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Third, fourth, and fifth graders were instructed in Crowhurst's model

of persuasive writing. Piagetian developmental levels were determined for

each subject through the use of Piagetian tasks of probability, combinations,

and permutations.

Research questions addressed whether (1) the instruction was effective,

(2)performance on persuasive tasks differed by grade level following

instruction, (3) performance on persuasive tasks differed by Piagetian

developmental level following instruction, and (4) whether performance

differed between monolingual and bilingual subjects.

Students wrote four persuasive compositions for assessment, two

before instruction was administered and two after instruction. Knudson's

holistic scoring rubric was used to evaluate essays for overall quality. Other

measures of writing were evaluated including the number of words students

used in their writing, the number of reasons included in the essay, the

number of reasons per hundred words, and whether the paper had a

conclusion or not. Further, the number of elaborations used in the paper was

determined, as well as the number of elaborations per hundred words, and

the ratio of the number of words used in elaborations compared with the total

number of words in the composition.
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Significant differences were found for the effectiveness of instruction

on the factors of quality of writing, the number of words children used, the

number of elaborations used, elaborations per hundred words, and

elaboration ratio. Further, significant differences were found for grade level

when paired with the quality of the writing, the number of words used, the

number of elaborations, elaborations per hundred words, and elaboration

ratio.

Significant differences were found for the quality of the writing, and

the number of words used when paired with Piagetian level. No significant

differences were found for monolingual or bilingual subjects in their

responses to persuasive writing instruction.

Findings of this study include the fact that concrete operational

children do not benefit from persuasive instruction and that because concrete

operational children are in most third fourth and fifth grade classes it is

inappropriate to administer standardized assessments of persuasive writing

to these grade levels.

Areas of further research were suggested.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Humans write for a variety of reasons from the practical, to the

personal, to the escapist. Instruction booklets tell how to hook up the latest

electronic wonder. Although the personal letter is used less and less for

communication between friends and family, electronic communication, or e-

mail, grows as a means of personal and business communication. Writing is

the foundation of entertainment in both book form and media--television,

film, and theater. Journalists write to keep citizens aware of what is

happening in the world and novelists tell stories of what they imagine to be

the ideal.

Persuasive writing is also very important in modern society.

Columnists, editorial writers, political pundits, and advertisers all have the

goal of persuading the reader or arguing a case. In rendering opinions and

making suggestions on what people should do and how they should act, they

employ persuasive or argumentative writing.

As the world become more complex, children as well as adults are

expected to become proficient in all areas of writing Children are being asked

to write both more and to a higher quality in schools. Story or narrative is

generally accepted as the first writing mode in which children have success.

Descriptive writing and even expository writing, as in explanations of how to

do something, then develop, if not easily, at least naturally and gradually

with competent instruction and experience.

1
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The same cannot be said for the argumentative/persuasive mode. In

this type of writing, children are asked to take a point of view and present a

logical case for its superiority. In assessment settings, persuasion has proven

to be difficult for students through the university level. Theorists and

researchers have postulated many ideas, theories, and guesses for why this is

so; but the fact remains that children across America, and around the world,

find this mode of writing difficult and daunting.

Background and Definition of Persuasive Writing

Persuasive writing comes in varied forms and degrees of difficulty

from the highly formal editorial for an unseen and unknown audience, to

the highly informal, as in a letter convincing a friend to come and visit

(Applebee, Langer, & Mullis, 1986). Writing that argues one's case is

important for the righting of wrongs, particularly in the political arena, and to

settle business or personal disputes. Persuasive writing, on the personal level

plays a role in success, both in everyday life and in academic settings such as

university entrance examinations and papers (Crowhurst, 1988, Rockwell,

1994). The educated person must have the ability to articulate and support

personal beliefs or credos or to sell a product or point of view to customers,

employees, or co-workers. Some experts argue that learning to write with

good organizational skill is considered more important than learning to write

persuasively in the business world (Sharplin, Sharplin, and Birdsong, 1986).

Competent persuasive argument utilizes both highly organized

thinking and writing. Writing in which ".. . the attempt to persuade

overrides all other purposes" (Applebee, 1984, p. 14) has been described as

hierarchical in nature, of an analytic structure, and requiring a thesis followed
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by systematically supported arguments, and a conclusion (Applebee, 1984,

Crowhurst, 1988). It is writing which has as its further goal the mission of

persuading the reader to the truth or rightness of its assertions (Crowhurst,

1988). Whether called argumentative, persuasive, or the opinion essay,

persuasive discourse is characterized in all cases by its purpose of taking a

stand and convincing a reader of the propriety of its position (Crowhurst,

1988).

Persuasive writing has been described as a "kind of writing which takes

a point of view and supports it with either emotional appeals or logical

arguments" (Crowhurst, 1988, p. 4). Kinneavey (1991) describes the four

classical appeals as the emotional appeal, the rational appeal, the stylistic

appeal, and the appeal of personal credibility or the ethical argument.

Appearing in the writings of Aristotle, Cicero, Quintillian, and Hermogenes,

these four appeals have been the core of instruction in persuasion/rhetoric

throughout history.

The four appeals have been criticized because, without the writer's

integrity, they can be used to manipulate people rather than lead them to

their own conclusions. Today, some types of political propaganda,

advertising, religious proselytizing, education, and other forms of persuasion

have been branded as immoral because of their unscrupulous use of those

very appeals (Kinneavey, 1991). Kinneavey (1991) states that the emotional

appeal, relying on emotion and self interest, is most evident today in political

propaganda, religious sermonizing, advertising, and legal rhetoric.

Problem

Not only has the importance of both oral and written persuasion been
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shown historically in Western culture, persuasive writing also manifests

itself today by being included on major writing assessments. The National

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP--United States), the Assessment

of Performance Unit of the National Foundation of Educational Research

(APU--United Kingdom), and a study of written composition conducted in

fourteen countries by the International Association for the Evaluation of

Educational Achievement (IEA) have all shown disappointing results on

children's persuasive writing (Crowhurst, 1988). Only 4% of fourth graders

and 15% of eleventh graders scored in the adequate range or better on the 1984

NAEP. Scores on the APU, which was given to 11 and 15 year olds, showed

both groups were more successful at writing narrative than persuasion

(Crowhurst, 1988).

Theoretical Perspectives

The problems that children encounter in persuasive writing are

complex, interactive, and multitudinous. Crowhurst (1988) believes that

persuasion is more cognitively demanding than narration or description.

Further, children's lack of experience in writing persuasion and the

pressurized nature of writing assessment may be debilitating factors as well.

Crowhurst (1983) found that children fall out of the persuasive mode and

drop into a dialogue or the more familiar narrative when writing

persuasively.

Bereiter and Scardamalia (1982) postulate that children may not have a

schemata for written argument. They suggest that children may rely too

heavily on the give and take of oral argument and be unable to make the shift

from dialogue to monologue required when a conversational partner is not
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present in written argument. They point out that children's written

persuasion tends to be conversational in tone and that children find it

difficult to maintain their argument without the oral response a partner

provides.

James Moffett (1983) has attempted to use Piagetian developmental

stages as a basis for curriculum development. Moffett says that as a child

develops cognitively decentering occurs. Decentering, or moving away from

a self-centered perspective, occurs along two dimensions, the referential and

the rhetorical. The referential dimension, or the writer's relation to the

subject matter, occurs in a "here-now" to "there-then" continuum:

1. By relating what is happening now or immediately;

2. By abstracting or extrapolating from immediate experience through

memory and generalization;

3. By generalizing what happens as a norm through analysis and

classification;

4. By speculating on what will happen as a result of an immediate or

past event.

The rhetorical dimension is characterized by the writer's ability initially to

address only an immediate audience (self or someone intimately connected to

the writer) and eventually to address distant or even unknown audiences.

The fact that many assessments are for a distant or unknown audience may

also prove problematic. Reasoning that might be startling clear to a known

reader may be misunderstood or discounted by an unknown assessor.

Moffett believes that children's first mode of writing is that which is

most familiar--story /narrative. On a developmental level, he postulates that
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exposition, generalization, and theory are not impossible for beginning

writers, but that they are too cognitively difficult for younger children to

sustain. He believes the more complex forms appear at such a limited level

in children's writing so as to be considered negligible. In short, Moffett holds

that competent nonnarrative writing does not appear until the higher levels

of his two developmental continua.

Other documented difficulties with persuasive writing include

children's perceptions that persuasive writing is difficult. Children have

opined that persuasive writing requires greater thought than stories. Further,

children have shown a lack of cognitive structure for persuasive writing

(Campagna, 1987). Crowhurst (1988) suggests that, as well as being more

cognitively demanding, children find it difficult to locate relevant research

material or content to support their persuasive writing. Their organization is

poor, and the content they do use is illogical. Also, many persuasive

compositions begin and end abruptly, employing neither an introduction nor

a conclusion. The reasons given for arguments may be sparse and

unelaborated leaving the argument unsupported and bare. A lack of

experience with the persuasive mode and an inadequacy of persuasive or a

more formalized vocabulary may hinder the young writer when writing

persuasively (Crowhurst, 1988).

Children also have little exposure to written argument. Few basal

readers include argumentation as part of the instructional program

(Crowhurst, 1988). Teachers may not encourage persuasive writing because

they deem it too difficult for children. Additionally teachers may find

persuasive writing difficult themselves, since many college students do, and
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may have had little training in the genre (Henderson, 1994).

The use of informal language and immature connectors, such as "also"

and "and another thing," may illustrate children's lack of understanding of

the more formalized language in the argumentative mode. It could also

reflect a lack of development in vocabulary acquisition (Crowhurst, 1988).

Having children write on assigned persuasive topics rather than self

selected ones may also interfere with the writing. Campagna (1987) found

that students focused more on content, structure, style, and the tone of

persuasive letters to their principal when arguing that a rule should be

changed than they had on more abstract persuasive exercises in the past.

Along with Bereiter and Scardamalia (1982), both Knudson (1991) and

Crowhurst (1988) hypothesize that children simply may not have the schema

necessary for written persuasive discourse. However this belief in a lack of

cognitive structure for argumentation is also in the literature of college

writing. Henderson (1994) refers to this lack of development when she

discusses the lack of dialectical thinking in college freshmen. Dialectical

thinking has been described as logical thinking, or systematic reasoning, that

acknowledges and makes concessions or creates more arguments to

compensate for opposing points of view.

Because writing effective argumentation requires the ability to

recognize change, paradox, and coherence and contradiction in systems

(an argument is a conceptual system with a changeable form and

structure) ... , it is possible that argumentative writing skill is

associated in some way with the ability to use dialectical thinking in

developing and writing an argumentative essay. It would appear that a
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person's ability to form sophisticated arguments (which few first-year

composition students are able to do) could be influenced by his or her

level of dialectical thinking. (p. 10)

Universal agreement does not exist about the importance of

developmental level on nonnarrative discourse. Thomas Newkirk (1984,

1985) cites numerous examples of nonnarrative writing of young children.

Newkirk states that the writing he collected from young children consists of

lists, letters, and signs--many of which are persuasive in nature. He also

disagrees vehemently with Moffett's perception that children must go

through developmental levels in a linear fashion.

(I) argue that Moffett's model of development is flawed because it

depicts beginning writers as far more limited than they are. This flaw

is due, primarily, to overestimating the dependency of writing on oral

language and by correspondingly failing to gauge the way reading (and

not solely the reading of stories can expand the repertoire of the young

writer." (Newkirk, 1985, p. 594)

Newkirk discounts the idea that writing development is hierarchical by

asserting, "there is often the suggestion that one must pass through the lower

levels in the act of producing higher level discourse--like having to pass

through Atlanta, Georgia to get to Daytona Beach" (Newkirk, 1985, p. 595).

Newkirk (1984) holds that younger children are more likely to use functional

writing, including persuasion, rather than narrative. He contends that it is

not that the child is not producing persuasive writing, rather the adult

reading it is failing to evaluate the writing to its full cognitive worth.
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Newkirk (1985) quoted Berthoff (1984) who also disagrees with the

developmental stages explanation for the difficulty college students have

with persuasive writing. Berthoff believes that college level argumentation is

weak because the only argumentation that children are exposed to is that of

advertising. "The capacity to manage disputation, she (Berthoff) concludes, is

a culture-bound skill that is not predetermined by neurobiological stages of

development" (as reported in Newkirk, 1985, p. 600).

Assessment of Children's Writing

Regardless of any possible developmental or cognitive difficulty,

children in the United States are being required to write persuasively and to

be assessed on that genre. Writings from children as young as seven have

been analyzed for persuasive structures (Wilkinson, Barnsley, Hanna &

Swan, 1980). The National Assessment of Educational Progress has assessed

elementary and secondary students on their ability to write persuasively.

States such as Texas and Florida have assessed children as young as third

grade on persuasion on state proficiency tests. (Texas Education Agency, 1991;

Rockwell, 1994).

Lack of elaboration is one problem that has been cited in children's

persuasive writing. The Texas Education Agency's handbook (1991),

explaining scoring on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS),

places high importance on elaboration:

Elaboration is the degree to which the writer develops ideas

clearly, logically, and completely in order to allow the reader to

understand thoroughly what the writer is attempting to say in a piece

of writing. No matter what the writer's purpose, this understanding is
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dependent not so much on the number of ideas the writer generates as

on the quality of the development of each idea.... For example, two

ideas that are well developed produce better elaboration than six ideas

that are minimally developed, just as one page of relevant, specific

support is always more effective than two pages of vague or general

support. It is the writer's ability to develop each idea precisely and

thoroughly that determines how long and complete the elaboration in

a piece of writing will likely be. (p. 21)

Theorists have postulated that lack of schema or cognitive

development play a part in children's difficulty in persuasive writing,

however there is little research that methodically investigates developmental

reasoning levels and issues of literacy (Webster & Ammon, 1994). In a recent

search of the literature, only two studies, the Webster & Ammon (1994) study

and one by Burkhalter (1994), were found which addressed developmental

levels and reading or writing proficiency. Webster and Ammon (1994) cite an

unpublished master's thesis by Gussin(1985, as reported in Webster &

Ammon, 1994) which also attempted to explore a link between cognitive

development and classificatory writing ability.

Crowhurst's work has shown that writing instruction can be effective

in persuasive writing for sixth graders. The question remains however, is

there a demarcation line in cognitive development that children must have

crossed for that instruction to be successful? Secondly and more specifically,

could this development be tied to Piagetian cognitive developmental levels?

Even more practically, if this instruction works with sixth graders, will it

work with third, fourth, and fifth graders as well?
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Purpose of this study

If persuasive writing requires the ability to take a point of view and

argue logically, student's documented difficulty with persuasive writing may

be related to the development of their reasoning powers. The purpose of this

study was to investigate the relationships between children's persuasive

writing and their developmental reasoning ability. Specifically the cognitive

levels of children in grades 3, 4, and 5 were analyzed as a variable while they

were being instructed in persuasive writing. Because of the dearth of relevant

research pairing persuasive writing with cognitive or developmental levels

in children this research should add to the knowledge base on both topics. In

short, this study is both relevant and significant.

This research took place in a suburban school where there is a high rate

of bilingualism. The children in the study were in regular English-only self

contained classes but for many, English is definitely a second language.

Because of the nature of the population being studied the relationship

between bilingualism and persuasive writing was also explored.

Research Questions

Specifically, this study focused on four research questions related to

persuasive writing, developmental levels, and effective instruction.

1. Does a given model of persuasive writing instruction increase persuasive

writing ability with third, fourth, and fifth grade children?

2. Is this treatment equally effective in increasing persuasive writing ability

for third, fourth and fifth grade children?

3. Does Piagetian developmental level influence persuasive writing
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performance when third, fourth, and fifth grade children are exposed to a

given persuasive writing instructional strategy?

4. Does bilingualism influence persuasive writing performance when third,

fourth, and fifth grade children are exposed to a given persuasive writing

instructional strategy?

Limitations of this Study

The findings of this study are subject to the following limitations.

" The children studied were of low socioeconomic status and so the

results may not be generalizable to other populations.

" The number of children studied was small. (16 5th graders, 12

fourth graders, and 15 third graders).

" Further, this study explored persuasive writing, which required a

high level of understanding of the English language. Of the 43

children studied, over 50% of the children were bilingual, with

* 20 children speaking both English and Spanish.

" 4 children speaking both Vietnamese and English, and

" 3 children speaking both Yoruba and English.

" Because of the small numbers of bilingual Vietnamese/English

speaking children and Yoruba/English speaking children, the

findings of this study for those two language groups may not be

generalizable.

" One class at each grade level was randomly selected. Therefore

selection bias is likely and many extraneous characteristics of the

subjects and the teaching environment were uncontrolled.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Persuasive writing requires the ability to take a point of view and argue

logically. Assessments nationally and internationally have documented the

difficulty students have with this genre. Competence in persuasive writing

may be related to the development of childrens' reasoning powers. Because

of the dearth of relevant research pairing persuasive writing with cognitive

or developmental levels in children this relationship was explored in this

study.

Writing instruction today falls under the general category of the

language arts, which includes reading, writing, speaking, and listening.

The study of the writing process has become an interdisciplinary enterprise,

employing theorists in cognitive or developmental psychology, composition,

speech communication, rhetoric, and philosophy (Clay, 1991; Frank, 1992).

Clay (1991) states that this interdisciplinary approach can be especially

productive between teacher and researcher when all parties are cognizant and

respectful of the other's expertise.

Overview of the History of Writing Instruction

Historically the trivium of the liberal arts included study in logic, or

the proof in language; dialectic, the study of exploration in language;

grammar, the study of literary texts and the study of language itself; and

finally rhetoric, or the study of persuasive discourse (Kinneavey, 1991). Over

time rhetoric has evolved from a classical discipline, one that included

1I11
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analysis of argument, style, eloquence, and taste, to a discipline more

concerned with the form of the writing which comprised the modes of

discourse and were the prevalent way of teaching composition at the college

level from the middle 1800s until the late 1950s or early 1960s (Connors, 1981).

Depending on the theorist followed, from the 1860s until the 1930s, the

modes included the didactic, persuasive, argument, exposition, the pathetic,

classification, speculation, and poetry (Kinneavey, 1991, Connors, 1981).

During this time frame the persuasive mode was described as writing

designed to influence the will while argument was a statement of proofs and

causes to support the argument. By the 1930s the pedagogical debate over the

modes had run its course, and the four modes of narration, classification,

persuasion, and exposition were the accepted norm for composition curricula

(Connors, 1981).

Skills Model

Another branch of writing instruction embraced the ideals of skills or

competency teaching, teaching to instill cultural heritage or literacy, and the

movement toward process or student-centered writing for personal growth

(Farrell, 1991, Wilkinson, Barnsley, Hanna, & Swan, 1980). The belief system

underlying mastery learning is that up to 95% of children will be able to

master concepts if given the instructional time needed. Other beliefs are that

students should expect success from their work, that they are expected to

evaluate their own progress, and that mistakes are an accepted and natural

part of learning. Mastery learning has been used most frequently in the

language arts curriculum to teach reading and writing skills. Its use has been

more popular in elementary rather than secondary schools. Mastery models
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generally include instructional objectives that have been formulated and

broken into small discrete chunks of information which have then been

organized into units. Units are grouped hierarchically so that students

progress from the easier to the more difficult skills. Generally the teacher

introduces each new unit to the entire class. In some mastery plans, all

students work on the same unit until all have mastered it. In others students

work at their own pace (Farrell, 1991).

Evaluation consists of brief student scored diagnostic tests which are

the basis of record keeping towards the goal of mastery. Summative tests are

given at the end of a unit and those who have mastered the content get a

passing grade. In the everyone-is-on-the-same-unit method, students who do

not pass the summative test are given supplementary material to help them

reach their goal. The students who did master the concept are given

enrichment material while others are trying to attain mastery (Farrell, 1991).

Mastery programs have had a reasonable success rate, however much

of the research done to evaluate these programs has focused on science and

math rather than the language arts. Criticisms of this model include the fact

that programs are too structured, too mechanistic, and give too little attention

to creativity. Mastery programs may fail to develop speaking and listening

skills. They may decrease motivation in highly competitive students. Some

programs make unrealistic demands on teachers and they may be

inappropriate for processes like writing because of the difficulty in measuring

in a holistic fashion (Farrell, 1991). Conversely, mastery programs may have

shown value in working on spelling, punctuation, paragraphing, and letter

writing, all of which may transfer to improve composing skills.
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Cultural Heritage Model

The cultural heritage model is the original basis of American

education. At its core public education's mission was to inculcate youngsters

with a common culture that could be shared by all Americans. The National

Commission on Excellence in Education reported in 1983 that high school

English should inculcate graduates with knowledge of literary history and

how it enhances the imagination, increases ethical understanding, and how

literature fits in with customs, values, and ideas of the American culture

(Farrell, 1991). Those currently involved in the cultural heritage movement

have called for reading an abundance of proscribed literary material along

with classroom writing and speaking opportunities (Farrell, 1991).

One problem with emphasis on cultural heritage is the difficulty in

specifying the literature to be included on a national basis. The literary needs

of one locality may not be the same as those of another. Further, the

literature base grows daily. Who is to decide what should be added or deleted

to the specified list of literary works? Children in schools today are diverse.

The curricula, which tends to be Eurocentric, may not be appropriate for those

students (Farrell, 1991). The cultural heritage model is built on the

assumptions that the most valuable experiences can be derived from literary

experiences and that the learner is an empty vessel into which culture is

poured. Additionally, the cultural heritage model tends to transmit only

high culture, it denies the value of any form of literature that is not in the

written form--film or television for example. Most importantly, the cultural

heritage model ignores the value of the student's own experience

(Wilkinson et al., 1980).
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The Process Model

The process method, which places students and their needs and

experiences in the very center of instruction, has at its base the belief that

children are unique and do not come to literacy with the same skills, needs,

or expectations. In this method there is no such thing as a generic text or a

generic reader. All readers bring emotional meaning to text which causes a

transaction between the reader and the text. Each transaction is different from

all others even when a reader is re-reading a text. Students are expected to

express their reactions to reading both in writing and class discussion (Farrell,

1991).

The process model values literary works in their entirety postulating

that studying one element of a work lessens its literary worth. While

learning about literary form and artistry, literary history, authors, periods of

literature, and types of literature may have merit, some analytic learning

should be done in context and only when the student views literature as an

active personal experience. Skills are acquired as part of the process of

reading, writing, and speaking. As the student becomes more accomplished

they will become more aware of rhythm, diction, point of view, structure and

genre. The teacher's role is to be a facilitator of this process--to clarify,

confront, and guide the student.

Advocates of the process approach assert that children will acquire

cultural literacy through this process. They will also be more able problem

solvers and will make better choices (Farrell, 1991). Critics of this approach

argue that the process method is too haphazard since all children do not

receive the same curriculum. Additionally, because the teaching of skills,
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particularly grammar skills, is context based students may not receive the

grammar instruction necessary to be competent in composition and speech.

Expressive Writing

A fourth type of writing that has been described in the literature is

expressive writing. Some see expressive writing as the psychological basis for

all types of writing. Used to express ideals, frustrations, complaints, or

feelings it has been linked with the Romantic idea of the individual.

Expressive writing is often the beginning activity in the college level

composition courses. Many think that expressive writing of this sort should

be eschewed at the college level and be relegated to elementary and secondary

instruction only.

Another importance of expressive writing, according to many

proponents, is that it leads the writer to thought. Writing is idea driven. In

order to write one must be able to "reflect, relate, project, personalize, and

invent" (Hennings & Grant, 1981, p.41). Different types of writing require

different levels of thought, and in writing instruction thought is a

developmental process, building from the simple to the complex.

Langer and Applebee (1987) clarify the importance of thought and

writing when they state that

Historians who have studied the development of literacy have cited

the acquisition of writing within a culture as a fundamental factor in

the development of modern thought--promoting in particular those

types of discourse (and those types of thinking) we label 'rational' or

'scientific.' They attribute this development to the fact that the act of

writing facilitates a logical, linear presentation of ideas, and to the
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permanence of writing (as opposed to the fleeting nature of talk),

permitting reflection upon and review of what has been written.

Written language not only makes ideas more widely and easily

available, it changes the development and shape of the ideas

themselves. (p. 3)

The act of composing also changes the writer by aiding in cognitive

development. The more that is known about how cognitive development

interacts with the persuasive writing process will only enhance how

instruction is designed and delivered.

Cognitive Theorists

The two leading cognitive developmental theorists of our time are

Jean Piaget and Lev Vygotsky. While both of their theories share the belief

that cognitive development is additive and constructivist in nature, there are

some very real differences in their approach to cognitive development.

A cursory overview of Piaget's work would include his four stages of

development--sensorimotor, preoperational, concrete operational, and

formal operational. The sensorimotor stage which usually takes place

between birth and two years of age is characterized by the attainment of object

permanence. This means that the infant is able to successfully visually track a

stimulus, be aware that an object that is partially or completely covered is still

extant, and eventually be able to find an object no matter how or where it is

hidden. The preoperational child, from ages 2 to 7 years of age, relies on

personal perceptions of the environment and egocentric thought (Black,

Puckett, & Bell, 1992).

Children in the concrete operational stage, from 7 to 11 years, are able
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to focus on more than one attribute especially if they are allowed to

manipulate concrete materials. Formal operations, 11 years through

adulthood, is characterized by the ability to utilize abstract thought. Critical

thinking is a feature of this stage, and the ability to decentralize, or consider

another's point of view also appear during the formal operational stage

(Black, et al., 1992).

Some have criticized Piaget's stages of development as being too rigid

and intractable, mainly because of the age ranges associated with each stage.

However, the stages were never meant to be absolutes, rather they were to be

guidelines or benchmarks of a child's development. Sub-stages in Piaget's

theory provide transition from one stage to the other, and development is

not presumed to always be in an exact linear progression. Furthermore, the

age ranges were meant to be guidelines as well. Individual children develop

individually. That is, if two children were born on the same day during the

same minute of that day, they would not necessarily be on the same cognitive

developmental level as they matured.

Vygotsky, on the other hand, is a proponent of the zone of proximal

development. This zone is the "distance between the actual developmental

level as determined by independent problem solving and the level of

potential development in collaboration with peers or adults" (Burkhalter,

1994, p. 4). The zone of proximal development is that area that is just

beyond the ability of the child to perform alone. Eventually different zones of

proximal development manifest themselves as developmental differences

between children.

An important part of Vygotsky's theory is the belief that children
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should be exposed to and assisted with tasks that are marginally beyond their

cognitive developmental level. The sooner the seeds of cognitive

development are sown, the sooner they can begin to grow (Burkhalter, 1994).

Writing Theorists

Writing theorists have found that students have difficulty writing

persuasive prose. Many have spent years trying to solve the puzzle of why

students find persuasive writing so hard to do.

Kinneavey

James Kinneavey, who has worked extensively in college and

secondary writing instruction, has helped define the writing process. He

states that in any communication there must be an encoder (speaker or

writer), decoder (listener or reader), reality (subject matter), and a signal

(speech or written text). In all communication all four components are

present but one element will dominate. If the focus is on the encoder the

communication is expressive; if focus is on the decoder, communication is

persuasive. When the focus is on reality the communication is referential;

when the signal itself is the focus, the resulting communication is literary.

Hence, Kinneavey's modes of discourse are expressive, referential,

persuasive, and literary. He subdivides the referential mode into exploratory,

informative and scientific discourse. Editorials, political speeches, advertising

and religious sermons all fall under his persuasive mode.

Kinneavey's work has had the strongest influence in college level

composition, and while there are few if any texts based on his work for the

elementary level, both Texas and Wisconsin have included Kinneavey's

theoretical framework in their language arts curriculum guides. Further
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there are similarities between Kinneavey's theories and those of James

Moffett and James Britton, both of whom incorporate the elementary aged

child within their work (Farrell, 1991).

Moffett

Moffett believed that one component should be added to the language

arts of reading, writing, speaking, and listening. That component is thinking,

the forgotten language art, even though it is an integral part of any human

communication. Defining English as "all discourse in our native language--

any verbalizing of any phenomena, whether thought, spoken or written"

(Moffett, 1983, p. 9), Moffett has taken as his theoretical influences the works

of Alfred Korzybski and S. . Hayakawa whose work was in general semantics

as well as the developmental theories of Piaget and to some extent Vygotsky

(Farrell, 1991).

In his book Teaching the Universe of Discourse (1983), Moffett

questioned the practice of teaching discrete skills in the writing process. He

pointed out that publishers of language arts texts often organize curricula

from the smallest unit to larger units--the word, to sentence, to paragraph, to

composition. He challenged the appropriateness of this practice especially on

developmental grounds because it corresponds to neither the functioning of

language nor the cognitive development of the student. He states that only

in the complete composition can meaning, style, logic, or rhetoric be

evaluated (Moffett, 1983).

As a result, Moffett attempted to match language arts curriculum to the

psychological development of children. He postulated that while teachers

were lovers of literature, they were not always sufficiently informed in the
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ways that children acquire the knowledge necessary to produce quality

discourse.

So I set out to build a bridge, intellectually rigorous but emotionally

true also, between the familiar world of literature, books, and talk and

the discursive universe of the mind that these manifest. I based the

structure of English on the primal communication triad, which

permits relating literature to life, language forms to modes of thought.

I wanted to recast into the psychological terms of human growth those

familiar but opaque academic elements such as rhetoric, logic,

grammar, and literary technique, because I felt obliged to help teachers

where they needed help most (Moffett, 1983, p. vii).

Moffett was one of the first theorists to attempt to pair growth in writing

ability with growth in cognitive development (Lee, 1979).

Moffett's work led him organize types of discourse in a hierarchical

order going from the least abstract to the most abstract. His Objectives of

Discourse include word play, labels and captions, invented dialogue, actual

dialogue, invented stories, true stories, directions, generalized information or

fact, and generalized thoughts or ideas (Moffett, 1983).

The Objectives of Discourse also follow his rhetorical and referential

progressions. The rhetorical progression involves an increasing distance

between the writer and the audience, or what he calls the I--you component.

The referential involves an increasing distance between the writer and the

subject, or the I--it component (Moffett, 1983).

Moffett has been credited with the idea that the first form of children's

writing is the narrative because it does not require as much ability to use



24

abstract reasoning as other genres (Crowhurst, 1988). However, Moffett

himself states that Piaget's developmental stages are not absolute when it

comes to abstracting ability. He does agree with Piaget's theory of decreasing

egocentrism as a child matures and postulates that activities which require

higher abstraction levels may be possible only as the child becomes aware of

the ability for abstract thought (Moffett, 1983). "Rhetoric, or the art of acting

on someone through words is an abstractive act" (Moffett, 1983, p. 31).

Britton

James Britton confirms Moffett's work when he writes, "'What does

come through... [in Britton's research] is the firm nature of the association

between Moffett's abstractive scale and progress through the years of

schooling"' (Moffett, 1983, p. v.)

James Britton, in addition to endorsing Moffett's abstractive scale, has

made his own contributions to the field of writing instruction. He maintains

that language learning begins with listening. Britton believes that talk is

preparatory to reading and that writing follows from reading. However, he

also advises that reading instruction for young children should consist of

individual children dictating or writing stories. Oral language is important

because it allows children to investigate, explore, and organize new interests.

His work is also notable because of his classifications of writing as expressive,

poetic, and transactional (Farrell, 1991).

Expressive writing in Britton's system is that which is closest to the

writer. It is either experienced based or based on what children imagine

might happen. Often this type of writing only makes sense to the child or to

someone very close to the child who knows as much about the topic as the
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child does (Erftmier & Dyson, 1986). Poetic writing is that which is used to

create a coherent ordered design as in a piece of literature. This type of

writing does take its audience into account so that there is a more distant

relationship between the writer and the reader (Erftmier & Dyson, 1986;

Farrell, 1991). Transactional writing is writing which is used to get something

done. Persuasive writing falls under this category and transactional writing is

the type which may have the most distant audience.

A study published in 1975 by Britton, Burgess, Martin, MCleod, and

Rosen examined writing across the curriculum. From 1967 to 1971

researchers collected 2,122 pieces of writing by 500 students from first, third,

fifth, and seventh years of secondary schools in England. The students ranged

in age from 11-18 years. Papers were collected from classes in geography,

history, science, religious education, and English. They were classified by

their major function as expressive, poetic, or transactional. The researchers

found that the level of abstraction in the compositions was a significant index

of development from ages 11 to 18, but few papers reached Moffett's final

theorizing stage (Farrell, 1991).

Bereiter and Scardamalia

Bereiter and Scardamalia (1982) concluded that, in order to write, oral

language schema must be adapted for written work. They hold that narration

translates easily from the oral to the written sphere because of narrative's lack

of reliance on a conversational partner. When a child tells a story it is usually

a speaker to a listener type of transaction. Very little interaction is required

nor expected from the listener.
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In persuasion or argument however, oral patterns are vastly different

than those utilized in written persuasion. Children in conversation use

dialogue requiring cooperation, reliance on vocal cues to acquire meaning,

and requests for clarification of issues (Erftmier & Dyson, 1986). A

conversational partner adds to the context or changes the direction of an

argument, whereas in written argument the direction and content is solely

left to the writer.

Bereiter and Scardamalia (1982) posited that without a conversational

partner, children had difficulty forming logical arguments and so produced

substandard persuasive writing. This difficulty is attributable to two sources,

either the child had not developed the schemata necessary for persuasive

discourse or the task of persuasive writing was too cognitively challenging.

The relationship between speaking and writing becomes more complex

in transactional writing. Transactional discourse requires higher order

thinking skills such as organizing, avoiding ambiguity, and audience

awareness (Erftmier & Dyson, 1986). Bereiter and Scardamalia (1982) stated

that if the child's difficulty was attributable to a lack of schemata then it was

possible that persuasive writing instruction might help the child develop that

schemata, though conversely, that if the work was simply too cognitively

challenging instruction would not improve the resulting persuasive

discourse.

Bereiter and Scardamalia (1982) also described a phenomenon that they

call knowledge telling. Children who have difficulty with persuasive

discourse may fall into this form which is characterized by stating all the ideas

and bits of knowledge the child knows on the topic at hand. There is no
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consideration for selection or organization. It is simply a regurgitation of

knowledge on a given subject. Bereiter and Scardamalia found this a

common strategy in elementary aged children's work.

On the positive side, the two researchers found that children aged 10 to

12 could identify statements of beliefs, reasons, and elaborations in persuasive

discourse. They attribute these abilities to knowledge of oral persuasion

(Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1982).

Wilkinson, Barnsley, Hanna, and Swan

Wilkinson, Barnsley, Hanna, and Swan (1980) studied the persuasive

writing of 7, 10, and 13 year old children. They found that when given a

persuasive task 7 year olds rarely wrote more than two sentences and that less

than 33% stated their position or gave even one reason to support a position.

The reasons 7 year olds gave were also highly personal and many were

extremely context bound making them ineffectual unless the reader knew the

writer or was familiar with the same context.

Seventy-five percent of the 10 year olds evaluated stated a position and

gave one or more reasons for support, although those reasons were usually

personal rather than logical, a number of the 10 year olds began their papers

with a position statement to begin an argument, but drifted into narrative as

the paper progressed, and only 3 out of the 31 children assessed had a

generalized conclusion. Papers which stated a position and had that position

supported by a series of deductive reasons were characteristic of the 13 year

olds' work. Further the majority of their papers (66%) had concluding

generalizations.

The group of researchers also evaluated writing on the cognitive
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measures of drawing inferences, generalizing, hypothesizing, and speculating.

Their findings show that children's ability to perform these tasks increases as

they become older (Wilkinson et al., 1980).

Newkirk

Thomas Newkirk (1987) has proposed an alternative view of the

development of nonnarrative writing in young children. Contrary to

Moffett's (1983), Britton's (Farrell, 1991), and Bereiter and Scardamalia's (1982)

assertions that narrative is the first writing form to emerge, Newkirk stated

that the first forms of writing to truly emerge in young children are

nonnarrative.

He contends that researchers who have studied the writing that young

children do at home have found a variety of forms including lists, letters,

signs, alphabet books, quizzes, and certificates. Children who watch adults

writing at home see primarily nonnarrative writing such as list making,

correspondence, or accounting activities such as balancing a checkbook. In a

study of children from 8-16 months Ninio and Bruner (1978, as reported in

Newkirk, 1987) found that one of the ways that children learn to label is

through naming pictures in books. Hence, when learning to read, children

may assume that text is a label for the pictures in books.

In his work, Newkirk (1987) examined 100 pieces of nonnarrative

writing done by children in first, second, and third grade. Work was collected

from six classrooms from two schools in a middle to upper-middle class

community in New Hampshire. Teachers in all classes and principals at both

schools had had extensive training in the writing process method and at one

of the schools a major research project involving Graves and Hansen was
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concluding. Children in the studies were not taught forms or formats for

expository writing.

Newkirk was able to identify eight basic discourse structures within the

body of the children's work. He arranged them in a general developmental

order but he emphasized that children do not necessarily write these

structures in that specific developmental order, that is, the appearance of a

higher form does not presuppose passage through a lower one.

The structures found included, the label, the basic list, the attribute

series, the reason list, couplets, attribute series, basic paragraphs, and ordered

paragraphs. While the younger subjects in the study tended to write labels

and lists with little or no cohesion, by third grade 49% of the pieces were

classified as paragraphs.

Newkirk cited Britton's (Britton et al., 1975, as cited in Newkirk, 1987)

description of young children's writing as resembling speech written down, a

position with which Newkirk vehemently disagreed. Newkirk posits that the

list is a structure which allows the writer to decontextualize information so

that that information can be manipulated by the writer. He cites Goody (1977,

as cited in Newkirk, 1987) who attributes the list to the development of

organized societies, much as Newkirk attributes list-making to the

development of a child's writing.

Early alphabetic writing systems were used primarily to maintain

administrative lists, and according to Goody, these lists were the first

steps toward a 'domestication' or ordering of knowledge; lists of dates

transformed into chronicles and then into histories: lists of plants and

animal names developed into more elaborate schemes (order, genus,
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species, variety); lists of words developed into dictionaries (Newkirk,

1987).

Newkirk suggested that models which limit young children's writing

to one form of discourse, specifically the narrative, did not take into account

the diversity or virtuosity of the abilities of young children. He further

maintained that children should not be limited to narrative-only instruction

in the elementary years. Rather, nonnarrative genres should be introduced

during those years because children have shown that those forms are

emergent and particularly since children in secondary education are expected

to produce primarily expository writing (Applebee, 1984).

Persuasive Writing Instruction

Writing which argues a case or point of view has long been recognized

as an important genre in Western culture (Crowhurst, 1988; Kinneavey, 1991).

Whether used for academic pursuits or to settle personal or business disputes,

persuasive writing is a skill that is essential for the educated person. On a

broader scale persuasive writing has been used for political purposes as well

as to right societal wrongs (Crowhurst, 1988). For educators, another

important factor is that students in America and around the world are being

required to write persuasively for standardized assessments when they are as

young as third graders.

Children writing persuasive discourse are having difficulty with the

task and so are the people instructing them. Applebee (1984) found that little

writing instruction was given either before or during the writing in secondary

settings. Presentation of writing assignments typically consisted of assigning a

topic, the composition's length, and setting a due date. When students did
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receive instruction was after the work had been graded and came in the form

of teacher comments and corrections. Comments were more likely to be

negative than positive and rarely gave no indication of how to improve the

writing (Crowhurst, 1988).

Martin (1980, as cited in Crowhurst, 1988) postulated that teachers gave

vague comments because of a lack of explicit knowledge of the genres they are

asking students to write. Teachers have good intuitions about whether

writing is good or bad because of implicit knowledge of the genre, but cannot

pinpoint how to fix a problem in a paper or give encouragement for good

work, because they have insufficient explicit knowledge of the genre.

Connors (1981) would concur with Martin's position because as he

states in his article, The Rise and Fall of Modes of Discourse, from the

mid-1800's until the late 1950's or early 1960's, the modes of discourse were

almost exclusively the curricula for college writing classes. Since that time

they have not been the primary focus of college composition classes and so by

and large those teaching in classrooms today were never instructed in them.

Teachers who have little or no formal training in persuasive writing are

being asked to teach it to their students.

Burkhalter (1994) states that there is an almost total absence of

persuasive writing in elementary school curriculum because curriculum

designers think persuasive discourse is well above the cognitive abilities of

young children. She further states that persuasive writing is often not taught

until 11th grade and that some college composition courses regard persuasive

writing as the culminating activity.

Scardamalia, Bereiter, and Filion (1991) list eleven argumentative
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strategies to aid in instruction and writing of persuasion. They include

argument by analogy, example, consequence, and definition as well as appeals

to authority, emotions, morality, and common experiences or beliefs.

Further strategies include argument from ignorance (as in no one knows the

effect of .. .), argument ad hominem (abuse or personal attacks), and begging

the question.

Crowhurst (1988) holds however, that the most important factor of

instruction is for the teacher to know enough about the persuasive genre to

structure opportunities for students to be successful at persuasion. Students

need to be clear about the topic they are writing about, know who they are

writing to or their audience, and they need to know why or the purpose of

their writing.

Problems in Composing Persuasive Discourse

Persuasive discourse has proven to be difficult for students from

children in the elementary grades to those at the university level (Campagna,

1987; Rybczynski, 1992; Henderson, 1994). Research has shown the persuasive

writing of elementary aged children to be low in overall quality and limited

in persuasiveness (Rybczynski, 1992).

Many attribute the difficulty children have in writing persuasion to a

lack of cognitive development sufficient to carry out the task (Bereiter &

Scardamalia, 1982; Crowhurst, 1983; Wilkinson et al., 1980; Moffett, 1983;

Rybczynski, 1992). Young children simply may not have developed the ability

to think abstractly enough, or to decenter from their own, to consider

another's point of view. This may also result in children not considering or



33

addressing the needs or concerns of their readers (Kroll, 1984,; Frank, 1992,;

Rybczynski, 1992).

Other possible sources of problems for children include that

elementary students have few experiences in either reading or writing

persuasion. Basal readers and content area textbooks for this age group rarely

include persuasive texts (Erftmier & Dyson, 1986; Rybczynski, 1992).

Crowhurst (1983) studied the persuasive writing of 5th, 7th, and 11th graders.

While she found that 5th and 7th graders wrote less complex persuasive

papers than the 11th graders, some of the younger students' papers began as

persuasive compositions but slipped into narrative, a genre commonly

included in basal readers, by the end of the paper.

Further, persuasive writing requires critical thinking more than other

genres do because the writer must take a stand and defend it (Rockwell, 1994).

According to Hillocks (as reported in Rockwell, 1994), writing itself is a

complex task that requires the writer to have four very specific types of

knowledge in order to successfully produce a piece of writing. Writers must

have knowledge of the content to be written about. They must have

procedural knowledge of how to arrange and manipulate that content to

reach a purpose. Writers require a knowledge of discourse structures

including the schemata necessary to produce various genres as well as

knowledge of syntax, punctuation, and usage. Last of all they need the

procedural knowledge that allows them to produce writing of a particular

genre. With the necessity of these four types of knowledge to produce

writing, composing becomes a daunting task indeed for the young writer.

Additionally children's persuasive compositions have been found to
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have inadequate content. Persuasive papers tend to be shorter than the

narratives children write and students may not support the point of view

they are promoting. Gaps in basic knowledge appear both in the content of

the work as well as the organizational structures students use such as

illogically placed information or exaggerated claims (Crowhurst, 1988).

Writers may use inappropriately informal language or begin a persuasion

with a personal greeting such as "Hello" or "Hi" (Erftmier & Dyson, 1986).

Compositions may take on non-argumentative forms, such as

narrative or dialogue. Others may become informative rather than

persuasive works, however Crowhurst (1988) tentatively attributes this

phenomenon to a mismatch of prompt with the writer's expectation. For

instance, in a prompt she asked students to tell how a misbehaving student

should be dealt with, and students tended to respond with informative

compositions rather than persuasive. Additionally Wilkinson et al. (1980)

found that few 10 year olds attempted to write to both parts of the question,

"Would it work if children came to school when they liked and could do

what they liked there?" (p.20).

Also persuasive papers were sometimes characterized by stating the

wishes of the writer but using no persuasive strategies to bring the reader to

the writer's point of view. Many papers ended with a request of hope such as

"I hope I have persuaded you to NOT cut our homework" (Crowhurst, 1988,

p. 21). A further feature of children's persuasive writing was the use of

capitalization of words for emphasis, as in the example above, using many

exclamation points, and adding pictures, graphics, or underlining to the

writing to help emphasize the importance of the argument (Erftmier &
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Dyson, 1986; Crowhurst, 1988).

Persuasive compositions written by children tend to begin and end

abruptly. Openings such as "No, I don't think," or "I think" without any

elaboration or explanation of the topic are common (Crowhurst, 1988, p.

21). Conclusions are just as abrupt or nonexistent. Campagna (1987) noted

that half the children in an Australian 6/7 classroom simply signed their

names when they ran out of ideas in a letter to persuade a school

administrator to change a policy. Other children in the study either suggested

a solution or hoped the policy would be changed, but none summarized their

arguments as a way of finishing their letters. When asked why they finished

their papers as they did children could give no explanation.

Children may omit reasons to support their cause in persuasive

writing and when reasons are given they are frequently not elaborated upon.

Reasons may be baldly stated or persuasive papers may simply be a list of

unelaborated reasons. Sentences in persuasive papers also may be bald and

brief especially when compared with those in narrative compositions.

Persuasive writing in the elementary grades tends to show a lack of

development of appropriate vocabulary for argument as well (Crowhurst,

1988). Further, children are not usually encouraged to write persuasively in

the elementary grades because teachers consider the genre too difficult for

them (Crowhurst, 1988; Burkhalter, 1994).

Assessment of persuasive writing poses problems as well. First there

may be a miscommunication when the assessor of the writing is not the

intended audience of the writer. The intended audience may have

specialized knowledge that an unknown assessor does not possess and so may
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be able to make sense of writing that would be illogical to another person.

Also, children tend to write more successfully for a real audiences rather than

artificial or make believe audiences which is usually the case in assessment

and research settings (Crowhurst, 1988).

Children are able to persuade orally at a very early age (Erftnier &

Dyson, 1986; Newkirk, 1987; Crowhurst, 1988) and precursors of written

persuasion proficiency appear in young children's writing (Newkirk, 1987;

Crowhurst, 1988). Even though children report that they find persuasive

discourse difficult (Campagna, 1987), they do attempt to use persuasive

strategies in their writing. Rybczynski (1992) reported that sixth grade

students used logical appeals and stated reasons for opinions when writing

persuasive letters to various audiences. The reasons given were not always

logical to an adult's point of view and many times claims were made with

nothing to back them, but the rudiments of those persuasive strategies were

present.

Campagna (1987) discussed the persuasive writing process with 12 of

the children in her study of children writing persuasive letters to get a policy

changed. Only two of the children queried stated that they liked the

persuasive task and one said that she disliked it so much that she never

wanted to write persuasively again. However, children reported that being

allowed to choose their own topic was very important to them and made the

persuasive task easier.

Persuasion is more difficult cognitively than other types of writing.

The good news is that children's ability to both write and speak persuasively

develops to a finer degree as they get older (Erftmier & Dyson, 1986).
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Relevant Studies

Those who have studied persuasive writing in the recent past have

found that students find persuasive writing difficult. From the university

level to the elementary school, students find themselves in the same

predicament of trying to write acceptably within the persuasive genre which

they find so difficult.

Ferris (1994) analyzed 60 persuasive texts of university freshman

composition students for various rhetorical structures. Using a stratified

random sample he selected 15 compositions from each of four groups of

students--native English speakers in a basic composition class, native English

speakers in a second semester composition class, non-native English speakers

in a basic class for non-native speakers, and non-native English speakers in a

second semester composition class for non-native speakers. He found clear

differences between the persuasive essays of native and non-native writers.

Cognitive complexity (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1982) and a possible lack of

exposure or instruction to persuasive writing are cited as a possible origins of

difficulty for non-native speakers.

Native speakers had a greater number of clauses in their writing and

wrote longer compositions than did non-native speakers. Native speakers

had the lowest ratio of subtopics to sentences indicating that they had greater

topical focus or elaboration. Counterarguments were included most often by

the more advanced native speakers, but were followed in number by the

advanced non-native speakers.

Ferris suggested that non-native speakers may come into composing

situations with different rhetorical and discoursal expectations than native
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speakers do. Also, certain elements of persuasive discourse may be more

difficult for non-native speakers because of their lack of exposure to the

conventions of persuasion in English. Because of these factors Ferris

recommended that more specific instruction in the elements of persuasion

was needed for non-native English speakers.

McCann (1989) attempted to learn how much knowledge 6th, 9th, and

12th graders possessed concerning written argument. He constructed seven

passages for students to read with varying amounts of argumentative features

included. Passages ranged from one which had no argumentative features to

one which had all the elements of argument as defined by Toulmin (1958).

Students were then asked to read the passages and rate the quality of the

argument from 1 to 5. If a passage was not an argument students were to rate

it as 0. All three student groups were successful at this task.

Subsequently McCann had the student groups write a persuasive paper

in response to a prompt which stated that the student council was discussing

off campus lunch for students. Writers were to take a position and support it

fully. Compositions were then evaluated using a scale McCann developed

based on Toulmin's (1958) The Uses of Argument. Toulmin had identified

five components of effective argument-those being use of claims, data,

warrants, recognition of opposition, and rebuttal. McCann added proposition

to his scale because proposition was implied in Toulmin's work. In his scale

McCann assigned the scores 0, 2, 4, or 6 for the quality or presence of each

argumentative component in students' papers. He then analyzed the

students' writing by age group to determine differences for each

argumentative component and for the total writing score. In the literature
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this total score has come to be known as the combined Toulmin score.

He found significant differences between grades for claims, warrants,

propositions, opposition, and response to opposition (his name for rebuttal).

All three grade level groups were strongest in making claims and stating

propositions. Conversely, students were weakest in offering data, using

warrants, and responding to opposition.

These would appear to be powerful findings until one takes a closer

look at the scale applied. First of all, the scale was not devised by Toulmin,

but rather by McCann. Toulmin's (1958) book, The Uses of Argument is

targeted for teachers of university students, university students, or at the very

least upper secondary students. It is not a book aimed at elementary or

middle school students and is not appropriate for their instruction. In his

data section McCann assigns credit in the following manner:

0 No data are offered or the data have no relevance to the claim.

2 The data that are offered are weak, inaccurate, or incomplete.

Examples may include the following (a) an attempt at using a

general principle without establishing the truth of the principle;

(b) the use of examples from personal experience which are not

generalizable; (c) the citation of data when no source is

identified; (d) the use of obviously biased or outdated material.

4 The data that are offered are relevant but not complete. The

writer leaves much for the reader to infer from the data. The

writer may have offered the data without the complete citation

which would allow the reader to determine the reliability

of the data as evidence. The writer may offer data which are
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not complete enough to allow the reader to determine their

significance.

6 The supporting data are complete, accurate, and relevant to the

proposition (p. 75).

Paying particular attention to score point 4, McCann states that "The writer

may have offered the data without the complete citation which would allow

the reader to determine the reliability of the data as evidence" (p. 75). This is

definitely the norm for university level composition, possibly even for high

school work, but 6th graders are commonly found in elementary schools and

this is not the common practice for their writing. Most have not been

instructed in how to correctly make a citation for data if they should use it.

Persuasive writing in the elementary school has traditionally been reliant on

the personal reasoning and argument of the individual child. This would

not be an issue except for the fact that McCann's Toulmin score instrument

has been used extensively in the literature sometimes appropriately as in

Ferris' (1994) study of native and non-native English speaking students'

persuasive writing and inappropriately as in Knudson's (1992) study of the

persuasive writing of 4th, 6th, 10th, and 12th grade students.

Knudson (1991) randomly assigned 4th, 6th, and 8th grade students to

four treatment groups. Treatments included (1) instruction with model

pieces of persuasive prose and time to write, (2) scales and questions designed

to guide students' writing and revision with time to write, (3) instruction

with model pieces of writing, scales and questions, with time to write and, as

a control group, (4) students were shown a picture and told to write a story

about what was happening in the picture.
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The Fry Readability formula was used in formulation of the

instruction sheets and two sets of materials were generated--one for 4th and

6th graders at a 3.5-3.8 grade level, and another for 8th graders at a 5th grade

reading level. Teachers were given a folder with the work for each student

on each day. All four treatments were administered simultaneously in each

classroom. Students were instructed in this manner for 14 days for 20

minutes per session.

At the end of the study and again two weeks later samples were

collected from all students in response to a writing prompt. Papers were

evaluated using a modification of Diedrich's analytical scale. On Diedrich's

scale, from 1-4 points are given for the following categories--ideas,

organization, wording, flavor, usage, punctuation, spelling, and handwriting.

In Knudson's modification of that scale points were given for clarity,

organization, coherence, punctuation, spelling, and word choice.

Knudson found that girls wrote significantly better than boys at the end

of the treatment. However, two weeks later both boys and girls received

similar scores, with both scores going down, but the girls' scores made a more

precipitous drop, having been higher than the boys' in the first collection,

they were lower than boys' in the second. Eighth grade students wrote

significantly better than 4th and 6th graders, and 8th grade scores were stable

between the first and second collection of papers. Knudson states that it is

unclear whether the 8th graders were simply better persuasive writers than

the younger students or whether they were simply able to permanently add

persuasive strategies to their writing ability.

The following year Knudson (1992), in an effort to find when
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persuasive strategies become emergent, gave persuasive writing prompts to

4th, 6th, 10th, and 12th graders and then evaluated them using McCann's

Toulmin instrument and a holistic grading guide. Students were given 20

minutes to write in response to a prompt once and then again two weeks

later. She found that 4th and 6th grade students use significantly fewer

Claims, Data, Warrants, and Propositions than do the 10th and 11th graders.

Further, 4th grade children use significantly fewer Claims than 6th graders

and significantly fewer responses to the opposition than 12th graders. These

are hardly surprising findings considering the instrument used to render

them and there is a question of allowing the students sufficient time to

produce persuasive discourse. Twenty minutes is a very short amount of

time for a task that is so cognitively challenging.

On the other hand, Knudson used a holistic instrument in her study

that was appropriate for both elementary and secondary students. Her six

point scale evaluates papers as a whole on the quality of their persuasion.

For that reason, her holistic scale was used in the evaluation process of this

project.

Burkhalter's (1994) study employs a Vygotskian approach to persuasive

writing and purports to prove that Piagetian developmental levels are not

necessarily an indicator of persuasive writing ability. While she found that

supposedly pre-formal operational children were able to produce persuasive

discourse with adult help, her definition of a formal operational child was

one who had attained the age of 11. This chronological assumption of formal

operational attainment without the use of some method of testing for formal

operations leaves room for conjecture regarding her findings.
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Webster and Ammons (1994) utilized Piagetian tasks of seriation and

classification to investigate the relationship between those concrete

operational skills and the ability to write narrative and comparison

compositions. They predicted that the ability to seriate would make a

difference to 5th graders' comprehension of narratives they read and the

organization of narratives they wrote. Further, they predicted that the ability

to classify would enhance childrens' comprehension of a comparative

exposition and to their own written comparisons. They found that seriation

and classification abilities were necessary but not a sufficient condition for

high levels of performance in reading and writing of the two genres. Their

study is important to this work because little research has been done on the

relationship of cognitive structures to literacy and none have been found by

this researcher that pair cognitive development measured by completing

Piagetian tasks with persuasive writing ability.

Crowhurst (1990) took students in four sixth grade classes in two

schools. One group received instruction using a model of persuasive writing

along with writing practice, one received a model of persuasive writing along

with reading practice, a third got practice in reading but no instruction in

persuasive writing, and a fourth, her control group, did group discussion

activities. Her results showed that both the groups who received instruction

in a model of persuasion and reading or writing practice used more

elaborations per 100 words and more conclusions on a persuasive writing

posttest. However, the group that was given both the model and writing

practice showed the most gain in quality of writing, elaboration, and use of

conclusions. Crowhurst's conclusion is that "persuasive writing can be
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improved by instruction" (1990, p. 155).

Crowhurst (1991) used the same methodology for a second study of

four sixth grade classes. The writing-instruction group and the reading-

instruction group received the same treatment as in her 1990 study. The third

group spent their time reading novels and writing book reports, with the

exception of one 45-minute instructional period in which her model of

persuasive writing was presented. The control group read novels and wrote

book reports during the entire treatment time. Her results were the same as

in 1990 with the reading-instruction and writing-instruction groups showing

more growth than the other two, but the third group, who only had one 45

minute lesson, still did better than the control group on the persuasive

writing posttest. Again, the writing-instruction group made the most

progress.

Crowhurst has had success with her model of teaching persuasion. For

that reason it will be the model of instruction used in this study



CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

Persuasive writing requires the ability to take a point of view and argue

logically. Assessments nationally and internationally have documented the

difficulty students have with this genre. Competence in persuasive writing

may be related to the development of childrens' reasoning powers. Because

of the dearth of relevant research pairing persuasive writing with cognitive

or developmental levels in children this relationship was explored in this

study.

Treatment Groups

Subjects were third, fourth, and fifth graders from extant classes at a

suburban elementary school in Carrollton, Texas. The school is actually a

building which houses two schools which act independently of each other

with the exception of sharing a library, a cafeteria, and a Parent Teacher

Association. The primary side of the building houses pre-kindergarten

through 2nd grade and the intermediate side serves 3rd through 5th graders.

The schools were originally one school but as the enrollment approached

1,000 for several years, an administrative decision was made to split the

schools providing each with its own principal, office staff and counselor. This

research was done at the intermediate school in the spring semester of 1997,

the second year after the split.

Over 75% of the children attending this school were considered of low

socio-economic status as measured by meeting the criteria for the federal free

45
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lunch program. Racial composition of the school was 71% Hispanic, 18.5%

Caucasian/Other, 6% African American, and 4.5% Asian. Many children in

this school were members of the first generation in their families to be born

in America. Many were born in other countries and were recent immigrants.

Because of the recent migration to the United States, many children lived in

homes where the language spoken by the adults in the home was not English.

Approximately one third of the classes in this elementary school were

bilingual education classes, but the classes selected for this study were regular

education classes where children were instructed entirely in English.

Teachers of the regular classes at each grade level were approached and

asked if they would be interested in participating in the study. With their

assent, their names were placed in the selection pool for possible selection.

Classes receiving the treatment were randomly selected. Only one class

per grade level at grades 3, 4, and 5 were selected for treatment. Limitations of

this method were that subjects were not randomly selected nor stratified. As

a result of this type of selection, a selection bias was possible, however, so

scores from the group administered Otis Lennon IQ test were averaged for

each class for comparison purposes. Using the Otis Lennon as a measure, it

appeared that a selection bias was present because of a 10 to 11 point difference

on the class averages between the fourth grade class and the third and fifth

grade classes (third grade M=90, fourth grade M=102, fifth grade M=91).

Both parents and children were allowed to opt out of the study. Those

who did not participate still received instruction, but pretest and posttest

compositions were not analyzed for non-participants nor were those students

evaluated using the Piagetian tasks.
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A total of 43 children were eventually subjects in the study. Forty-eight

began the study, but three were dropped from the evaluation because they

either produced no persuasive texts or because they produced one or two

posttests and no pretests. These three children all received special education

services and tried during the study, however they did not generate enough

information for evaluation. A fourth child was also dropped from the study

because as a fourth grader his Piagetian level was still in the preoperational

stage. This child was a special education inclusion student who was mentally

challenged. He did produce enough writing to analyze, but because of his

developmental delays he was the only subject still in the preoperational stage.

Of the 43 eventual participants 25 were boys and 18 were girls (n= 10

fifth grade boys, n= 5 fourth grade boys, n= 10 third grade boys; n= 6 fifth grade

girls, n= 7 fourth grade girls, and n= 5 third grade girls). Children were

queried whether a language besides English was spoken in their home and if

they understood that language. Children were not considered bilingual

unless they could actually understand the language being spoken. In some

homes parents spoke exclusively in their native language, in others both

English and another language were spoken. Since these children were in

regular rather than bilingual classrooms, they were not asked if speech at

home was exclusively in a language other than English, only if another

language was spoken and if they understood it. In their homes 16 children

had parents who spoke English exclusively at home, 20 had parents who

spoke Spanish at home, 4 had parents who spoke Vietnamese, and 3 had

parents who spoke Yoruba, the language of Nigeria.
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Piagetian developmental levels were determined for each child

through the administration of three Piagetian tasks, one each of probability,

combinations, and permutations. The tasks are discussed in further detail

later in this chapter.

Following task administration a total of 21 children,12 boys and 9 girls,

were found to be in the concrete operational stage. Further 19 children, 10

boys and 9 girls, were in the transitional stage and 3 children, all boys, were in

the formal stage of development. The breakdown of the number of children

in each stage by grade level is shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Piagetian Levels of Study Participants by Grade and Gender

Piagetian Level Third Grade Fourth Grade Fifth Grade

Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls

Concrete 8 4 1 3 3 2

Transitional 2 1 3 4 5 4

Formal -- -- 1 -- 2 --

Further Limitations of this Study

1. Not all children completed all four persuasive tasks. This limitation

runs throughout the study and these children were not included in the

analysis. When analysis was for the overall group across the four writing

tasks 17 children were omitted because they did not have all four
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compositions. When analysis of variance was computed for individual

posttests as few as 12 children were excluded because of missing scores.

2. For various reasons, none of the classes completed the posttesting in

the two weeks following instruction as originally planned. Third and fourth

graders were simply asked to complete the two posttests before the end of the

school year. Fifth graders wrote one persuasive composition within two

weeks of instruction but the second one was not written until several months

later in May.

Piagetian Tasks

Three Piagetian tasks were originally planned to be administered to

each subject either prior to or during the same time frame as the instructional

cycle by the researcher. This proved problematic, however, because the tasks

took from 15-50 minutes per child to administer. There was no way of

predicting how long a child would take. If cognitive development was

advanced, those children might spend a lengthy time considering and

pondering before completing the tasks. The same was true with children who

were less cognitively advanced who would sit and think about what they

were being asked to accomplish. Conversely, both some of the more

advanced and less advanced children would complete the tasks in a relatively

short time. Originally audiotaping was also planned for each task

administration, but there was ample time for the researcher to jot down any

utterances the child made. Generally because they were concentrating so

much, children were very quiet as they completed the tasks.

The tasks selected were from Piaget and Inhelder's The Origin of the

Idea of Chance in Children (1975): probability, combination, and permutation.
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These three were chosen because they relied on logic and because two of the

three had well delineated transitional stages between concrete and formal

operations. The third had a transitional stage, but it is not as formalized and

is identified by closely watching the child and listening to comments during

completion of the task. Subjects were grouped according to their performance

on the three tasks.

Task One (The quantification of probabilities)

The child was shown two sets of white counters, each set having some

with a red cross on the back. Before the first task, the child was shown the

fronts and backs of each set that was used for that particular task. Then each

set of counters were mixed up and left on the table with only the white side

showing. Children were given two or more warm up attempts so that the

researcher could be certain that the child understood the process. After seeing

the two sets' composition and watching them be turned over, the child was

asked in which set there would be a better chance to pick up a counter with a

red cross on the first try. Piaget used the following ten combinations of sets,

but did not test every child with every combination. Each description is

followed by an example of that arrangement.

1. Double impossibility-There are no counters with crosses in either

set.

2. Double certainty--All counters in both sets have crosses on them.

3. Certainty-impossibility--In one set, all counters have a cross (2/2

certainty), in the other none of the counters has a cross(0/2 impossibility).

4. Possibility-certainty--One set has at least one crossed counter (1/2

possibility) , in the other set, both counters have a cross (2/2 certainty).
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5. Possibility-impossibility-One set has some counters with crosses

(1/2 possibility), the other set has no counters with crosses (0/2 impossibility).

6. Identical composition of both sets. Sets have the same number of

members, and the same number of crossed and uncrossed members (Both sets

have 1/2 with crosses).

7. Proportionality. One set has one cross out of three (1/3), while the

other has two out of six (2/6). The sets are proportional to one another.

8. Inequality of favorable cases and equality of possible cases. One set

has at least one counter crossed, but not an equal number of crossed and

uncrossed (1 / 4 inequality of favorable cases), the other has equal numbers of

counters crossed and uncrossed (2/4, equality of possible cases).

9. Equality of favorable cases and inequality of possible cases. One set

has an equal number of crossed and uncrossed counters (2/4 equality of

favorable cases), the other has at least one counter crossed and has a higher

number of counters in the set that are uncrossed (1/4, inequality of possible

cases).

10. Inequalities of favorable and possible cases in both sets without

proportionality. One set has at least one crossed counter but more uncrossed

counters (1/3, inequality of favorable and possible cases), the other has at least

one crossed counter but more uncrossed counters (1/4, inequality of favorable

and possible cases). And, the sets are not proportional to one another (Piaget

& Inhelder, 1975, pp. 132-133).

When Piaget did his original testing every child was not be tested with

every combination and so a compilation was made of the combinations that
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were used with children and also the alternate combinations used. Piaget

stated that some configurations were used as a control only, particularly

configurations one and two (impossibility for both sets and certainty for both

sets). Others seemed equally obvious to the researcher such as Configuration

3 (certainty and impossibility), Configuration 6 (equal sets), and Configuration

5 (possibility and impossibility). Following this reasoning Configurations

1,2,3,5, and 6 were used as ice-breaker activities so that the researcher could be

sure that children understood what they were being asked to do. Each child

did a minimum of two of those tasks, but no child did all six. These activities

were not included in the assessment of Piagetian level.

Children's responses were recorded on a form developed by the

researcher and included in Appendix A. Every child was asked to complete

configuration 4 (possibility-certainty), configuration 7 (proportionality),

configuration 8 (inequality of favorable and equality of possible),

configuration 9 (equality of favorable and inequality of possible), and

configuration 10 (inequality of favorable result without proportionality).

Level II A is characterized by a systematic failure with questions of

proportion. Children may pick the smaller set, without being able to

articulate why. When asked if there is the same possibility of picking a cross

in sets of 1/2 and 2/4, children tend to attend to the smaller set, stating that

one out of two is better than two out of four, or that one out of three is more

sure than two out of six. They tend to say, "because there are two of them."

(Piaget & Inhelder, 1975, p. 149).

Conversely, sometimes they will pick 2/4 over 1/2 because there are

more crosses in the set. The idea of proportion of chance is not attended to,
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but either the number in the set, or the number of crosses is.

In Level II B, the idea of proportionality is beginning to take hold, but it

is still puzzling. When shown configuration 7 (proportionality, 1/2 and 2/4),

nine year old Ram said,

"Here (2/4). No, here (1 / 2) because there is only one without a cross."

"Why did you say the other?" "Because there were two crosses."

"Then are two crosses better than one cross?" "One without a cross,

two with. .. it's the same because there are two crosses and two without

crosses (in 2/4)." "Then is one of the two groups better?" "No, they are

the same, but we are more certain here (2/4) because there are two

crosses" (very perplexed). (Piaget& Inhelder, 1975, pp. 153-154).

Children at Level II B tend to group the members of the sets, so that on

the 1/2 versus 2/4 question, they see that there is an equal number of marked

and unmarked counters. They may physically manipulate the counters to

prove the point. They are still not entirely successful at the tasks, particularly

inequality of favorable result without proportionality (10), but the beginnings

are there.

In Level III, the subject is able to successfully complete the task and to

explain it as well mathematically.

Task Two (Combinatoric operations)

Piles of four different colored counters were placed in front of the child.

The child was asked to make as many pairs as possible without repeating any

pairs. This should have resulted in six pairs. The child was then asked if

there was a quicker and more accurate way to arrange the pairs, and was
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allowed to make pairs again. Finally, the child was given six colors and asked

to make combinations again in a way that no combinations are forgotten.

This should have resulted in fifteen pairs.

Children at Level II may guess the correct number of combinations, but

there is either no system to their combining or they begin with a system that

is not sustained throughout the pairing of counters.

Piaget and Inhelder (1975) reported a transitional response with ten

year old Sto:

Sto (10,7), who with six colors pairs first AB, AC, AD, AE, and AF, and

then FE, FD, FC, FB, and stops before pairing FA. He next assembles

BC, BD, BE, and ED, EC, EB (which he removes), and finishes

empirically. "Do you want to start again to see if you can do better?"

(Then he puts together AB, AC, AD, AE, AF, then BC, BD, BE, BF, then

CD, CE, CF, then DE, DF, and finally EF)

(1975, pp. 170-171).

Children at Level III are able to pair the counters in a systematic way.

Task Three (Operations of Permutation)

The child was shown two toy people, and the researcher explained that

the toys were walking side by side. Therefore the toys could be put in order

two ways--AB or BA. Next the child was asked to do the same thing with two

colors of counters. Then the child was given three colors and given a chance

to make the six permutations possible. If successful, a fourth color was added

and the child was observed to see if he could make the 24 permutations

possible.
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Children at Level IIA of development may be able to complete

permutations using three elements. They are not able to generalize the

procedure to allow them to find the permutations for four elements

however.

Level IIB is characterized by children who are able to make the

permutations with three elements and who realize that there should be more

permutations with four elements than with three. These children may start a

system when attempting the four element permutations, but that system is

not sustainable and so they will be unsuccessful at the task.

At Level IIIA subjects will approach the task systematically, but there

may be mistakes as the permutations are made. Some children will be able to

compute the number of permutations in their heads. Children at this stage

should be able to find all 24 permutations, however they will not do it as

skillfully as those in Level IIIB. Full competence of this task does not appear

until Level IIIB which children generally achieve in their early to mid teens.

Experimental Procedure

Pretesting

During regular class time with the regular classroom teacher and prior

to instruction, children were directed to write two persuasive compositions.

These two compositions were the pretests. Because of the proximity of TAAS

(Texas Assessment of Academic Skills) testing, the fourth graders wrote to a

TAAS prompt for their pretests. The fifth grade class wrote to convince

parents of what they desired for Christmas and a topic of their own choice.

Many third graders wrote on why their parents should get them a special toy,

but others wrote on self selected topics for the pretesting.



56

Treatment Plan

Instruction consisted of ten 45-minute sessions and followed

Crowhurst's instructional plan, modified slightly to include the objectives of

the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS). To minimize maturation

differences the fifth graders were instructed first, followed by the fourth

graders, and ending with the third graders.

On the first day of instruction, a discussion was held in each of the

selected classes to discuss what persuasive writing was, and to brainstorm a

list of topics of interest for persuasive writing. Children and the regular

classroom teacher were given a printed list of the topics generated by the

brainstorming session. (The topic list for each class is included in

Appendix B.)

Following that, students were instructed in Crowhurst's (1991) model

of the structure of persuasive writing. Each child was given a printed copy of

the model to keep. Crowhurst's instructional model is shown in Table 2.

Table 2

Crowhurst's (1991) Modified Model of Persuasive Writing

STRUCTURE OF PERSUASIVE WRITING

A STATEMENT OF BELIEF Usually in the first

paragraph/introduction

REASON 1 Supports STATEMENT OF BELIEF

At least 3 SUPPORTING IDEAS Tells more about REASON 1

REASON 2 Supports STATEMENT OF BELIEF

At least 3 SUPPORTING IDEAS Tells more about REASON 2
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REASON 3 Supports STATEMENT OF BELIEF

At least 3 SUPPORTING IDEAS Tells more about REASON 3

Other reasons? Supports STATEMENT OF BELIEF

At least 3 Supporting Ideas Tells more about Other Reasons

CONCLUSION Comes at end. Sums up

Students were also given a folder in which to keep the list of topics, the

structural model, two graphic organizers created by the researcher (in

Appendix C) and ongoing persuasive writing assignments.

Following the brainstorming a persuasive composition was written on

the classroom overhead projector using one of the brainstormed topics. At

this time the two researcher created graphic organizers were introduced in

order to show how to plan a persuasive composition. Children were given

both blank graphic organizers and copies of the ones used to write the

persuasive composition in class. (A sample completed graphic organizer is

included in Appendix C.) During the writing structural parts of the

persuasive work were emphasized. Students and teachers received a printed

form of the story produced in class as well. (See Appendix D.)

From then on, students selected a topic, were allowed to brainstorm

reasons pro and con on that topic with other students, and wrote a first draft.

Student pairs checked each other's work for the persuasive structural

elements, commented on good reasoning, and suggested ways to improve the

writing. Students revised their compositions and turned them in for written

comment on their use of persuasive strategies from the researcher. When

students received their paper back a conference was held with the student and
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researcher to assure that the written comments were understood. The goal

was to get four completed compositions in this time frame, however it was

not known if that would be possible since younger subjects were employed

than those in Crowhurst's studies (Crowhurst, 1990, 1991).

Posttesting

The original plan was for each student to write two persuasive

compositions within two weeks of instruction. Because of some

communication problems and health problems of two of the teachers'

relatives, this was not accomplished in this time frame. These difficulties

necessitated a change in the plan, and so children simply wrote their posttest

compositions before the end of the school year. Each essay was on one of the

topics generated by the original brainstorming session, excepting those that

were part of the instructional program or pretesting, or one that the child had

come up with on his own. These two compositions constituted the posttest.

Scoring and Data Analysis

Both of the pretests and posttests for each subject were scored

holistically using a scale from Knudson (1992). Assessors were three

experienced elementary school teachers, one who had taught both third and

fourth grade, and two who had taught third, fourth, and fifth grades. The

researcher was included in the latter group. Assessors were trained in using

Knudson's holistic scoring rubric. The scoring rubric is included in

Appendix A. Compositions were scored holistically by two readers. If the two

readers did not agree on a holistic score, the paper was discussed between the

readers. If a consensus could not be reached the third reader evaluated the

piece as well. In one case readers rated a paper with three different scores. In
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that case, the average of the three was considered the final score. Interrater

reliability was calculated. Initial interrater reliability for the first pretest was

72%, for the second pretest was 70%, for the first posttest was 94%, and for the

final posttest was 93%.

A second type of scoring was done in which structural elements in the

writing were identified, counted, and statistically analyzed. Seven elements

were evaluated:

1. Number of words in the compositions.

2. Conclusions.

3. Number of reasons used.

4. Reasons per 100 words

5. Number of elaborations used

6. Elaborations per 100 words.

7. Number of words in elaborations compared with the total number

of words in the composition.

Analysis of variance including Fisher's PLSD and analysis of variance

with repeated measures were used for all statistical analysis. Additionally

informal observations were made by the researcher and commented upon in

Chapter 5.

Summation

In summation, in this study third, fourth, and fifth graders wrote two

persuasive compositions before instruction as pretests. They were then

instructed during ten 45 minute sessions by the researcher using Crowhurst's

(1991) model of persuasive writing instruction. Following instruction, the
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children wrote two more persuasive compositions on self selected topics as

posttests.

Three Piagetian tasks were also administered to each child to identify

the child's Piagetian developmental level. During the task administration

children were queried on whether a language other than English was spoken

in their homes. If the child answered affirmatively he or she was further

queried to determine if the child was proficient in that language in order to

determine if the child was bilingual.

Three experienced elementary school teachers including the researcher

used Knudson's (1992) holistic scoring guide to assess both pretests and

posttests for writing quality. The researcher also counted the number of

words children used in their compositions, whether the child included a

conclusion in the paper, the number of reasons used in the work, and the

number of elaborations used in the paper. The number of reasons per

hundred words, the number of elaborations per hundred words, and the ratio

between the number of words used in elaborations and the total number of

words used in the composition were calculated.

Statistical analysis of the data included analysis of variance, analysis of

variance with repeated measures, and as a post hoc measure Fisher's PLSD. A

confidence level of p c .05 was set for statistical tests. Informal observations

were also noted by the researcher and reported in Chapter 5.

Persuasive writing is a daunting and difficult task for the elementary

student. This study attempted to discern if Piagetian developmental levels,

bilingualism, or grade level played a part in the abilities of children to

successfully write persuasive compositions.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Persuasive writing requires the ability to take a point of view and argue

logically. Assessments nationally and internationally have documented the

difficulty students have with this genre. Competence in persuasive writing

may be related to the development of childrens' reasoning powers. Because

of the dearth of relevant research pairing persuasive writing with cognitive

or developmental levels in children this relationship was explored in this

study.

The four research questions addressed in this study were:

1. Does a given model of persuasive writing instruction increase persuasive

writing ability with third, fourth, and fifth grade children?

2. Is this treatment equally effective in increasing persuasive writing ability

for third, fourth and fifth grade children?

3. Does Piagetian developmental level influence persuasive writing

performance when third, fourth, and fifth grade children are exposed to a

given persuasive writing instructional strategy?

4. Does bilingualism influence persuasive writing performance when third,

fourth, and fifth grade children are exposed to a given persuasive writing

instructional strategy?

Several measures of writing were used in answering the four research

questions; overall writing quality score, number of words used in the

compositions, number of conclusions used, number of reasons used, number
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of reasons per hundred words, number of elaborations used, elaborations per

hundred words, and the ratio of words used in elaborations compared with

the total number of words used in the compositions. Findings were

considered significant if p < .05.

Persuasive Writing Instruction

Teaching with Crowhurst's (1990, 1991) model of persuasive writing

instruction did produce a significant difference (F=5.099, p=.0 02 7) in quality

across four persuasive writing tasks. Scores for the quality of the writing were

assessed using Knudson's (1992) holistic scoring rubric. Scores on the rubric

range from 1 for low in quality to 6 for high in quality. Analysis of the means

of those scores showed a steady rise in writing sample holistic scores across

the four compositions from 3.167 to 4.433 as seen in Table 3.

Table 3

Means for Holistic Scores of Four Persuasive Writing Tasks

Task M SD

Pretest 1 3.167 1.464

Pretest 2 3.667 1.539

Posttest 1 4.167 1.704

Posttest 2 4.433 1.813

The number of words children used in their persuasive writing across

four tasks also show a significant difference (F=3.101, p=.0308) when ANOVA

was calculated. As shown in Table 4 the mean word count for the samples
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increased over the first three samples with a decrease on the fourth sample.

However, even this decrease still resulted in a higher word count than the

first or second pretest sample.

Table 4

Means for Number of Words Across Four Persuasive Writing Tasks

Task M SD

Pretest 1 139.100 73.835

Pretest 2 161.233 69.815

Posttest 1 181.267 93.877

Posttest 2 169.233 61.308

ANOVA revealed no significant difference across the four writing

samples for the number of conclusions children included in their writing

(F=1.213, p=.3100) or in in the number of reasons children used in their

writing across the four samples (F=.899, p=.4426). In addition no significant

difference was determined for the reasons used per 100 words (F=1.090,

R_=.3582).

A significant difference was found for the number of elaborations

across the four compositions (F=10.724, p=<.0001). The means for

elaborations steadily climbed with a slight decrease on the fourth sample over

the course of the four writing samples as Table 5 illustrates.
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Table 5

Means for Elaborations Across Four Persuasive Writing Tasks

Task M SD

Pretest 1 5.700 4.419

Pretest 2 7.200 6.167

Posttest 1 9.800 6.283

Posttest 2 9.533 4.175

An analysis of variance also revealed a significant difference for

elaborations per 100 words across the four samples (F=15.198, p=<.0001).

Table 6 shows the progression for the means across the four writing samples

on elaboration per hundred words.

Table 6

Means for Elaborations per 100 Words Across Four Persuasive Writing Tasks

Task M SD

Pretest 1 3.790 2.571

Pretest 2 3.699 2.703

Posttest 1 5.645 2.850

Posttest 2 6.139 2.809
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The elaboration ratio, or number of words used in elaborations

compared to the total number of words in the composition, also showed

significance (F=4.469, p=.00 6 2). Ratios increased from 33.872 on the pretesting

to 52.719 as shown in Table 7.

Table 7

Means for Elaboration Ratio Across Four Persuasive Writing Tasks

Task M SD

Pretest 1 3.790 2.571

Pretest 2 3.699 2.703

Posttest 1 5.645 2.850

Posttest 2 6.139 2.809

In summary, significant differences were found on 5 of the 8 dependent

measures as shown in Table 8. Persuasive writing instruction did make a

difference to the ability of elementary school aged children to write

persuasively.

Table 8

Summary Table for Significant Differences for Writing Instruction

Dependent Measure p< .05

Holistic Score (Quality) Yes

Number of Words Yes
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Conclusions No

Reasons No

Reasons Per 100 words No

Elaborations Yes

Elaborations Per 100 words Yes

Elaboration Ratio Yes

An interaction between grade level and the quality of the writing also

occurred. Absent an interaction progress on the holistic scores would be

expected to be fairly stable. This was not the case. Examination of the means

for quality scores indicates that third graders' quality scores actually went

down from a Pretest 2 high of 4.111 to a Posttest 1 low of 2.33. Fourth graders

showed a steady improvement from Pretest 1 low of 3.800 to the Posttest 1

high of 5.600. Fifth graders, however, showed a consistent increase in the

quality of their writing from a Posttest 1 score of 2.455 to a Posttest 2 score of

5.273. In short,the fifth graders began with the lowest pretest scores and ended

with the second highest posttest scores.

Instruction in persuasive writing was generally beneficial to the

children in this study. The quality of their writing improved following

instruction as did performance on 4 of the 7 structural elements criteria.

Additionally children wrote more in their compositions as measured by the

number of words used. Further children used more elaboration in their

writing following instruction. The ratio of words used in elaborations

compared with the total number of words used in the composition increased

after instruction as did the number of elaborations per hundred words.
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Instruction in persuasive writing was beneficial to the children overall in this

study.

Effectiveness of Persuasive Writing Instruction Across Grades

Using Knudson's (1992) scoring rubric to evaluate the persuasive

writing of third, fourth, and fifth graders, a significant difference was found in

the quality of that persuasive discourse over the four writing events (F=8.575

p=.0013). In addition to the main effect for grade, a significant interaction was

revealed for treatment by grade (F= 12.379, p= <.0001). Table 9 illustrates the

differences in holistic mean scores among the three grades as calculated using

Fisher's PLSD with the fourth graders having the highest mean scores.

Table 9

Means for Holistic Scores of Four Persuasive Writing Tasks Across Three

Grade Levels

Grade M SD SE

3 3.111 1.304 .217

4 4.800 1.556 .246

5 3.614 1.715 .259

Further analysis of holistic scores by grade level revealed significant

differences at the time of Pretest 2 (F=11.032 p=.0003), Posttest 1 (F=17.142,

p=<.0001), and Posttest 2 (F=14.634, p=<.0001). Differences approached

significance on Pretest 1 as well (F=3.146, p=.0 5 4 1) as shown by Table 10.
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Table 10

Analysis of Variance For Ouality For Four Writing Samples by Grade Level

Pretest 1 Pretest 2 Posttest 1 Posttest 2

Grade 3 M 3.333 M 4.111 M 2.33 M 2.667

SD 1.118 SD 1.167 SD .866 SD 1.414

Grade 4 M 3.800 M 4.700 M 5.600 M 5.100

SD 2.098 SD 1.418 SD .699 SD 1.287

Grade 5 M 2.455 M 2.364 M 4.364 M 5.273

SD .522 SD .924 SD 1.502 SD 1.555

F=3.146 F=11.032 F=17.142 F=14.634

p=.0 5 4 1  p=.0 0 0 3 p=<.0001 p=<.0 0 0 1

Additionally analysis using Fisher's PLSD depicted a significant

difference between fourth and fifth graders on the first pretest (p_=.01 7 3). On

the second pretest the fifth graders scored significantly lower than both the

third graders (p=.0035) and the fourth graders (=<.0001). The first posttest

scores showed a significant difference between third and fifth graders

(p=.0019) and between fifth and fourth graders (p=.00 7 2). Significant

differences were found between fourth and third graders (p=<.0001) and fifth

graders and third graders (p=<.0001). However, no significant difference was
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found between the fourth and fifth graders on the quality of their

compositions on the final posttest (p=.9744).

A significant difference was found for the number of words children in

the three grades used in the four compositions (F=18.369, p=<.0001). Further

an interaction effect between the number of words and the treatment was

discovered (F=11.341, p=<.001) The means for number of words was highest

for fourth graders (M=224.450), followed by third graders (M=135.667), and

ending with fifth graders with a mean of 128.705 words. Inspection of the

means for the number of words in the compositions shows a decrease from

pretesting to posttesting, but both fourth and fifth graders increased the

number of words used from pretesting to posttesting. Table 11 shows this

trend.

Again, if no interaction effect was present it would be expected that

students at all grade levels would have similar levels of progression in the

number of words used in their persuasive writing. However, an interaction

effect between grade level and the number of words used was found to exist

(F=11.341, p=<.0001). Examination of the means shows that third graders

wrote more words in pretesting than in posttesting. Further their posttest

numbers are fairly stable. Fourth graders wrote essentially the same number

of words in their pretests and then had a slight increase in the number of

words used in the posttests. Fifth graders, conversely had the lowest word

counts on the pretests. The means for fifth graders more than doubled

between Pretest 1 and Posttest 2. While fifth graders never reached the

number of words used by the fourth graders, their growth in the number of

words used is more dramatic. Fisher's PLSD revealed that fourth graders used
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significantly more words than both third graders (p=<.0001) and fifth graders

(p=<.0001) in their persuasive compositions.

Table 11

Analysis ofVariance For Number of Words For Four Writing Samples by

Grade Level

Pretest 1 Pretest 2 Posttest 1 Posttest 2

Grade 3 M

SD

Grade 4 M

SD

Grade 5 M

SD

143.000

29.415

207.800

75.536

73.455

22.549

F=17.296

p=<.0001

M 189.556

SD 25.637

M 207.900

SD 72.750

M 95.636

SD 34.826

F=15.788

P=7<.0001

M 109.000

SD 25.637

M 258.600

SD 118.176

M 170.091

SD 42.361

F=12.942

R-=<.0001

M 101.111

SD 8.546

M 223.500

SD 44.420

M 175.636

SD 37.141

F=24.977

p=<.0001

No significant difference was found in the use of conclusions across the

grade levels (F=.594, R=.5 5 9 3). Further, no significant differences were found

for the number of reasons across the three grade levels (F=1.841, p=.17 69), nor

for reasons per hundred across three grade levels (F=1.891, p=.17 04).

The use of elaboration by children in third, fourth and fifth grade did
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show a significant difference (F=8.575, p=.0015). A significant interaction

effect between the treatment and the number of elaborations used by children

was also found (F=11.625, p=.0001). The overall means for elaboration

followed the pattern for number of words used in that fourth graders used the

most elaboration (M=11.250) followed by the third graders (M=8.611) and the

fifth graders used the least elaboration (M=4.705).

As stated earlier, a pattern of interaction was discovered between the

number of elaborations in the writing and grade level. Further examination

of the means of each composition by grade level revealed that third graders

used more elaboration in the second pretest (10.889) than the first (6.889), and

then used about the same number of elaborations in the posttest as shown in

Table 12. Fourth graders added more elaboration to their work from

pretesting to posttesting from a low of 8.200 for Pretest 1 to a high of 14.200 for

Posttest 1. Fifth graders had the most dramatic rise in the number of

elaborations used in the four compositions with a low of 1.636 to a high of

7.502 elaborations in their compositions. ANOVA for both pretests and

posttests showed significant differences for grade level.

Table 12

Analysis of Variance For Number of Elaborations For Four Writing Samples

by Grade Level

Pretest 1 Pretest 2 Posttest 1 Posttest 2

Grade 3 M 6.889 M 10.889 M 8.111 M 8.556

SD 2.892 SD 1.965 SD 2.713 SD 1.333
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Grade 4 M 8.200 M 10.000 M 14.200 M 12.600

SD 5.029 SD 7.242 SD 8.879 SD 5.892

Grade 5 M 2.455 M 1.636 M 7.182 M 7.545

SD 2.841 SD 2.420 SD 2.857 SD 1.809

F=10.600 F=12.461 F=7.713 F=7.502

p=.0002 p=.0001 p=.0015 p=.0019

When Fisher's PLSD was calculated significant differences were found

between the fifth grade and grades three (p=.0005) and four (p=.0003) on the

first pretest. This was also true in the second pretest with fifth graders using

significantly less elaborations than both third graders (p=<.0001) and fourth

graders (p=.0003). Fourth graders used significantly more elaborations than

third graders (p=.0025) and fifth graders (p=.0007) on the first posttest. Fourth

graders used significantly more elaborations than the third graders (p=.0005)

and continued to have more elaborations than the fifth graders but fifth

graders increased the number of elaborations used so that a lesser difference

was reflected (p=.0131).

A significant difference was found in elaborations per 100 words by

grade level (F=12.431, p=.0001). The means across all four compositions were

6.212 for third graders, 4.773 for fourth graders and 3.145 for fifth graders. An

interaction effect was found for elaborations per hundred words and grade

level (F=15.198 p=<.0001). Means for each writing task by grade level went up

from pretesting to posttesting with the exception of fifth graders who had
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more elaborations per hundred words in their first pretest than in their

second. However, fifth graders elaborations per hundred words did increase

over the course of the posttesting as shown in Table 13.

Table 13

Means for Elaborations Per 100 Words for Three Grade Levels Across Four

Persuasive Writing Tasks

Pretest 1 Pretest 2 Posttest 1 Posttest 2

Grade 3 M 4.989 M 5.803 M 7.800 M 9.058

SD 2.408 SD 1.103 SD 3.122 SD 3.085

Grade 4 M 3.910 M 4.272 M 5.426 M 5.486

SD 2.198 SD 2.685 SD 2.627 SD 1.785

Grade 5 M 2.700 M 1.456 M 4.081 M 4.345

SD 2.752 SD 1.969 SD 1.623 SD .875

F= 4.060 F=12.807 F= 4.441 F=.978

p= .0255 p= .0001 p= .0185 p=.3861

Significant differences were found for the elaboration ratio and grade

level (F=8.663, p=.0017) as well as for an interaction effect of the treatment and

elaboration ratio (F=2.301, p=.0445). If no interaction effect was present it

would be expected for all grade levels to have about equal progression in the
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use of elaborations per hundred words. Fourth graders had the highest

overall mean for elaboration ratio (M=55.013), followed by the fifth graders

(M=35.953), and closely followed by the third graders (M=35.799). An

examination of the means for both pretests and posttests shows that the third

graders elaboration ratio ranged from a high of 39.775 on Pretest 1 to a low of

30.441 in Posttest 1. Fourth graders also showed a increase in the means for

elaboration from 45.446 for Pretest 2 to 65.729 for Posttest 2. Fifth graders had

a dramatic increase in the number of words they used in elaborations ranging

from a mean of 18.338 to 56.109 as shown in Table 14.

Table 14

Analysis of Variance For Elaboration Ratio For Four Writing Samples by

Grade Level

Pretest 1 Pretest 2 Posttest 1 Posttest 2

Grade 3 M 37.087 M 39.775 M 30.441 M 35.894

SD 7.870 SD 12.834 SD 19.128 SD 22.513

Grade 4 M 48.154 M 45.446 M 60.724 M 65.729

SD 27.115 SD 29.433 SD 19.630 SD 10.115

Grade 5 M 26.166 M 18.338 M 43.198 M 56.109

SD 18.165 SD 24.149 SD 18.927 SD 14.406
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F=4.844 F=6.164 F=9.711 F=14.198

p= .0135 p= .0062 p= .0004 p= <.0001

To summarize, significance was found for grade level for 5 of the 8

dependent variables as shown in Table 15. Further, instruction resulted in an

interaction effect for those five quality and structural elements. The grade

children were in did play a a part in children's ability to write persuasively.

Table 15

Summary Table for Significant Differences by Grade Level

Dependent Measure p < .05

Holistic Score (Quality) Yes

Number of Words Yes

Conclusions No

Reasons No

Reasons Per 100 words No

Elaborations Yes

Elaborations Per 100 words Yes

Elaboration Ratio Yes

A significant difference was found in the quality of the persuasive

writing children produced between third, fourth and fifth grades. A pattern

of interaction also influenced the quality of writing by grade level.

Furthermore, the number of words used in compositions increased by grade
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level as did the number of elaborations used in children's compositions.

Both of these factors also had an interaction effect between grade level and

number of words used as well as the number of elaborations used in the

children's compositions. Significant differences and an interaction effect

were also found between the grade levels for the number of elaborations per

hundred words as well as the ratio the number of words used in elaborations

and the total number of words used in children's compositions.

Piagetian Developmental Levels and Effectiveness of Persuasive Writing

Instruction

If Piagetian developmental level moderates the effectiveness of

instruction, the results would be expected to show little improvement for

concrete operational children and greater improvement for transitional and

formal operational children. A significant difference was found across the

four writing samples for holistic score, or quality, and Piagetian level (F=3.492,

p=.0448). Further, a significant difference was found for interaction between

the treatment and Piagetian level (F=3.039, p=.0099). Means for children in

the concrete operational stage across the four compositions was 3.288.

Children in transition between concrete and formal operations had a score

mean of 4.250 and children in formal operations had the highest score mean

of 4.625.

Analysis of variance for both pretests showed no significant difference

in the quality of the composition (F=.606, p=.5507) and (F=.062, p=.9400) for

Piagetian developmental level (F=.606, p=.5507 and F=.062, p=.9400).

Conversely both posttests revealed a significant difference between Piagetian

levels and performance on the four writing samples as shown by Table 16.
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The means for holistic score by Piagetian level show that the concrete

operational children's scores were fairly stable from 2.923 on Posttest 1 to 3.692

on Pretest 1. Transitional children's score means increased over the course of

treatment from a low mean score of 3.133 on Pretest 1 to a high mean score of

5.133 on Posttest 1 and formal operational children ranged from a low of 3.500

on Pretest 1 to 6.000 on Posttest 2. Instruction was least effective for concrete

operational children. Transitional and formal operational children both

benefited from instruction

Fishers PLSD revealed no significant differences between children in

any of the three Piagetian levels on the quality score of both pretests.

Comparing the concrete operational children with the transitional children

p values were .4857 and .8063. Between concrete operational and formal

operational children the p values were .5940 and .6355. Transitional children

and children operating on the formal level also showed no significant

difference in the quality of their writing on the pretests (p=.3 7 6 6 and p=.7222).

Table 16

Analysis of Variance For Quality For Four Writing Samples by Piagetian

Level

Pretest 1 Pretest 2 Posttest 1 Posttest 2

Concrete Operational

M 3.077 M 3.692 M 2.923 M 3.462

SD .366 SD 1.702 SD 1.498 SD 1.941

Transitional
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M 3.133 M 3.667 M 5.133 M 5.067

SD 1.642 SD 1.447 SD 1.187 SD 1.387

Formal Operational

M 4.000 M 3.500 M 5.000 M 6.000

SD 1.414 SD 2.121 SD 1.414 SD 0.000

F=.606 F=.062 F=16.393 F=7.296

p=.5507 p=.9400 j=<.0001 (=.0022

On both posttests Fisher's PLSD revealed significant differences

between children in the concrete operational level and those in the formal

operational level (p=.009 6 and p=.0083) and in transition between the two

levels (p=<.0001 and p=.0025). No significant difference was found between

the transitional and formal operational writers in quality on either posttest

(p=.9015 and p=.2 9 8 6 ).

No significant difference was found for the number of words children

used in their compositions when analyzed with Piagetian developmental

level (F=.716, p=.4979). The interaction effect between the number of words

used and Piagetian level approached significance (F=2.210, p=.0502). An

examination of the means for word count reveals that the number of words

used by the concrete operational children were stable except for an

approximately 20 word increase between the first and second pretest as shown

in Table 17. Transitional children showed a moderate growth in the number

of words used in their compositions ranging from a low of 141.533 on Pretest
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1 and a high of 210.867 on Posttest 1. Formal operational children started out

with lower word counts than either concrete operational or transitional

children at 106.500. Growth in the number of words used increased until the

Posttest 1 high of 224.500 words.for the formal operational children.

Because the interaction between Piagetian level and the number of

words used was so close to significance individual analysis of variance was

calculated for the number of words and Piagetian level for all four

compositions. As shown in Table 17, no significant differences were found

between Piagetian level and the number of words used on the pretests but

both posttests showed significant differences when the same two factors were

analyzed.

Table 17

Analysis of Variance For Piagetian Developmental Level and Number of

Words Used in Four Writing Samples

Pretest 1 Pretest 2 Posttest 1 Posttest 2

Concrete Operational

M 141.308 M 166.923 M 140.462 M 143.615

SD 56.520 SD 64.642 SD 59.195 SD 72.196

Transitional

M 141.533 M 159.133 M 210.867 M 187.667

SD 89.904 SD 79.775 SD 111.649 SD 46.589

Formal Operational
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M 106.500 M 140.000 M 224.500 M 197.500

SD 65.761 SD 26.870 SD 21.920 SD 28.500

F=.513 F=.123 F=4.344 F=5.489

p=.6029 p=.8845 p=.0198 p=.084

Once significant values were found for the two posttests, Fisher's PLSD

was calculated to further identify the sources of the significant differences. On

the pretests the differences between concrete operational children and

transitional children were p=.4857 and p=.8063 and the differences between

those same concrete operational children and the formal operational children

were p=.5940 and p=.6355. Differences between the transitional children and

the formal operational children were also insignificant (p=.3 7 6 6 and p=.7 2 2 2 ).

The first posttest showed a significant difference between the concrete

operational children and the transitional children in the number of words

used (p=.0062), but no significant difference was found between formal and

transitional (p=.7 8 2 6) nor concrete operational children (p=.2 2 7 3) in the

number of words used in the first posttest. Concrete operational children

used significantly fewer words in the second posttest than either the

transitional children (p=.0 2 46) or the concrete operational children (p=.0069).

There was no significant difference between the number of words transitional

and formal operational children used in the second posttest (p=.1206).

No significant differences were found for the number of conclusions

that children used and Piagetian level (F=.085, p=. 91 8 6). Additionally no

significant difference was found for the number of reasons children used and
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their Piagetian level (F=.672, p=.5191). Reasons per hundred words and

Piagetian level also yielded no significant difference (F=.880, p_=.4 2 6 4 )

A significant difference was not found for Piagetian level and the

number of elaborations in children's compositions (F=.277, p=.7602), but a

significant difference was found for the interaction between the treatment,

and Piagetian level (F=4.147, p=.0011). In view of the level of significance

found among interactive factors further ANOVAs were computed for each

pretest and posttest. While no significant difference was found for the two

pretests, Posttest 1 did show a significant difference for the number of

elaborations children included in their compositions and Piagetian level as

shown in Table 18.

An examination of the means shows that third graders had 5.615

elaborations on the first pretest. The means for the number of elaboration

rose to 7.923 on the second pretest and then remained fairly stable for both

posttests as shown in Table 18. The transitional children began by using the

most elaboration of any of the groups with a mean of 6.067 for the first pretest

to a high of 11.200 on the first posttest. Transitional children used more

elaboration than the concrete operational children and less than the formal

operational children.

The formal operational children showed the most growth in the use of

elaboration as shown in Table 18. Formal operational children began with

fewer elaborations than either the concrete operational children or the

transitional children with a mean of 3.500 elaborations on both pretests.

However by the time they were posttested they had the highest number of

elaborations, overtaking both the concrete and transitional children.
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Instruction had the most interactive effect on number of elaborations used

and Piagetian level with the formal operational children.

Table 18

Analysis of Variance For Piagetian Developmental Level and Number of

Elaborations Used in Four Writing Samples

Pretest 1 Pretest 2 Posttest 1 Posttest 2

Concrete Operational

M 5.615 M 7.923 M 7.308 M 8.538

SD 4.073 SD 5.314 SD 3.966 SD 3.382

Transitional

M 6.067 M 7.067 M 11.200 M 9.867

SD 4.949 SD 7.096 SD 7.173 SD 4.486

Formal Operational

M 3.500 M 3.500 M 15.500 M 13.500

SD 3.536 SD 4.950 SD 7.778 SD 6.364

F=.391 F=.699 F=3.565 F=2.436

p=.6791 p=.50 48 p=.0 3 8 1 p=.1018

In a further attempt to find the source of significance between the

number of elaborations and Piagetian level on the posttests Fisher's PLSD was

utilized to analyze the findings further. A significant difference was found

for the first posttest between concrete operational children and transitional
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children (p=.0308) in their use of elaborations. A difference approaching

significance was also found between concrete operational children and

children in the formal stage (p=.0600) on the first posttest. Further, a

difference approaching significance was found between formal operational

children and concrete operational children on the use of elaborations

(p=.0 5 8 3 ).

The number of elaborations per 100 words showed no significant

difference (F=.325, p=.7257). No significant difference was found for Piagetian

level and the ratio of the number of words used in elaboration compared

with the total number of words in the composition (F=3.046, p=.0680).

However, because the elaboration ratio approached significance Fisher's PLSD

was applied to the data to discover if a significant difference might exist

between the three developmental levels. A significant difference was

discovered between concrete operational children and formal operational

level children in the number of words they used in elaborations as compared

with the total number of words in the composition (p=.04 48 ). No significant

difference was found between concrete operational children and transitional

children (p=.0 8 5 3) nor between transitional children and children in formal

operations (p=.2 5 95 ).

To summarize, significant differences were found for 2 of the 8

dependent variables when analyzed with Piagetian level as shown in

Table 19. Piagetian developmental level did make a difference in the quality

of persuasive writing produced by elementary school aged children.

There are significant differences between the performance of children

in the concrete, transitional, and formal operational stages in the quality of
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persuasive writing produced. Also, papers written by children in those three

stages show significant differences in the number of words used in the

compositions.

Table 19

Summary Table for Significant Differences for Piagetian [Level

Dependent Measure p < .05

Holistic Score (Quality) Yes

Number of Words Yes

Conclusions No

Reasons No

Reasons Per 100 words No

Elaborations Yes

Elaborations Per 100 words No

Elaboration Ratio No

Bilingualism and Persuasive Writing Performance

No significant difference was found between children who spoke one
language and those who spoke two languages when compared with holistic
scores on the four writing tasks (F=1.65, p=.3419). A significant difference was
found for interaction between the treatment and language however (F=4.201,

p=.0002). Due to the significant value found in the interaction effect, both
pretests and posttests were analyzed individually using analysis of variance
and no significant differences were found on any of the compositions for the
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interaction of language and holistic score.

Because the source of significance remained elusive Fisher's PLSD was

calculated for language and holistic score on each individual analysis of

variance. On both posttests a value approaching significance was found

between children who spoke both Vietnamese and English and those who

spoke both Spanish and English (p=.051 3 and p=.0506).

Even though the differences were not significant, means for the

number of words used appeared to show a trend among the languages

children spoke (F=1.141, p=.3509). Children who spoke only English and

those who spoke English and Spanish showed an increase in the means for

the number of words used in their compositions between pretesting and

posttesting. Conversely, children who spoke both Vietnamese and English

and those who spoke both Yoruba and English showed a decrease in the

means for the number of words used in their compositions as shown in

Table 20.

Table 20

Means for the Number of Words Used by Children Who Speak One or More

Language Across Four Persuasive Writing Tasks.

Pretest 1 Pretest 2 Posttest 1 Posttest 2

English

M 155.20 M 166.50 M 213.800 M 182.600

SD 87.981 SD 83.324 SD 142.722 SD 65.213

Spanish and English
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M 114.133 M 143.000 M 172.867 M 171.067

SD 63.795 SD 635.380 SD 49.166 SD 42.667

Vietnamese and English

M 150.000 M 195.333 M 109.333 M 94.333

SD 24.331 SD 14.640 SD 24.132 SD 13.317

Yoruba and English

M 229.500 M 220.500 M 189.500 M 201.000

SD 40.305 SD 53.033 SD 99.702 SD 155.563

F=.748 F=1.119 F=.480 F=.4330

p=.53 0 1 p=.3588 p=.6 9 8 2 p=.4 330

No significant difference was found for the use of conclusions when

considering the language or languages children spoke (F=.127, p=.9 4 32).

Additionally, no significant difference was found for the number of reasons

children used and the language they spoke (F=1.039, p=3 9 16).

No significant difference was found for reasons per hundred words and

language (F=.374, p=.7 7 21). A significant difference was found for the

interaction of treatment and language (F=2.032, p=.0 4 6 5). Due to the finding

of significance for an interaction effect, Fisher's PLSD was calculated for

language and reasons per hundred words. These calculations rendered no

significant differences between the children who spoke the four different

languages employed in the study.

No significant difference was found for elaborations and language

(F=.678, p=.57 33). As might be expected no significant difference was found
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for language and elaborations per hundred (F=.425, p=.7367). Finally, no

significant difference was found for language and the elaboration ratio

(F=.163, p=.9199).

To summarize, none of the eight dependent variables was found to

have a significant difference when paired with the language children spoke.

Conclusion

Significant differences were found for the holistic scoring of persuasive

writing quality due to interaction. Students wrote better persuasive essays in

the two posttests than in the two pretests. However the quality of writing had

interaction with both grade level and Piagetian developmental level.

Instruction was not effective for third grade, while fourth graders improved

some due to instruction, and fifth graders showed substantial improvement.

On Piagetian levels, concrete operational children showed no improvement

while both transitional and formal subjects had great improvement in

writing quality.

A similar pattern was found for the dependent measure number of

words. While both fourth and fifth graders increased average word count,

fifth graders and both transitional and formal operational students showed

the greatest increase.

In this study bilingualism appears to cause no significant difference on

any of the dependent measures utilized as shown by Table 21.

In short, the quality of persuasive writing is influenced by instruction,

grade level, and Piagetian developmental level. Also instruction, grade level,

and Piagetian developmental level significantly contribute to the number of

words children use in persuasive discourse. The number of elaborations used
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by children differs significantly for instruction, grade level, and Piagetian

Table 21

Summary Table for Significant Differences For the Four Research Ouestions

Dependent Instruction Grade Piagetian Language

Measure Level Level

Holistic Score (Quality) Yes Yes Yes No

Number of Words Yes Yes Yes No

Conclusions No No No No
Reasons No No No No

Reasons Per 100 words No No No No

Elaborations Yes Yes No No

Elaborations Per 100 words Yes Yes No No
Elaboration Ratio Yes Yes No No

level. Elaborations per hundred words and elaboration ratio were also

influenced by instruction and the grade level of the children.

Persuasive writing has been found to be difficult and daunting for

elementary school aged children. Instruction, Piagetian developmental level,

and the grade level of the child are all factors that influence persuasive

writing ability.



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

Persuasive writing requires the ability to take a point of view and

argue logically. Assessments nationally and internationally have

documented the difficulty students have with this genre. Competence in

persuasive writing may be related to the development of childrens' reasoning

powers. Because of the dearth of relevant research pairing persuasive writing

with cognitive or developmental levels in children this relationship was

explored in this study.

The four research questions addressed in this study were:

1. Does a given model of persuasive writing instruction increase persuasive

writing ability with third, fourth, and fifth grade children?

2. Is this treatment equally effective in increasing persuasive writing ability

for third, fourth and fifth grade children?

3. Does Piagetian developmental level influence persuasive writing

performance when third, fourth, and fifth grade children are exposed to a

given persuasive writing instructional strategy?

4. Does bilingualism influence persuasive writing performance when third,

fourth, and fifth grade children are exposed to a given persuasive writing

instructional strategy?

Several measures of writing were used in answering the four research

questions; overall writing quality score, number of words used in the

compositions, number of conclusions used, number of reasons used, number

on
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of reasons per hundred words, number of elaborations used, elaborations per

hundred words, and the ratio of words used in elaborations compared with

the total number of words used in the compositions.

This chapter presents a discussion of the findings of the study and the

four research questions. In addition,the chapter includes the instructional

implications of this study, anecdotal observations, and a discussion of the

research procedures through the course of the study including

recommendations for procedural change if this study is replicated. Finally,

recommendations for areas of future research will be made.

Findings of the Study

1. Crowhurst's model of persuasive writing instruction does increase

the quality of writing generally for third, fourth, and fifth graders.

Components of the compositions such as the number of words used, the

number of elaborations used, the number of elaborations per hundred words,

and elaboration ratio all show significant differences after instruction.

2. Grade level does play a part in children's ability to produce

persuasive writing. The same factors of quality, word count, elaborations,

elaborations per hundred and elaboration are all influenced by grade level.

Children in the fourth and fifth grades show improvement when given

instruction in persuasive writing. Instruction does not help third graders.

Especially in the areas of quality and number of words used, the third graders

showed a decline or their growth was static. Fifth graders showed the most

dramatic changes in performance of the three grades, using more than twice

as many words in the final posttest than in the first pretest. Fifth graders'
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quality scores made a steady climb over the course of the study (See Tables 10

and 11)

3. Piagetian development also plays a role in children's ability to write

persuasively. Children in both the transitional and formal operational stage

benefited from instruction and their performance levels increased in both

quality and the number of words used. Concrete operational children on the

other hand had quality scores and word counts that were almost static, (See

Tables 16 and 17).

4. No significant differences were found for bilingualism on any of the

eight dependent measures in this study.

Discussion of the Research Questions

The first research question addressed whether instruction would make

a difference in the persuasive writing of third, fourth, and fifth graders. A

significant difference was found in the quality of persuasive writing from the

first pretest to the second posttest. The means for the holistic scores rose from

a low of 3.167 to 4.433, so for the overall group, third, fourth, and fifth graders

combined, the quality of writing improved as a result of instruction.

The number of words in children's compositions have been associated

with better persuasive writing (Crowhurst, 1988, 1990, 1991). As a result of

instruction the number of words used by the overall group went up from the

first pretest until the first posttest. The second posttest showed a decline in

the number of words used which may be a function of the fifth graders

writing their second posttest months after the instruction.

No significant differences were found for the number of conclusions

children used in their writing across any of the four research criteria, those
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being instruction, grade level, Piagetian level, or language spoken. Nothing

apparently made any difference in the amount of conclusions children used.

No significant differences were found for the number of reasons

children used in their persuasive writing on any of the four research criteria--

instruction, grade level, Piagetian level, and language spoken. This can

probably be attributed to the fact that Crowhurst's (1991) model of instruction

required three reasons which were to be well elaborated. Including more

reasons was an option but if the child chose to include another reason that

reason was expected to be elaborated upon. Some children did write papers

with more than three reasons but generally three reasons were considered

sufficient by the student authors.

No significant differences were found for reasons per hundred words

across the four research areas of instruction, grade level, Piagetian level, or
language spoken. This is not particularly surprising given the fact that the
number of reasons used was not significantly different across the four

research areas. Again, the fact that there were no significant differences is
probably attributable to the model of instruction and its emphasis on three

reasons.

A significant difference was found for the number of elaborations used
in the compositions and this was very good news indeed. Lack of elaboration
of reasons has been cited as one of the areas where children were found
deficient (Crowhurst, 1988). The Texas Education Agency (1991) has stated in
its handbook on the writing test for TAAS testing that one well elaborated

reason is preferable to many unelaborated ones in persuasive discourse.

Children included more elaboration across the four testing events from a low
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of 5.700 elaborations on the first pretest to a high of 9.800 elaborations on the

first posttest. Again, the delay in having children write the second posttest

may have caused the resulting decline in the use of elaboration between

posttests, but at 9.533 elaborations for Posttest 2, it is a very small decline.

A significant difference was found for elaborations per hundred words.

Unfortunately, it was unknown if a significant difference in this factor was

beneficial to persuasive writing. For this reason, the number of words used

in elaborations was compared to the total number of words in the

composition, also called the elaboration ratio, to see if some meaning could be

discerned from this information. A significant difference was found in

elaboration ratio for the instruction but it was still unknown if that difference

would result in better persuasive writing.

Because of this problem the researcher paired the papers that received

holistic scores from 1-6 with their elaboration ratios to informally see if any

trend might develop. Elaboration ratios were averaged to see if children who

scored a higher holistic score tended to have a higher elaboration ratio. No

apparent trend was found since the average number of elaboration ratios

bounced around among the holistic score points. Score point 1 had an

average elaboration ratio of 21.6, score point 2 of 50, score point 3 of 30.4, score
point 4 of 40.5, score point 5 of 42.9, and score point 6 of 51.5. So at this point
it is impossible even to guess if the elaboration ratio has any predictive value

on the holistic score of a composition.

The second research question explored the possibility of differences in
children in three grade levels when instructed with a particular model of

instruction.
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Significant differences were found on the quality of the writing that the

children in the three grade levels completed. Fourth graders tended to score

higher than either third or fifth graders throughout the study. This may be a

function of selection bias. Classes were selected randomly and the random

choice in the fourth grade was the class where the children classified as gifted

were clustered.

This gap in ability is probably partly responsible for the significant

difference found in holistic scores on Pretest 2 as well as the difference that

approached significance in Pretest 1 as shown by Table 8. Significant

differences were also found for posttesting with fourth graders having the

highest holistic score on Posttest 1, but the fifth graders, even with their lower

ability as measured by the OLSAT, surpassed the fourth graders on the second

posttest. This is even more remarkable in light of the fact that the second

posttest was written by fifth graders in May when instruction had been

administered the previous January. In short, the fifth graders learned how to

write persuasively and they remembered how to do it months later.

Furthermore, the scores of third graders show an interesting

development in that they are higher on both pretests, but then drop

dramatically on the first posttest. There is a small rise in scores on the second

posttest as shown by Figure 1. It is possible that the third graders did not write
the pretests independently, as the third grade teacher's handwriting appears
in the compositions. Conversely, the presence of a teacher's writing may be a
result of helping children with spelling or punctuation difficulties.
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Figure 1

Interaction Line Graph for Holistic Score by Grade Level
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the number of words they used going from 73.445 words on the first pretest to

175.636 words on the second posttest. They literally doubled the number of

words they used over the four compositions.

Analyzing for the number of elaborations used by grade level proved to

have a significant difference. The fourth graders used the most elaborations

on both posttests, but the third graders exceeded the fourth graders use of

elaborations on the second pretest. While the fifth graders never reached the

same number of elaborations as the fourth graders they showed a steady

increase in the number of elaborations that they used over the course of the

four compositions as shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2

Interaction Bar Graph for Elaborations x Grade Level
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A significant difference was found for elaborations per hundred words

for grade level. Elaborations per hundred words were calculated by dividing

the number of elaborations in the composition by the total number of words

in the composition and multiplying that quotient by 100. When looking at

the elaborations per hundred words the third graders had more elaborations

per 100 words than either the fourth or fifth graders across all four

compositions. Actually, the third graders' elaborations per hundred words

showed a steady climb from the first pretest to the final posttest as shown in

Figure 3. However it was known that quality scores for third graders declined

between pretesting and posttesting (see Table 10). Hence, it was not readily

apparent if the rise in elaborations per 100 words was a factor in improving

persuasive writing. One cause of the third graders' rise in elaborations per

hundred words seemed to be the fact that they used fewer words in their

posttests than in their pretests. Using elaborations per hundred words as a

metric proved problematic because the resulting statistics were in reciprocal

order, that is, it appears that less elaborations per hundred words is the

preferable finding. This metric was useful in showing significant differences

in persuasive writing by grade level, however, because of the confusing

nature of its results in this study elaborations per hundred words is a measure

of uncertain worth.

The elaboration ratio by grade level also showed a significant difference

for grade level. Fourth graders used more words in elaborations than either

the third or fifth graders (third graders M=35.799, fourth graders M=55.013,

and fifth graders M=35.953). Although the fifth graders had significantly

lower elaboration ratios than the fourth graders on both pretesting occasions
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Figure 3

Interaction Bar Graph for Elaboration per Hundred Words by Grade Level

0

0

V

10

9-

7-

6

5-

4-

3-

0-

V * U.

0
0

I-

a..

7

0

0

0
is
aJ

I

0

0

0

w

0
a.

3

5

Cell
12 cases were omitted due to missing values.

their elaboration ratios increased during posttesting to come closer to the

fourth grade ratios by the final posttesting as shown in Figure 4.

The third research question sought differences in persuasive writing

ability with Piagetian developmental level. This was explored because

theorists have postulated that development may play a role in the ability to

write effective persuasive discourse (Wilkinson et al., 1980; Bereiter &

Scardamalia, 1982; Moffett, 1983).

Of the children analyzed in fifth grade, five were assessed as concrete

operational, nine were transitional and two were formal operational.

However one of the formal operational fifth graders did not complete all four

n
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persuasive compositions and so was not included in the analysis. The fourth

grade class had four concrete operational children in the study as well as

seven transitional children, and one child assessed as formal operational.

Figure 4

Interaction Bar Graph for Elaboration Ratio and Grade Level
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The third grade class had three transitional children and twelve on the

concrete operational level. As expected the third grade had no children who

were assessed as formal operational.

Only the quality of the writing and the number of words used were
found significant when compared with Piagetian level. However, the quality
of persuasive discourse has been the focus of concern in the literature

(Wilkinson et al., 1980; Kroll, 1984; Applebee et al., 1986; Crowhurst, 1988,

1990, 1991; Knudson, 1992; Henderson, 1994; Rockwell, 1994). In pretesting
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there were no significant differences between the Piagetian levels for the
quality of the writing. After posttesting significant differences appeared
between the concrete operational children and both the transitional and
formal operational children as shown in Figure 5.

This is a very important finding because of the standardized

assessment that children as young as third graders are undergoing in
persuasive discourse. This study's findings show that formalized assessment
of children in the concrete stage of development on persuasive writing is
inappropriate because even with instruction they were unable to improve
their quality scores (see Table 14).

Children in the transitional stage in this study were successful in
improving the quality of their persuasive discourse after instruction. The
caveat here is that even in the selected fourth grade class which included the
gifted cluster for that grade level, four children were still in the concrete
operational level. The assessment for Piagetian development for the fourth
graders was done in February and March. The TAAS writing test is
administered in early March. Therefore, it would have been inappropriate
for that class of fourth graders to be administered a writing test on persuasive
discourse. Even the fifth grade class had five concrete operational children, a
number which approached one third of the class.

The formal operational children scored significantly differently for
quality than the concrete operational children on both posttests. There was
no significant difference in the scores between the transitional children and
the formal operational children but this finding is not reliable because of the
small number of formal operational children assessed.
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Figure 5

Interaction Bar Graph for Holistic Scores on Four Persuasive Writing Tasks by

Piagetian Level.
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The category for word count was also significant among the Piagetian

levels. While both transitional and formal operational children increased the

number of words used in their compositions from pretesting, concrete

operational children wrote nearly the same amount of words on the first

pretest and both posttests. They did experience an increase in the second

pretest (see Table 17). However as stated before the quality of the concrete

operational children's persuasive discourse did not improve significantly

over the course of the four compositions.
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The fourth research question addressed whether bilingualism would

affect the quality of persuasive discourse. Surprisingly no significant

differences were found for bilingualism across the four writing samples on

any of the eight dependent measures. One explanation for this finding may

be the fact that the children studied were in classes that were taught

exclusively in English. Consideration was given to the fact that not all

bilingual children were included in the analysis. It was found that numbers

for bilingual children who were excluded were roughly the same for the

number of monolingual children excluded and so analysis was not skewed by

the number of monolingual children compared to the number of bilingual

children.

An interaction effect was found for the holistic score and language

(p_=.0002), but individual analysis of variance for each writing event was

computed and no significant difference was found for language. Fisher's

PLSD was also calculated and the children who spoke Vietnamese and

English when compared with the children who spoke Spanish and English

had differences which approached significance but did not reach it (p=.0 51 3

and p=.050 6 ). This tendency towards significance is notable because only three

children who spoke Vietnamese had the requisite four papers for analysis. In

contrast, 14 of the 20 children who spoke Spanish were analyzed. In order to

make any generalization more Vietnamese speaking children would need to

be analyzed.

Instructional Implications of the Study

This study has some very strong implications. It has been postulated

that persuasive writing is too cognitively challenging for elementary school
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aged children. Some of the implications of this research will be discussed.

First and most important, based on this sample, it is developmentally

inappropriate to teach or to assess persuasive writing to children in the

concrete operational stage of development. Children in this level can be

instructed, but no growth in persuasive writing ability follows this

instruction. Conversely, children who have entered the transitional period

between concrete and formal operations do increase their persuasive writing

performance following instruction. Therefore, the ability to write persuasive

discourse is tied to the child's developmental level. Some children even in

the fifth grade classroom were found to be in the concrete developmental

level. Therefore, formalized or standardized tests which assess persuasive

writing ability are inappropriate and should not be administered to children

in third, fourth, or fifth grade because of the possibility of concrete operational

children being in those grade levels.

It is developmentally inappropriate to teach Crowhurst's (1991) model

of persuasion to third graders. Even with instruction, third graders'

performance on persuasive writing activities remained static. Even though

all children in the fourth grade and fifth grades had not reached the

transitional level of development, those who had were able to peer tutor

those who had not. This was not true for the third graders. Ideally children

would be assessed for Piagetian level and would have reached the transitional

stage before they were instructed in this genre. In reality, this Piagetian

assessment is not likely to occur in elementary classrooms, so the most

practical suggestion is that no child in the third grade or below be instructed

in formalized persuasive discourse. Again because of the possibility of
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having concrete operational children in third, fourth, and fifth grades

formalized, standardized assessments are not developmentally appropriate

for these grade levels.

Anecdotal Observations

The lack of conclusions has been cited as a deficiency in children's

persuasive discourse. Even though children were instructed in the use of

conclusions no significant difference was found for the number of

conclusions used in their persuasive writing.

It has been reported that children write conclusions that make requests

or express hope that the action advocated will be taken (Crowhurst, 1988). In

this study of 161 persuasive papers surveyed only 27 had an expression of

hope in the conclusion. Children were instructed to avoid expressions of

hope in their conclusions and many apparently did so. However, one of the

realities of being a child is that adults are in charge and in order to get

something changed it is usually necessary to make a request or express a hope

that the change is made.

The scoring rubric developed by McCann (1989) based on Toulmin's

(1958) book The Uses of Argument was mentioned earlier because of its

inappropriate use with elementary students. However, in this study two

children attempted to use data as it was defined by McCann's rubric. Neither

of the writers would have received full credit for their attempts because they

do not cite the source of their information. In one case the data given was

really the child's opinion, "It's proven that if kids enjoy what their doing

they'll learn more." And in an effort to persuade the reader to provide

seatbelts on school buses a child reports that, "For example, 12 out of 45 kids
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on school buses get hurt." Obviously this information did not come from a

reliable source, but the use of this false statistic is an attempt to gain credibility

with the reader. Erftmier and Dyson (1986) cited the fact that children may

use graphics to emphasize points in their persuasive papers. Only three

papers in this study included graphics, one of which was a drawing of a stack

of money when advocating pay raises for teachers, a smiley face at the bottom

of a letter requesting Christmas presents, and finally the drawings reproduced

in Figure 6 to emphasize the importance of not smoking.

Figure 6

Graphic Persuasion Device

Erftmier and Dyson (1986) also cited the use of exclamatory statements

in children's persuasive writing. The children in this study definitely used

exclamatory statements such as, "Hurry up get computers on desks!!!" and,

"Please stop smoking!!!"

The researcher did not run across any studies that mentioned the use

of non sequitur in children's persuasive writing, but non sequitur was

present in the papers in this study. One example of this tendency was a fifth

grader's conclusion on why children should have computers on their desks.

"I hope all kids can get computers on their desks because these days you have

to know how to type!" Another example of non sequitur was the plea of a
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child who wanted a pet rat. "So before you say no think how you get use to

him. What about my school grades?"

Crowhurst (1988) stated that children begged and bargained instead of

using argument to persuade others of their points of view. This tendency was

also present in this study. A child who wanted his own room used this

strategy. "I will keep it clean, organized and I will also make my bed in the

moment I wake up. I will not bother my sister or fight with her when she

doesn't give me the covers or when she takes up to much space and dosen't

give me enough for me." A child who wanted a puppy promised, "I will take

him a bath. I will do my chores." The younger children's papers tended to be

a series of bargains which had already been delivered on by the child."The

next reason why my mom should let me go to Wet and Wild is I have

behaved. I have behaved in church. I have behaved in the houes. I have

behaved in school." This child repeated that refrain for the other two reasons

of "I have helped you clean," and "I have been good." Finally, a third grader

asserted that his mother should let him go to the movies because, "I will not

argue with her or say wat."

Although language was not found to have a significant difference in

the quality of persuasive discourse, it is apparent that using language

appropriately was a problem for some of the children in this study. When

explaining why it was not a good idea to join a club one fourth grader

asserted, "Thats not a bet (bit) good and I can say that agian." Another child

showed a difficulty with the English language by stating, "This are all the

reasons that they should let me go to me friend house." The same child wrote

the following sentences. It is not clear if the child was experiencing difficulty
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with English or was simply not connecting ideas in a logical way.

"The last reasons they should let me get a pet is taking it to the vet. I have

been good at Art class. It can scare the robbers away. These are all the reasons

I should get a pet."

On the other hand some children wrote fluent interesting passages like

the following one explaining why the state of Texas should provide

educational sea voyages for children. "Even though videos are neat kids

would like to see, track, help identify whales and wirte journals about what

they see, learn, and what they do." Another wrote, "All of the schools need

teachers of course. But teachers should get paid more for the difficult job they

have." Finally in a letter to the potential runaway a fourth grader wrote,

"Nothing good can come from runing away."

Some reasons children used were downright practical. When

declining to join a club one fourth grader wrote, "When we get cot (caught)

where (we're) going to run a (and) I'm not a good runer and they will step on

me." Another fourth grader pointed out the fallacy of running away because

of not getting to watch television when he stated, "You won't get to watch any

show. You will miss avery T.V. shows. But you will your favorit. Like some

of mine are sandblast and the Price is Right. You will miss funny shows like

Carton Planit and the Simpsons. You will miss equicatinal (educational)

shows like Bill Nye the since (science) guy." Another fourth grader told of a

reason that playing a vocabulary game would be beneficial. "It is also

importent so you do not misspell words in the futer. And belive it or not you

aculy use those words in your langueg."
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Crowhurst (1988) has stated that children use illogical reasons or

reasons that are illogical to adults in their persuasive papers. There were

many examples of this assertion as well. One child told of one thing a ten

year old driver could do if given a drivers license and a car. "Kids can take

Mrs. H. (the principal) for a ride and take her out for lunch. Mrs. H. will

have fun riding. Mrs. H. doesn't need to take her own car." A reason for the

school cafeteria to serve better food was, "The school would get more money.

They can buy more stuff for the school." This child must believe that the

cafeteria is a money making concern. One fifth grader stated, "Teachers could

work extra hours if they were paid more," not aware of the fact that by

working more hours a pay raise would not truly be realized.

Some of the reasons were simply unpalatable to educators or adults in

general. A child who wanted a remote control car stated that,"I will not read

as much as I used to." One reason was simply disgusting, "I feel strongly about

pepoel leaving beer botels in the streets. I don't like this because kids go over

where they left the bottles and start drinking out of them."

Crowhurst (1983) found that children sometimes slip from the

persuasive genre to the narrative genre. This happened only once in this

study and the fifth grader who slipped into the narrative also neglected to

include his statement of belief within the composition.

I can page Mrs. Her. (the principal) and I can see if I am in

trouble. I can tell Mrs Her. and if they have conversation with Mrs D.

(his teacher). I can page Mrs. Her. for the Taas test answers. I she has a

meeting then she can page all the teachers in the school. Then Mrs.

Her. can page Mrs. L. (the crisis intervention teacher) to bring all the



109

kids to the office. She said we are all going on a field trip. Marco sid

(said) Where are we going? Mrs. Her. said to the Jail house. When we

arrived Mrs. Her. had a page from Mrs. Hen. (the assistant principal).

Mrs. Hen. said where are you? We wher suppose to meat at the zoo so

we got back on the bus and headed for the zoo.

Some of the reasons children used were heart rending or were of such

innocence to be touching to an adult reader as in, "Dear Mom, I want my dad

back." And from a fourth grader, "For example you could just walk up to a cat

sit down and talk to a cat any part of the day." Finally,

Dear Mom and Dad,

I am going to ask you a big favor. I realy want Nintendo 64. I want it

for the next Christmas because this year were going to Mexico. I want

this for my brothers and me. Im asking you for this because were doing

our first communion and if we pass it I want to know if we could get it.

Also we can take it to Mexico and make money kids pay to play that

way you don't have to give us money over there. Well be thinking

about ill (I'll) see next Christmas.

Children also employed emotion in their persuasive papers, especially

when they were addressed to the brother who was considering running away.

One girl warned that, "you mite get searis (serious) heart (hurt)." And a boy

wrote, "You will have to sleep in a trash bin and no covers to cover up with,

and no worm (warm) house to sleep in and your mom won't kiss you

night.. .(you) would have no one to snugle with... .You would not spend

time with your famly or frends no one to play with and that would be sad."
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Two children had ingenious arguments to help prove a point. A third

grader stated that, "The second reason my parents should buy me a puppy is It

is better to watch a dog than TV." A fourth grader opined, "I've never drove

but I've seen my dad and it looks hard. So I think we should have little cars

that drive there selfs for every one."

One very confident fourth grader drifted into a comparative essay on

one of the pretests, but his use of humor in the process almost made the

assessors judge that reason to be recognition of opposition and give him

credit for writing a persuasion. When writing about the comparative merits

of getting a cat for a pet he wrote, "Another reason is you have to pick up the

leftovers if you know what I mean. If you let it sit then people won't want to

come over and viset because it stinks."

Further it was observed that many children used rhetorical questions

in their persuasive writing, such as "Hey Drug Dealers! Do you know what

you're doing?" As Erftmier and Dyson (1986) stated, some children began

their papers with an informal greeting such as, "Hi, how are you? I am fine."

Others had informal endings as in, "I got to go I hope you like it see you

later." Some children labeled their reasons in the text by saying "my first

reason is" or by labeling the reasons in the margin of the paper as in "R1, R2,

Conclusion." One child wanted to make sure the reader understood that the

paper was coming to an end and wrote, "This is my last and final reason... "

to obviously label the last (and final) reason. Some children did not include a

statement of belief anywhere in their papers. Others put the statement of

belief in the title of the composition but never included it in the text. One

fourth grader asked for a written response from her teacher to her persuasive
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essay saying, "I hope you can write to me about when we can meet to talk

about going to the mall (for a field trip)."

Finally there is a saying "Be careful what you ask for because you might

get it." A corollary in the researcher's case might be, "Be careful what you

teach, for your students may use it."

One pleasing aspect to this corollary is that on the day that this

dissertation was to be defended a fourth grade teacher told the researcher that

storage cubbies were being installed in her portable classroom. This was a

result of instruction in persuasive writing done by the researcher for one day

for an hour and a half. This was not the fourth grade class in the study, but

was one of four that the researcher taught as part of the preparation for TAAS

testing. Following instruction, the children cooperatively composed a

persuasive letter to the principal to let her know of the need for more storage

space in their classroom. Having read their arguments the principal budgeted

money for the cubbies to be built during the following school year.

The researcher was less pleased with the way the fourth grade class in

the study used their newly acquired persuasive writing skills. During the

brainstorming phase of instruction with those fourth graders the topic of

having recess before lunch was mentioned because some of the children were

becoming nauseous when they played outside after they had eaten lunch.

The researcher wrote the idea down on the brainstorming list and then

dismissed it from her mind.

The fourth graders, however, did not. They worked cooperatively to

design a persuasive presentation to be brought before the school's

instructional council. They convinced the council of the merits of their idea
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and the council decided to try the idea the last three weeks of school. This

plan was supposed to have been announced to the full faculty for discussion

in March, but because of a faculty meeting running late it was left off the

agenda for that meeting and then forgotten about over the spring break.

In May, however, the committee responsible for implementing the

change reminded the faculty (who had not been apprised of the plan) that it

was time to implement the plan that we all had decided upon. Teachers who

were not part of the instructional council raised an outcry because of this

seemingly whimsical notion that required massive changes in schedules

school-wide. A meeting was held and the researcher vociferously opposed

the plan, not realizing that her teaching was the original source of the

controversy. It was decided despite the researcher's arguments to give the

fourth graders' plan a try.

It has been said to be careful what you ask for. During the summer

vacation when the plan had run its course and the assessors were scoring

compositions this paper, written by a fifth grader, was found.

No Recess Before Lunch

Having Recess Before Lunch has made a big difference we have

so many swety kids in the Cafiteria. When we go out and play we swet

and than we go inside the Lunchroom with so many kids and we get

hot and sticky. Some kids don't want to eat because it smells like swet.

When we come in from out side we have to come throw (through) the

doors by the Intermidet side office and there is a dumpster and when

you go by you smell it and you don't want to eat any more.

Some kids don't eat breakfast in the morning and it seems to
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them like a longer time because they play while there is no food in

their stomach. Some people throw up when they haven't eaten and

they are playing out side. Even worse some kids don't want to eat any

more when they already played outside.

Ever scence we had to have recess before lunch it has gotton

louder. When you play and then you go inside to eat you get hiper

(hyper) and you have to talk and that causes everybody to talk and

when everybody talks it gets noise (noisy). It's also bad for your

digestion. When it gets very loud the Monitors and the workers get

very frustrated.

It would be better if there was no recess before Lunch. Our

school wouldn't be noise, smelly, and you will feel better when you eat

if we didn't have Lunch after Recess.

Sometimes your students use what you teach.

Discussion of the Research Procedure of the Study

Piagetian Assessment

A Piagetian assessment routine was worked out so that children could

be assessed on their abilities to deal with probability, combinations, and

permutations. A worksheet (see Appendix A) was designed by the researcher

to facilitate administration of the tasks to the children in an efficient fashion.

Before administration it was guessed that it would take from 15-20 minutes

per child to administer the tasks, instead it took from 15-50 minutes per child

to administer them.

Watching the children perform the tasks gave no predictive value of

how long task administration would take. Some children who were very
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skilled were also very meticulous, checking and rechecking their work before

they pronounced it finished. Others were puzzled by the tasks and took their

time completing them to reassure themselves that they were doing what was

requested. Conversely, some very skilled children raced through the tasks

confident of their competence. Some of the less skilled children also finished

their tasks quickly and did not consider changing or adding any configuration

even when prompted by the researcher with such questions as, "Can you

make any more (combinations or permutations)?" They would flatly reply

that they had made all possible configurations.

Another difficulty occurred when the vocabulary used by the

researcher was not compatible with that of some of the children. In the

description of the probabilities task (Piaget, 1975) it was written that sets of

white counters should be shown to the child. In these sets some of the

counters were to have a red cross on one side, others were to remain pristine

on both sides. The researcher prepared white poker chips accordingly and

began to do the icebreaker activity where children are shown two sets of

counters. One set has two counters with crosses on them the other set has

two counters without crosses on them. When the child indicated readiness,

all counters were flipped over so the crosses did not show and the child was

asked in which set he would be more likely to draw a counter with a red cross

as described in Piaget's (1975) work. Several children chose the set with no

crosses on them. At this point the researcher would explain the procedure

again in other words and the child would successfully choose the set that had

crosses on the counters. After this happened several times a child was asked

why he chose the blank counters. The answer was that the only counters that
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could be drawn upon were those that had no crosses on them. The counters

with the red crosses had already been drawn upon. Because of this discovery

the remaining children were asked in which set the child would be more

likely to choose a counter with a cross on it.

Another unexpected effect concerned the counters used in the

combinations and permutations tasks. The counters used were brightly

colored plastic sea animals such as seahorses, crabs, whales, and fish. Seven

colors of counters were available and all colors contained all the types of

animals, i.e. there were red, blue, yellow, orange, pink, green and violet

seahorses as there were all colors of whales or fish. Some children were

determined to use all of the same animal when making the permutations or

combinations. Children were told that matching shapes was not necessary

and that the only attribute they were supposed to attend to was color. Some

children persisted in matching shapes while making combinations and

permutations of different colored elements. If the children were successful in

performing all combinations and permutations it was impossible to continue

to match shapes while differing colors because the shapes were not equally

distributed among the colors. The researcher did not find this to be

particularly problematic, but it might be wise to have counters which are

identical in shape, but differ in color in future task administrations.

Also, the sea animal counters were very attractive to children and

adults alike because they were so colorful. Adults visiting the room while

assessment was going on would invariably pick up a counter and inspect it

before leaving the room. The counters were particularly appealing to the

third graders. Many third graders asked if they could stay and play with the



116

counters when the assessment was over. Several who were enrolled in the

after school care program came to the researcher's classroom to play with the

counters after school. None of the fourth or fifth graders made a request to

play with the counters after assessment.

Instruction

Instruction consisted of ten 45-minute sessions and followed

Crowhurst's instructional plan, modified slightly to include the objectives of

the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS). Instruction began with a

brainstorming session in which topics for persuasive papers were suggested.

Some of the topics were farfetched but were nevertheless of interest to the

children. Following the brainstorming session a topic was selected on which

the researcher could model the planning necessary and the actual writing of a

persuasive essay. Children were given two researcher developed graphic

organizers (included in Appendix C) and shown how to use them during the

modeling session. Children and their classroom teachers were given a copy

of the final draft of the persuasive composition at its completion. The topic

chosen for the fifth graders model was installing moving sidewalks in the

school, fourth graders wanted to add a second story to the school building,

and the third graders wanted to eat whenever they felt like it when they were

at school. All three of the model persuasive compositions are included in

Appendix D.

Some of the topics that children wrote on for the pretesting and

posttesting were a little farfetched such a letting ten year olds drive and

providing little cars for the inside of the school so that students could travel

from place to place in the building without becoming tired. Because of the
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proximity of TAAS testing, fourth graders wrote to a prompt for both pretests,

however during the course of posttesting one fourth grader's fifteen year old

brother told his sister of his plans to run away from home because of his

father's prohibition of television viewing. Many of the fourth graders wrote

impassioned letters designed to keep the brother from leaving. Another

popular fourth grade topic was that of having a private or semi-private office

for each child. With the exception of the fourth graders' pretesting all topics

were self selected.

The following are very very informal and personal observations but

both fourth and fifth graders seemed to benefit simply from the amount of

time that was dedicated to instruction in the persuasive genre. It appeared

that writing persuasively became somewhat easier for children in these two

grade levels as time passed.

The same cannot be said for the third graders who struggled through

the persuasive writing process throughout the entire treatment. Fourth and

fifth graders were able to discuss persuasive topics among themselves as well

as do effective peer editing. Many third graders were not able to help others

because they were unable to grasp what they were supposed to be doing

themselves, consequently peer editing was almost nonexistent. The third

graders did appear to enjoy the instruction as manifested by their asking the

researcher when the next session would be and telling the researcher how

much they were enjoying the instruction. It appeared, however, that the

third graders were doing little persuasive writing during the treatment, but

that they believed they were working diligently.
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Scoring

The holistic scoring proved to be somewhat problematic in that the

assessors were so accustomed to using the TAAS scoring rubric to evaluate

student work that it was difficult to switch to Knudson's (1992) rubric. Two

assessors read each paper and if the assessed scores were not identical they

discussed the merits of the paper to see if a consensus could be reached on the

holistic score. If it couldn't, a third assessor was brought in to read the paper.

Once a paper had a third reader the two scores that were identical were

considered the holistic score for that paper. On only one occasion did all three

assessors disagree on a holistic score. In that case the scores were averaged for

the holistic score.

Assessors had difficulty assigning scores to those papers that were

neither outstanding nor of poor quality. Because of this, initial interrater

reliability for the first pretest was 72%, for the second pretest was 70%, for the

first posttest was 94%, and for the final posttest was 93%.

Recommendations for Procedural Changes

Having completed this study there are several procedural areas which

could be improved upon. Suggestions for these changes follow.

1. Since no significant differences were found for reasons given in the

persuasive papers across all research questions, both reasons and reasons per

hundred could safely be eliminated from statistical analysis.

2. The elaborations per hundred metric is a confusing one because the

findings appear in reciprocal order, that is the more elaborations per hundred

words is not necessarily a positive outcome. In the future, this metric could

also be dropped from statistical analysis.
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3. If this study is replicated in Texas it would be advisable to use the

TAAS scoring rubric because of the prevalence of teachers trained in this

rubric. Further the TAAS rubric has only four levels and so the middle level

performance of children would be easier to assess. In this study, assessors had

little trouble assessing outstanding papers nor papers that were poor in

quality, but did have difficulty with those in the middle ranges.

Recommendations for Further Research

Further research on persuasive writing with elementary students

needs to be undertaken. Because of the dearth of research literature on this

genre at the elementary level, the researcher was forced to include research

that included secondary and post secondary sources. Other suggestions for

further research follow.

1. This study was limited by the small numbers of children in it. More

research should be done with children of the same grade levels to see if the

findings are universal.

2. Crowhurst's work (1990, 1991) was done with sixth graders. It

should be extended to seventh and eighth graders at least and possibly be

implemented with high school students.

3. It would also be of interest to do this study on a longitudinal basis to

document the emergence and growth of persuasive writing in students.

4. Further studies with bilingual children in English speaking

classrooms should be undertaken to ascertain if the findings in this study are

generalizable.

Persuasive writing, or writing that takes a point of view and then

supports that point of view, has proven to be difficult for students from the
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elementary grades to those at the university level. Instruction can improve

the persuasive writing ability of students in the transitional stage between

concrete and formal operations as well as those completely in the formal

stage.



APPENDIX A

TESTING AND SCORING PROTOCOLS
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Guide for Holistic Scoring for Persuasive Writing

Score Point 1

Papers that attempt to address the topic but are general and vague. In general,

they are not fluent, do not list or discuss reasons for an argument, and

contain many errors in form. they are characterized by some of the following:

Responses that are persuasive but are unsuccessful in their presentation

because of the following types of limitations:

Sparse responses, so that the reader is able to obtain only a vague impression

of responding to the task

No more than a brief unelaborated argument

Lists of words or phrases

Responses that attend briefly to the task but do not remain on the topic

Responses that exhibit a lack of control of written discourse so that

communication is impaired.

Score Point 2

Papers that respond to the task with some argument(s). Such papers are more

fluent than the Score Point 1 paper and exhibit some development or logical

reasoning. They are characterized by some of the following:

Responses that contain somewhat elaborated arguments

Responses characterized by limited control of written language--the word

choice may be limited: errors in usage may occur; sentence structure may be

simplistic; and responses may be awkward.

Score Point 3

Papers that represent good attempts at developing a persuasive argument.
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The reader has no difficulty understanding the student's viewpoint.

These papers are characterized by some of the following:

Arguments that are moderately well developed. The development of the

argument may be accomplished in several ways:

By stating a reason to convince the audience of a point of view and then

developing that reason

By stating several reasons that are not elaborated to support a point of view

Responses that contain several reasons to convince the audience of a point of

view but have no apparent organizational strategy. The reasons presented,

however are not contradictory.

Responses that are only somewhat elaborated but are organized. Those

responses present an overall argument.

Responses that exhibit a control of written language characterized by clarity of

expression, some effectiveness in word choice, and correctness of punctuation

so that the reader does not have to insert or delete punctuation to understand

the point(s) made.

Score Point 4

Papers that represent good attempts at developing a persuasive argument.

The reader has no difficulty understanding the student's viewpoint. These

papers are better organized than Score Point 3 papers, and they are

characterized by some of the following:

Arguments are moderately well developed. The development of the

argument is frequently accomplished by stating a reason to convince the

audience of a point of view, and stating several reasons that are not

elaborated upon to support the point of view.
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Responses are well organized

Responses state a point of view, support reason(s) for that point of view, and

may state or develop the opposite point of view.

Score Point 5

Papers that respond to the task with developed and substantiated

reasons/appeals. These papers are well organized, fluent, and function as a

unified piece of persuasion. They are characterized by some of the following:

Responses that are organized such that they operate as a unified piece of

persuasion--they tend to have openings, to state and develop a thesis, and to

have a closing.

Responses that are highly persuasive by developing and substantiating an

appeal

Responses that are fluent, contain moderate/few mechanical errors, and

show evidence of effective word choice.

Score Point 6

Papers that address the topic, state and elaborate arguments, and exhibit

logical thought. These papers are outstanding.

Responses are well organized and fluent. The word choice is effective. The

organization is excellent. Punctuation is very good. Either mechanical errors

do not interfere with reading the paper or there are few mechanical errors.

Responses may develop an argument to support a point of view and may list,

develop, or elaborate multiple points of view. (Knudson, 1992, pp. 176-177)
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Piagetian Tasks

Name D H S.

Do you speak a language other than English?

What is that language?

Do your parents speak (language) at home?

Do you watch (language) television?

Activity 1 (Quantification of Probabilities)
Ice breaker

0 0 1 eIoIO

I1 2 3 5 6

Poss1iiiyxi CCPiti

0 0

4
Proportionality

o 00
7

]= Impossibility, impossibility,
3=Certainty, Impossibility

@0

00
00 00

2=Certainty, Certainty,
5=Possibility, Impossibility 6 =ldentical Sets

Page 1

GO

0
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Name

Inequality of favorable and equality of possible

0 0

8
E ua lit of favrbe an -t aly f n p g A ?n at-V 1 1 #-r -C .- a ,r..% .'... ..

o eo

0 0.

9
Inequalities of favorable a

010

10

LL1quaUIy or p ossile

E Go

0 00

end possible cases without nrnnrt1; fy

G Gp

0 0

Activity 2 -- (Combinatoric Operations)
Place piles of 4 colors of counters in front of child. Ask child to make asmany pairs as possible without repeating any color combinations. (Checkfor systematic way of combining.) (6)
Observation

Page 2
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Name

Place piles of 6 colors of counters in front of child. Ask child to make asmany pairs as possible without repeating any color combinations. (Checkfor systematic way of combining.) (15)
Observation

Activity 3 (Operations of Permutation)
Show the child 2 dolls that represent people. The two people can walktogether two ways, either WM or MW.
Child is given 2 different colored counters and asked to make the
permutations possible.

2 counters (2)

Then child is given 3 sets of different colors and asked to makepermutations using 3 colors each time.

3 counters (6)

Then child is given 4 sets of different colors and asked to make
permutations using 4 colors each time.

4 counters (24)

Page 3
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Mrs. D.'s Class
Persuasion Topics list

(5th grade)

Animals shouldn't be killed for fur

No more pollution

Having your own room

No more violence

No more drugs

Don't make cars more powerful

Make cars safer

No more gangs

No more weapons

No more wars

Better cafeteria food

Less homework

No school

No Math

No Social Studies

No teachers

Always give A's

Carts in school

Teachers do the work of kids

No more report cards

No more sisters/brothers

No spoiled kids

Big screen TV in classroom

Sega in room

$1,000,000

Pagers allowed in school

No more bad language

Kids can have cellular phones

No more poor people

Watch any movies we want

Guard dogs by door of school

Security guards to guard the school

Computers on desks

Everyone is rich

Entertainment systems everywhere

Arcade in class

Indoor pool at school

Hot tub at school

Limousine

Not listen to teachers

Indoor playground

Choose the teacher/ class you want to

be in

Cars when you're ten

Six Flags at school

Own Texas Giant

Sea World at school
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Pro players come to teach sports

Everybody gets new Nike shoes

Everything at the store for free

Free passes to every movie

No boring movies

No more Barney

100 presents for Christmas

Teachers serve detentions for kids

Principal does out of school

suspension

Teachers get a raise

Be in charge of the world

This class becomes a rocket

Better field trips

Airport at school

More field trips

More parties
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Mrs. H.'s Class
Persuasion Topics list

(4th grade)
No day care

Six days of school a week

All day field trips

No chores

Six days of school but only until 1:10

Cokes with lunch

Animals allowed in the building

Kids vote on lunch choices

Recess then lunch

Add a second story to C. (Int.)

Let kids really vote for President

Have elevators in school

Add an underground area to our

school

Have back door for fire exit

Kids could go anywhere for lunch

Office pays for students' lunch

Kids can go off campus

Playroom--equipment, movies--at

school

Headphones at school

Electronics at school

Each child has his or her own office

and Mrs. H. types up the

assignments and leaves

them on the desk.

Little cars to drive inside and outside

the school

Restaurants in school

Mall in school

Waiters in the lunchroom

Computer chat room so could talk to

other kids at C. and kids at other

schools.

Limo for each kid on field trips

Movie theater at school

Free Jukeboxes in the lunch room

Chew gum in school

Super Nintendo play stations in

classes

Own private plane

Go home any time we wanted

Own limo drivers

Have our own office

Playground attached to office

Each office has elevator

Laptop computer in each office
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E-mail in each office

Have own private pool with office

Having your own TV

A whole room of entertainment

centers sound systems, VCRs

etc.

Candy bars instead of cookies in

lunch room.

Have own overhead projector

Cellular phones

Girls can wear high heels

Student lounge with coke machine,

vending machine, slot

machine, video games,

computers

Computerized money distributor

Everything is free

Robot food delivery

Own libraries in personal offices

Kids get to pick the teachers who

teach them.

Moving sidewalks to little spaceships

that fly around the school

Girls can wear very very short shorts.

No drivers license needed to drive,

no age limit

Teachers get to stay home every day if

they want to.

Buses have seat belts

Boys can wear baggy pants

Bullet resistant windows on little cars

in school.

All new sports equipment

Car that drives itself

Make cars bumper cars--no accident

worries.

No one sells drugs

Cots for naptime at school

Kids choose field trips any time they

want

No dress code

Everyone can choose what they want.

Roller coaster outside the school.
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Miss S.'s Persuasion List
(third grade

Buying a special toy

Going to a friend's house

Going to a favorite restaurant

Go to Six Flags

Get a job

Get a car

Increase in allowance

Going to the park

Getting a new Nintendo or
Nintendo 64

Getting birthday presents early

Riding your bike to the park

Staying at home alone

Getting a SEGA Genesis

Going to Six Flags Water World

Riding the Black Hole with a
friend

Go swimming with a friend

Go fishing with a friend

When older go on dates

Skateboarding with a friend

Rollerblading

Play sports

Join a team

Go to Wet and Wild

Go to Disney Land

Ride in an airplane by yourself

Get to have a girlfriend

Be rich

Ride in a limousine

Go to college

Have a nice house

Go swimming in money

Change your name

Go around the world by yourself

Have all the money in the world
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Sit in the jacuzzi with your
girlfriend

Go to the Bahamas

Ride in a limousine with a
swimming pool

Go to Discovery Zone

Buy a desk

Go to a museum

Pick your own car

Be in charge of the whoe world

Be the President

Get a waterbed

Meet movie stars

Be the strongest person in the
world

Have your own house.

See Space Jam at the movie
theater

Make handprints in cement with
the stars in Hollywood

Be the Terminator

Let third graders go to the track
meet

For every boy and girl to be good
in school

Students make their own rules

Sing and be on TV

Bungie jumping on the moon

Little kids drive cars

Let kids go wild in school

Fly with wings

Go to field trips every day

No work in school

Let kids carry gunpowder

Getting a computer

Eating whenever we want in
school

Recess twice a day

Ice cream for every meal

Swimming daily at school

Swimming pool underground
under the school
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School has a Wet and Wild and a
Six Flags at the school

Letting kids go to any activity
class

Go wherever you want at the
mall

Dive off a championship diving
board

Dive off a ship in the sea

Six Flags for free

Be able to fly all over the world

Everything in the world could be
free

Buy rollerblades and get a
$100,000 prize

Ride bikes without helmets

Everyone have a bike

Go sky diving
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GRAPHIC ORGANIZERS

Name

Audience

Introduction/ Statement of Belief

Reason

S.I.

S.I.

S.I.

Reason

S.I.

S.I.

S.I.

Reason

S.I.

S.I.

S.I.

Conclusion
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Fifth Grade

Moving Sidewalks Needed At C. Intermediate

C. Intermediate School is a large and expansive place. Because of its
size, moving sidewalks inside the school should be installed immediately.

Students and teachers become fatigued walking all that distance each
day. Students who could save energy by riding to class instead of walking
would not develop as large an appetite daily. Teachers would also have more
energy to teach and so would do a better job. Children who were not tired
could pay more attention in class. Therefore, they could do more work, and
the work would be of a higher quality. Children would learn more and get
better grades.

Having a moving sidewalk would transport students and staff faster.
Sometimes when I walk quickly in the hall I step on my shoestrings and I
either trip or I have to stop and tie my shoe which takes time. With a
moving sidewalk this problem would be solved. If moving sidewalks were
installed in the cafeteria the lunch line would move more efficiently.
Children would be served faster which would allow for less misbehavior. No
one would have to rush to class because the sidewalk would take them at a
reasonable rate of speed. There would be no more running in the halls and
everyone would be more likely to be on time. This would save the office staff
time because no one would have to fill out tardy slips.

Order would be increased in our halls. When traveling on the moving
sidewalk, children would probably not be as loud as they are now. They
would not be complaining about how far they had to walk and legs being
tired. There would be no more children cutting in line. Children would not
feel the need to push and shove because the moving sidewalk would get
them to where they were going quickly. Generally, it would make the school
a safer place because all movement would be more orderly. Children would
be standing politely on a sidewalk that would move them from place to place
quickly and safely.

Having a moving sidewalk at our school would make it a safer place. It
would make life more efficient, and would save human energy that our
teachers and students could then spend on education. A moving sidewalk
should be installed at once.
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Fourth Grade

Second Floor Needed at C.

C. Primary and C. Intermediate Schools are both very large
and serve many children. In order to make the schools a safer and
better place to learn, a second story should be added to our buildng.

Since there are so many children attending both schools,
having a second floor would make life easier for all concerned. A
second cafeteria would save valuable learning time. Both students
in the primary and intermediate floors could be eating at the same
time rather than havving to wait for each other to finish in the
cafeteria. With a second floor, classroom sizes could be larger
because only half as many classrooms would be needed per floor.
This would allow for centers, more storage, or more room for quiet
nooks and crannies for quiet thinking or reading.. Also since there
would be more classrooms, not as many children would need to be in
a class. This would allow for more teacher attention per child which
makes for a better education.

Resources could be better used if a second floor was added to
C.. Currently, both P.E. and music classes are overcrowded. With
the addition of a second story, a new gymnasium and a new music
room could be added. The children would become both physically fit
and artistically gifted with these additions. Also, again time, a
valuable resource, could be saved if there were more restroom
facilities. These would have to be added with the second floor.

Safety is always an issue when you are considering school
children. If a second floor was added younger and older children
could be separated for the safety of the younger children. If the older
children were located on the bottom floor, then when it came time
for school to be over they would leave the building first and not
trample the little ones on the way outside. On the other hand, if the
younger children were placed on the ground floor, it would be easier
for them to find their classes and they would be spared the difficulty
of coming down staircases in groups. Have you ever seen a lot of
little children coming down the stairs? It can be scary. Further, with
the second cafeteria the older children would be separated from the
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younger ones during lunch times, thus avoiding lunch room collisions
between children. In short, this separation would make the younger
children feel more secure.

Both the intermediate and primary sides of C. Elementary
would benefit with the addition of a second floor. Safety and better
use of school resources are among the reasons that a second story
should be added as soon as possible.
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Third Grade

Eating at School

Eating whenever I wanted to at school would be a wonderful
thing. I will tell you many reasons that this is true.

Sometimes when I come to school my eating schedule has been
changed or has been different than usual. Some days I am very
hungry when I get to school. Even if I eat breakfast on some days I
am still hungry. It would be nice if I could eat then. Sometime just
the opposite happens. When it is time to eat, I'm not hungry at all.
People are not machines. Sometimes I get hungry at one time of the
day, sometimes I get hungry at another time of day.

Sometimes at school it is not a good time to eat. If I'm not
hungry yet, I will not eat all my food and so that food is wasted. If I
could eat and work at the same time, this would not be a problem.
Since I have to go to the cafeteria, I cannot keep working. Sometimes
I'm working on something really important and lunch interrupts my
work. This makes me feel mad and sad and frustrated.

If I could eat whenever I wanted to at school, then I wouldn't
be hungry. I wouldn't get a stomach ache from hunger. I wouldn't
get sick and have to miss school because I would be healthy. I would
be able to pay more attention to my principal and teacher because I
wouldn't be hungry and so I wouldn't be thinking about food.

For all these reasons, children should be allowed to eat
whenever they want at school. This policy should start right now.
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