the year using the senses in writing, and all teachers 

reported using at least some of the writing activities that were provided, with the 

younger grades spending more time on the senses than the upper grades.  

As they emphasized the senses, all grade levels shifted to a focus on poetry, and 

teachers reported that even reluctant writers enjoyed the creativity and self-expression 

that was afforded when writing various types of poetry. As everyone followed the 

school-wide writing timeline, which had similar characteristics at each grade level, all 

teachers were familiar with the writing topics and specific writing terminology. Teachers 

began to see firsthand how a school-wide writing timeline helped create a cohesive 

focus in writing across grade levels as well as creating a common language throughout 

the school as it pertained to students‟ writing.  

After spending part of the 6 weeks on poetry, allowing students to play around 

with language and experience the versatility and expression of poetry, teachers shifted 

to figurative language. Figurative language was established as the foundational element 

in the school-wide writing program because the writing team found it helped students 

convey meaning and express their ideas in a vivid and artistic manner. The color-coded 

figurative language posters, provided to every teacher, were laminated and displayed in 

every classroom to serve as visual reminders to students. Teachers learned how 

students could use the same color-coding as the posters to highlight and identify 

examples of figurative language in their writing, thus providing students with another 

colorful visual aid and providing teachers with a method to quickly check students‟ 



 

92 
 

writing for examples of figurative language.  

By the time teachers met together in October, everyone had introduced students 

to some aspect of figurative language. According to the school-wide timeline, 

kindergarten and first grade teachers focused on alliteration, onomatopoeia, and 

personification using children‟s books, comics, and animated videos. Upper grades 

started with these three elements of figurative language and added hyperboles, similes, 

metaphors, idioms, and allusions. Teachers found the list of resources helpful and 

reported using children‟s literature to introduce each type of figurative language 

(Appendix C).  

Teachers also shared websites they discovered on their own and demonstrated 

ways they incorporated technology to encourage 21st century writing skills. As teachers 

shared ideas, others quickly wrote them down for later reference. It was apparent that 

the teachers were taking school-wide writing seriously, and they were finding different 

ways to use the activities to their best advantage in their own classrooms.  

For the remainder of the first meeting teachers shared samples of student 

writing, discussed ways to teach spelling, grammar, and sentence construction in 

context, and discussed what a writer-friendly classroom looked like and what a school 

writing community would look like. The writing team spent extra time working with fourth 

grade teachers and assuring them that it was okay that their students were not yet 

writing two-page stories. According to the school-wide writing timeline, fourth grade 

students would begin writing short stories right before Christmas break and begin 

writing longer stories in January. Two of the writing team trainers planned to meet just 

with fourth grade teachers at the next writing workshop in January to discuss writing 
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strategies for students because there would only be about a month until the TAKS 

writing test.    

  
Staff Development Follow-Through: Meeting 2  

At the second meeting for school-wide writing in early January, teachers and 

principals were still favorable and supportive of the school-wide writing program at their 

schools. Everyone could see the benefit of being on the same page when it came to 

understanding topics and writing terminology. During the January meeting, teachers 

were eager to share writing experiences in their classrooms, additional writing activities 

they had developed, and samples of students‟ writing. Some time was also spent in 

discussions and clearing up any confusions, such as clarifying the difference between 

revising and editing. Then while most of the teachers went to the computer lab to 

experiment with online writing activities for students, two members of the writing team 

met with fourth grade teachers to discuss strategies to prepare students for the 

upcoming TAKS writing test.  

Based on 5 years of staff development experience, the writing team believed 

students should have a good understanding of writing strategies by this time in the 

school year. We reminded teachers that students should use figurative language and 

descriptive phrases to develop their own voice and create vivid pictures with their 

writing. Students should be able to craft good stories if they focused on what they 

learned about writing and applied that knowledge to a specific writing task.  

For students who were ready for a little extra challenge, the writing 

team demonstrated and explained how students could take a story written from 

personal experience and tell it from a different perspective, such as from an animal‟s or 
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an object‟s point of view. Writing a story from multiple perspectives or telling it in 

different time periods was a way to demonstrate greater maturity in writing for those 

students who were ready for it.      

 

 Staff Development Follow-Through: Meeting 3  

The final workshop in which both faculties met together for staff development 

training occurred after the TAKS writing test was over. Teachers spent some time 

discussing different aspects of the writing test, but most of the time was spent 

discussing the school-wide writing program they had developed at the two schools. 

Teachers discussed things they planned to do differently the next year, such as spend 

more time on figurative language, incorporate more technology, create more student-

made books, and add activities to go in the teacher notebooks. Everyone agreed that 

having a school-wide writing timeline to provide writing consistency throughout the 

school, ample teacher materials and resources, and ongoing teacher support were 

definite advantages to a school-wide writing program. In spite of the fact that fourth 

grade teachers experienced some anxiety over whether their students would be 

adequately prepared for the state writing test, they discovered their students benefited 

from the opportunities to experiment with writing on many different levels before 

attempting to write to a test format.  

At this point near the end of the school year, teachers shared samples of student 

writing throughout the year to point out the progress students made in writing. Teachers 

were encouraged to continue writing in their classrooms and not to stop simply because 

the writing test was over. The final six weeks of school provided many opportunities for 

students to experiment and have fun with different types of writing, such as forming 
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writing buddies with students from another classroom or experimenting with creative 

writing and drama or readers‟ theater. The writing team also encouraged teachers to 

celebrate students‟ writing by holding end-of-year recitals, such as Writing 

Extravaganzas and publishing students‟ writing.   

For a final activity, teachers were asked to evaluate their writing timelines and 

make updates in preparation for the following school year while everything was fresh on 

their minds. Teachers were complimentary of the materials, notebooks, and timelines 

that were prepared for them by the writing team. They also stressed the benefits of 

receiving support through ongoing workshops so teachers had the opportunity to share 

writing ideas, get updates, ask questions, and clarify understandings throughout the 

school year.  

In late May, teachers received the results of the TAKS writing tests for 2007. 

School 2, a brand new school in the district, scored a 96% passing rate in the first year 

of operation. Another school that participated in the staff development went from an 

89% passing rate in 2006 to a 94% passing rate in 2007. School 1, which began school-

wide writing in 2001, scored a 98% passing rate in writing compared to the district‟s 

passing rate of 92% and the state‟s passing rate of 91%.  

 

Data Collection 

According to Miles and Huberman (1994), case studies not only look at individual 

cases as a whole but also examine underlying connections and associations that affect 

them in some way. In addition, multiple case studies involve a purposeful examination 

of similar (or different) cases, providing an opportunity for the researcher to look deeper, 
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build a stronger understanding, and get “a good picture of locally grounded causality” 

(Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 26). Data sources for the case study of School 2, collected 

in the second year School 2 adopted the writing program, included semi-structured, 

open-ended interviews with the school principal and each classroom teacher in 

kindergarten through fifth grades.  In addition, three observations were conducted in 

each classroom during writing instruction from December to May.  

In the summer of 2007, contact was made with the principal of School 2 to 

discuss the possibility of conducting a study of the school-wide writing program during 

the upcoming school year. After school started and permission was granted to conduct 

the study, the principal at School 2 emailed a letter of introduction to the staff, informing 

them of the study. A follow-up letter was sent to all teachers with a request for an 

appointment with each grade level team to explain the study. During the scheduled 

appointments, the study was explained and teachers were invited to participate. After all 

of the teachers agreed to participate, IRB consent forms were signed, and dates were 

set for the focus group interviews in November.  

The semi-structured, focus group interviews (Appendix D) were conducted over a 

four-day time period in November of 2007 with teachers from every grade level in 

kindergarten through fifth grades. The purpose of the interviews was to ascertain 

teachers‟ individual and collective perspectives of the school-wide writing program as it 

pertained to their school as a whole and how they thought it affected their individual 

classrooms and students‟ writing. The interviews lasted approximately 45 minutes to an 

hour.  
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Teacher interviews addressed the following:  

o Perceptions of school-wide writing  

o How school-wide writing was developed and the perceived roles of teachers 

and administrators in the program  

o Ways in which their writing program was similar or different from the initial 

staff development  

o Advantages and disadvantages of a school-wide writing program  

o Easy and difficult aspects of implementation  

o Planning for instruction  

o Measuring success of the writing program  

o Ways in which school-wide writing affected the school  

The principal‟s interview, which was conducted at the end of the study and lasted 

approximately 45 minutes, provided perceptions of school-wide writing from an 

administrator‟s point of view as well as an explanation of how school-wide writing was 

administered and supported at School 2.  

Interview questions (Appendix D) addressed the following:  

o Perceptions of a school-wide writing program and initial reasons for pursuing 

a school-wide writing program  

o Advantages and disadvantages of having a school-wide writing program  

o Steps taken to implement and sustain a school-wide writing program  

o Easiest and most difficult aspects of sustaining a school-wide writing program  

o Perception of the current status of the program  

o Procedures utilized to ensure ongoing implementation of the program  
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o How writing success was measured at this school  

Classroom observations were scheduled in advance through email with each 

teacher the week following the interviews. Observations were scheduled at three regular 

intervals throughout the school year, beginning with the first observations in December, 

the second observations in February, and the final observations in early May. 

Classroom observations lasted approximately 45 minutes. Each round of observations 

required two full days of observations at School 2, beginning at 8:00 a.m. and 

concluding at 3:00 p.m. each day. The primary purpose for conducting classroom 

observations was to gain an accurate picture of what occurs in classrooms in which 

writing is part of an overall, school-wide plan. Another purpose for conducting classroom 

observations was to identify factors that may or may not contribute to the transfer and 

sustainability of the school-wide writing program at School 2.  

Observations were conducted using detailed, written descriptions typed on a 

laptop computer and later converted into “write-ups” that provided thick descriptions and 

clear details (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 51). The write-ups were later organized for 

closed coding so the following categories of the original school-wide writing program, 

could be examined:  

o Figurative language  

o Visual aids and graphic organizers  

o Types of writing  

o Teacher instruction  

o Writing assessment  

o Establishing a writing environment  
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The principal at School 2 required all teachers to document their writing lesson 

plans in a central file on the district‟s technology program, Eduphoria. In a serendipitous 

moment, he requested that teachers share their lesson plans during the initial interview. 

The lesson plans provided a timeline for each grade level‟s writing instruction as well as 

a record of planned student writing activities throughout the year. The lesson plans 

documented the frequency of student writing and the amount of time delegated to 

writing instruction on a daily and weekly basis. In addition, observations of students‟ 

writing during writing instruction were noted and documented during classroom 

observations at each grade level.      

 

Data Analysis 

According to Dyson (1995), case studies offer insight into the “dimensions and 

dynamics of classroom living and learning" (p. 51). Merriam (1988) describes a case 

study as a descriptive and nonexperimental study of a bounded system, such as a 

teacher, a classroom, or a school. This multiple case study involved the examination, 

description, and analysis of a school-wide writing program, which originated at one 

elementary school and transferred five years later to another school within the same 

school district. The study examined characteristics of both school-wide writing programs 

with a focus on factors affecting the transfer and sustainability of the program at School 

2 during the second year of implementation.  

Yin, (1994) stresses the importance of using multiple sources of evidence in case 

studies. To answer Research Question 1.b, which was to identify the characteristics of 

the original school-wide writing program at School 2 in its second year of 
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implementation, frequency distribution charts were created. Glesne (1999) describes 

the use of frequency charts as a simple method of distribution for identifying 

occurrences and patterns of occurrences. The frequency charts used to answer this 

question were created to represent in graphic form the presence or absence of the 26 

individual features of school-wide writing at School 2, based on classroom observations 

at every grade level. To make the writing plan more manageable, the writing team 

previously grouped the individual features of school-wide writing at School 1 into six 

categories: a) figurative language, b) visual aids, c) types of writing, d) teacher 

instruction, e) writing assessment, and f) establishing a writing environment. As 

observations were conducted at School 2, a frequency chart was created for each 

observation. Once observation transcripts from each class were examined, an “x” was 

placed in the frequency chart if a feature of school-wide writing was observed, and the 

cell was left blank if the feature of school-wide writing was not observed (Appendix E).   

Table 9 indicates the features of the school-wide writing program that were either 

present or absent at School 2 during observations in December of 2007 (labeled D) and 

February and May of 2008 (labeled F and M respectively).  According to the frequency 

chart, the features that were used most consistently by students in December through 

May included onomatopoeia, figurative language posters, the word wall, journal writing, 

narrative writing, and student interaction. The features used most frequently by teachers 

during instruction included guided writing, modeling, conferencing with students, 

attending to conventions, and displaying student's writing.  
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Table 9 

Frequency Distribution Chart – December, February, and May Observations 

Features of 
School-wide 
Writing/Grade Levels 

K1 K2 1A 1B 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 3C 4A 4B 4C 5th 

Figurative Language               

1.Onomatopoeia FM FM DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

D 
 
M 

D 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

2.Alliteration M M F  D D D DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

FM FM FM FM M 
 
 

3.Personification M M FM F D D D   F M M FM FM 

4.Hyperbole    M    D 
 
M 

FM 
 
 

DF 
 
M 

D 
 
M 

D 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

M 
 

5.Similes      M M D 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

M D 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

D 
 
M 

6.Idioms        FM FM FM M M FM M 

7.Metaphors           M FM FM DF 
 
M 

8.Allusions           FM M M M 

Visual Aids               

9.Incorporate 
Word Wall 

M FM DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

                        (table continues) 
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Table 9 (continued). 

Features of 
School-wide 
Writing/Grade 
Levels 

K1 K2 1A 1B 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 3C 4A 4B 4C 5th 

10.Figurative 
Language Posters 

FM FM DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

11.Story Sequence & 
Narrative Chart 

FM FM DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

D 
 
M 

F M M F FM FM DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

 

12.Descriptive Words 
Chart (Adj., Adv., & 
Power Verbs) 

    DF 
 
M 
 
 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

FM DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

FM DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

Types of Writing               

13.Journal 
writing/daily 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

14. Incorporate the 
Senses 

 F DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

D D D 
 
M 

FM DF 
 
M 

FM M M FM DF 
 
M 

15.Incorporate Poetry M M  F DF DF DF 
 
M 

M D 
 
M 

D 
 
M 

F M  FM 
 

16.Narrative Writing FM FM DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

D DF 
 
M 

D FM DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

FM DF 
 
M 

 
                          (table continues) 
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Table 9 (continued). 

Features of 
School-wide 
Writing/Grade 
Levels 

K1 K2 1A 1B 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 3C 4A 4B 4C 5th 

17.Expository Writing M M DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

D DF 
 
M 

D FM DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

FM DF 
 
M 

18.How to Writing     F       M   

Teacher Instruction               

19.Guided/Shared 
Writing 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

D DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

20.Teacher Modeling DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF DF DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

21.Teachers 
Conferences 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

22.Writing 
Conventions 

FM FM DF 
 
M 

DF DF 
 
M 

D 
 
M 

D DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

D 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DM 

23.Incorporate 
Children‟s Literature 

M M DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

FM F FM D 
 
M 

D 
 
M 

M M M FM 

Writing Assessment               

24.Use of Writing 
Rubrics 

       FM FM FM  D  DM 

                       (table continues) 
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Table 9 (continued). 

Features of 
School-wide 
Writing/Grade 
Levels 

K1 K2 1A 1B 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 3C 4A 4B 4C 5th 

Establishing a Writing 
Environment 

              

25.Student Interaction 
Talk/Storytelling/Peer 
editing 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

26.Student Writing is 
Displayed & 
Celebrated 

FM FM DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 

DF 
 
M 
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Because figurative language was introduced incrementally at each grade level, 

all students did not use every element of figurative language throughout the year. The 

cells in Table 9 that are marked with diagonal lines indicate features of school-wide 

writing which were not introduced at that particular grade level. Students in 

kindergarten, first, and second grades only incorporated onomatopoeia, alliteration, and 

personification into their writing during the school year. According to the school-wide 

writing plan, hyperboles and similes were added in second grade, idioms were 

introduced in third grade, and metaphors and allusions were included in fourth grade 

writing instruction. However, the frequency chart shows that students in one first grade 

class were introduced to hyperboles in May, and some students began using 

hyperboles in their writing.  

The frequency chart also indicates where gaps in figurative language occurred. 

Most noticeable is the lack of consistency in the use of personification and alliteration in 

all students' writing. For example, in February, students in 50% of the classrooms were 

using alliteration and students in just 29% of the classrooms incorporated 

personification. By May, students in 64% of all classrooms were using personification 

and alliteration compared to 100% of the classrooms in which students used 

onomatopoeia.  

According to the frequency chart, the greatest gaps in figurative language 

occurred in the primary grades in which the use of at least one element of figurative 

language was not observed during any of the observations. For example, students in 

one first grade class were never observed using alliteration in any of their writing. 

Although hyperboles were introduced at the second grade level, none of the transcripts 
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of observations in second grade classrooms recorded teacher instruction or examples 

of students' writing using hyperboles. Transcripts of third grade classrooms also 

indicated a gap in which personification was not observed during instruction or in 

students' writing in two out of three classrooms. In contrast, transcripts of observations 

in grades 3 through 5 revealed that students experienced a 79% improvement in the 

use of complex features of figurative language from the beginning of the school year 

until the end. Hyperboles, similes, idioms, metaphors, and allusions are difficult 

elements for students to use appropriately in writing, requiring specific instruction and 

lots of practice (Hillocks, 2007). These elements were used by students in 21% of the 

classrooms in December and increased to 100% in the third, fourth, and fifth grade 

classrooms in May.   

Other gaps in the frequency chart include expository writing, which was 

introduced to students in first grade, and how-to writing, which was introduced at the 

second grade level. Although students in only 14% of the classrooms used expository 

writing in December, that level rose to 71% by May. Conversely, observations in only 

two classrooms during the year indicated that students wrote stories with directions 

explaining how to do something. The use of children's literature in writing was also used 

sporadically. Teachers in only 35% of the classrooms were observed incorporating 

children's literature into the writing lessons in December. However, that number rose to 

92% in May when all but one classroom included the use of children's literature with the 

writing lesson. The largest gap in the frequency chart occurs in the area of assessment. 

Although teachers in third, fourth, and fifth grades introduced the concept of writing 

rubrics to their students, only the third grade teachers consistently used rubrics to 
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provide a holistic assessment of students‟ writing throughout the year.      

 The frequency distribution chart provides a graphic representation of the 

features of school-wide writing that were observed at School 2 during a six-month 

period of time. Although every feature was not used consistently throughout the school 

year, the frequency chart indicates that 17 out of 26 features of the school-wide writing 

plan from School 1 were introduced at least once at each grade level at School 2.  

To answer Research Question 2, regarding the transfer of school-wide writing 

from School 1 to School 2, a cross-case matrix was used to compare features of school-

wide writing with various levels of transfer. The teachers who originated the writing 

program at School 1grouped the 26 individual features of the school-wide writing 

program into six categories which included: a) figurative language, b) visual aids, c) 

types of writing, d) teacher instruction, e) writing assessment, and f) establishing a 

writing environment.  

A transfer of learning involves different levels of understanding based on the 

context of the learning and the complexity of the transfer (Haskell, 2001; Leberman et 

al., 2006; Salomon & Perkins, 1987). As discussed in Chapter 2, Haskell identified six 

levels of transfer that included: a) non-specific transfer, b) application transfer, c) 

context transfer, d) near transfer, e) far transfer, and f) creative transfer. These levels of 

transfer are applicable to content knowledge, procedural knowledge, and strategic 

knowledge (Leberman et al., 2006). Non-specific transfer is defined as the lowest level 

of learning that depends on some connection to past learning and every day 

experiences. The term application transfer refers to the application of something learned 

to a specific situation. Context transfer applies what is learned in one context to a 
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slightly different context or situation. Haskell defined near transfer as transferring 

previous learning to new situations that are closely similar but not identical.  In contrast, 

far transfer relates to learning situations that are very different, and creative transfer 

refers to learning that leads to the creation of new concepts.  

Transcripts of teachers‟ interviews and classroom observations provided the 

data to examine levels of transfer in each category of the school-wide writing program at 

School 2. According to Miles and Huberman (1994), a “fundamental reason for cross-

case analysis is to deepen understanding and explanation” (p. 173, italics in original). 

Closed coding (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996; Strauss & Corbin, 1998) was used to make 

connections between the existing categories in the school-wide writing plan at School 2 

and the six levels of transfer. The cross-case matrices in Tables 10 through 15 display 

each of the six categories of school-wide writing that were introduced in staff 

development and provided for each grade level, compared to the six levels of transfer 

identified by Haskell (2001). The statements included in each matrix are representative 

of comments across all grade levels, according to transcripts of teachers' interviews and 

classroom observations. Each statement refers to a particular feature of school-wide 

writing and a level of transfer based on Haskell's definitions for each level of transfer.  
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Table 10 

Cross-Case Matrix for Figurative Language and Levels of Transfer 

 
Transfer/Features 
 

Figurative Language – Teacher Interviews  
Figurative Language –  
Classroom Observations 

Non-Specific 

Transfer  
There were no comments regarding non-specific transfer. 

Not observed 

Application Transfer 

“We were provided with the materials.” “The notebooks 
really made it easy. I especially liked having the list of 
books to go with every topic. I mean, it was all right there. 
Like when we started the year out with figurative 
language, I had a list of books to go with each one.” “They 
(teachers) may have suggestions for an activity that 
worked with their kids that I can use.” 

Teachers used the materials and applied their 
learning to classroom practice. When the teachers 
asked for examples, the students were quick to 
reply, indicating that they are very familiar with the 
figurative language terms.  
 
 

Transfer/Features Figurative Language – Teacher Interviews  
Figurative Language – Classroom Observations 

 Context Transfer 

“Students seemed to carry over learning from one year to 
the next.” “They were bringing words from home to stick 
up all over our walls and cabinet doors. Our word walls 
looked like a comic strip…Bam, bang, boom!” 
 
 
 

A student growls and then writes letters on his 
paper to represent the sounds of a growl, 
indicating an understanding of the use of 
onomatopoeia. Student-made books have 
examples of figurative language. Students wrote 
“sound stories” using onomatopoeia. They wrote 
personification poems about candy canes and 
simile poems about butterflies. 

Far Transfer  
There were no comments regarding far transfer. 

Not observed 

Creative Transfer 
There were no comments regarding creative transfer. 

Not observed 
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Table 11 
 
Cross-Case Matrix for Visual Aids and Levels of Transfer 

Transfer/ Features  Visual Aids  – Teacher Interviews  Visual Aids  – Classroom Observations 

Non-Specific 
Transfer  

There were no comments regarding non-specific transfer. Not observed 

Application Transfer “The easiest part has been adding the figurative language 
posters. Each grade level adds another poster or two, and 
it just keeps growing. It also makes it easy on us to know 
where they should be in their writing.” “We use the 
figurative language posters in our classrooms, just like 
ya‟ll did.” “You can go into any classroom and you‟ll see 
figurative language posters on the wall and usually the 
narrative chart too. We‟re all on the same page.” 

Teachers learned how to use the posters as part 
of an interactive word wall where students could 
add examples of figurative language throughout 
the year. 
 

 Context 

 Transfer 

“I think the graphic organizers really help the students 
plan their writing, like the narrative chart… I like to use the 
chart to help create a visual for their writing.” “Spiraling 
the figurative language posters and adding new ones 
each year provided consistency as well as adding new 
challenges for writing improvement.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Visual aids provided visual reminders for students 
as well as opportunities to manipulate the 
language in their writing. Figurative language 
posters and graphic organizers furnished teachers 
with concrete materials. Students brought 
examples from home to add to the posters. First 
graders learned to spell onomatopoeia to the tune 
of “Old McDonald. When third grade teachers read 
books with examples of figurative language, 
students would run to add that example to the 
word wall. In fourth and fifth grades, students 
actively manipulated the words as they used them 
in their writing. 

Near Transfer There were no comments regarding near transfer. Not observed 

Far Transfer  There were no comments regarding far transfer. Not observed 

Creative Transfer There were no comments regarding creative transfer. Not observed 
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Table 12 
 
Cross-Case Matrix for Types of Writing and Levels of Transfer 

Transfer/Features  Types of Writing  – Teacher Interviews  Types of Writing  – Classroom Observations 

Non-Specific Transfer  There were no comments regarding non-specific transfer. Not observed 

Application Transfer “We use many of the ideas ya‟ll gave us from poetry.” 
“The kids write narratives mostly from their own 
experiences.” “I think everyone in the school was doing 
the senses at the beginning of the school year. There was 
stuff in every hallway related to the senses. Teachers and 
kids all talked about figurative language, and poetry, and 
using the senses in writing.” “All of the students have 
writing folders and writing journals, so we can see from 
their writing samples how much they‟ve grown and 
improved with writing.” 

Daily journal writing was used consistently at 
all grade levels. Many teachers introduced 
students to poetry and sensory writing during 
the first few weeks of school to expose them 
to different types of creative expression. 
After that, classroom writing activities and 
instruction focused mainly on journal writing 
and incorporating figurative language into 
narrative writing and special writing projects. 
 
 

 Context Transfer “We make lots of class books, and kids enjoy taking a 
story all the way to publication.” 
 
 
 
 

Sensory writing and poetry were encouraged 
at every grade level to expose students to 
expressive language that they could use in 
their writing.  
Journal writing was carried over into all 
content areas. 

Near Transfer “We started with the senses at the beginning of the year. 
We even used it with our science curriculum.” We 
measure the success of our writing program by the 
products the kids are able to produce at the end of the 
year compared with the writing they were doing at the 
beginning of the year.” 

 

Far Transfer  There were no comments regarding far transfer. Not observed 

Creative Transfer There were no comments regarding creative transfer. Not observed 
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Table 13 
 
Cross-Case Matrix for Teacher Instruction and Levels of Transfer 

Transfer/Features  Teacher Instruction  – Teacher Interviews  Teacher Instruction  –  

Classroom Observations 

Non-Specific Transfer  There were no comments regarding non-specific transfer. Not observed 

Application Transfer “We do lots of guided writing so the kids have lots of 
practice writing before they‟re off on their own or before 
they begin working on a particular writing activity.” 
“You actually have to model and demonstrate how to write 
and show students the steps to go through when you write 
a story.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Guided writing, modeling, and teacher 
conferences were all methods that teachers 
used on a daily basis to provide direct 
instruction. 
Teachers provided direct instruction for 
writing strategies, made connections 
between writing and different styles of 
children‟s literature, introduced different 
types of writing to students, and 
demonstrated how to incorporate figurative 
language. In addition, they provided 
individual assistance and scaffolding for 
students who needed it through daily teacher 
conferences during writing. 
 

 Context Transfer There were no comments regarding context transfer. Not observed 

Near Transfer There were no comments regarding near transfer. 3rd and 4th grade teachers provided 
technology instruction so students could 
combine writing and technology to create 
special end-of-year projects. 

Far Transfer  There were no comments regarding far transfer. Not observed 

Creative Transfer There were no comments regarding creative transfer. Not observed 
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Table 14 
 
Cross-Case Matrix for Writing Assessment and Levels of Transfer 

Transfer/Features  Writing Assessment  – Teacher Interviews  Writing Assessment  – Classroom 

Observations 

Non-Specific Transfer  There were no comments regarding non-specific transfer. Not observed 

Application Transfer “I use a rubric like some of the ones ya‟ll showed us, sort 
of like a checklist so I can see if they‟re getting certain 
things down. Before they begin writing, I always let them 
know what I‟m looking for or what‟s going to be in the 
rubric”. 
 
 
 
 

In the intermediate and upper grades, 
rubrics were sometimes used, but their use 
was sporadic and inconsistent. At times 
teachers would specify the criteria for 
students, and at other times, teachers would 
revert back to traditional scoring and 
assessment. 
 
 
 
 

 Context Transfer “For their sensory poems… I gave them the criteria; I had 
it written on the board. I told them beforehand so they 
would know what to expect.”    
I‟m spending a little more time right now teaching them 
how to use their rubrics to edit their papers. The students 
help create them. They have some „buy-in power‟ and 
they know what to expect.”               

Not observed 

Near Transfer There were no comments regarding near transfer. Not observed 

Far Transfer  There were no comments regarding far transfer. Not observed 

Creative Transfer There were no comments regarding creative transfer. Not observed 
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Table 15 
 
Cross-Case Matrix for Establishing a Writing Environment and Levels of Transfer 

Transfer/Features  
Establishing a Writing Environment  – Teacher 

Interviews  

Establishing a Writing Environment  – 

Classroom Observations 

Non-Specific Transfer  There were no comments regarding non-specific 
transfer. 

Not observed 

Application Transfer Students were encouraged to “talk about their ideas 
for stories before they began writing.”   

Students in every classroom participated 
in some type of collaborative writing effort 
with other students. 

 Context Transfer 
“Students got to share their writing on Fridays, so 
they knew they were writing for an authentic 
audience, and there was purpose to their writing.” 

The principal established a writing gallery 
in the front entrance of the school to 
highlight and celebrate students‟ writing. 

Near Transfer 
There were no comments regarding near transfer. Not observed 

Far Transfer  
There were no comments regarding far transfer. 

Not observed 

Creative Transfer 
There were no comments regarding creative transfer. 

Not observed 
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As indicated, the levels of transfer for each feature of school-wide writing were 

primarily in the lower levels of application and context transfer. In School 2, every feature of 

school-wide writing transferred at the application level as teachers replicated writing 

activities and instruction based on the materials in their notebooks and the training they 

received from staff development. Statements regarding five of the six features of school-

wide writing indicated transfer was also related to different contexts. This occurred when 

students used journal writing in other content areas, when they manipulated words on the 

word wall to use in their writing, and when students created books and poems to share with 

other audiences.  

Transfer above the context level occurred in only three of the six features of school-

wide writing, which included elements of figurative language, teacher instruction, and types 

of writing. These examples of near transfer learning occurred only once in third and fourth 

grade classrooms during the final observation in May when teachers initiated end-of-year 

writing projects integrating technology. With the exception of these examples of near 

transfer, the following matrices indicate that in 86% of classroom observations between 

December and May, the features of school-wide writing transferred at the application and 

context levels, which researchers refer to as low road transfer (Salomon & Perkins, 1987). 

Although the data indicate that the features of school-wide writing transferred from School 1 

to School 2, the low road transfer of writing features indicates a simplistic perception of the 

delivery of the curriculum. 

In contrast to closed coding, an open coding system was used as an emergent 

approach to answer Research Question 3, which examined factors that contributed to the 

sustainability of school-wide writing at School 2 during the second year of implementation. 
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Open coding is described by Strauss and Corbin (1998) as an “analytic process through 

which concepts are identified and their properties and dimensions are discovered in data” 

(p. 101). Once the principal‟s and teachers‟ interviews were transcribed, the transcripts 

were read and examined line by line, across several readings, to identify a list of emerging 

topics and concepts for generating broad categories. Axial coding was then used to sort the 

concepts from open coding and cluster them into similar categories, defining emerging 

patterns in the text data (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996).  A color-coding system was used during 

the data sorting, which allowed the researcher to visually group concepts and identify 

categories. A frequency count of statements made by teachers and the principal during 

interviews relating to each of the different categories led to an identification of factors 

affecting sustainability.   

Table 16 indicates the categories that emerged from an examination of interview 

transcripts. The table also contains frequency counts of the number of responses that 

participants made for each category based on transcripts from interviews. Frequency 

counts are reflective of statements made by the principal and are also representative of 

teachers across all grade levels at School 2.  

According to Table 16, six different categories emerged from the principal‟s and 

teachers‟ interviews that related to the sustainability of a school-wide writing program at 

School 2. These categories included: a) support, b) accountability, c) communication, d) 

positive feelings, e) time, and f) individuality.  
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Table 16 

Frequency Count for Categories Related to Sustainability of School-wide Writing 

Category/ 
Participant 

K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Principal 

Support 
       

Principal Support 1 2 3 3 3 3 4 

Resources 2 2 4 2 4 2 2 

Training 3 1 5 5 1 1 6 

Notebook 11 3 5 2 2 1 2 

Writing Plan 4 5 0 7 6 5 4 

Vertical Teaming 0 0 1 6 5 2 5 

Accountability        

Set Standards 0 0 0 3 1 1 4 

Lesson Plans 0 3 1 1 2 2 5 

Class 
Observations 

2 1 1 1 3 2 5 

Display Student 
Writing 

2 2 0 4 3 2 7 

Writing Projects 0 4 3 2 4 1 5 

Communication        

Principal‟s 
expectations 

1 1 2 3 2 2 8 

Teachers Plan 
Together 

2 3 7 10 5 4 6 

Common 
Language 

4 2 2 3 4 3 3 

Positive Feelings        

Cohesiveness 4 0 1 8 5 5 5 

Grade Level 
Consistency 

3 5 8 5 5 5 2 

Same Page 5 3 3 2 4 2 1 

Teacher and 
Student Success 

2 5 9 2 4 3 3 

Time        

Daily Time for 
Writing 

1 4 4 1 3 2 1 

Time to Develop 
School-wide 
Writing Plan 

2 2 3 6 1 1 5 

Individuality        

Extensions 1 3 3 3 2 1 5 

Ownership 5 8 6 4 1 1 3 
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Based on the frequency counts in Table 16, the principal's perspective on the 

sustainability of school-wide writing focused primarily on providing support for teachers, 

establishing accountability, and maintaining open communication lines. In the principal's 

interview, 28% of his statements related to the importance of establishing accountability by 

setting standards for writing and checking to see that those standards were met through 

classroom observations, lesson plans, and students‟ work. In 25% of his responses, the 

principal mentioned the importance of teacher support, which included staff development 

training, resource materials, a curriculum plan, vertical team planning, and support from the 

principal. Statements regarding the importance of maintaining communication between the 

principal and the teachers occurred in 20% of the principal's responses, indicating that he 

believed communication, especially communicating his expectations to teachers, was 

another important factor in the sustainability of school-wide writing. 

In contrast, teachers' responses to interview questions indicated that they believed 

the most important factors affecting sustainability of school-wide writing included factors 

pertaining to teacher support and creating positive feelings. In teachers‟ interviews across 

grade levels, 28% of the statements addressed the importance of providing support for 

teachers, which included physical support and human support. Physical support referred to 

staff development and support materials such as the school-wide writing plan, the notebook 

of writing activities, and additional resources that the writing team provided. Human support 

included support from the principal and support from other teachers in their school through 

vertical team sharing and planning. In addition to support, 25% of teachers‟ responses were 

related to developing positive feelings. Comments in this category addressed the 

importance of program consistency throughout the school that created a sense of 
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cohesiveness among teachers. Teachers also reported positive feelings of both students 

and teachers that came as a result of the success students experienced in writing. 

Although teachers mentioned the importance of communication in 15% of their interview 

responses, their comments focused on the importance of planning with other teachers and 

developing a common language for writing. 

 

Timeline 

This study of the transfer and sustainability of a school-wide writing program began 

in the fall of 2007 and concluded in May of 2008. Interviews were completed in November 

of 2007. Classroom observations were scheduled with teachers in advance and confirmed 

through email correspondence. The first classroom observations began in December of 

2007. Three classroom observations were conducted at regular intervals in December, 

February, and May. Early analysis of the data began in January and February in the form of 

memos from teacher interviews and classroom observation field notes and continued 

through the end of the study in May of 2008.    

 

Trustworthiness 

An important aspect of a qualitative study is a provision for trustworthiness. 

According to Creswell (1998), member checking is one way to verify data that is used in a 

qualitative study. In this study, member checking was employed by asking teachers who 

participated in the study in School 2 to review transcripts of interviews and classroom 

observations and to respond with any revisions or corrections for the researcher. In 

addition, the teachers who originated this school-wide writing program in School 1 were 
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provided with a copy of this study for their examination, revision, and feedback. This review 

by the other teachers who participated in the study or were involved in the development of 

the original school-wide writing program helped confirm the accuracy of data included in the 

case studies of School 1 and School 2.    

 

Summary 

This case study of School 2 included several sources of information for the purpose 

of examining the transfer and sustainability of a school-wide writing program at School 2 

during the second year of implementation. Data collection included semi-structured, open-

ended interviews with the school's principal and with every classroom teacher in 

kindergarten through fifth grades. Data also included three classroom observations of 

teachers' instructional practices, students‟ writing behaviors, and classroom writing 

activities over a 6 month period of time.  

To answer Question 1.b, analyzed data were presented in a frequency distribution 

chart to identify occurrences of school-wide writing features during classroom observations 

at School 2. The frequency distribution chart indicated which features of school-wide writing 

were used consistently, which features were used sporadically, which features of writing 

improved over time, and which features were not observed at all. For example, elements of 

figurative language, which were foundational features of the school-wide writing program at 

School 1, were used sporadically in students' writing during the first half of the school year 

at School 2, but improved by the end of the year. Intermediate students' use of complex 

figurative language improved from 21% in December to 100% by the end of the year. In 

spite of success in the intermediate grades, gaps in the use of figurative language in the 

primary grades continued throughout the school year. The use of children's literature in 
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writing activities was nearly non-existent at the beginning of the year but improved in 

classroom use from 35% to 92% by the end of the year. According to the frequency chart, 

although 17 out of 26 features of school-wide writing were introduced and observed at least 

once at each grade level, some features of school-wide writing such as alliteration, 

personification, hyperboles, how-to writing, expository writing, and the use of rubrics for 

assessment were never observed at some grade levels. These gaps indicate that although 

School 2 incorporated the school-wide writing program, not all of the features of school-

wide writing from School 1 were evident during the second year of implementation at 

School 2. 

Closed coding and a cross-case matrix were used for the purpose of comparing 

each of the six categories of school-wide writing with different levels of transfer based on 

teachers' interviews, classroom observations at School 2 and Haskell's definitions for the 

six different levels of transfer. According to the cross-case matrix, every category of school-

wide writing transferred into classroom practice at School 2. However, 94% of the transfer 

of learning occurred at the application and context levels, which are considered low road 

transfer. Application is simply applying what is learned to a specific situation. Context 

transfer is applying the same learning to a slightly different context. At School 2, teachers 

applied the learning they received from staff development into their writing instruction and 

activities by following the directions in the notebooks and replicating the activities that they 

saw demonstrated during staff development. Only one example of near transfer occurred in 

third and fourth grade classrooms at the end of the year when teachers connected writing 

and technology so students could create stories and various writing projects on the 

computers.  
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Open coding was also used to examine underlying patterns and connections 

between the principal‟s and teachers‟ interviews on school-wide writing, creating 

enlightened understanding on the issue of sustainability. According to a frequency count of 

statements made by teachers and the principal during interviews, the principal focused on 

sustaining the school-wide writing program by providing physical support to teachers, 

establishing and enforcing accountability standards for writing, and communicating 

expectations regarding writing. In contrast, the teachers' focus for sustaining school-wide 

writing centered on both the physical and human aspect of support for teachers, the 

importance of developing positive feelings, and the importance of teacher communication 

through vertical team planning, grade-level planning, and developing a common language 

for writing. 

Information gained through interviews aided in ascertaining the perceptions of both 

administrators and teachers regarding the characteristics and features of a school-wide 

writing program as well as the ongoing implementation process and the sustainability of 

such a program. Information gained through observations served to identify and describe 

student writing activities and teacher instruction. The collection of data led to a discovery of 

patterns and associations that aided in the interpretation and led to a deeper understanding 

and explanation of the phenomena (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  

This chapter reviewed the methodology used in this case study of School 2. The 

multiple data sources used provided an understanding of associations, concepts, and 

connections between the original school-wide writing program developed at School 1, and 

the writing program implemented at School 2. The examination of data sources provides an 

explanatory framework for answering questions posed in the research.  
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CHAPTER 5 

CROSS CASE ANALYSIS AND SYNTHESIS 

This multiple case study involved an examination of features that characterize a 

school-wide writing program developed at School 1 and transferred to School 2 five years 

later. The study examined the characteristics of school-wide writing programs at both 

schools with a focus on factors affecting the transfer and sustainability of the program at 

School 2 during the second year of implementation. Data were collected from multiple 

sources in both school settings.  

Several methods of analysis were applied in the examination of the data within and 

across the two cases. The data for the School 1 case study included a case study of the 

original school-wide writing program, which covered a seven-year time period from the fall 

of 2001 through the spring of 2008 and described the development and implementation of 

the program at School 1. The data for the case study at School 2 included the staff 

development training on school-wide writing as well as teachers‟ and principal‟s interviews, 

and classroom observations of writing instruction and students‟ writing activities. The case 

study conducted at School 2 took place over a seven-month period of time.  

The interviews included semi-structured, open-ended teacher and principal 

interviews. The teachers‟ interviews were conducted by grade level in a focus group format. 

Following the interviews, three observations were conducted in each classroom at regular 

intervals between December of 2007 and May of 2008. The research questions guiding this 

study included:    

 

 



 

124 
 

1. What features characterize a school-wide writing program?  

a)  What features characterized the original school-wide writing program  

     designed by teachers in a local elementary school?  

b)  What features characterized implementation of the original school-wide  

      writing program at School 2 in its second year of implementation, following a  

      year of training and support by the originators of the program?  

2. What factors facilitate the transfer of a school-wide writing program from School 1 to  

    School 2?  

3. What factors contribute to the sustainability of a school-wide writing program beyond  

    the initial year‟s implementation in School 2?  

   

Research Question 1.a 

This question was addressed in the case study of School 1 in Chapter 3 and 

described how the school-wide writing program at School 1 was developed, implemented, 

and sustained for a period of seven years. Research Questions 1.b, 2, and 3 were 

addressed in the case study of School 2 in Chapter 4. A cross-case analysis of the school-

wide writing programs at School 1 and School 2 is provided in this chapter to examine 

similarities and differences in the programs, leading to an identification of factors affecting 

transfer and sustainability. 

 

Research Question 1.b 

The school-wide writing program at School 1 reflected a five-year effort to develop a 

writing plan that started off simple with the lowest level of writing in kindergarten and 

increased the level of difficulty in writing skills and concepts each year so that students 
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were writing at an advanced level by the time they reached fifth grade. An examination of 

the school-wide writing program at School 2 reflects an attempt to replicate the writing plan 

at School 1 after a year of staff development provided by the teachers who originated the 

writing plan. Results from the study are based on analyses of data from the school-wide 

writing plan, classroom observations, staff development training, and interview responses, 

providing an examination of school-wide writing across both schools.  

Table 17 provides a cross-case analysis of the school-wide writing programs at each 

school by examining the similarities and differences in each of the six categories of the 

school-wide writing plan. The following cross-case analysis compares the original school-

wide writing program at School 1 with the school-wide writing program at School 2 after one 

year of staff development by the teachers who originated the program at School 1. The 

following analysis and synthesis of the data provide an overview of the commonalities as 

well as primary differences between the two programs.  
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Table 17 

Cross-Case Analysis of School-wide Writing at School 1 and School 2 

Features of School-wide 
Writing/Schools 1 & 2 

Developed at School 1 Used at School 2 Difference 

Figurative Language Eight elements of figurative language 
with varying degrees of difficult were 
gradually and systematically introduced 
at each grade level in a way that 
allowed writing concepts and skills to 
build from the previous year. 

Elements of 
figurative language 
were introduced at 
different grade 
levels but not in a 
consistent manner. 

Gaps occurred where 
elements of figurative 
language were missing. An 
increase in figurative 
language occurred at the end 
of the year for intermediate 
students. 

Visual Aids Visual aids such as figurative language 
posters, descriptive word posters, and 
narrative charts supported figurative 
language and provided graphic 
organizers for writing. They were 
designed for student accessibility and 
became more interactive over time as 
students learned to manipulate 
information in their writing. 

Figurative language 
posters and 
descriptive word 
posters were 
displayed in every 
classroom where 
students could 
contribute to them. 

Narrative/sequence charts 
were used sporadically or 
missing in some grade levels. 

Types of Writing Journal writing was used daily. Other 
types of writing were introduced 
systematically across grade levels. 
Sensory writing and poetry were 
followed by narrative, expository, and 
how-to writing. Students in the 
intermediate grades used more 
advanced writing stories with different 
time periods. 

Daily journal writing 
was used by all 
students and 
narrative writing 
was introduced at 
every grade level. 

Sensory writing and poetry 
were introduced sporadically 
during the year. Gaps 
occurred in second, third, 
fourth, and fifth grades, 
where expository writing and 
how-to writing were left out. 

 
                                                                                                                                                                   (table continues) 
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Table 17 (continued).  
 

Features of School-wide 
Writing/Schools 1 & 2 

Developed at School 1 Used at School 2 Difference 

Teacher Instruction Teacher instruction included guided 
writing, shared writing, modeling, and 
teacher conferences to provide direct 
instruction and scaffolding for students‟ 
writing. Teachers used children‟s 
literature to connect with writing. 

All teachers used 
guided writing, 
shared writing, 
modeling, and 
teacher 
conferences to 
provide direct 
instruction and 
scaffolding. 

Children‟s literature was used 
sporadically across all grade 
levels/ 

Writing Assessment Writing rubrics started off simple in the 
early grades, requiring a complete 
thought, correct grammar, and basic 
writing mechanics. Rubrics for students 
in the upper grades were expanded to 
include use of figurative language, 
varied story structure, and more 
complex writing skills. 

Writing rubrics were 
only used 
consistently in third 
grade classrooms. 

Rubrics were absent from 
most grade levels. 

Establishing a Writing 
Environment 

The school-wide writing environment 
encouraged student interaction and 
celebrated students‟ writing 
accomplishments in the school and in 
the community. 

Students‟ writing 
was displayed in 
classrooms, 
hallways, the 
library, and the 
school‟s writing 
gallery. 

Celebrations were not 
observed. 
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Synthesis for Research Question 1.b 

 The cross-case analysis of the writing categories in the school-wide writing 

programs at School 1 and School 2 highlighted several similarities but also quite a few 

differences, indicating that although teachers were trying to replicate the program at 

School 2, some key features were left out or overlooked. At School 1, each category of 

writing was important to the overall school-wide writing plan because it not only 

provided important instruction and training for students‟ writing at each grade level, but it 

also connected with each of the other categories in the writing plan. For example, 

figurative language formed the foundational core of the school-wide writing plan, and 

each element of figurative language folded over into the next grade level by introducing 

students to increasingly difficult elements of writing as they advanced and matured in 

their writing abilities. Visual aids were important because they supported the elements 

of figurative language as they were introduced at different grade levels. Various types of 

writing introduced students to new uses of figurative language at each grade level. 

Teachers provided direct instruction, support, and scaffolding for students as they 

learned to use figurative language at increasingly difficult levels. Finally, the use of 

rubrics provided a holistic means for assessing students‟ writing, including the 

appropriate use of figurative language.  

Although the staff development training for school-wide writing included a heavy 

emphasis on figurative language, the instruction and student use of the different 

elements of figurative language at School 2 were sporadic in the primary grades in 

which students were first introduced to those terms and concepts. Gaps occurred in 

first, second, and third grades, where elements of figurative language such as 
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alliteration, personification, and hyperboles were missing throughout the year. Because 

figurative language was introduced at each grade level in a way that allows writing 

concepts and skills to build from the previous year, students in these classes missed 

important instruction and learning opportunities.  In direct contrast, students in third, 

fourth, and fifth grades increased their use of figurative language at the end of the 

school year. This occurred as students were working on end-of-year writing projects, 

and teachers provided an overview of all of figurative language elements. This situation 

showed that students in the upper grade classrooms used figurative language in their 

writing when they were provided with the needed instruction and an opportunity to apply 

the learning to meaningful contexts.  

Another example of a gap in the writing program at School 2 was in the area of 

children‟s literature. The school-wide writing program was designed so that children‟s 

literature was connected to writing instruction throughout the year. Although the types of 

teacher instruction at School 2 emulated teacher instruction at School 1, the missing 

ingredient was in the area of children‟s literature. During the staff development training, 

every teacher at School 2 received a notebook with a list of resources, including a list of 

children‟s books to use with every writing activity. However, the use of children‟s 

literature in writing varied across grade levels until late spring. Classrooms observations 

in May indicated all but one teacher used children‟s books to introduce writing lessons 

or provide examples of good writing. One possible explanation for the gap in the use of 

children‟s literature in the fall is the fact that most teachers got their books from the 

school library, which had a limited supply of books on each topic. If one grade level, for 

example, checked out all of the books on hyperboles, then there were not enough 
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books for the other grade levels. At the end of the year, however, when many upper-

grade students were working on “free choice” writing projects, there were more books 

available for teachers to check out as needed. A similar situation occurred at School 1 

during the first year of school-wide writing, which led teachers to write grants for 

additional copies of books that were specifically used in the writing program. During the 

staff development for school-wide writing, the writing team recommended that the 

teachers of School 2 work closely with the school librarian to make sure there were 

enough copies of children's books on each topic of writing and to write grants for 

additional books if needed. One reason why this may not have occurred is that the 

teachers at School 2 were using the writing program as it was delivered to them without 

taking the next step, which included going beyond the immediate resources that were 

provided. By adding supplemental materials and activities, teachers adapt programs to 

fit students‟ needs and accommodate teaching styles, thereby creating greater 

ownership of curricular programs. A major contrast in the writing programs at the two 

schools is that the teachers at School 1 were motivated by their ownership of the 

program to update it continually and add resources to fit the needs of their school while 

the teachers at School 2 were replicating and maintaining a writing program that they 

did not initiate. Although the program allowed for mutual adaptation, the teachers at 

School 2 were still maintaining the program at a routine level.  

The final area of the school-wide writing program that contrasted greatly between 

School 1 and School 2 was in the area of assessment. At School 1, simple writing 

rubrics were used in the early grades, focusing on complete thought, correct grammar, 

and basic writing mechanics. Rubrics for students in the upper grades expanded to 
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include figurative language and more complex writing skills. In addition, once the 

students at School 1 became familiar with writing rubrics, they helped teachers 

determine the criteria for each writing project, and they also used them during peer 

editing and self-editing. However, during staff development on school-wide writing that 

was provided for School 2, the area of assessment was only touched on lightly. 

Teachers were presented with information on the use of rubrics as an assessment tool, 

and they were given a generic rubric to follow as an example in creating their own. 

However, teachers were told they would need to construct their own rubrics based on 

the criteria they selected for each writing assignment or activity. Consequently, very few 

teachers at School 2 used writing rubrics to assess students‟ writing. The teachers in 

fourth and fifth grades at School 2 introduced writing rubrics to their students at one 

point, but later went back to using more familiar forms of assessment. Only the third 

grade teachers at School 2 introduced writing rubrics and used them consistently for 

assessment throughout the school year. The teachers accomplished this by keeping a 

list of criteria for writing on one corner of their white boards at the front of the classroom. 

Whenever the classes started a new writing project, the teachers would review the 

criteria and ask for students‟ input regarding things that they should add or delete from 

the list. The students always knew the expectations, and they also got to contribute to 

the decision-making process of determining the writing criteria for assessment. 

In spite of obvious contrasts, there were several similar features of school-wide 

writing between School 1 and School 2. These included types of teacher instruction, 

daily journal writing, student and teacher interaction during writing, and displaying 

students‟ written work. The types of teacher instruction that were observed across all 
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grade levels at School 2 included guided writing, modeling, conferencing with students, 

and attending to the mechanics and conventions of writing. Although these areas of 

school-wide writing were very similar across the writing programs of School 1 and 

School 2, the similarities occurred in areas of writing that were already familiar to most 

teachers, requiring little effort for teachers to incorporate them into writing instruction.  

This situation indicated that although the teachers at School 2 appeared to make 

genuine efforts to implement every feature of school-wide writing into their writing 

program, the features that were successfully implemented were those that teachers 

were already familiar doing or ones that they could quickly and easily replicate based on 

the materials they had been provided during staff development. For example, teachers 

at every grade level at School 2 received notebooks with many writing activities on 

figurative language that could be easily reproduced. In addition, the writing team 

prepared the figurative language posters ahead of time for every classroom teacher at 

School 2 so they were color-coded, laminated, and ready for immediate use. In contrast, 

features of school-wide writing that required additional time for teacher planning, 

preparation, and execution such as creating scoring rubrics for each writing activity, 

writing grants for additional children's books, and celebrating students' writing in the 

community, were not implemented as fully. One possible explanation for the difference 

between the teachers at the two schools is not that one group of teachers was more 

diligent than the other group but rather that the teachers at School 1 took ownership for 

a writing program they helped develop and one in which they had a vested interest. In 

contrast, the teachers at School 2 were following a program that their school 

administrators introduced and one in which they did not develop themselves to reflect 
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their own ideas and teaching styles, and perhaps because they did not see the need to 

refine a program that had been given to them. 

 

Research Question 2 

Transfer is the ability to make connections so that knowledge in one area affects 

learning in another area. The implementation of curricular programs requires transfer as 

teachers apply information and skills from the training room into actual classroom 

practice. As discussed in Chapter 2, transfer occurs on many different levels, and the 

degree of curricular implementation is a direct reflection of the level of transfer. To 

answer Research Question 2, each category of the school-wide writing programs at 

School 1 and School 2 was examined for levels of transfer, leading to the identification 

of factors possibly affecting transfer at each school. Tables 18 through 23 provide 

cross-case analyses of School 1 and School 2, which were used to compare the levels 

of transfer for each category of the school-wide writing programs. Each table presents a 

cross-case analysis of one of the categories in the school-wide writing program to 

examine similarities and differences in the transfer levels at each school. An analysis 

and synthesis of the data follow the six tables.  
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Table 18 

Levels of Transfer for Figurative Language – School 1 and School 2 

Levels of Transfer/Schools School 1 Figurative Language School 2 Figurative Language 

Application Transfer Teachers applied lessons received 
from writing updates at faculty 
meetings into classroom practice. 

Teachers used the lessons and activities 
from notebooks and materials they received 
during staff development and applied them to 
classroom practice. Teachers emulated what 
they saw in videos from School 1 such as 
using the figurative language posters on a 
word wall and letting students add words to t 
he posters to manipulate later in their writing. 

Context Transfer Students used figurative language in 
student-made books and poems. 
Students found examples of 
figurative language from a variety of 
sources that they used on the word 
wall. Teachers found websites with 
figurative language activities and 
games for students to work on. 

Teachers encouraged students to use 
figurative language in books and writing 
projects such as using onomatopoeia to 
make sound stories, creating personification 
poems and finding words in magazines and 
newspapers to add to word walls. 

Near Transfer (Low Road) Students created and wrote stories 
and poetry that they performed at 
area bookstores, PTA meetings, and 
writing extravaganzas (recitals). 

Students combined writing and technology to 
complete a variety of end-of-year writing 
projects. Students created slide shows and 
guessing games using figurative language. 
Students also used technology to create 
menus for a reading restaurant, 
advertisements, brochures, and student-
made books. 

                 (table continues)  
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Table 18 (continued). 

Levels of Transfer/Schools School 1 Figurative Language School 2 Figurative Language 

Far Transfer (High Road) Students incorporated figurative 
language concepts into storytelling 
and Readers‟ Theater. They created 
greeting cards for a retirement home 
and a poetry anthology for the 
waiting rooms in dentist, doctor, and 
realtor offices. 

No far (high road) transfer was 
observed or noted in interviews. 

Creative Transfer Writing team developed the concept 
of a writing program with a focus on 
incorporating figurative language into 
students‟ writing. Teachers created a 
variety of writing activities, including 
using students‟ writing to support the 
community and affect real estate. 

No creative transfer was observed or 
noted in interviews. 
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Table 18 reflects some similarities but also some apparent differences in the 

levels of transfer from School 1 to School 2. In both schools, the teachers applied 

information and ideas for writing activities using figurative language that they got from 

faculty meetings (or staff development) into classroom practice. At both schools, the 

teachers and students transferred the learning of figurative language into other 

contexts, such as transferring examples of figurative language from environmental print 

to the word walls of the classroom and transferring classroom learning about figurative 

language to computer games and activities. Both schools also demonstrated near 

transfer as teachers and students applied learning to similar, but different situations. 

Near transfer occurred as students connected writing with technology, with writing 

projects in the school, and with performances in the community. 

 The major differences between School 1 and School 2 were evident when 

examining low road and high road transfer. All of the examples of a transfer of learning 

for figurative language at School 2 occurred in the low road levels as teachers and 

students replicated activities or transferred them to different, but similar contexts and 

situations. However, the teachers and students at School 1 took aspects of figurative 

language to a high road level of transfer by adapting the learning to completely different 

situations and contexts. This occurred when students created greeting cards for 

residents of retirement homes and when they created brochures and poetry anthologies 

for the waiting rooms in doctors‟ offices. Teachers and students at School 1 also used 

creative transfer, which is the highest level of transfer, to change the writing program at 

their school and to change how students‟ writing was viewed and celebrated by others 

in the community.   
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Table 19 

Levels of Transfer for Visual Aids – School 1 and School 2 

Levels of 

Transfer/Schools 

School 1 

Visual Aids 

School 2 

Visual Aids 

Application 

Transfer 

Teachers displayed figurative language 
posters, descriptive words posters, and 
narrative/sequence charts on the walls 
of every classroom. Teachers referred 
to examples on the posters during 
writing instruction. 

Teachers displayed figurative 
language posters, descriptive 
words posters, and narrative 
charts on the walls of every 
classroom. Teachers referred to 
examples on the posters during 
writing instruction. 

Context Transfer 

Students brought examples of figurative 
language and descriptive words from 
home to put on the word wall posters. 
Students added to the word wall 
posters during class as they came 
across examples in books and stories. 
Students used the narrative/sequence 
chart as a graphic organizer to plan 
their writing. 

Students brought examples of 
figurative language and 
descriptive words from home to 
put on the word wall posters. 
Students added to the word wall 
posters during class as they 
came across examples in books 
and stories.  

 
Narrative/sequence charts were 
used sporadically or missing in 
some grade areas. 

Near Transfer 

(Low Road) 

Students incorporated figurative 
language from word wall posters into 
their stories and writing projects. 
Students manipulated and extended 
graphic organizers to vary story 
structure and sequence. 

No near (low road) transfer was 
observed or noted in interviews. 

Far Transfer 

(High Road) 

Students learned how to use color-
codes from the figurative language 
posters to highlight examples of 
descriptive language in their writing.  

No far (high road) transfer was 
observed or noted in interviews. 

Creative Transfer 

The writing team developed the concept 
of creating interactive, color-coded 
figurative language posters for each 
grade level where students could 
manipulate the words and use the 
examples in their writing.  

No creative transfer was 
observed or noted in interviews. 

 

Table 19 indicates similarities at each school that are below the near transfer 

(low road) level. At this level, teachers in every classroom at every grade level applied 
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the use of visual aids to writing instruction. Teachers at both schools displayed the 

posters and graphic organizers and demonstrated ways students could use them by 

adding examples to the posters and manipulating them in their writing. The differences 

in the levels of transfer at School 1 and School 2 occurred at the higher levels in which 

the teachers at School 1 took the use of visual aids beyond application and taught 

students how to manipulate the information in their writing.  

The writing team at School 1 created the posters and graphic organizers that 

were added at each grade level. They developed a color-coding scheme and designed 

all visual aids for interactive use in every classroom, beginning in kindergarten. During 

the staff development training for School 2, the writing team explained the purpose of 

the visual aids and demonstrated how to use them by showing videos of students at 

School 1 adding words to the posters on the word walls and using the narrative chart to 

plan and organize their writing. During teacher interviews at School 2, teachers 

mentioned how easy it was to use the visual aids. One teacher commented: 

The easiest part has been adding the figurative language posters. We use  
them just like ya‟ll did. 

Another teacher added:  

You can go into any classroom and you‟ll see figurative language posters 
in the wall and usually the narrative chart too. We‟re all on the same page. 

 
During observations at School 2, visual aids were displayed in every 

classroom with student-written examples attached. Students in the primary 

grades enjoyed adding new words, and the teachers frequently directed students‟ 

attention to the word wall during writing. In the primary grades, teachers also 

made copies of the narrative chart so students could write on them as they 

planned their stories. However, in the upper grades, most teachers dropped the 
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use of the narrative charts, although they were still displayed on the word wall. 

Older students still added examples to the word wall and often used examples in 

their writing, but the use of visual aids was limited to the application and context 

levels.   

In contrast, the teachers and students at School 1 also displayed and used the 

visual aids, but they took learning to a higher level of transfer by using them for complex 

story and language development. For example, teachers in the upper grades at School 

1 focused on variations in sentence structure and story sequence and showed students 

how to extend the graphic organizers to accommodate those variations. Teachers also 

taught students how to manipulate examples from the figurative language posters to 

include in stories from different perspectives. The major differences in levels of transfer 

at School 1 and School 2 occurred because the teachers at School 2 applied the use of 

visual aids as was presented to them. They were instructed how to display the posters 

in the classrooms, so they did that. They watched videos of students adding words to 

the posters on the word wall and using the narrative chart as a graphic organizer for 

story planning, so they did that as well. Although the writing team mentioned the use of 

color-coding descriptive language in students‟ writing and extending the narrative 

charts, it was only mentioned briefly with a few examples. However, no videos were 

provided where students were doing this. Consequently, the teachers at School 2 took 

the visual aids at face value and used them as displays on classroom walls to remind 

students to use figurative language more than interactive learning tools to support 

figurative language and complex writing. 
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Table 20 
 
Levels of Transfer for Types of Writing – School 1 and School 2 

Levels of 

Transfer/Schools 

School 1 

Types of Writing 

School 2 

Types of Writing 

 
 
Application 

Transfer 

Students wrote in journals daily. 
Teachers introduced sensory writing, 
poetry, and figurative language during 
the first twelve weeks of school with 
children‟s literature and by using writing 
activities provided in teachers‟ 
notebooks. 

Students wrote in journals daily. 
Teachers introduced sensory 
writing, poetry, and figurative 
language during the first twelve 
weeks of school by using writing 
activities provided in teachers‟ 
notebooks.  Use of children‟s 
literature was sporadic and 
missing in some grade levels. 

 Context Transfer 

Journal writing and writing for 
understanding were used in all content 
areas 

Journal writing was carried over 
into all content areas. 

 
Near Transfer 

 (Low Road) 

Students used writing concepts and 
strategies to publish student books, 
create poetry anthologies, and write 
stories to recite at PTA meetings and 
other public events. 

Students used writing concepts 
and strategies to create student 
books, slide show presentations, 
and special end-of-year writing 
projects.   Expository and how-to 
writing were missing from most 
grade levels. 

Far Transfer  

(High Road) 

Students incorporated expository, 
narrative, and how-to writing into grade 
level science and social studies projects 
such as writing from the perspectives of 
pioneers or inventors. 

No far (high road) transfer was 
observed or noted in interviews. 

 

Creative Transfer 

Students incorporated writing concepts 
and strategies into creating puppet plays 
and skits for Readers‟ Theater. Students 
created greeting cards for a retirement 
home and brochures advertising their 
school community for area realtor‟s 
offices. 

No creative transfer was 
observed or noted in interviews. 

 

 As indicated in Table 20, both schools experienced a transfer in different types of 

student writing at the lower levels. Teachers implemented journal writing on a daily 

basis and introduced students to poetry and how to use their senses in writing. In 
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addition, all teachers introduced students to narrative writing and instructed them in 

ways to use figurative language appropriately to enhance student voice. The main 

differences in types of student writing at the lower levels of transfer at School 1 and 

School 2 were in the use of expository and how-to writing, which were not emphasized 

at School 2 as much as they were at School 1. Part of the reason for this could result in 

the way different types of writing were presented and the way figurative language was 

emphasized during the staff development training at School 2. Most of the instruction 

the writing team provided on school-wide writing was focused on incorporating figurative 

language. The activities and samples of students‟ writing demonstrating the use of 

figurative language were mostly examples of narrative writing. Even though the writing 

team mentioned expository and how-to writing and provided some examples, much of 

the training for school-wide writing was in a narrative format, and most of the writing 

activities and resources in the teachers‟ notebooks focused on narrative writing. As a 

result, narrative writing became a default mode that most of the teachers at School 2 

used.  

 In addition to some differences in the low levels of transfer, uses for different 

types of student writing at the high levels of transfer only occurred at School 1. Perhaps 

the lack of training in this area by the writing team during staff development was partly 

responsible for this situation as well as the inclination of the School 2 teachers to 

replicate the basic program. Although the writing team showed slides of students 

participating in a variety of writing activities at school and in the community, most of the 

writing topics covered during staff development focused on introducing the basics of 

figurative language and narrative writing. Because the writing team did not provide 

many examples of the different uses for students‟ writing or encourage teachers to find 
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ways to extend writing opportunities, most of the writing at School 2 did not go beyond 

the classroom.  

 

Table 21 

Levels of Transfer for Teacher Instruction – School 1 and School 2 

Levels of 
Transfer/Schools 

School 1 

Teacher Instruction 

School 2 

Teacher Instruction 

 

Application 

Transfer 

Teachers provided specific writing 
instruction, especially in the use of figurative 
language, through guided writing, shared 
writing, and modeling.  Teachers provided 
individual assistance and scaffolding 
through the use of teacher conferences. 

Teachers provided specific writing 
instruction, especially in the use of 
figurative language, through 
guided writing, shared writing, and 
modeling.  Teachers provided 
individual assistance and 
scaffolding through the use of 
teacher conferences. 

  

Context Transfer 

Teachers used different modalities to 
provide writing instruction such as computer 
websites to introduce and practice the use 
of figurative language in video-game format. 
Teachers introduced writing concepts and 
provided models through the use of 
children‟s literature. 

No context level transfer of teacher 
instruction was observed or noted 
in interviews. 
 

Near Transfer 

(Low Road) 

Teachers incorporated technology and 
taught students how to use their writing 
skills to create slide shows, brochures, and 
greeting cards. 

3rd and 4th grade teachers provided 
technology instruction so students 
could combine writing strategies 
with technology to create special 
writing projects. 

Far Transfer  

(High Road) 

The principal brought in storytellers from 
different ethnic groups and cultures to help 
teachers incorporate diversity in writing. 

No far (high road) transfer was 
observed or noted in interviews. 

Creative Transfer Teachers created celebration events for 
students‟ writing outside of the school. 
Instruction included how to enter contests, 
write for a local magazine, and perform 
written pieces at recitals. 

No creative transfer was observed 
or noted in interviews. 

  

According to Table 21, the similarities in the different types of teacher instruction 

occurred in the low levels of transfer at School 1 and School 2. The teachers at both 

schools provided direct instruction for writing through the use of guided writing, shared 
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writing, modeling, and conferencing with students. These types of instructional practices 

in writing were already familiar to most teachers because the district encouraged guided 

reading and writing, as well as modeling and providing scaffolding to students rather 

than lecturing, especially in the elementary grades. In spite of that fact, some teachers 

still taught writing in a lecture mode or provided worksheets for students to practice 

basic writing skills and mechanics. For that reason, the writing team stressed the 

importance of introducing writing concepts and presenting direct instruction for writing 

strategies through examples in children‟s literature and through teacher modeling, 

guided writing, and shared writing activities.   

 Although many of the teachers at School 2 used children‟s literature with 

students‟ writing activities at the end of the school year, children‟s literature was not 

used to introduce writing concepts at the beginning of the year like the writing team had 

intended. During staff development, the writing team provided many examples for using 

children‟s literature with writing. They provided a resource list of books for teachers, and 

they showed video clips of teachers from School 1 using literature in their writing 

lessons. This oversight in the use of children‟s literature may have resulted from either a 

lack of available books and materials in the school library or from teachers not taking 

the initiative to find the children‟s books that would provide a connection to the writing 

concept.  

 The major difference in the levels of transfer for teacher instruction at School 1 

and School 2 was in the way teachers at School 1 incorporated a variety of instructional 

practices to teach writing. Although teachers at both schools combined technology 

instruction with writing instruction to expose students to 21st century writing skills, the 

teachers at School 1 also included storytelling, activities in cultural diversity, and the 
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creation of writing special events to motivate and encourage students to write. The 

principal at School 1 invited storytellers from many different ethnic groups to talk about 

the art of storytelling and to share some of their stories. The teachers followed up on the 

influence of oral language on written language by teaching students how to write their 

own versions of tall tales and folk tales based on personal experiences. Later in the 

year, the teachers at School 1 also found venues for students to share their own stories 

and poems through writing contests, presentations at PTA meetings and school board 

meetings, and recitals. These events, created by the teachers at School 1, required not 

only a creative effort but also a level of commitment and volunteer time needed on 

evenings and weekends. These events, which served to celebrate students‟ writing 

accomplishments, demonstrated a high road level of transfer for teacher instruction. 

Table 22 illustrates the difference in the levels of transfer for writing assessment at 

School 1 and School 2. The teachers at School 1 spent time during the summer going 

through the TEKS for each grade level and combining the requirements set by the state 

with the features of school-wide writing that were recommended at each grade level by 

the writing team. Once criteria for writing were established at each grade level, a 

generic writing rubric was created. The purpose was to provide teachers with a basic 

assessment tool that they could change and adapt to suit the purpose of any writing 

project or activity. 
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Table 22 

Levels of Transfer for Writing Assessment – School 1 and School 2 

Levels of 

Transfer/Schools 

School 1 

Writing Assessment 

School 2 

Writing Assessment 

Application 

Transfer 

Teachers introduced a basic writing 
rubric to assess students‟ writing based 
on the TEKS required at each grade level 
for writing. 

Teachers in the intermediate 
grades introduced the use of 
a basic writing rubric to 
assess students‟ writing but 
later reverted back to 
traditional scoring and 
assessment.  Only third grade 
teachers maintained the use 
of writing rubrics for 
assessment. 

 Context Transfer Teachers included students in the 
decision-making process to determine 
which criteria would be included in the 
rubrics for various writing projects.  

Use of writing rubrics for 
assessment was inconsistent 
and missing at most grade 
levels.  Third grade teachers 
used rubrics to provide 
criteria for each writing 
activity. Teachers allowed 
students to participate in the 
decision-making process by 
adding or changing the 
criteria in the rubrics. 

Near Transfer 

(Low Road) 

Teachers allowed students to create their 
own rubrics for special writing projects 
based on the purpose of the projects and 
students‟ personal goals. 

No near (low road) transfer 
was observed or noted in 
interviews. 

Far Transfer  

(High Road) 

Teachers allowed students to use their 
own rubrics for self editing and peer 
editing. 

No far (high road) transfer 
was observed or noted in 
interviews. 

 

Creative Transfer 

Teachers developed a way to holistically 
assess students‟ writing by creating 
writing rubrics for every grade level that 
incorporated the TEKS and the elements 
of the school-wide writing program, 
especially the use of figurative language 
in writing at every grade level. 

No creative transfer was 
observed or noted in 
interviews. 
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During the staff development for School 2, the writing team provided a copy of 

the generic rubric from School 1 so teachers would have a starting point for 

assessment. However, the writing team explained that the example was only a very 

basic, generic model that would require changes and adaptations based on the 

requirements and purposes of each writing activity. The teachers at School 2 were also 

encouraged to allow students to help establish criteria for the rubrics once they became 

familiar with them and also to teach students how to use the rubrics for self-checking 

and peer editing.  

 In contrast to the way the teachers at School 1 implemented writing rubrics, only 

the upper grade teachers at School 2 introduced writing rubrics, and only the teachers 

in third grade continued to use them consistently as a holistic assessment of students‟ 

writing. In addition to transferring the use of writing rubrics at the application level, the 

third grade teachers at School 2 also transferred to the context level by allowing 

students to help establish the criteria for each writing assignment. Based on teacher 

interviews, the teachers believed that by establishing the criteria for each writing 

assignment up front, it took the guess-work out of writing because students knew the 

expectations. Teachers also believed that including students in the decision-making 

gave them “buy-in power” and greater ownership in the assessment process. The third 

grade teachers‟ strong beliefs in the benefits of using writing rubrics were probably the 

greatest contributing factors to transfer at School 2. Even though they experienced a 

low level of transfer, they found a way to make it work for them that teachers at the 

other grade levels did not accomplish. Another factor that contributed to the third grade 

teachers‟ use of rubrics was a plan for management. All of the third grade teachers had 

their writing criteria posted on one end of their white board. As the teachers gave each 
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writing assignment, they would walk over to the list of criteria and ask students which 

ones they should keep, which ones should they add, and which ones should be deleted. 

 If the writing team had given the teachers at School 2 more time and opportunity 

during staff development to work with the generic model and come up with their own 

plan for using rubrics, perhaps more teachers at School 2 would have had the practice 

and experience to feel confident developing their own rubric`. However, in the absence 

of an assessment  that they were comfortable using, most of the teachers at School 2 

abandoned the use of writing rubrics in favor of traditional assessments such as taking 

off points for mechanical and grammatical errors and assigning a numerical score. 

Table 23 indicates that both schools helped create learning environments that 

were conducive to student writing. At School 1 and School 2, students were encouraged 

to interact and collaborate with other students to create stories and complete various 

writing projects. Students were allowed to talk to others during writing, to conference 

with the teacher, and to move around the room as needed. In addition, students‟ writing 

was displayed throughout the school or in a “writing gallery” in which it received special 

recognition.  
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Table 23 

Levels of Transfer for Establishing a Writing Environment – School 1 and School 2 

Levels of 

Transfer/Schools 

School 1 

Establishing a Writing Environment 

School 2 

Establishing a Writing 

Environment 

Application 

Transfer 

Students collaborated with other students on 
stories and various writing projects.  
Students were encouraged to talk about 
their ideas for stories before writing them 
down. Students scheduled conferences with 
the teacher as needed to discuss their 
writing projects and receive extra 
assistance. 

Students collaborated with other 
students on stories and various 
writing projects.  Students were 
encouraged to talk about their 
ideas for stories before writing 
them down. Students scheduled 
conferences with the teacher as 
needed to discuss their writing 
projects and receive extra 
assistance. 

 Context Transfer Students collaborated on stories with 
“writing buddies”, which are students from 
other classes or grade levels. Students‟ 
writing is displayed throughout the school in 
the classroom, hallways, and library. 

The principal established a 
writing gallery in the front 
hallway of the school to display 
samples of students‟ writing. 

Students got to share their 
stories with an authentic 
audience on a weekly basis. 

Near Transfer (Low 

Road) 

Students worked with adult editors from the 
community who volunteered their time to 
help students create and publish their own 
books.  

No near (low road) transfer was 
observed or noted in interviews. 

Far Transfer  

(High Road) 

Students created biographies about each 
school board member and presented at 
school board meetings. Students wrote 
articles for a local magazine and created 
brochures to advertise their school 
neighborhood.  Students entered and won 
writing contests. 

No far (high road) transfer was 
observed or noted in interviews. 

Creative Transfer Students entered contests, wrote for a local 
magazine, and performed written pieces at 
recitals. Students‟ writing was celebrated at 
PTA meetings, school board meetings, and 
area businesses throughout the community. 

No creative transfer was 
observed or noted in interviews. 
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Although these were all indicators of efforts to create a positive writing 

environment, these were only examples of low road transfer. At School 2, students‟ 

writing was displayed and acknowledged, but students‟ writing was not celebrated 

outside of the school. In contrast, at School 1 the teachers created numerous 

opportunities through PTA meetings, school board meetings, and at local businesses 

and shopping areas to showcase and celebrate students‟ writing. For example, students 

shared original stories and poems at a local bookstore and then autographed copies for 

family and friends. The teachers at School 1 planned yearly recitals, or writing 

extravaganzas, in which students recited their favorite selections of original writing. 

Teachers also encouraged students to enter writing contests and write short articles for 

a local magazine. In addition, some students participated in the annual storytelling 

festival.  

The advantage of creating events to celebrate and showcase students‟ writing is 

that students are encouraged and motivated to write more. The disadvantages of 

creating special events to celebrate students‟ writing outside of the school include the 

fact that events and projects are time-consuming and sometimes costly. Teachers have 

to decide whether they can afford to make these kinds of investments. An alternative to 

depending on the teachers to promote and celebrate students‟ writing outside of school 

is to get support from parents, the school PTA, and area businesses. Students‟ writing 

can also be published in the school newspaper or on the school website with parents‟ 

permission. However, even with alternatives and outside support, it still takes time, 

commitment, planning, and organization on the part of classroom teachers to prepare 

students‟ writing for recitals and performances and attend writing celebrations for 

students outside of the regular working day. 
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Synthesis for Research Question 2 

The purpose of Research Question 2 was to identify evidence of transfer in a 

school-wide writing program and to identify factors that facilitated the transfer of the 

program from School 1 to School 2. Transfer of learning occurs when previous learning 

is applied to a new or similar situation. The application of that learning requires different 

levels of understanding based on the complexity of the transfer. To answer Research 

Question 2, a cross-case analysis was designed to examine similarities and differences 

in the levels of transfer for each category of writing in the school-wide writing programs 

at School 1 and School 2, leading to the identification of factors possibly affecting 

transfer at each school.  

As demonstrated in Tables 18 through 23, each of the categories of school-wide 

writing at School 2 transferred at or below the low road level of transfer which included 

application, context, and near transfer. At School 2, figurative language, types of student 

writing, and teacher instruction all transferred at the near transfer level. Although there 

were a few gaps in each of these categories, teacher interview responses and 

classroom observations across all grade levels indicated that teachers accomplished 

near transfer in these areas because they applied the lessons and activities from the 

notebooks they received during staff development and they extended instruction and 

student learning to different contexts and to different, but similar situations. This was 

accomplished primarily by combining writing and technology to create books, slide 

shows, and other writing projects that included the use of figurative language. Because 

the teachers followed the writing program with high levels of fidelity, the opportunity for 

students to transfer at a higher level were not an inherent part of instruction.  
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Although the writing team had experience adapting features of the school-wide 

writing program to higher levels, and some examples of advanced writing activities were 

demonstrated during staff development, these extensions were not the focus of the 

training provided by School 1.The focus during the staff development was on 

introducing teachers to the school-wide writing program, explaining the importance of 

each category, providing examples of students‟ writing at each category, and supplying 

teachers with notebooks containing resources and writing materials. The writing team 

only touched on the higher levels of writing and did not provide the time or opportunity 

for teachers to investigate and explore those levels of writing. Therefore, the teachers at 

School 2 could not be expected to provide that level of instruction. Teachers replicated 

the writing activities they were given in the notebooks, which did not exceed the near 

transfer level.  

In addition to the three categories that transferred at the near transfer level, other 

categories of school-wide writing such as using visual aids, developing rubrics, and 

creating a writing environment appeared to transfer at the application and context 

levels, which were below the low road level of transfer. In these categories, teachers at 

School 2 followed instructions for basic implementation as they were provided to them. 

They followed the directions for using visual aids in the classroom according to the 

lesson plans and writing activities included in the teacher notebooks. However, these 

were basic, introductory activities with suggestions for higher levels of creative transfer 

that would require additional teacher planning and preparation. In creating a writing 

environment, teachers displayed students‟ writing throughout the school, as directed, 

but they did not take advantage of the many opportunities to promote and celebrate 

their students‟ writing outside of school such as entering local writing contests or 
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promoting students‟ writing in the community. The final category of writing, which also 

transferred below the low road level, was the use of rubrics for writing assessment. 

Although third, fourth and fifth grade teachers made attempts to introduce and 

implement writing rubrics, only the third grade teachers found a way to use the generic 

model that was provided and incorporate students‟ suggestions to adapt the rubric for 

each writing activity.  

In contrast, the teachers and students at School 1 transferred all of the 

categories of school-wide writing to high levels of transfer, especially in the area of 

figurative language, teacher instruction, and different types of writing, which included 

technology. High road transfer, which is mindful transfer, involves conscious thought 

and deliberate effort to search for connections between original learning and the new 

learning situation (Haskell, 2001). Transfer that occurs at high levels requires taking an 

idea and making connections that lead to a new a creation or product. At School 1, 

teachers encouraged students to use their writing skills to create advanced products. 

Students came up with ideas such as a line of student-made greeting cards, brochures 

for realtors‟ offices, illustrated poetry anthologies for doctor and dentist offices, 

magazine articles, and many other writing projects, which were examples of high road 

transfer.  

This contrast between high road and low road transfer did not indicate that 

School 1 was better than School 2. Instead, it pointed out the differences that existed 

between the two schools during implementation, which may have contributed to the 

differences in levels of transfer. One major difference between the two schools was that 

they were at different levels of implementation at the time of the study. School 1 was in 

the seventh year of implementing a school-wide writing program while School 2 was 
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only in the second year of implementation following a year of staff development training 

by the teachers who originated the program.  

Although the writing program at School 1 currently operated at high levels of 

transfer that was not always the case. The initial implementation of school-wide writing 

at School 1 began at lower levels of transfer, much like with any new program. The 

difference was in the level of teacher inquiry and involvement during implementation. 

The teachers at School 1 developed a school-wide writing program that was 

implemented at their school compared to the teachers at School 2 who implemented a 

school-wide writing program that was developed outside of their school and for which 

they received staff development training. The teachers at School 1 opted to create a 

writing program rather than use the programs that were available at that time. In doing 

so, they engaged in a creative process and participated in ongoing dialogue and inquiry, 

which eventually led them to derive an organic writing program that was implemented 

school-wide. The writing program underwent many changes and modifications over a 

five-year period, during which time the teachers worked hard to create new writing 

activities, develop new resources, team teach with teachers from other grade levels, 

and take students‟ writing out of the school and into the community.  

Haskell (2001) describes high road transfer as an intellectual effort to apply 

learning to a new situation in which a new idea, concept, or product is created as 

opposed to low road transfer which is an automatic response to a similar learning 

situation.  As the teachers at School 1 examined the writing curriculum each year, they 

found ways to make new connections and develop creative ways of doing writing. In 

essence, they transformed the writing program into a learning and thinking environment 

where students were challenged to use writing in different ways inside and outside of 
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the classroom. 

At the time of the present study, School 2 was in the second year of 

implementing the school-wide writing program, much like School 1 had done five years 

earlier. The major difference between the writing programs of the two schools was in the 

implementation. The teachers at School 1were motivated to create change, and they 

were actively engaged in inquiry as part of the process of developing a school-wide 

writing program at School 1. The implementation of the school-wide writing program at 

School 2, however, was based on the replication of another school‟s writing program 

rather than the teachers‟ own inquiry. According to Haskell (2001), it is difficult to get 

adopters to a high road of transfer. It takes time and effort to plan and provide the type 

of experiential learning opportunities that lead to a change in transfer of learning. 

Consequently, high road and creative transfer would not be expected at this early stage 

in the program adoption at School 2. Replication of ideas and programs only involves 

low levels of transfer. High levels of transfer occur as teachers question their own 

practices, become actively engaged in the learning process, and shift their level of skills, 

knowledge, and attitudes so that new learning is created and transferred to classroom 

practice.   

As discussed in Chapter 2, the research on transfer suggests some guiding 

principles when attempting to teach for a transfer of learning (Haskell, 2001; Leberman 

et al., 2006). These include: a) acquiring a large knowledge base, b) acquiring a spirit of 

transfer, c) developing support systems, d) using practice opportunities, e) making 

learning relevant, and f) allowing time for learning to incubate. In examining the 

similarities and differences in the levels of transfer for each of the writing categories at 
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School 1 and School 2, these principles of teaching for transfer can help shed light on 

factors that may contribute to higher levels of transfer.  

Acquiring a large knowledge base relates to expanding knowledge and 

understanding through inquiry. In each category of school-wide writing, the teachers at 

School 2 used the lessons and activities from the notebooks exactly as they were 

planned and presented. They did not seek out this information for themselves; it was in 

the teacher notebooks provided by the writing team during staff development. Most of 

the information in the notebooks for each of the writing categories was basic information 

that produced low road transfer. Although the writing team showed some examples of 

higher level writing projects that students completed at School 1, the purpose of the 

staff development was to supply the information needed for starting a school-wide 

writing program. Therefore, it was left to the teachers at School 2 to find ways to take 

their students‟ writing to higher levels. Developing a broader knowledge base does not 

happen overnight. The writing program at School 1 shifted and changed many times 

over five years as a result of inquiry that led to new information about writing. Inquiry 

facilitates a transfer of learning as teachers discover ways to shift instruction and 

provide experiences that will lead to higher levels of student writing. 

Acquiring a spirit of transfer refers to developing positive attitudes that affect the 

motivation to learn and to transfer learning to a new situation. Developing positive 

attitudes toward a program can lead to discovering new ways of learning, resulting in 

higher transfer levels. The teachers at School 1 demonstrated a spirit of transfer 

through their hard work, determination, and commitment to the writing program. 

Teachers‟ positive attitudes motivated them to find ways to improve different aspects of 

school-wide writing.  In contrast, the teachers at School 2 were motivated to do what 
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needed to be done to get through the curriculum. They also worked hard to incorporate 

the new writing instruction and all of the different writing activities into the curriculum. 

However, they did not initiate this writing program at their school, and they had no 

vested interest in it. Therefore, the sense of taking it to another level, and the motivation 

to do that, were missing.   

The teachers at School 1 developed support systems by assigning a writing team 

member to work with every grade level. The teachers at School 2 also planned together 

during weekly team meeting so no teacher would be working alone. The difference in 

the support structure at each of the two schools was in the presence or absence of 

ongoing training. School 1 included writing updates once a month at faculty meetings at 

which time teachers shared insights and ideas for new writing activities. Although the 

teachers at School 2 received staff development for school-wide writing during the first 

year of implementation, updates on school-wide writing following initial implementation 

were present but infrequent. According to Haskell (2001) unless you teach to high road 

transfer, it will either not occur or it will result in a negative transfer. The research on 

teaching for transfer clearly shows that for transfer to occur, “the learning must be 

repeatedly reinforced with multiple examples in multiple contexts, and on different levels 

and orders of magnitude” (p.26). Training for school-wide writing conducted in an 

ongoing manner was a missing factor at School 2, but it was a key factor affecting 

higher levels of transfer at School 1. 

Teachers in every classroom at School 1 extended their writing period so 

students would have the time to become fully engaged in every aspect of the writing 

process. The teachers at School 2 also made sure that students had at least 45 minutes 

of daily writing. The difference was that the students at School 1 were given additional 
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opportunities to practice writing in authentic situations across the curriculum. For 

example, classes at different grade levels paired up so students could have writing 

buddies, and writing was included in art, music, and physical education. In addition, the 

librarian started a mentor/student writing project to publish student-authored books, and 

teachers found websites for online writing activities. At School 2, students did some 

writing across the curriculum, but extended writing activities were limited to computer 

activities and journal writing in other subject areas. Authentic writing opportunities at 

School 1 demonstrated a relevancy for writing and provided students with additional 

practice.  High road transfer is mindful transfer that involves deliberate effortful 

abstraction and a search for connections. In this situation, offering a variety of authentic 

writing situations to students across the curriculum provided higher levels of transfer as 

students made connections between the writing that is typically done in the classroom 

with the different types of writing used in the real world every day. 

Allowing time for learning to occur at different levels was a final factor affecting 

transfer for school-wide writing at School 1. Everything was not accomplished during the 

first year or even in the second year of implementation. According to the research on 

curricular change, most programs require three to five years for a high level of 

implementation to occur (Hall & Hord, 2001). This study was conducted without bias or 

suppositions that School 2 would not be up to speed in the second year. The school-

wide writing program at School 2 was in the second year of implementation compared 

to the school-wide writing program at School 1, which had evolved over a period of five 

years, thus allowing time for learning to incubate and resulting in a transfer of writing 

skills on many levels.   
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The cross-case analyses provided in tables 18 through 23 indicated that each 

category of school-wide writing at School 2 transferred at the low road level or below 

while the same categories of writing transferred at high levels at School 1. An 

examination of school-wide writing at both schools in light of the principles of transfer 

indicated that the factors that made a difference between low road and high road 

transfer included levels of inquiry related to acquiring a large knowledge base, positive 

attitudes that resulted in a spirit of transfer, ongoing training that provided support, 

authentic writing experiences that provided practice and relevancy, and time needed for 

learning to incubate and change to occur, leading to greater transfer of writing skills and 

concepts. 

 

Research Question 3 

 Sustainability is the ability not only to maintain a system but also to engage in 

continuous improvement over time (Fullan 2005). The research indicates that there are 

factors that can undermine sustainability as well as factors that can have positive effects 

on the sustainability of curricular programs. The purpose of Research Question 3 is to 

identify factors that may contribute to the sustainability of a school-wide writing program 

beyond the initial year‟s implementation. Information gained through interviews with the 

principal and classroom teachers at School 2 provided insight regarding their 

perceptions of the implementation and sustainability of school-wide writing. To address 

Research Question 3, an open coding system was used as an emergent approach to 

examine factors contributing to the sustainability of school-wide writing at School 2 

during the second year of implementation. In Table 24, the emergent elements from the 

interview protocol at School 2 were compared with the same elements at School 1 to 

identify similarities and differences of factors affecting sustainability.  
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Table 24 

Elements Relating to Sustainability at School 1 and School 2 

Categories / School School 1 School 2 

Support 

Principal Support Principal gives teachers freedom to 
make professional judgments, 
create curriculum, and develop new 
ideas 

Principal shows his support for 
writing by encouraging 
teachers and acknowledging 
students‟ work within the 
context of the notebook 

Resources 

Training Ongoing training and writing 
updates are held once a month 
during faculty meetings 

The only experience most 
teachers had with school-wide 
writing was the staff 
development training they 
received in Year 1 

Notebook Teachers develop notebook to 
provide a resource for activities, 
lesson plans, and books lists 

Teachers use the notebook as 
a resource for activities, lesson 
plans, and book lists 

     Writing Plan Teachers systematically develop 
and change the year-long writing 
plan so they know what they need 
to accomplish by the end of the 
year 

Teachers use the year-long 
writing plan that they are 
issued so they know what they 
need to accomplish by the end 
of the year 

Vertical Teaming Teachers know what is taught at 
each grade level so they can team-
teach on occasion 

School-wide writing plan lets 
teachers know what is taught 
at each grade level, but this 
does not necessarily lead to 
teaming across grade levels 

Accountability 

Set Standards Teachers create writing program 
that aligns with the TEKS at every 
grade level 

Teachers us the notebook as 
their resource to direct their 
use of the TEKS 

Lesson Plans Teachers submit regular weekly 
lesson plans electronically based 
on continuous grade level 
discussions 

Teachers submit writing plans 
electronically each week in a 
specific file so the principal can 
monitor writing lessons 

                 

(table continues)
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Table 24 (continued). 
 

Categories / School School 1 School 2 

Class Observations Principal allows teachers the 
freedom to explore different areas 
of writing 

Principal expects to see 
school-wide writing activities 
occurring when he visits 
classrooms 

 

 

Display Student  

Writing 

 

Teachers display students‟ writing 
in the school and extend their 
writing into the community through 
special events 

 

Students‟ writing is displayed 
throughout the school and 
special writing is chosen for 
the school‟s writing gallery 

Writing Projects Teachers and students initiate 
writing projects at the individual 
classroom level, at the school level, 
and at the local level 

Principal requires every class 
to complete a special writing 
project by the end of the year 

Communication 

Principal‟s  

Expectations 

Principal wants to see evident of 
writing but accepts whatever 
students write as long as they are 
actively engaged in all types of 
writing 

Principal informs teachers of 
his expectations for school-
wide writing, lesson plans, 
weekly planning sessions, 
special writing projects, and 
displaying students‟ writing 

Teachers plan  

Together 

Teachers at each grade level take 
the initiative to plan together each 
week 

Every grade level team is 
required to plan together once 
a week for all subjects, 
including writing 

Common language Teachers and students develop 
terminology for writing so everyone 
speaks a common knowledge 

Teachers and students use the 
writing terminology created by 
School 1 

Positive Feelings 

Cohesiveness Teachers create a school-wide plan 
that connects writing at each grade 
level and contributes to a feeling of 
cohesiveness 

Following a school-wide plan 
contributes to feelings of 
cohesiveness across grade 
levels 

Grade Level  

Consistency 

Teachers create lesson plans at 
each grade level that procide 
consistency 

Consistency occurs as 
teachers across grade levels 
follow the writing plan 

Same Page Teachers create a writing plan that 
covers certain topics at each grade 
level. 

Teachers follow the writing 
plan and cover the same 
writing topics across grade 
levels. 

          (table continues) 



 

161 
 

Table 24 (continued). 
 

Categories / School School 1 School 2 

Teacher and  

Student Success 

Teachers maintain portfolios that 
demonstrate students‟ improvement 
in writing; TAKS writing scores 
reflect students‟ improvement in 
writing 

Teachers recognize 
improvement in students‟ 
writing from the beginning until 
the end of the year 

Time 

Daily Time for 
Writing 

Teachers plan for writing 
opportunities across the curriculum 
in addition to 45 minutes of daily 
classroom writing 

Teachers set at an average of 
45 minutes for daily writing 

Time to Develop  

School-wide  

Writing plan 

Teachers reevaluate writing plan 
each year to make changes in the 
program 

Teachers use same plan from 
year before; only changes 
relate to modifying specific 
writing activities 

Individuality 

Extensions Student-made books, power point 
slide shows, Internet websites, 
storytelling, writing contests, 
Readers‟ Theater, and a variety of 
writing projects in the community 

Student-made books, power 
point slide shows, end-of-year 
class writing projects 

Ownership Teachers express individual 
personality by writing lessons and 
creating activities and projects for 
writing 

Teachers use the same 
lessons but sometimes make 
slight differences based on 
personality and preferences 

 

Synthesis for Research Question 3 

 Research Question 3 addressed issues regarding the implementation of a school-

wide writing program for the purpose of identifying factors contributing to the sustainability 

of the program beyond the initial year of implementation. Sustainability refers not only to 

maintaining a curricular program over time, but it also refers to continuing the program in 

a manner in which improvement can occur. To answer Research Question 3, an open 

coding system was used as an emergent approach to tease out factors related to the 

sustainability of school-wide writing from the interview protocol at School 2. Table 24 
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provides a cross-case comparison of the emergent features from School 2 with the same 

features reflected at School 1 leading to a discussion of the similarities and differences of 

these factors, which affected sustainability.   

 The six features that emerged from the interview protocol at School 2 and 

compared with School 1 were: support, accountability, communication, positive feelings, 

time, and individuality. According to Table 24, evidence of these six features existed at 

both schools. However, a closer look reveals obvious differences in the ways in which 

they occurred or were carried out at each school. The areas of support included principal 

support, resources and materials, teacher training, the school-wide writing plan, and 

vertical teaming. Several teachers (28%) at School 2 mentioned the level of support they 

received from the principal as a major factor relating to the ongoing school-wide program. 

According to teachers‟ interview statements, the principal demonstrated support for 

school-wide writing by encouraging teachers, praising students‟ writing, and reinforcing 

the importance of the school-wide plan and the materials in the writing notebooks. In 

reference to the principal‟s support of the teachers and students, one teacher stated,   

 Our principal is a tremendous support. He supports the teachers in all  

the things we‟re doing in writing, and he also supports the students‟  

writing. They know their writing is important because he lets them know it. 

 Other areas of support included staff development training and materials such as 

the school-wide plan and the teacher notebooks, which included lesson plans, writing 

activities, and lists of resource materials. The importance of materials was stressed by 

one teacher who commented,  

 We all follow the writing plan. We try to cover all of the topics and we  

 do most of the activities in the writing notebooks. 
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Another teacher echoed the importance of having the necessary writing materials by 

adding,  

 The easiest part has been having so many writing lessons and  
 activities; so much was already done for us. You guys gave us lots  
 of resources; we had all the writing materials we needed.  

 Teachers repeatedly mentioned the importance of support in implementing a 

school-wide writing program. They mentioned support from various sources including the 

support they got from the principal and the physical support they received from staff 

development, the school-wide writing plan, teacher notebooks, and writing materials. 

Table 24 reveals that although the same features of support relating to 

sustainability occurred and were apparent in both schools, it was the actions that differed. 

In School 2 the principal showed his support of the school-wide writing plan by 

encouraging teachers to work from the notebook. In contrast, the principal at School 1 

provided support by allowing the teachers freedom to exercise their professional 

judgments and encouraging them to develop new ideas. At School 2 the teachers used 

the writing notebooks, materials, and the same year-long writing plan from the year 

before to replicate and plan their lessons. At School 1 the teachers made continual 

changes to the school-wide writing plan as needed to accomplish new goals. 

 Other features relating to sustainability that emerged from the interviews included 

accountability and communication, which worked together to establish and maintain the 

standards the principal set for school-wide writing at School 1. Teachers mentioned the 

accountability that their principal established as a major contributing factor to the 

implementation and continuation of school-wide writing. The comment from one teacher 

below reflected sentiments by other teachers across grade levels: 

 I guess the first step for us in implementation was our principal saying, 
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„This is what we‟re doing and this is what I expect‟. Our principal let us know that 
this was something that he supported, and we knew he expected to see writing  
going on school-wide. 

  

The accountability factor at both schools related to establishing and following a set 

of standards for writing. At School 1 the standards were the TEKS, and teachers created 

the writing plan with writing lessons and activities that aligned closely with the TEKS at 

every grade level. The standards at School 2 became the school-wide writing plan and 

the teacher notebooks. Because the work had already been done to align every writing 

lesson at each grade level with the state standards, the teachers at School 2 were 

encouraged to work from the notebook. This was evidenced at School 2 through weekly 

lesson plans, classroom observations, and examples of students‟ writing, including 

special writing projects throughout the school. The principal at School 2 explained the 

expectations he had for teachers and the accountability system he established to make 

sure those expectations were met: 

 I set standards and expectations for writing. I let everyone know when they  
 came on board that we would be doing school-wide writing, that they would  
 receive training materials and support, and that I expected to see it happening  
 whenever I came into their classroom. 

 To meet these expectations, the principal at School 2 stressed the importance of 

everyone doing his or her part to make the program work. This included requiring 

teachers at each grade level to plan together, using activities and lessons from the writing 

notebooks, posting teachers‟ lesson plans for review, and updating displays of students‟ 

work. Every class was also expected to do a writing project at the end of the school year. 

Communication was another important factor relating to the sustainability of 

school-wide writing because maintaining open communication lines allowed the principal 

to reinforce his expectations for writing. He met frequently with teachers to discuss his 
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expectations, talk about issues, and try to arrive at solutions. The principal admitted that 

the most difficult aspect of the school-wide writing program for him was maintaining open 

communication and checking to make sure everyone was doing what he or she was 

supposed to be doing. This included checking to make sure teachers did their lesson 

plans and checking to make sure they were using the writing activities in the notebooks 

and not reverting back to the mindset of paper and pencil grammar exercises.   

The same features of accountability and communication that affected sustainability 

at School 2 also affected the sustainability of school-wide writing at School 1, but the 

difference was in the actions of the teachers and the principal. For example, the teachers 

at School 2 were required to meet weekly for planning and submit a plan for a writing 

project at the end of the year. In contrast, the teachers at School 1 took the initiative to 

plan together as needed, and the principal allowed them the freedom to explore different 

areas and topics of writing. Although accountability and communication were factors 

affecting the sustainability of school-wide writing at both schools, each principal went 

about it differently. The principal at School 2 worked hard to implement and sustain 

school-wide writing by communicating his expectations and then enforcing those 

expectations through an accountability system. The principal at School 1 required 

teachers to submit lesson plans, and he visited in classrooms frequently to observe 

writing activities, but he also let teachers and students initiate writing projects based on 

their interests, and he accepted different venues for writing as long as the students were 

actively engaged.  

According to teachers‟ responses to interview questions, other factors affecting the 

sustainability of school-wide writing at School 2 included planning, teamwork, grade level 

consistency, and student success, which contributed to positive feelings regarding the 
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writing program. Most teachers at School 2 liked the consistency of the writing program 

because everyone knew what was expected and they believed it created a greater 

cohesiveness in the school family. In addition to the importance of positive feelings, 

having the time to plan with other teachers and setting aside time in the instructional day 

for writing were also factors that affected the sustainability of the writing program at both 

schools. Finally, as teachers began to feel more comfortable with school-wide writing, 

they began to make slight changes in the lessons, allowing for mutual adaptation and a 

greater expression of individuality and ownership that also affected the sustainability of 

the program.  

Sustainability refers not only to maintaining a curricular program over time, but it 

also refers to continuing the program in a manner in which improvement can occur. 

Although the categories for sustainability factors of school-wide writing were the same at 

School 1 and School 2, they were accomplished in different ways based on different 

leadership styles of administrators and differences in the initial implementation of school-

wide writing at each school. At School 1, the teachers worked closely with the principal to 

create and implement a writing program of their own after they rejected the alternative 

programs that were available at the time. The home-grown writing program that they 

developed was based on their knowledge and understanding of children‟s writing and the 

identification of students‟ writing needs at their own school. A key finding in this study was 

that as the teachers at School 1 worked closely with the principal, he took on the role of 

an enabler rather than an enforcer. He provided the support that was necessary but he 

also gave them the freedom that they needed to create and develop the program. In 

contrast, the organic writing program that was created at School 1 became more of a 

packaged program as it was implemented at School 2 because the teachers and principal 
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had no history with the program and no ownership. Lack of ownership affected levels of 

transfer as teachers replicated the same writing plans and activities without taking the 

initiative to extend writing beyond the low road level of transfer. Therefore, although the 

factors that affected the sustainability of school-wide writing at both schools were similar, 

they were different in the way they were executed because the principal at School 1 could 

afford to enable and facilitate the program while the principal at School 2 had to enforce 

and administer the program. 

This chapter provided a cross-case analysis and synthesis of the school-wide 

writing programs at School 1 and School 2. The purpose of this analysis is to examine the 

similarities and differences in the two writing programs, leading to an identification of 

factors affecting both the transfer of the program and the sustainability of a school-wide 

writing program beyond initial implementation. Chapter 6 provides conclusions and 

recommendations for further research and study. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

 The purpose of this multiple case study was to examine the characteristics of a 

school-wide writing program, which originated in one elementary school and was 

transferred five years later to another school within the same school district. The study 

examined characteristics of school-wide writing at both schools (identified as School 1 

and School 2) with a focus on factors affecting the transfer and sustainability of the 

program at School 2 during the second year of implementation. 

 A school-wide writing program is an approach to writing in which the planning and 

organization for instruction is applied in a systematic and fluid manner throughout all 

grade levels. The purpose in designing such a writing program is to provide students with 

opportunities to develop writing strategies for increasingly difficult writing tasks as they 

advance through grade levels so they are equipped to meet the challenges and demands 

for different types of writing as they go through life. 

 Questions surrounding school-wide writing include not only how these programs 

are developed and what inherent features exist, but also how well the concepts of school-

wide writing are transferred from the training room to the classroom and whether school-

wide writing programs are sustained after initial implementation. The questions addressed 

in this study relate to: (a) identifying the characteristic features of school-wide writing at 

School 1 and School 2, (b) identifying factors that facilitated the transfer of school-wide 

writing from School 1 to School 2, and (c) identifying factors that contributed to the 

sustainability of school-wide writing at School 2 beyond the initial year‟s implementation. 

The following discussion is based on the findings from each of the research questions. 
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The story of the development and implementation of a school-wide writing program 

at School 1 began with a problem: There was no plan for writing. Although fourth grade 

students were required to take a state-mandated writing test every year, there was no 

district writing program, no state-adopted writing curriculum, and the state standards for 

writing at the time were very broad and general.  

The district coordinator at the time encouraged the use of a commercial writing 

program that was formulaic and scripted, but which claimed success in raising test 

scores, especially with low-SES students. After observing in classrooms where this 

writing program was used, the teachers and the principal at School 1 rejected it because 

it was too structured and did not allow flexibility for instruction or creativity in students‟ 

writing. When they could not find a program with the elements they believed were 

necessary for good writing, the teachers created their own fourth grade writing program 

with the principal‟s support.  

The plan that these teachers implemented in fourth grade eventually expanded to 

include writing instruction at every grade level, creating a school-wide writing plan that 

included 26 different features related to student writing, teacher instruction, assessment, 

and creation of a classroom environment conducive to writing. To simplify things, the 

teachers grouped these 26 features into six categories that included: (a) figurative 

language, (b) visual aids, (c) types of writing, (d) teacher instruction, (e) writing 

assessment, and (f) establishment of a writing environment. 

The teachers at School 1 spent five years building the school-wide writing program 

that provided a structure in which students could develop increasingly complex writing 

skills and creative expression over time. Eventually, they shared their writing program 

with other teachers in the district, including the principal at School 2, who wanted to 
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incorporate the same writing program at his school for his teachers and students. As a 

result, the teachers at School 1 prepared staff development training and packaged their 

writing materials to distribute to the teachers at School 2. 

To present a better picture of the situation, the following case studies serve to tell 

the story of the school-wide writing programs at School 1 and School 2. The case studies 

shed light on not only the development and implementation of school-wide writing at both 

schools but provide an understanding of factors that affected the transfer and 

sustainability of the writing program at School 2.  

 

Case Study of School 1 

The school-wide writing program at School 1 was developed and implemented 

over a period of seven years with the support and oversight of the principal. In the 

beginning, the teachers at School 1 were not consciously aware of the importance of 

teaching for higher levels of transfer. In the absence of a writing program, their goal was 

to develop a plan for writing instruction that would teach students how to write well to 

pass a state-mandated writing test as well as to communicate in writing for a variety of 

purposes that would serve them well in life. 

Although the teachers who initiated the school-wide writing program at School 1 

had a desire to improve students‟ writing and their attitudes about writing, none of these 

teachers had any special training or background in writing other than classroom 

experience. During the next few years, these teachers were involved in inquiry and 

problem-solving as they worked with other teachers across grade levels and made 

discoveries about children‟s writing. They identified what worked well with the program 

and what needed to be changed. Not only was the development of a school-wide writing 
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program a process of change, but the actual writing instruction that took place in the 

classrooms also underwent change as teachers slowly made a shift from teaching 

specific writing skills to teaching students how to write well for different purposes. One of 

the major changes in writing instruction was the deliberate move away from the five-

paragraph essay and a focus on the mechanics of writing. The teachers were determined 

to provide a variety of opportunities for writing so that students would acquire the writing 

skills they needed in life. Moving away from a structured format of writing and showing 

students how to write in different contexts for different purposes required teachers to think 

differently about writing instruction and make the necessary changes to fit the needs of 

the students. 

Figurative language formed the core of this school-wide writing plan that 

progressed through the grade levels. Teachers provided explicit instruction appropriate to 

each grade level so students could learn to incorporate elements of figurative language 

into their writing to add humor, expression, and student voice. The writing strategies 

students learned each year were incorporated into the writing curriculum of the next 

grade level, which produced a spiraling effect as students‟ writing abilities increased. To 

support figurative language, teachers added visual aids in the form of interactive posters 

and graphic organizers. Students learned how to use different types of writing to produce 

various writing projects including slide show presentations, brochures, research projects, 

and student-made books, which extended the learning into other academic areas and 

indicated higher levels of transfer in writing.  

Teachers demonstrated good writing strategies through modeling and by providing 

examples of good writing in children‟s literature. In the place of traditional grading and 

assessment procedures, writing rubrics served to identify each student‟s unique writing 
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strengths and also areas of weaknesses so teachers could provide needed support. The 

final category of the school-wide writing program at School 1 was developing a writing 

environment that supported students‟ writing and motivated students to write. Publishing 

students‟ writing and displaying students‟ writing projects throughout the school and in the 

community served to celebrate the excellence in students‟ writing accomplishments. 

Although a school-wide writing program was successfully implemented at School 

1, it was not until the third year in the process of ongoing development that the teachers 

initiating the writing program really began to understand the importance of challenging 

students to more complex writing. As they examined and discussed the different kinds of 

writing exemplified in children‟s literature, they discovered new writing strategies that they 

shared with their students, first through stories and later through modeling. As students 

practiced new strategies and grasped new ways of thinking about writing, the teachers 

witnessed a transformation in students‟ writing abilities and began to understand the 

concept of teaching for a higher level of transfer. They discovered that a transfer of 

learning required guidance, modeling, and a deliberate application of skills and concepts 

from one context to another. 

The purpose of transfer is to extend learning by making connections between prior 

learning and new situations or contexts. The basic distinction between low road and high 

road transfer is that low road transfer involves procedural knowledge and is demonstrated 

by automatic responses. High road transfer, in contrast, requires deep learning, which 

involves inquiry and problem-solving.  

In the case study of School 1, the development and implementation of a school-

wide writing program at School 1 was a process that occurred over time. The teachers 

developed a framework for writing that was used first in fourth grade and expanded into a 
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school-wide writing program the following year. This program continued to be altered and 

changed over a period of five years as the teachers searched for new information on 

writing. Although these teachers had no special training in developing a writing curriculum 

or teaching for transfer, they learned from experience the importance of not only meeting 

the instructional needs of the students each day but also challenging them to connect to 

higher levels of learning. This writing program started off at lower levels of transfer as 

teachers used ideas and activities that they found from a variety of sources. They 

gradually incorporated higher levels of transfer learning as they experimented with 

different ideas of their own and discovered ways to challenge students with more complex 

writing activities. 

 

Case Study of School 2 

The case study of School 2 represented an attempt to duplicate the school-wide 

writing program that originated at School 1. The principal at School 2 heard how the 

students‟ TAKS writing scores at School 1 exceeded expectations, and he wanted the 

same results for his students. The teachers from School 1 were willing to share their 

writing program, but during the preparation for staff development, the program went 

through a processing and became more of a packaged product. The teachers from 

School 1 attempted to make the transfer of the writing program to School 2 easier by 

making the program simple for other teachers to use. A writing plan for each grade level 

was provided along with resources, including graphic organizers and posters for every 

classroom. Writing notebooks with activities and lessons for the year were handed to 

teachers so that all they needed to do was replicate and implement. However, in doing all 

of the work to try to make the writing program easier for others to use, the School 1 
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teachers were facilitating a low level of transfer. 

An examination of the features of school-wide writing at both schools indicates that 

features from each of the categories of the School 1 writing program were evident at 

School 2, but there were important differences. The differences in the two programs 

resulted in some gaps such as in figurative language at the primary grades, a sporadic 

use of children‟s literature at the beginning of the year, gaps in expository and how-to 

writing, and a lack of the use of rubrics. Journal writing, elements of teacher instruction, 

and creation of a writing environment were prominent features of school-wide writing at 

School 2, but those features were already familiar to most teachers. The findings 

indicated that the elements of school-wide writing that were successfully implemented 

were those that teachers were already familiar with or could replicate easily. Thus, the 

teachers at School 2 replicated selective features of writing rather than using the school-

wide writing program from School 1 as a framework for developing a writing program that 

would work best for them and challenge their students.  

An important caveat in this situation is that School 2 was at the same place in the 

development of a school-wide writing program that School 1 was a few years earlier. 

While School 2 experienced only low levels of transfer in the second year of school-wide 

writing implementation, School 1 experienced the same low levels of transfer during the 

first and second years. The difference was in the fact that the teachers at School 1 were 

continually searching for ways to improve their writing program and teach complex writing 

skills to their students, which eventually led to higher levels of transfer. Meanwhile the 

teachers at School 2 were trying to learn how to implement a writing program that was 

developed by teachers at a different school for a different population of students. 

Although they experienced success during the initial implementation of the writing 
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program, only time will tell whether they will take the framework for school-wide writing 

and go through their own evolutionary process to develop a school-wide writing program 

that meets the needs of their students and teaches for higher levels of transfer. 

 

Factors Affecting Transfer 

In this study, a cross-case analysis was conducted for each category of the school-

wide writing program to determine the levels of transfer and to identify factors affecting 

transfer. According to the findings, although each category of writing at School 1 

transferred into classroom practice at various levels, the same categories of writing 

transferred no higher than the near transfer (low road) level at School 2. At this point in 

the implementation process, the teachers at School 2 were concerned only with following 

the program. The teachers at School 1 made replication easy by providing School 2 with 

the lesson plans, materials, and resources for following their plan for developing a school-

wide writing program. Because the teachers of School 1 focused on teaching how to use 

the six categories of the writing program rather than teaching for transfer during staff 

development, the teachers at School 1 facilitated low road transfer at School 2. The 

teachers at School 2 learned how to use the materials, but they did not learn how to take 

the essence of the program and create a writing plan based on their own expertise and 

the specific needs of their students.  

Even though none of the categories of school-wide writing transferred above low 

road transfer, at least some levels of transfer did occur. School-wide writing was also 

used with a fair amount of fidelity. This is more than what happens at some schools when 

they get a new program.  Although the transfer levels of application, context, and near 

transfer were basically little more than replication, any transfer of learning can become 
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purposeful and meaningful if it is used thoughtfully over time.  

An examination of the levels of transfer indicated that there were factors 

supporting the transfer of writing that were either present or absent at each school. The 

first factor was inquiry, which was critical to the design and implementation of school-wide 

writing at School 1, but was missing at School 2 as teachers copied and used the 

materials from the notebooks as they were presented during staff development. A second 

factor affecting transfer was developing positive attitudes, which motivate people to 

discover new ways of learning, resulting in higher levels of transfer. The teachers at 

School 1 were motivated to get rid of packaged writing programs and create their own 

organic program that fit their particular needs. In contrast, the principal at School 2 

wanted the packaged version of the program that seemed so successful at School 1. The 

teachers‟ motivation at School 2 lay in doing what was needed to get through the 

curriculum rather than create something new.  

Developing support systems was another factor affecting transfer. Although both 

schools had support from administrators, and teachers worked closely together, School 1 

maintained ongoing staff development at regular faculty meetings to support and maintain 

school-wide writing. Although School 2 had faculty updates on writing in which teachers 

shared things they were doing in their classrooms, writing updates were infrequent, and 

there was no ongoing training for school-wide writing, which the research indicates is 

important for successful transfer (Solomon & Perkins, 1987). Providing authentic 

situations for writing was a factor that contributed to higher levels of transfer as students 

had opportunities to practice writing in many different contexts across the curriculum. 

Students at School 2 used journal writing in all subject areas, and they connected writing 

activities with technology to create end-of-year writing projects. Students at School 1, who 
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had been in a school-wide writing program for several years, participated in writing 

projects year-round and discovered the relevancy of writing as it related to art, music, 

physical education, technology and other areas of interest across the curriculum.  

A final factor that was found to affect transfer at School 1 and School 2 was time. 

Allowing time for learning to incubate is important in any learning situation. At the time of 

the study, School 1 had seven years for learning to incubate, which allowed teachers time 

to get the basics down and then extend learning to higher levels. The teachers at School 

2 were only in their second year of implementation. As they experiment with all of the 

features of the school-wide writing program, they may begin to question where they want 

to go with their writing program and whether they want to continue to replicate an existing 

program or extend the basic features of the school-wide writing program that they 

adopted to provide writing experiences at higher levels of learning. 

 

Factors Affecting Sustainability 

 Sustainability includes not only maintaining a program but also continuing a 

program, after it is implemented, in a manner in which improvement can continue to 

occur. There are certain factors that can undermine the sustainability of curricular 

programs just as there are factors that have positive effects on the sustainability of 

programs.  

 To identify factors affecting sustainability, an emergent approach was used to 

tease out comments related to sustainability that the teachers and principal from School 2 

made during the interview protocol. Those emergent features included support, 

accountability, communication, positive feelings, time, and individuality, which were 

apparent to some degree at both School 1 and School 2. 
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 Although these six factors relating to sustainability were evident at both schools, 

the difference occurred in the way in which they were carried out at each school. The 

area of support was a major factor in sustainability at School 2 based on comments made 

by both the teachers and the principal. Teachers mentioned the importance of support 

that was provided through teacher notebooks and resources, the staff development 

training, and the principal‟s support. According to teachers‟ interviews, sustainability of 

the school-wide writing program occurred primarily as a result of the principal‟s leadership 

style, which included the physical and emotional support he provided to teachers and the 

forms of communication he established. Transcripts from teachers‟ interviews indicated 

the principal took the lead in establishing his expectations for implementing a school-wide 

writing program. He maintained open communication lines through ongoing interactions 

with teachers, frequent classroom visits, team meetings, appraisals of students‟ writing, 

and assessment of teachers‟ lesson plans.  

According to the principal‟s interview, he provided clear expectations for school-

wide writing up front, which included requiring teachers to follow the school-wide writing 

plan, monitoring students‟ progress, and displaying students‟ writing. He also established 

an accountability system so everyone would know what to expect. He encouraged 

teamwork through regular planning, and he monitored instruction by visiting classrooms 

and evaluating teachers‟ lesson plans. 

As evidenced in the cross-case analysis in Chapter 5, the same factors affected 

the sustainability of school-wide writing at both schools, but the difference was in the way 

those factors were administered and carried out. For example, areas of leadership 

exhibited by the principals, such as providing support, establishing accountability, and 

communicating expectations were the major contributing factors to sustainability at both 
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schools but they were provided differently. At School 2, the principal required teachers to 

use the materials provided and work from the teacher notebooks because they were 

aligned to the TEKS. He communicated his expectations regarding the implementation of 

school-wide writing to his teachers, and then he checked to see that everyone was doing 

it. He required teachers to plan together once a week, submit lesson plans for evaluation, 

and complete a writing project at the end of the year.  

In contrast, the principal at School 1 encouraged teachers to experiment with ideas 

and develop authentic writing experiences for students. Teachers used the notebooks 

only as a resource, and they changed and modified the school-wide writing plan as 

needed to meet students‟ needs. The principal of School 1 also allowed teachers to 

explore different areas of writing. He expected to see evidence of students‟ writing 

throughout the building, but he let teachers and students initiate their own projects, and 

he accepted whatever they were working on as long as they were actively engaged in 

writing. Although both principals provided support and accountability, a difference existed 

between their leadership styles and the ways they guided and directed school-wide 

writing at their respective schools. The difference also existed because their purposes 

were different. The principal at School 2 enforced the school-wide writing plan because it 

was easy, straightforward, predictable, and he could make sure that students at every 

grade level were getting writing instruction in a consistent manner.  His role was partly 

that of an enforcer as he tried to ensure that every teacher was implementing the 

program so that it would truly be a school-wide program. However, he also served as a 

facilitator as he provided support and materials for teachers and as he supported 

students‟ writing by creating a writing gallery in the foyer of the school. The principal at 

School 1 played a different role and had a different purpose. He enabled teachers to 
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experiment and create from the framework of the school-wide writing plan because it had 

proven successful at his school. All students were writing, and TAKS writing scores 

continued to remain at the exemplary level. Therefore, he gave teachers the freedom to 

make modifications and changes to the writing program as needed.  

In summary, the theory derived from this study suggests that curricular programs, 

whether packaged or home-grown, can transfer concepts and skills at various levels and 

become sustainable based on the principal‟s leadership style, the teachers‟ practices, and 

the decision of whether to challenge the dominant paradigm. According to Zepeda (1999), 

teachers are at their most inventive when they see a problem or they have a need to 

know. In this study, the teachers at School 1 rejected a packaged version of a writing 

program in favor of an organic program in which creativity and self-direction, under their 

principal‟s leadership, were central to the origin of the program. After five years of 

successful implementation, the teachers at School 1 shared their version of school-wide 

writing with other schools. However, rather than teach for transfer by allowing teachers 

the same freedom they were given to experiment with different aspects of writing, the 

teachers at School 1 prepared a packaged version for replication. This occurred when 

they condensed and simplified the writing plan to make the program easy for others to 

follow. In doing all of the work, planning, and preparation, perhaps it was perceived as a 

packaged program to be replicated rather than a framework to facilitate higher levels of 

complex thinking. As a result, School 2 used the packaged version with some success, 

but they were unable to experience high levels of transfer during the first two years of 

implementation.  High road transfer, leading to creativity and beyond, may have been 

achieved had School 1 taught for higher transfer, rather than adoption or had more time 

to develop their program for transfer. It could still be achieved as the teachers at School 2 
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either extend the basic features of the writing program or as they transform it based on 

their experience and knowledge of writing, their teaching styles, and the needs of their 

students.  

 

Assumptions 

 At the beginning of the study, several assumptions were made regarding the 

school-wide writing programs at School 1 and School 2, the attitudes and abilities of 

teachers that might affect implementation of a school-wide writing program, and the 

abilities and attitudes of students, which also impact school-wide writing. The first 

assumption during this study was that the teachers and administrators at School 1, in 

which the original school-wide writing program began, would continue to implement the 

program. At the time of this study, School 1 was in the seventh year of the school-wide 

writing program. Teachers were familiar with the writing plan and materials for their grade 

level, and they were confident in their instructional strategies for teaching figurative 

language as well as incorporating all of the other elements of the school-wide writing 

program. The principal also remained supportive of writing, although other educational 

issues arose and demanded attention. Writing instruction eventually took a backseat to 

some of these other issues, but writing scores remained at an all-time high, in spite of the 

fact that the student population at School 1 changed dramatically and the teacher turn-

over rate increased, school-wide writing continues across grade levels at School 1, 

indicating that the assumption that administrators and teachers would continue to use the 

school-wide writing program is true.  

 The next assumption was that the teachers and administrators at School 2 would 

continue to implement the school-wide writing program that was introduced during staff 
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development. Given the manner and frequency with which innovations are typically 

introduced to schools, whether the implementation of a program will continue from year to 

year is often doubtful. At the time of this study, however, the principal at School 2 

maintained the program on his campus due to the fact that teachers were using it for 

writing instruction at every grade level and the fact that students‟ TAKS writing scores 

attained a 96% passing rate after the first year of implementation and a 98% passing rate 

in Year 2. As School 2 continued the school-wide writing program through the second 

year of implementation, the second assumption was also true. 

 Another assumption was that the teachers at School 2 would possess different 

backgrounds, different levels of experience, and different attitudes toward a school-wide 

writing program. During interviews, the School 2 principal expressed concern that all 

teachers might not come on board with the school-wide writing program because of 

different backgrounds and experiences that they had with writing programs in the past. 

However, during teachers‟ interviews, no one expressed dissatisfaction with the writing 

program during the first year of implementation or any reservations for continuing the 

program. The only comments made regarding disadvantages of the writing program were 

related to training new teachers in the use of the program. The only comments made 

regarding improvements to the program were suggestions for adding more readiness 

activities for writing at the primary level and adding more sections to the narrative chart at 

the intermediate level to extend students‟ writing. 

 The final assumption regarding this study was that students would also have 

different background experiences in writing, different strengths and weaknesses, and 

different attitudes toward writing that might affect the implementation of a school-wide 

writing program. In this study, students seemed influenced and motivated by the positive 
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attitudes their teachers had towards writing. There were no sounds of moaning and 

groaning when teachers announced it was time to write. In fact, writing seemed to flow 

seamlessly throughout instruction. The way teachers introduced figurative language, the 

use of materials, the freedom students had to move around the room and interact with 

others, and the way the principal and teachers celebrated students‟ writing 

accomplishments, all seemed to have a positive impact on students‟ writing. 

  

Limitations 

The primary limitation to this study was the time factor. According to the literature 

on transfer, time is an important element when considering different levels of transfer. 

Lower levels of transfer can occur quickly, but “significant transfer requires time to 

incubate; it tends not to occur instantaneously” (Haskell, 2001, p. 46). The school-wide 

writing program at School 2 was introduced during the year prior to the study. Therefore, 

the teachers at School 2 were only in the second year of operation at the time of the 

study. During staff development the first year, the teachers at School 1 provided all of the 

support materials and resources that classroom teachers at School 2 needed in order to 

implement school-wide writing. However, during the second year of the program, the 

teachers at School 2 were on their own when it came to gathering resource materials, 

preparing writing lessons, and creating rubrics. According to classroom observations, 

many teachers depended solely on the materials and lessons provided during staff 

development the year before. Teachers need time to implement a new program fully and 

take ownership of it. They need time to develop deep understandings of new concepts, 

time to adjust and adapt writing activities to fit their classroom situation, time to integrate 

new ideas into their own practice, and time to develop and initiate some of their own 
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ideas into the writing program. In our society, we typically expect quick results, but when 

dealing with learning, the research shows that “expertise requires incubation time” 

(Haskell, p. 46). 

Another limitation was that only two schools participated in this study. Although the 

case study of School 1 spans a seven-year period of time, the data collected for the case 

study of School 2, which examined characteristics of school-wide writing and transfer and 

sustainability factors, took place over a period of seven months. Although this study 

resulted in interesting findings, further information and a deeper understanding of issues 

affecting transfer and sustainability of school-wide writing could result from additional time 

spent in the field, observing in classrooms and interviewing participants.  

A final limitation to this study includes the fact that I was also one of the teachers 

involved in the development and implementation of the school-wide writing program at 

School 1. I helped create the materials for school-wide writing, and I was a member of the 

writing team that provided staff development for school-wide writing at School 2.  

 

Recommendations for Future Research 

As indicated in Chapter 1, the ability to write well is an essential communication 

skill that is necessary in today‟s society. Sophisticated writing skills, which enable 

students to compose and construct meaning in a variety of situations, are viewed as 

gatekeepers to upper-level, higher paying jobs. Unfortunately, good writing is not an 

innate ability. The development of proficient writing skills requires explicit instruction, 

support, and a sustained effort over time.  

Although there are some studies on various writing practices, more studies are 

needed that focus on providing long-term writing instruction in a systematic and 
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continuous manner across multiple grade levels. Students need opportunities to develop 

proficient writing skills over time, and teachers need opportunities to transfer concepts 

into classroom practice at higher levels. In addition, factors affecting sustainability must 

be put in place for faculty to sustain the instructional practices over time. 

The challenge for schools is to raise the transferable level of writing instruction and 

program components above the low road level. The first step is to provide opportunities 

for teachers to experience higher levels of transfer. If teachers are not taught how to 

extend basic information, knowledge, and skills, transfer will not occur, or it will only occur 

at low road levels.  

Recommendations for future research, therefore, include longitudinal studies that 

allow more time to investigate school-wide writing programs and the factors that influence 

or contribute to the sustainability of instructional practices that lead to student success. A 

replication of this study is also warranted in different schools with different student 

populations. Future studies could also include additional participants, such as students 

and parents, who would provide alternative perspectives and possibly uncover other 

factors affecting school-wide writing. Additionally, the study should be extended to include 

a longer period of time that would allow for more time in the classroom and more 

opportunities to observe teachers and students during writing. 

 

Conclusion 

 This study identified factors affecting the transfer and sustainability of a school-

wide writing program, offering insights that may affect the implementation of other 

curricular innovations. It is important to understand how transfer relationships are 

established. It involves more than accumulating pieces of information through rote 
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memorization. Instead, it is a process of actively constructing knowledge in a new 

situation based on previous learning.  

Transfer of learning is a process that requires time and effort. According to 

Solomon and Perkins (1987), “transfer does not occur spontaneously but requires 

guidance and modeling” (p. 151). Teaching for transfer requires deliberate effort, but it 

involves more than teaching skills and concepts in isolation. When teaching is too explicit, 

low road transfer occurs, which is where most learning is today. When teachers teach 

students how to use explicit skills in specific situations, the focus of the learning is often 

too narrow, and only a low level of transfer occurs. This happens frequently in math 

classes in which students learn specific formulas for solving a particular type of problem. 

Even though students may learn how to work the problems and score well on a test, they 

cannot apply the learned concepts to problems that are slightly different, and they cannot 

make the connection and application to real-world situations.  

School administrators and program facilitators must understand that transfer 

requires ample opportunities to practice in a variety of circumstances and situations. The 

purpose of transfer is to extend learning by making connections between prior learning 

and new situations or contexts, which requires time and practice. High road transfer 

involves strategies for problem-solving, developing decision-making skills, and 

communication. It also involves the use of critical processing skills that leads to genuine 

understanding rather than rote memorization. In the implementation of programs, task 

variation becomes important. That means that practicing new skills and concepts on a 

variety of tasks in different situations and conditions enhances the learning process and 

develops deeper understanding. The power that comes with practicing and rehearsing 

different examples in different situations and scenarios cannot be over-emphasized in 
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making connections from the training room to the classroom. 

The research literature identified a variety of factors affecting transfer, which 

included: an expanded knowledge base, support, relevancy, practice, and time. In this 

particular study, the factors that were found to affect a transfer of learning in the area of 

writing instruction included teacher inquiry, positive attitudes, support structures, 

authentic learning situations, and time.  At School 1, teachers participated in the inquiry 

process as they questioned their teaching methods and made decisions to provide 

opportunities and instruction for different types of writing. Positive attitudes toward writing 

provided motivation to go beyond what was expected at School 1, and teachers‟ 

comments that school-wide writing creating a feeling of cohesiveness, contributed to 

positive attitudes toward writing at School 2. Another factor affecting transfer of learning 

at both schools was providing authentic writing experiences and creating an active 

learning environment that related the learning to real-life experiences. According to the 

literature, transfer of learning is more likely to occur if it includes meaningful experiences 

that are essential to the learning and relevant to the learner (Leberman et al., 2006). 

In spite of low-level transfer, School 2 achieved successful results. In the 

beginning stages of program implementation, the goal of a school may be to achieve low 

road transfer. The administrators and teachers will need to determine if higher-level 

transfer is necessary or warranted. Different schools have different expectations for 

program success. At School 2, the principal stated in the interview that he was happy with 

the level of implementation of school-wide writing and the level of students‟ success 

based on the results of the TAKS writing test. However, he also stated that there were 

features of the writing program at School 1, such as storytelling, that he would still like to 

incorporate eventually.  
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On a personal level, as one of the developers of the school-wide writing program, I 

learned that I can collaborate with a group of teachers to create something that can 

facilitate learning on a variety of levels. I learned that when you share a curricular 

innovation with others, you need to support them in the use of the product, and you need 

to provide ongoing support if you expect or want to see them use the product with fidelity. 

Simply communicating the recommendations of the program does not lead to high level 

transfer or even high-quality replication of an effective program. However, if you want 

others to experience higher levels of transfer, then you need to encourage inventiveness 

that will allow them to develop the program in a way that meets the needs of the 

population for whom the product is to be shared. 

In conclusion, I believe schools can experience varying degrees of success when 

implementing effective programs. In the case of School 2, the implementation of a school-

wide writing program helped teachers to feel that they were on the same page, school-

wide, when it came to writing. Teachers began to use a common language for writing, 

and they sensed cohesiveness throughout the school as a result of being a part of a 

school-wide writing program. Their students also responded well to writing instruction and 

performed well on the TAKS writing test. In their estimation, they had achieved a measure 

of success without realizing a high level of transfer, which may or may not be important to 

some teachers and administrators during implementation. In the case of School 2, low 

road transfer may be sufficient as they find their own identity in the writing program. 

Higher levels of transfer can occur with continued inquiry and time.  

In the case of School 1, success was achieved in a situation that was just the 

opposite from School 2. We, as the teachers at School 1, rejected the dominant writing 

paradigm. In seeking an alternative method for writing instruction, we were led to create 
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an organic writing program that eventually fostered higher levels of transfer and 

ownership. We believed that our writing program achieved success as our students 

became able writers. The difference in the two schools was that as one school accepted 

the developed program, it experienced a level of success, but as the other school 

rejected the mandated program and sought alternatives, it created an organic program 

that fostered higher levels of transfer and ownership. 

As the developers of a school-wide writing program that was successful with our 

student population, we wanted to share the program with other schools so they could 

experience the same success. When School 2 chose to implement the school-wide 

writing program, we wanted to see it implemented with fidelity, which is what most 

manufacturers of products want. However, we rejected a mandated program ourselves in 

order to have the freedom to design and create a writing program that we believed was 

right for us. In the end, teachers who are encouraged to follow a curriculum with fidelity 

can be successful, but without the freedom from school leadership to examine, connect, 

and create, they will achieve levels of transfer that are associated with replication rather 

than creation. 
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Results of Statewide Writing Test 
Spring Scores 

Percentage Passing 
 

Year Name of 
Test 

School 1 School 2 District 
Scores 

State 
Scores 

2002 TAAS 96% - 91% 89% 

2003 TAKS 91% - 92% 84% 

2004 TAKS 99% - 92% 91% 

2005 TAKS 97% - 91% 91% 

2006 TAKS 100% - 92% 92% 

2007 TAKS 98% 96% 92% 91% 

2008 TAKS 98% 98% 94% 93% 
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SCHOOL-WIDE WRITING PLAN FOR GRADES K – 5 
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School-wide Writing Plan for Kindergarten 

Categories/ Grade 
Levels 

Kindergarten 

Figurative Language Introduce onomatopoeia, alliteration, and personification during the first 
twelve weeks of school using the figurative language posters. Identify 
figurative language in stories, advertisements, and movies. 

Visual Aids Use figurative language posters for introduction and review.  
Use narrative chart to identify story sequence and tell stories in pictures or 
words. Introduce word walls. 

Types of Writing Introduce journal writing to develop and practice writing skills. 
Introduce the senses through activities; identify the senses in children‟s 
literature.  

Teacher Instruction Teachers use guided writing, shared writing, and modeling to provide direct 
instruction in correct letter formation, writing conventions, story sequence, 
figurative language, and incorporating the senses in writing. 
Teachers use the resource list to incorporate poetry and children‟s literature 
into writing lessons. 

Writing Assessment Teachers provide scaffolding by conferencing with students individually or in 
small groups. Writing is assessed holistically. 

Establishing a Writing 
Environment 

Encourage and practice storytelling.  
Display and publish students‟ written work 

School-wide Writing Plan for First Grade 

Categories/ Grade 
Levels 

First Grade 

Figurative Language Review and demonstrate understanding of onomatopoeia, alliteration, and 
personification during the first twelve weeks of school using the figurative 
language posters. Identify figurative language in children‟s literature, 
advertisements, and movies. 

Visual Aids Use figurative language posters for review. Demonstrate how to add 
student-written examples to each poster. 
Use narrative chart to identify story sequence, tell stories in pictures or 
words, and write stories. Incorporate use of word walls. 

Types of Writing Implement daily journal writing to develop and practice writing skills. 
Review the senses, identify examples in children‟s literature, and use 
examples in writing.  
Use children‟s literature to introduce and practice expository writing (related 
to grade level science and social studies topics). 
Incorporate poetry into children‟s writing. 

Teacher Instruction Teachers use guided writing, shared writing, and modeling to provide direct 
instruction in correct letter formation, writing conventions, using the 
narrative chart for story sequence, identifying figurative language in 
children‟s literature, using figurative language in writing, and incorporating 
the senses in students‟ writing. 
Teachers use the resource list to connect poetry and children‟s literature 
with writing. 

Writing Assessment Teachers provide scaffolding by conferencing with students individually or in 
small groups. Writing is assessed holistically. 

Establishing a Writing 
Environment 

Encourage and practice storytelling. Encourage small group or partner 
writing projects. Establish writing buddies with students from other grade 
levels. Display and publish students‟ written work. 
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School-wide Writing Plan for Second Grade 

Categories/ 
Grade Levels 

Second Grade 

Figurative 
Language 

Review and demonstrate understanding of onomatopoeia, alliteration, and 
personification during the first twelve weeks of school; introduce 
hyperboles and similes using the figurative language posters. Identify 
figurative language in children‟s literature, advertisements, and movies 
and use in students‟ writing. 

Visual Aids Use figurative language posters to review concepts. Demonstrate how to 
add student-written examples to each poster. 
Use narrative chart to write stories in sequence, incorporating time-order 
words. Use descriptive word chart to introduce adjectives, adverbs, and 
power verbs. Students help develop word walls. 

Types of 
Writing 

Implement daily journal writing to develop and practice writing skills. 
Review the senses, identify examples in children‟s literature, and use 
examples in writing.  
Use children‟s literature to review and practice expository writing (related 
to grade level science and social studies topics).  
Introduce and practice “how-to” writing. 
Incorporate poetry into children‟s writing. 

Teacher 
Instruction 

Teachers use guided writing, shared writing, and modeling to provide 
direct instruction in writing conventions, story sequence using the narrative 
chart, identifying figurative language in children‟s literature, using figurative 
language in writing, and incorporating the senses in students‟ writing. 
Teachers use the resource list to incorporate poetry and children‟s 
literature into writing lessons. 
Teachers provide scaffolding and direct instruction by conferencing with 
students individually or in small groups. 

Writing 
Assessment 

Introduce writing rubrics. Writing is assessed holistically using criteria from 
rubrics. Teachers use rubrics when conferencing with students individually 
or in small groups.  

Establishing 
a Writing 
Environment 

Encourage and practice storytelling.  
Encourage small group or partner writing projects.  
Establish writing buddies with students from other grade levels. 
 Introduce peer editing. 
Display and publish students‟ written work. 
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School-wide Writing Plan for Third Grade 

Categories/ 
Grade Levels 

Third Grade 

Figurative 
Language 

Review and demonstrate understanding of onomatopoeia, alliteration, 
personification, hyperboles, and similes during the first twelve weeks of 
school. 
Introduce idioms using the figurative language posters.  
Identify figurative language in children‟s literature, advertisements, and 
movies.  
Use all elements of figurative language in students‟ writing. 

Visual Aids Use figurative language posters to review concepts.  
Students add examples to each poster. 
Introduce “expanded” narrative chart to add great beginnings and endings 
to stories. Incorporate time-order sequence words. Use descriptive word 
chart to include adjectives, adverbs, and power verbs in stories. Students 
develop word walls. 

Types of 
Writing 

Implement daily journal writing to develop and practice writing skills. 
Incorporate the senses and poetry into students‟ writing. 
Use children‟s literature to incorporate expository and “how-to” writing 
(related to grade level science and social studies topics).  

Teacher 
Instruction 

Teachers use guided writing, shared writing, and modeling to provide 
direct instruction in writing conventions, story sequence using the narrative 
chart, identifying figurative language in children‟s literature, using figurative 
language in writing, and incorporating the senses and poetry in students‟ 
writing. 
Teachers use the resource list to connect poetry and children‟s literature 
with the writing lessons. 
Teachers provide scaffolding and direct instruction by conferencing with 
students individually or in small groups. 

Writing 
Assessment 

Review writing rubrics. Students help select criteria for each rubric, based 
on purpose for each piece of writing. Writing is assessed holistically using 
criteria from rubrics. Teachers use rubrics when conferencing with 
students individually or in small groups.  

Establishing 
a Writing 
Environment 

Encourage and practice storytelling.  
Encourage small group and partner writing projects.  
Establish writing buddies with students from other grade levels. 
 Practice peer editing. 
Display and publish students‟ written work. 
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School-wide Writing Plan for Fourth Grade 

Categories/ 
Grade Levels 

Fourth Grade 

Figurative 
Language 

Review and demonstrate understanding of onomatopoeia, alliteration, 
personification, hyperboles, similes, and idioms during the first twelve 
weeks of school. 
Introduce metaphors and allusions using the figurative language posters.  
Identify figurative language in children‟s literature, advertisements, and 
movies.  
Use all elements of figurative language in students‟ writing. 

Visual Aids Use figurative language posters to review concepts.  
Students add examples to each poster. 
Use “expanded” narrative chart for great beginnings and endings. 
Introduce sentence variations and time variations to improve stories. 
Use descriptive word chart to include adjectives, adverbs, and power 
verbs in stories. Students develop word walls. 

Types of 
Writing 

Implement daily journal writing to develop and practice writing skills. 
Incorporate the senses and poetry into students‟ writing. 
Incorporate expository and “how-to” writing. 
 

Teacher 
Instruction 

Teachers use guided writing, shared writing, and modeling to provide 
direct instruction in writing conventions, using figurative language, using 
sentence variations, changing time, incorporating the senses and poetry, 
and writing in a variety of formats (news stories, comics, advertisements, 
short stories, poetry, etc.). 
Introduce how to write from different perspectives. 
Teachers use the resource list to connect poetry and children‟s literature 
with the writing lessons. 
Teachers provide scaffolding and direct instruction by conferencing with 
students individually or in small groups. 

Writing 
Assessment 

Review writing rubrics. Students help select criteria for each rubric, based 
on purpose for each piece of writing. Writing is assessed holistically using 
criteria from rubrics. Teachers use rubrics when conferencing with 
students individually or in small groups. Students use rubrics when peer 
editing. 

Establishing 
a Writing 
Environment 

Encourage and practice storytelling.  
Encourage small group and partner writing projects.  
Establish writing buddies with students from other grade levels. 
 Practice peer editing. 
Display and publish students‟ written work. 
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School-wide Writing Plan for Fifth Grade 

Categories/ 
Grade Levels 

Fifth Grade 

Figurative 
Language 

Review and demonstrate understanding of onomatopoeia, alliteration, 
personification, hyperboles, similes, idioms, metaphors, and allusions 
during the first twelve weeks of school using the figurative language 
posters.  
Identify figurative language in children‟s literature, advertisements, and 
movies.  
Use all elements of figurative language in students‟ writing. 

Visual Aids Use figurative language posters to practice concepts.  
Students add examples to each poster. 
Use “expanded” narrative chart for great beginnings and endings. Practice 
sentence variations and time variations to improve stories. 
Use descriptive word chart to include adjectives, adverbs, and power 
verbs in stories. Students develop word walls. 

Types of 
Writing 

Implement daily journal writing to develop and practice writing skills. 
Incorporate the senses and poetry into students‟ writing. 
Incorporate expository and “how-to” writing. 
Practice writing in a variety of formats. 

Teacher 
Instruction 

Teachers use guided writing, shared writing, and modeling to provide 
direct instruction in writing conventions, using figurative language, using 
sentence variations, changing time, incorporating the senses and poetry, 
and writing in a variety of formats (news stories, comics, advertisements, 
short stories, poetry, research projects, etc.). 
Practice writing from different perspectives (animals, objects, etc.). 
Teachers use the resource list to connect poetry and children‟s literature 
with the writing lessons. 
Teachers provide scaffolding and direct instruction by conferencing with 
students individually or in small groups. 

Writing 
Assessment 

Students help select criteria for writing rubrics, based on purpose for each 
piece of writing. Writing is assessed holistically using criteria from rubrics. 
Teachers use rubrics when conferencing with students individually or in 
small groups. Students use rubrics when peer editing. 

Establishing 
a Writing 
Environment 

Encourage and practice storytelling.  
Encourage small group and partner writing projects.  
Establish writing buddies with students from other grade levels. 
Practice peer editing. 
Enter students‟ writing in contests 
Display and publish students‟ written work at school and in the community. 
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Onomatopoeia  Alliteration   Personification 
 
Another Fine Mess  A Fly in the Sky  The Death of the Iron Horse 
 
Barnyard Banter  A Swim Through the Sea The Little House 
 
Click Clack Moo  A Walk in the Rainforest Nora‟s Duck 
 
The Cow Who Went Oink Animalia   Rosebud and Red Flannel  
 
I Can Fly   Aster Aardvark‟s   The Sorcerer‟s Apprentice 
    Alphabet Adventure       
The Listening Walk 
    Alligator Arrived with  Sylvester and the Magic  
Roar and More  Apples    Pebble 
 
Snow Day   Allison‟s Zinnia  The Widow‟s Broom 
 
Sounds of a Powwow  Chicken Little   Winter Barn 
 
Stop That Noise  Four Famished Foxes 
    and Fosdyke   
The Teddy Bear Walk          
    Goblins in Green 
There Was a Little  How the Grinch Stole  
Old Lady   Christmas  
    
Walking Through the  If you were a Writer 
Jungle 
    Shriek 
Watermelon Day  

Some Smart Slug 
 
    The Voyage of Ludgate Hill 
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Similes/Metaphors   Idioms    Narrative 
 
Alphabet Tree    A Chocolate Moose for Dinner Amazing Bone 
 
An Angel for Solomon Singer  The King Who Rained   Aunt Isabel   
       Tells a Good One 
The Bootmaker and the Elves A Little Pigeon Toad 
       Big Al 

The Butter Battle Book  The Sixteen Hand Horse   
Gold Coin 

Encounter 
          How Droofus  
Goodbye Geese        The Dragon Lost 
        
Ghost Dance         The Legend of the 
          Bluebonnet 
Hailstones and Halibut Bones 
          Lily‟s Purple 
Just Plain Fancy        Plastic Purse 
        
The Lorax         The Little House 
 
Letting Swift River Go       Little Penguin‟s Tale 
 
The Old Banjo        The Mitten 
 
Professor Noah‟s Spaceship      Oh Henry  
             
Quick as a Cricket        Rotten Ralph 
 
The Stranger      Story of the Three 

     Kingdoms 
Switch on the Night       
      Triple Creek 
Through the Mickle Woods 
 
Up North at the Cabin 
 
The Wretched Stone 
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How-To Writing 
 
Apple Pie Tree 
 
The Art Lesson 
 
Charlie Needs a Cloak 
 
Growing Vegetable Soup 
 
How a Book is Made 
 
How My Parents Learned 
To Eat 
 
How Smudge Came 
 
How to Make an Apple Pie 
 
Knight and Dragon 
 
Night Tree 
 
Pancakes, Pancakes 
 
Peanut Butter and Jelly 
 
Popcorn Book 
 
Quicksand Book 
 
Sam‟s Sandwich 
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR TEACHERS 
 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR THE PRINCIPAL 
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Interview Questions for Teachers 

1. What are your perceptions of a school-wide writing program? 

2. How was school-wide writing developed at your school and what were the 

perceived roles of the teachers and the administrator? 

3. In what ways is your writing program similar/different from the training/staff 

development you received? 

4. What do you see as being a major benefit or advantage of a school-wide writing 

program? Any disadvantages?  

5. What has been the easiest part of a school-wide writing program to implement? 

What has been the most difficult? 

6. How do you plan your writing instruction?  

7. How do you measure the success of your writing program? 

8. Do you feel school-wide writing has affected your school? If so, in what ways? 
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Interview Questions for the Principal 

1. What is your perception of a school-wide writing program, and what are your 

reasons for pursuing a school-wide writing program? 

2. What have been the advantages and disadvantages of a school-wide writing 

program? 

3. What steps have you taken to implement and sustain school-wide writing? 

4. What have been the easiest (and most difficult) aspects of sustaining a school-

wide writing program? 

5. Is school-wide writing part of your Campus Improvement Plan (CIP)? 

6. What do you do (as an administrator) to insure that writing is planned and 

implemented consistently across grade levels? 

7. How do you measure the success of your writing program? 
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FREQUENCY CHARTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Frequency Distribution Chart 

Indication of School-wide Writing Features 

School 2 – December 2007 
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Characteristic Features of School-wide Writing K1 K2 1A 1B 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 3C 4A 4B 4C 5 

Figurative Language               

1. Onomatopoeia   x x x x x x x x x x x x 

2. Alliteration     x x x x x x x x x x 

3. Personification     x x x x x x x x x  

4. Hyperbole     x x x x x x x x x x 

5. Similes        x x x x x x x 

6. Idioms           x x x x 

7. Metaphors           x x x  

8. Allusions               

Visual Aids 
              

9. Incorporate Word Wall    x x x x x x x x x x x x 

10. Use of Figurative Language Posters    x x x x x x x x x x x x 

11. Story Sequence & Narrative Chart   x x x       x x  

12. Descriptive Words Chart(Adj, Adv,& V)     x x x  x x x x x x 

Types of Writing 
              

13.  Journal writing/daily writing x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

14. Incorporate the Senses   x x x x x  x  x x x x 

15. Incorporate Poetry     x x x  x x x x x  

16. Narrative Writing   x x x    x x x x  x 

17.Expository Writing   x x           

18. How To Writing               

Teacher Instruction               

19. Guided Writing for specific instruction x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

20. Teacher Modeling x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

21. Teachers Conference with Students x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

22 Writing Conventions   x x x x x x x x x x x x 

23. Incorporate Children‟s Literature   x x x    x x x x x  



Frequency Distribution Chart 

Indication of School-wide Writing Features 

School 2 – December 2007 
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Characteristic Features of School-wide Writing 
Continued 

 
K1 

 
K2 

 
1A 

 
1B 

 
2A 

 

 
2B 

 
2C 

 
3A 

 
3B 

 
3C 

 
4A 

 
4B 

 
4C 

 
5 

Writing Assessment               

24. Use of Writing Rubrics            x  x 

Establishing a Writing Environment               

25. Students Interact during Writing/Talk x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

26. Student Writing is Displayed   x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Key:  x indicates presence of school-wide writing feature 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Frequency Distribution Chart 

Indication of School-wide Writing Features 

School 2 – February 2008 
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Characteristic Features of School-wide Writing K1 K2 1A 1B 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 3C 4A 4B 4C 5 

Figurative Language               

1. Onomatopoeia x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

2. Alliteration   x     x x x x x x x 

3. Personification   x x    x x x x x x x 

4. Hyperbole        x x x x x x x 

5. Similes     x x x x x x x x x x 

6. Idioms        x x x x x x x 

7. Metaphors           x x x x 

8. Allusions           x   x 

Visual Aids               

9. Incorporate Word Wall   x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

10. Use of Figurative Language Posters  x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

11. Story Sequence & Narrative Chart x x x x  x  x x x x x x  

12. Descriptive Words Chart(Adj, Adv,& V)     x x x x x x x x x x 

Types of Writing               

13.  Journal writing/daily writing x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

14. Incorporate the Senses  x x x    x x x x x x x 

15. Incorporate Poetry    x x x x x x x x x x x 

16. Narrative Writing x x x x  x  x x x x x x x 

17.Expository Writing   x  x x x    x x x  

18. How To Writing     x          

Teacher Instruction               

19. Guided Writing for specific instruction x x x x  x x x x x x x x x 

20. Teacher Modeling x x x x x x  x x x x x x x 

21. Teachers Conference with Students x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 



Frequency Distribution Chart 

Indication of School-wide Writing Features 

School 2 – February 2008 
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22. Writing Conventions x x x x x   x x x x x x  
 

Characteristic Features of School-wide Writing 
Continued:  

K1 K2 1A 1B 2A 
 

2B 2C 3A 3B 3C 4A 4B 4C 5 

23. Incorporate Children‟s Literature   x x x x x       x 

Writing Assessment               

24. Use of Writing Rubrics        x x x     

Establishing a Writing Environment               

25. Students Interact during Writing/Talk x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

26. Student Writing is Displayed   x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Key:  x indicates presence of school-wide writing feature 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



Frequency Distribution Chart 

Indication of School-wide Writing Features 

School 2 – May 2008 
 
 

210 
 

Characteristic Features of School-wide Writing K1 K2 1A 1B 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 3C 4A 4B 4C 5 

Figurative Language               

1. Onomatopoeia x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

2. Alliteration x x x x    x x x x x x x 

3. Personification x x x   x x x x x x x x x 

4. Hyperbole    x    x x x x x x x 

5. Similes      x x x x x x x x x 

6. Idioms        x x x x x x x 

7. Metaphors            x  x 

8. Allusions           x x x x 

Visual Aids               

9. Incorporate Word Wall  x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

10. Use of Figurative Language Posters x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

11. Story Sequence & Narrative Chart x x x x x  x x  x x x x  

12. Use of Descriptive words (Adj, Adv, N & V) & details     x x x x x x x x x x 

Types of Writing               

13.  Journal writing/daily writing x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

14. Incorporate the Senses   x x   x x x x x x x x 

15. Incorporate Poetry x x     x x x x x x x x 

16. Narrative Writing x x x x  x  x x x x x x x 

17.Expository Writing x x x x x x x    x x x x 

18. How To Writing           x x x  

Teacher Instruction               

19. Guided Writing for specific instruction x x x x  x x x x x x x x x 

20. Teacher Modeling x x x x   x x x x x x x x 

21. Teachers Conference with Students x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 



Frequency Distribution Chart 

Indication of School-wide Writing Features 

School 2 – May 2008 
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22. Writing Conventions x x x  x x  x x x x x x X 
 
 

Characteristic Features of School-wide Writing 
Continued:   

K1 K2 1A 1B 2A 
 

2B 2C 3A 3B 3C 4A 4B 4C 5 

23. Incorporate Children‟s Literature x x x x x x  x x x x x x x 

Writing Assessment               

24. Use of Writing Rubrics        x x x    x 

Establishing a Writing Environment               

25. Students Interact during Writing/Talk x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

26. Student Writing is Displayed x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Key:  x indicates presence of school-wide writing feature 
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