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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

When I began teaching English as a second language (ESL) during the 2009-2010
school year, I met many students who struggled with their writing skills. As I developed
relationships with these students, I discovered that many of them enjoyed writing
informally to one another, but hated any kind of academic writing. To many teachers
these students seemed lazy and unmotivated; to me they lacked skill and confidence. The
students felt overwhelmed by the heavy textbook used for writing and thought it was
irrelevant to their lives.
As I observed these language learners in my classroom, as well as in mainstream
classes, I began to wonder about their previous writing instruction and practice. I became
interested in the methods used to teach writing and took a Writers Workshop course
through my district (Burroughs 2010). The course focused on teaching writing in
elementary classrooms; however, I became curious about using it with middle school
students, and specifically English learners (ELs) in middle school. Writers Workshop
involves students in the writing process and gives them time to write daily without heavy
grammar emphasis in language arts that focuses on reading rather than writing.
Writers Workshop is based on the same principles as an elective course I took in
high school. I gained a love for writing when I took the creative writing course. The
teacher ran her classroom using a workshop model and that really let us take on
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ownership of our writing projects. I remember thinking that I have always liked writing,
but never at school, and in this class I was finally able to express my feelings and make
my writing relevant to my life. The teacher was a consultant for us, and she shared her
writing with us as well. Her model was very collaborative and really created a safe
community.
After a few years of college coursework, student teaching, and receiving my
license, I began teaching ESL in the school where I currently teach. The school is unique
in that it is a fourth- through eighth-grade campus, while teaching here I have learned that
many students lack motivation and skills to write. I often wonder why: Is the curriculum
used appropriate for the level of students? Do students feel they have ample time to
create quality writing? Would they respond better to having choices about what they
write? Are they unmotivated as a result of many red pen marks with little explanation
from teachers? Students expressed that “quick-writes” were pointless and boring and that
the text being used for instruction was confusing and irrelevant.
Over the summer of 2010, I took a series of trainings for ESL teachers, one of
which was on Writers Workshop (Burroughs 2010). The people doing the training had
experience mostly in implementing the method in elementary settings, but also said it was
a great idea for using with ELs. After learning what the workshop method was, I thought
about my personal experience writing in middle school and how much more interested I
would have been, had I been involved in a workshop setting for more of my educational
career. This is when my passion to implement this model and use it as the basis for my
study took hold of me.
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Student Needs
ELs in middle school need access to grammar, and one way of learning English
grammar is through the writing process developed in a Writers Workshop. Writers
Workshop has been implemented in many elementary level classrooms and research by
Calkins (2003) has shown successful teaching of the writing process and academic
grammar through it. Calkins (2003) also believes that writing is a way children‟s abilities
are being judged across disciplines. Students‟ understanding of social studies and science
is often assessed through their writing about what they have learned. Even in math
students are expected to write out the process they used to find a solution in complete
sentences (Calkins, 2003). Language learners need access to time for writing in an
environment conducive to positive reinforcement, leisurely writing, and gaining
grammatical knowledge. It‟s possible, in addition, that middle school students are often
unmotivated to write because they aren‟t given enough time to process their thinking for
meaningful ideas.
Writing is an important part of learning that students are required to do in many of
their core content classes. In order for students to be judged as „good‟ writers, they must
have had the opportunity to practice their skills in writing prior to and throughout middle
school. They are expected to know how to take notes and write effective summaries
upon entering middle school. Brice Heath (1986) has said that before students start
school, schools expect them to have learned to speak English and to have internalized the
norms of language in academic life. They need to be able to label and describe, recount
or recast events and information, and account for their experiences in writing. My ELs
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need to have access to these genres through appropriate instruction for implementing
writing into school lives.
Writers Workshop
The workshop I implemented had a five to ten minute introduction with a minilesson, a thirty-minute quiet writing session, and a five to seven minute closure. The
study included units of Mentors as Authors, Fantasy Fiction, and Persuasive writing
tasks. Each unit began with a specific, reachable goal for their writing. We identified the
purpose and characteristics of the final product at the beginning and throughout each unit
during the study. Within the model, students had the opportunity to work on editing with
peers and in student-teacher conferences (Graham & Perin, 2007).
Guiding Questions
The main question I wanted to answer is: How can Writers Workshop be used
with ELs to promote their control and use of English grammar? The other questions I
wanted to answer are: Will implementing a Writers Workshop help to motivate students
to enjoy writing more? Will implementing Writers Workshop facilitate peer editing that
is helpful in terms of grammar? Is my input and that of their peers integrated during
revision?
Summary
In this study I have focused on implementing a Writers Workshop in my EL
classroom. I taught a small group of middle school students using the model defined by
Calkins (2003). My focus was to motivate middle school ELs to become interested in
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writing so they would gain grammatical skills embedded in mini-lessons and proofing,
editing, and revising carried out through conferencing with their peers and me.
Chapter Overviews
In Chapter One I introduced my research by establishing the purpose,
significance, and need for the study. The context of the study was briefly introduced, as
was the role of the researcher conducting the study. The background of the researcher
was provided as well. In Chapter Two I provide a review of the literature relevant to ELs
utilizing a Writers Workshop model in middle school. Chapter Three includes a
description of the research design and methodology that guides this study. Chapter Four
presents the results of this study. In Chapter Five I reflect on the data collected. I also
discuss the limitations of the study, implications for further research, and
recommendations for teachers of ELs implementing such a model.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

Rothermel (1996), who implemented a ten-day Writers Workshop model in his
language arts classes, points out that many middle school age students, English speakers
and non-native English speakers, enter middle school without knowledge of how to write
with focus. As a seventh- and eighth-grade teacher, I have been able to take a closer look
at language learners entering middle school and I suspect the same is true in my classes.
Students across the board, second language learners, special education, dual eligible, and
regular education students, are all entering middle school lacking writing skills teachers
hope that they already have.
In this chapter I review the previous research studies that have been done that are
related to this study. I explain how these studies and documents relate to my research.
My research question was: How can Writers Workshop be used with ELs to promote
their control and use of English grammar? I also look at the way students utilize revision
suggestions and feedback given by others, both teachers and peers. As Hedgecock and
Lefkowitz (1996) did in their research with ELs in a university setting, this research also
ultimately allowed me to identify effective feedback models that will enable second
language learners and teachers to work toward mutual goals in writing. I discuss the
literature on feedback and correction, conferencing, and motivation under the categories
of improving writing skills and Writers Workshop model.
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Improving Writing Skills
Feedback and Correction
Ferris (2010) explains that the knowledge and experience ELs have had in writing
is not the same as that of native speakers. Since this is the case, there is additional
information or interventions students may need when receiving corrective feedback.
Corrective feedback is also known as error or grammar correction. The interventions
may focus on frequent patterns of written error resulting in a mini-lesson, or may be
personalized for an individual student. Autonomous editing of their own work should be
a broad goal in education rather than something we try to accomplish in a unit or school
year.
Ferris (2010) cites studies by Bitchener and Koch, 2008; Bitchener, Young, and
Cameron, 2005; Ellis, Sheen, Murakami, and Takashima, 2008; and Sheen, 2007 as
providing consistent evidence that written corrective feedback can help students improve
the accuracy of their writing. She does say that features need to be focused on
specifically. This type of feedback is guided problem-solving that encourages students to
take responsibility for their progress. There are two types of feedback I discuss in this
study, direct and indirect. Direct feedback is when a teacher or other reader explicitly
corrects the writing. Indirect feedback is when attention is called to the error, but the
author is left to make the correction.
Patthey-Chavez, Matsumura, and Valdes (2004) also investigated the writing
process middle school students who are native English speakers use and noted that
previous studies had shown improvement in seventh- and eighth-grade on writing drafts

8

when they received positive and focused comments. These authors also noted that
comments made in “everyday” language led to higher quality work. When learners were
focused on goals or specific skills over several pieces of writing, their writing improved.
In their own research, they found that oral feedback in a conference setting did have a
positive impact on student writing.
Anson (1989), Cohen (1987), Connors and Lunsford (1993), cited by Hedgcock
and Lefkowitz (1996), found that sentence-level correction contributes only minimally, if
at all, to productive revisions by language learners. They say that teacher intervention in
the revision process contributes to more satisfactory writing. Intervention in the revision
process is a large part of what Writers Workshop is. Successful intervention in the
Writers Workshop can include dialogue throughout the writing process, feedback on both
content and linguistic accuracy, engagement of the writer, and revision as part of the
instructional cycle. In addition, teacher addresses small groups and individuals, since no
group of writers is completely homogeneous.
Williams (2003), who studied college level ELs, says that the goal of feedback is
to teach skills that help students improve their writing proficiency to the point where they
are aware of what is expected of them as writers and are able to produce it with clarity
and minimal errors. There are two areas to give feedback in writing: form and content.
Form feedback is many times something that students copy after the teacher has indicated
an error in writing and tends to focus on grammatics. Williams (2003) is not fond of
form feedback, but agrees more with content feedback on writing for learners. Content
feedback is given in the form of comments where students correct versions of their

9

writing and focuses on the material in the text, not the grammatics. Content feedback is
what is identified largely in the Writers Workshop, since form correction in this model is
often done through dialogue during conferences (Williams, 2003).
Williams (2003) argues that when students merely copy teacher corrections, they
are not actively engaged in correcting their errors; instead they have a passive stance
toward errors. Taylor (2000) discusses Writers Workshop as models for classrooms
among elementary to college level students and shares Atwell‟s (1998) comments that an
environment conducive to writing is one with plenty of time and plenty of opportunities
for choice, response, and publication. For improving students‟ writing skills, a Writers
Workshop is the best method of feedback and correction. Indirect feedback is an
appropriate method of correction for Writers Workshop. This needs to be done in
everyday language through dialogue among peers, as well as during conferences between
students and teachers.
Conferencing
In order to give students experience with multiple texts and another resource to
turn to for feedback, students work in writing partnerships. While students learn to be
independent writers and work with one another for editing and feedback, I can be a model
of writing as well as act as someone‟s editing partner in the workshop model. Not only
does Writers Workshop show students that writing is something we do for a lifetime, but
it also encourages them to take risks with their writing. Writers Workshop, discussed by
Wagner, Close, and Ramsey (2001) through middle school learners, also lets the learners
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know that teachers think writing is important and worth their time. These researchers
found that students felt higher worth and respect for writing.
According to Wagner, Close, and Ramsey (2001) conferences between students
and teachers need to be well planned and thoughtful. In order for revision to be effective,
these researchers say the writer must be engaged and have knowledge of what to do with
the feedback given. There must be an awareness of what types of errors are being
pointed out and how to make corrections, as well as how to utilize the information in the
future. This can be modeled with partnerships in front of the group or demonstrated in
mini-lessons with small groups and during individual conferences (Hedgcock &
Lefkowitz, 1996).
The conferences involve students reading their writing aloud to the teacher, who
prompts them to see their own mistakes through re-reading, discussions about content,
and further one-on-one mini-lessons when needed. Pre-conference questions are started
with: 1. Were there any comments or marks that you did not understand? 2. Were there
any that you did not know what to do with? 3. Do you have any other questions about
the assignment or our class? These are questions to start a conference when students
meet with me for the first time after I have read one of their writings and given some
written feedback (Williams, 2003).
Jasmine and Weiner (2007), who focus on first grade students in a Writers
Workshop, do not identify the students as ELs or not. Reading their writing aloud to their
teacher during their conference enables students to hear if their writing sounds right and
whether any words have been left out. Reading aloud also improves self-editing skills.

11

One-on-one time is crucial during these conferences (Jasmine & Weiner, 2007).
Conferencing with students weekly will allow a dialogue that facilitates successful
revision in the Writers Workshop. These conferences can also occur between students
with similar results.
In conferences, feedback must be interactive in order to be effective. Students
must be engaged in dialogue while meeting with peers and their teacher. Without this
type of feedback, students may feel uncertain about how to incorporate the revisions the
teacher or their peers have given them. Through conferencing, teachers can respond to
the learners‟ own purposes and goals (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1996). Putting together
conferences with feedback and error correction leads students in a positive direction.
Writers Workshop Model
Writers Workshop is an instructional model first introduced by Donald Murray,
enhanced by Lucy Calkins and Donald Graves in the 1980s and further developed by
others since. It is a model for writing instruction and practice to build students‟ fluency
in writing through continuous, repeated exposure to the writing process. This technique
makes the writing process a meaningful part of the classroom curriculum by involving
student choice and an ongoing process of writing where students want to communicate.
The goal of the Writers Workshop model is to expand students‟ ideas in the revision
process, to help students become aware of writing for different audiences, and to help
them create focus in writing. The benefit of this model is allowing students to see the
power of their words to express their thoughts from repeated activities of writing for a
specific purpose (Taylor, 2000).
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Research done by Cooper, Atwell, David, Giglia, Grobe and Locke (1976) with
middle school learners proposed that a writing program should involve interaction,
activities, and a great deal of language use. Learners in this environment should be
working in pairs and small groups to help one another, as in a language workshop. In the
workshop, the actual writing is a solitary activity, and the post-writing activities are
reading around the group, peer editing, and student-teacher conferences.
Feedback and Correction
Within the workshop, mini-lessons focus on improving one aspect of writing,
such as prewriting strategies, revision strategies, editing, or writing skills. These topics
evolve daily through the teacher‟s observation of learner writing conferences with peers
and adults (Jasmine & Weiner, 2007). The introduction and mini-lesson is drawn from
corrections that the teacher sees as needed on the initial writing sample and through
individual conferences. This is the part of the Writers Workshop that powers the process:
identifying problem areas in writing (Calkins, 2003).
There is a large window for independent work by students in the Writing
Workshop model. Hsu (2009) gives a list of things teachers can do during independent
writing time in their regular education classroom. The list involves circulating to assess,
calling partners together, pushing thinking and modeling feedback, supplementing and
modifying partner feedback, recommending resources, and complimenting partners.
Conferencing
Research with my middle school ELs also requires regular student-teacher
conferences and mini-lessons to supplement them. Conferencing is about the writing
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process, not making student work perfect whether the students are regular education, EL,
or special education (Calkins, 2003). One form of conferencing is students learning to
interact with their own writing while receiving feedback from the teacher and peers
through teacher-student and peer conferences.
Another form of conferencing is through the “Author‟s Chair.” This is time for
the whole group to help their classmates by giving feedback through purposeful dialogue
(Atwell (1987), as cited in Jasmine & Weiner, 2007). In the closure of the lesson,
students can sign up to share in the “Author‟s Chair” or participate in the audience.
“Author‟s Chair” and sharing are a large part of Writers Workshop, allowing students to
see they are creating their work for a real audience (Christensen, 2003). If students sign
up to share, they read their writing aloud to a group of peers. Christensen (2003) says
this is one way she has helped all ELs to have a voice. Writers Workshop provides
students an opportunity to practice and internalize what goes into a piece of writing just
as a professional author does (Wong-Kam & Vasquez (2003), as stated in Jasmine &
Weiner, 2007).
Motivation
Graham and Perin (2007), who studied middle and high school mainstream
students, report that improving the writing abilities of adolescent students can expand
their access to higher education, give them an edge in the workforce, and help them be
active participants in a literate society.
Souryasack and Lee (2007) used a workshop model with middle school ELs and
found that positive attitudes towards writing, increased motivation, a clearer
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understanding of the writing process, and improved writing mechanics were all results of
the workshop approach. They also found that using a workshop model for writing
encouraged students to explore the functions and purposes of the writing process, and
gave them individualized support in a non-threatening writing environment. This gave
students the opportunity to ask questions and learn about the writing process more
efficiently.
Jasmine and Weiner (2007) claim that after implementing a Writers Workshop
with first grade students, the children‟s enthusiasm for writing grew. Peyton, Jones,
Vincent, and Greenblatt (1994) report that teachers of ELs in grades K-6 strongly agree
that a Writers Workshop is a valuable tool for developing literacy and a centerpiece for a
language and literacy curriculum that can be used in many settings.
A Writers Workshop provides the opportunity to write on topics of personal
relevance, which increases student engagement (Souryasack & Lee, 2007). The
responses in the Writers Workshop create an environment of collaborative support where
students receive encouragement and feedback. For ELs this is a great way to access all
domains: reading, writing, listening, and speaking (Peyton, Jones, Vincent, & Greenblatt,
1994).
Jasmine and Weiner (2007) explain many reasons that a Writers Workshop may
be motivating for language learners. They say that it increases independence and
enjoyment of writing, it provides a positive writing atmosphere, allows writers to choose
their topic, their partnerships, and gives them individual time to work with the teacher.
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The publication piece of Writers Workshop gives students personal reasons to revise and
edit.
ELs and Writers Workshop
For ELs, Calkins (2003) says teachers should keep the same high expectations as
would be set for regular education students. Calkins is a researcher and writer who has
experience in the classroom. Her research is in children‟s writing and she has worked
with teachers across the United States and Canada to implement Writers Workshop. She
encourages offering additional support such as picture vocabulary walls, but not lowering
the standards.
Calkins (2003) also states that offering more chances for speaking and listening
helps. This could look like more chances to listen by reading aloud one‟s own writing or
that of another group. Students could pass their writing around and read aloud another
student‟s writing. Calkins (2003) says the most important thing to remember with ELs in
a Writers Workshop is to make them feel part of the literacy community by giving them
strategies to use in various writing situations. Some of these strategies are to place lowerlevel language learners near a higher-level language learner, offer a picture-word wall, or
have the students work in pairs.
Helsel and Greenberg (2007) work with struggling sixth grader ELs and state that
independent learning for L2 learners can be beneficial when five components are
included: collaborative learning experience between the teacher and student, strategies
are taught explicitly, the level of directness and support given to support is
individualized, criterion based instruction is instituted, and finally the process is ongoing.

16

All of these components are part of a Writers Workshop. Souryasak and Lee (2007) say
that writing is crucial for academic success because it allows students to express their
experiences and understanding of self, therefore, it is a tool for personal growth that gives
meaning to their experiences.
Souryasack and Lee (2007) say that encouraging and rewarding idea
development, clarity, and coherence is important in the beginning of a workshop model.
So rather than beginning with sentence- and word-level grammatical accuracy, educators
should focus feedback on the needs of the audience and problem solving. Mini-lessons
should be connected to skills and knowledge writers need further development on. The
focus should be something that students will use with writing across core content, various
genres, and throughout their life.
The Gap
Unlike most studies done in relation to using Writers Workshop, this study
includes ELs in middle school. There are bits and pieces of research in relation to my
research question, but I have not found anyone that has done this specific research study
previously. Of the sixteen articles and studies I read in relation to my study, there were
seven that were about middle school aged learners and six that focused on ELs. One of
the studies by Souryasack and Lee (2007) combined the two major areas, middle school
students and language learners, addressed in my research questions regarding ELs in
middle school.
Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1996) indicate that little is known thus far about how
second language learners develop as writers, but studies have begun to look at
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incorporating feedback into writing. There has also not been much research about the
constraints ELs face in a writing program (Peyton, Jones, Vincent, & Greenblatt, 1994).
One of the major difficulties ELs face is not having the academic vocabulary and
background necessary to understand the feedback given to them by teachers.
In a report on effective strategies used to improve the writing of adolescents in
middle and high schools, only 41 of the 176 studies included students with low English
language proficiency (Graham & Perin, 2007). Graham and Perin (2007) state that the
number of studies conducted with low-achieving writers is small, especially those from
low-income families in inner city settings. Their report indicates that students from an
inner city setting and from low-income families are in need of further research.
Helsel and Greenberg (2007) recommend further research be done in the area of
L2 writing and feedback in the upper elementary and middle school grades. In a
discussion about adult ELs‟ writing feedback, they stated virtually no research has
investigated the effect of other feedback strategies such as teacher-student conferences,
peer-editing sessions, and the keeping of error logs (Ferris (2002), as cited in Bitchener,
Young, & Cameron, 2005). I hope to help fill these gaps through my study of how
Writers Workshop can be used with ELs to promote their control and use of English
grammar.
Patthey-Chavez, Matsumura, and Valdes (2004), who investigated the process
approach to writing, indicated in their research that there is a need for further research
that investigates the types of written feedback that improve student writing across grades
for second language learners. My research will investigate this to some extent, but will
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focus mostly on conversational dialogue or feedback during conferences. They also found
that most research in this area of study focuses on college level instruction in writing.
In summary, there has been much research done on implementing a Writers
Workshop model, but not much in terms of specifically using it with ELLs. There has
also been a lot of research done on giving students feedback on their academic writing at
the college level and some at the elementary level, but less specifically at a middle school
level. Very little research combines these two limited views in terms of using a Writers
Workshop when teaching writing to English language learners at the middle school level.
I hope to fill this gap by involving ELs who are in middle school to implement a Writers
Workshop.
Research Questions
After reviewing this literature and work done by these researchers, I am more
aware than ever of the importance of my study. These researchers studied things that are
involved in my study, but not with all of them combined. My research may be the first to
combine utilizing a writing workshop with ELs at the middle school level.
I propose to investigate the following research questions:
1. Will implementing Writers Workshop help to motivate students to enjoy writing
more and lead to more successful writing in English?
a. How can Writers Workshop be used with ELs to promote their control and
use of English grammar?
b. Will implementing Writers Workshop facilitate peer editing that is helpful
in terms of grammar?
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c. Is my input and that of their peers integrated during revision?

Summary
In this chapter I reviewed literature by those that have done studies similar or in
relation to mine. I analyzed research done in terms of the Writers Workshop model,
motivation, improving writing skills, and the gaps left by these researchers. I also stated
my research questions. In Chapter Three I will discuss the actual participants and setting
in which this study takes place I will explain the methods used and the materials I will
use.

20

CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

This study was designed to explore how Writers Workshop can be implemented
to benefit ELs at the middle school level. The study analyzed students‟ motivation over
the length of the study. It also examined the grammatical and writing skills gained over
the course of the study. In this study I wanted to know if students are more effective
writers when they are using a workshop model in their language arts class when writing
than they are when they are not. The questions I wanted to answer were: How can
Writers Workshop be used with ELs to promote their control and use of English
grammar? Will it facilitate purposeful peer editing in terms of grammar? Is my input
and that of their peers integrated during revision process?
This chapter describes the methodologies used in this study. First the rationale
and description of the research design is presented along with a description of the
qualitative and quantitative paradigm. Second, the data collection protocols are
presented. I explain the type of research I conducted for this study in order to attempt to
answer my research question. I share information about the participants, the setting, and
the methods used. I discuss how the methods I used match those of a Writers Workshop.
Then I demonstrate how the rubrics I used generated data for my research question.
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Classroom Research Paradigm
This study is classroom research where I collect mostly qualitative data, with
some survey data from the pre- and post- surveys to determine student motivation and
attitudes toward writing before and after the implementation of a Writers Workshop.
Classroom research can help ESL teachers implement effective ways of improving
learners‟ second language skills. Teachers may need to do preliminary investigating to
gather relevant information about what is going on in the classroom (Mackey & Gass,
2005).
Once the study is put into place, the data is gathered, then analyzed and
interpreted. The results may lead to a solution to the problem that initiated the research,
or it may help the educator move in another direction. In the end, the findings are
communicated with those involved in the study and school administration (Mackey &
Gass, 2005).
Study
Participants
The students involved were seventh grade native Spanish-speaking students who
were being served in English language support services daily. I used pseudonyms to keep
participants in this research study anonymous.
Four out of the six students involved in this study were second-generation
immigrants who were born here in the United States to immigrants from other countries.
The other two students had been in the U.S.A. for two-ten years. All were native Spanish
speakers. The students took the Test of Emerging Academic English (TEAE) last year
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and on the writing portion received scores between three and five, on a scale of one to
five. A score of one on the test means beginning and five means proficient in writing in
the English language (MDE, 2010).
Location/Setting
The students were from an urban setting and had consistent attendance at a fourththrough eighth-grade school in a large metropolitan area in the Upper Midwest. The
classroom space where these students were involved in this workshop was a small
classroom that served no more than 20 students at a time. It was separate from their
mainstream classroom. The class period where I met with these students was called
Explore and was held at a time when all students in seventh grade received individualized
support or enrichment.
The format of this study was a Writers Workshop, an interactive approach to
teaching writing while students learn and practice the importance of rehearsal,
drafting/revising, and editing their pieces of writing (Calkins, 1986). In Writers
Workshop, students draft and refine pieces of writing, use prewriting strategies, complete
multiple drafts, revise and edit, and meet with others to have focused mini-lessons that
develop key concepts and address problems the teacher has identified. The teacher
models and works on his or her own writing while leading conferences and focused minilessons (Helsel & Greenberg, 2007).
Procedure
I utilized mini-lessons by teaching writing strategies, how to respond to one
another‟s writing, transitions in writing, genres of writing, paragraph construction,
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reviewing guidelines, or any other issues that came up during conferences (Souryasack &
Lee, 2007). The quiet writing session was when I met with students on a one-on-one
basis and helped guide their writing. This was also where I found patterns of need for
further mini-lessons. During conferences I attended to some pairs, but only when students
were nearing their final draft. I kept conferences short and got to every writer weekly
(Atwell (1996), as cited by Taylor, 2000). At this time, students were also able to
conference with one another and help each other edit and revise their writing. Students
used a checklist to stay on track and keep the process organized. Table 3.1 is a checklist
of components students are involved in and use to track their progress during the Writers
Workshop.
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Table 3.1
Elements of the Writers Workshop

Check-off

Mini-lesson and/or Brainstorming
Chose a Topic
Note-taking
Outlining
Drafting
Peer Conference
Teacher Conference
Revising/Editing/Proofing/Draft 2 (at least)
Typing Final/Published Draft
Revising/Editing/Proofing Final Draft/Print
Publish/Author’s Chair
Celebration

I used my first meeting with students to get an idea of their abilities in writing.
Souryasack and Lee (2007) suggest allowing students to write about whatever they want.
This may be a good idea for some students; however, in previous experience working
with middle school ELs, I learned they tend to get stuck on exactly what to write and
instead worry about how the teacher will use the information and whether the
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composition will be read aloud and/or shared with their peers. To remedy this, I gave
them a prompt:
Make a list of three things you did over winter break. Finish this before moving
on. Now circle one. This will be the topic of your writing today. Write at least
two paragraphs about this event or activity. You could share how it was for you,
if you like or didn‟t like it and why, if it is something others have done, how was
it different for you, and/or why you were there.
This was the students‟ first action in a Writers Workshop.
The timeline of this project was based on implementing the Writers Workshop in
an ESL classroom for nine weeks between January 1, 2011 and March 18, 2011. The
data was analyzed from the end of March into April and the last two chapters were
written to discuss the findings and conclusion of the study. Table 3.2 is an organized
chart that delineates the type of technique each data collection falls under. It also
specifies how they relate to the research questions for this study.

26

Table 3.2
Chart of Data Collection Techniques (DCTs) in correlation with Appendices
DCT

Type of Technique

Appendix

Purpose/Research
Question

1

survey

A

motivation and
attitude

2

rubric

B

assess progress

3

anecdotals

-

dialogue/comments

4

rubric

C

peer editing
monitoring

5

rubric

D

conference monitor
progress

6

portfolio

-

motivation and
attitude

Data Collection Technique 1
When conducting this research study on how Writers Workshop might be used
with ELs to promote their control and use of English, I used a pre- and post-survey with
my group of ELs. As Souryasack and Lee (2007) did in their study, I administered preand post-surveys to assess students‟ background, motivation, and attitudes toward
writing. These are surveys that reflect students‟ prior knowledge of the writing process
and their attitudes and confidence levels (see Appendix A).
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Data Collection Techniques 2 & 3
Student writing was assessed through a writing rubric and through written
comments for qualitative purposes. I used the rubric in Appendix B to assess writing,
along with anecdotes to qualitatively assess writing during conferences and at different
stages of the writing process. The anecdotes were written documentation I took during
and after conferencing with students and while circulating throughout the classroom
during independent writing time. These anecdotes helped determine what the focus of
the next mini-lesson should be and who needed further support to meet specific goals.
By using the rubric in Appendix B to assess student learning, participation, and
progress, I was able to have some quantitative data to go along with any qualitative notes
I had on these language learners during this study. Rubrics also gave students clear
expectations and facilitated a fair learning environment. There are many places for
adaptation in this method and that is why it is specifically helpful when teaching a
support class or working with language learners from various levels of ability.
Data Collection Technique 4
In Middle Talk: A Safe Harbor: Writing Groups in the Middle School
Classroom, Wagner, Close, and Ramsey (2001) discuss ways to make the writing
classroom a safe environment for learners. The authors say that revisiting writing pieces
more than once helps facilitate this. Another is by sharing writing with peers. Using the
rubric in Appendix C ensures a safe setting in the classroom while working with peers.
Rubrics help ensure safety for students by giving them criteria and goals for success
ahead of the actual grading of their writing. They are allowed to see the expectations and
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what they must do to reach the highest possible score. The rubrics help set specific,
reachable goals at the beginning of each unit. The units used within this study were
Writers Workshop, Authors as Mentors, and Writing for Readers.
I used rubrics for peer editing, conferencing with me, and for their actual writing
projects (see Appendices B and C). We also set short- and long-term goals to measure
growth and create a safe classroom environment (Wagner, Close, & Ramsey, 2001). The
goals were tracked with a chart of state standards for ELs who are seventh grade students
(MDE 2010). All of these things were intentionally done to ensure my ELs continued to
feel safe in my classroom.
When working with others, students learn meaningful communication skills and
exhibit commitment to their education (Rothermel, 1996). As adapted from Jasmine and
Weiner (2007), I used a systematic observational research rubric to have students
purposefully peer edit. These partnerships also utilize a TAG format. TAG is: T=Tell
what you liked, A=Ask a question, G=Give a suggestion (Hsu, 2009).
Data Collection Technique 5
I used a quantitative approach for assessing the qualitative act of revision and
growth through student-teacher conferences. I adapted and used the pre- and post-writing
rubric from Jasmine and Weiner (2007) to assess students after our one-on-one
conferences (see Appendix D). Students used rubrics to self-regulate their performance
and complete writing tasks within the writing workshop. According to Helsel and
Greenberg (2007), allowing students to self-regulate enables them to develop a plan of
action for their writing and in turn creates more independent writing by learners.
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The feedback students received from me was mainly oral in conferences, but
consisted of some written feedback as well. The written feedback was done in their
notebooks on occasion when I looked over their writing for the week. Conferencing
allows students clarification and gives students feedback at the same time it enables the
teacher to develop strategies for improvement to meet goals set at the beginning of each
unit. Conferences also allow teachers a chance to explain their comments. I shared
common themes in up-coming mini-lessons and summarized during the closing piece of a
lesson when many children needed the same information (Williams, 2003).
During these conferences, one of my goals was for students to assume control
over their own writing. To encourage this I questioned and challenged them to improve
their writing in relation to their individual skills and needs (Rothermel, 1996).
Data Collection Technique 6
Within this study, students created a writing portfolio at the end of the writing
program. They sat with the teacher and together chose the pieces they felt were the best.
This portfolio was then used as a showcase during an open house (Cooper, Atwell,
David, Giglia, Grobe, & Locke, 1976). They chose three pieces from their time in the
Writers Workshop with me. These were pieces they had read aloud in “Author‟s Chair,”
pieces that have been written, rewritten, and edited by peers. Students also reflected on
their portfolio through writing or a conference after the showcase.
Data Analysis
Data collection technique one is a survey. I administered a pre-survey, presented
as data collection technique one in Appendix A. The highest score students could receive
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was a 30, meaning students were extremely motivated with their writing. If students
received between a 6 and 15, they were not very motivated in their writing and my goal
was to increase their motivation. This survey was given again at the end of the study to
see how student motivation was affected by the Writers Workshop. Students‟ scores on
the survey were expected to increase after the study.
Then I assessed the writing samples; I used the writing rubric that was created as
Appendix B to assess what areas my students struggled with the most. I used the writing
rubric from Appendix B to assess students‟ writing thereafter during this study. Students
could receive up to 12 points on this rubric. The rubric was analyzed for growth in
specific areas. The specific areas were descriptive language, transition usage, and the
sequencing of their text. This rubric was analyzed in order to guide upcoming minilessons and small group conversations. It also showed growth over time since the same
rubric was completed. Students with a beginning score of 3 to 6 needed the most specific
support, whereas students with a score of 7 to 12 at the beginning of the study needed less
general support, but specific guidance in improving their writing.
Appendix C is a checklist students completed in pairs while they did peer editing.
Students completed this together in their various partnerships. Students could receive up
to eight points on this rubric and it was used to assess whether students were benefiting
from peer editing. It also helped guide students in the right direction while working in
partnerships. This rubric enabled the teacher to see that students were attending to all
areas, even when the teacher could not be monitoring the partnership. Students should
receive at least a score of 5 in order for peer editing to be effective at all. Students
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receiving less than 5 were required to meet with another peer reader to complete the
checklist again.
The post-conference rubric in Appendix D was completed by the student and me
during one of our conferences. Students could receive up to 3 points on this portion of
the process. This was a way to evaluate how students applied what we had discussed in
one-on-one student-teacher conferences. This rubric allowed the student to see how the
conferences make a difference in their writing and show improvement over time.
Students beginning the workshop receiving 1 point received no less than a 2 on this
rubric after the Writers Workshop was implemented for nine weeks.
The final data collection technique was a portfolio. The portfolio did not have a
point system, but was a way for students to showcase at least three of their projects from
the year and share them with a family member. Our school had a spring family event
where students could showcase work from any of their classes; this is the time these were
shared. Once their portfolios were compiled, students did a reflection piece in either a
conference with me or a writing assignment. Most students chose to conference with me
and discuss their choices and growth. One student did the written assignment explaining
their choices and growth in paragraph form.
Verification of Data
Teacher response and evaluation are critical in measuring learners‟ writing
progress in a workshop; therefore, understanding learner views of teacher feedback and
the influence that these efforts by teachers have on progress is important for the writing
process (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1996). Measurements of evaluation need to be reliable
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and valid (Cooper, Atwell, David, Giglia, Grobe, & Locke, 1976). Using rubrics
throughout this study created consistency and gave evidence that these measurements
reflect what they were meant to and were reliable and valid measures for this research
study (Mackey & Gass, 2005).
Ethics
This study employed the following safeguards to protect participants‟ rights:
1. Research objectives were shared with students involved, parents/guardians of
students involved, school administration, and the district research committee.
2. Written permission was obtained and informed consent was given by
parents/guardians and students involved. Students had a permission slip/informed
consent signed. The consent was in their native language, Spanish, and in
English. Students and their parents knew that any student could discontinue
participation in the student without adverse consequences.
3. Anonymity of participants: Students were given a numbered code to use on all
work pertaining to this study so their names were not used and the writing in the
study remains anonymous. The data was stored in notebooks and folders with
their number code on them in the classroom.
Conclusion
In this chapter, I described the methods I used to assess motivation and evaluate
grammar skills through the Writers Workshop. The next chapter, Chapter Four, analyzes
and discusses the results. There I review and interpret the data derived from rubrics and
qualitative data from student work.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

This study analyzed students‟ motivation and examined the grammatical and
writing skills gained over the course of implementing a Writers Workshop format to
teach writing to ELs at the middle school level. The participants were six native Spanish
speaking seventh graders.
Results in Relation to Research Questions
My main research question in this study was: How can Writers Workshop be
used with ELs to promote their control and use of English grammar? The answer to this
question was positive; students were motivated to write and their writing was more
successful after being involved in a Writers Workshop. Details to this claim are
discussed further in this chapter in the data collection technique one, the survey, data
collection technique six, the portfolio, and in the motivation and conference sections of
this chapter. The other questions I had are: Will implementing Writers Workshop
facilitate peer editing that is helpful in terms of grammar? Is my input and that of their
peers integrated during revision?
The workshop I facilitated did encourage peer editing and I feel that it was
somewhat helpful in terms of grammar. Again, the focus was on content; students were
encouraged to read their writing aloud to one another, then compliment and question one
another to facilitate further description and enhance their writing. Students did integrate
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my input and that of their peers during revision after peer and student-teacher
conferencing. It was evident in rubrics and writing samples that the comments made,
dialogue, and questions further enhanced their thinking about writing and how to improve
their assignments. Details further explaining this are later shown in this chapter in data
collection four, the conference rubrics, in the Feedback and Correction and the ELL and
Writers Workshop sections.
Data Results
In the Writers Workshop I implemented with my ELs, the scores on rubrics
throughout the nine and a half weeks did not show the evidence I had hoped for in terms
of seeing an increase in writing scores over the course of the study. I did see an overall
benefit via the anecdotes and through dialogue in student-teacher conferences. The
writing assignments showed growth in writing skills and confidence levels throughout the
course of study.
I assessed these things through the following data collection techniques with my
students Carlos, Javier, Becky, Jazmine, Yadira, and Juana. The six students were all
mid-level language learners whose native language was Spanish. With these students I
implemented three units over the course of nine weeks: Writers Workshop, Authors as
Mentors, Writing for Readers. Within the units we did descriptive writing with
highlighting small moments, teaching someone how to do something, creating a daily
documenting journal as Kinney (2007) did in his Diary of a Wimpy Kid series,
comparing and contrasting Dahl‟s (1978) writing traits in varieties of his texts, and letter
writing.
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Data Collection Technique 1: Pre- And Post-Surveys
Pre- and post-surveys were used to determine student motivation and attitudes
toward writing before and after the implementation of a Writers Workshop. The first
survey students completed was on January 10, 2011 and the final survey was completed
on March 16, 2011. The survey asked students to rate themselves as a writer on a scale
from 1 to 5 for each statement or question, with a 5 meaning I agree, 3 meaning I
somewhat agree, and 1 meaning I disagree with the statement or question.
On the initial survey, two of the six students received scores below 20, three
learners received between 20 and 29, and the last one rated 30. On the final survey, one
of the students rated 19, four rated 24 and above, and one rated 30. Three of the students‟
scores increased between 2 and 12 points out of 30 total on the pre- versus the postsurvey. One student‟s score remained the same, and two students scores decreased by
one point on the final survey as compared to the pre-survey. Overall students showed
increased motivation and enjoyment of writing through completion of the pre- and postsurvey.
In the pre-survey I was measuring student motivation and attitude toward writing.
As you can see in Table 4.1, the lowest pre-survey score was by Juana, who scored
herself at 14. Juana did increase 12 points on the post-survey to 26, but the other scores
did not increase as greatly, and Javier and Yadira decreased by one point on the postsurvey. The results in Table 4.1 show that three students increased, two decreased, and
one remained the same. However, the difference in the amount of growth for the two
students compared to the decrease in the other two students was greater.
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Table 4.1
Pre- and Post-Survey Results
Student Name
January 10, 2011

March 16, 2011

Difference

Carlos

16

19

+3

Javier

26

25

-1

Becky

22

24

+2

Jazmine

30

30

_

Yadira

28

27

-1

Juana

14

26

+12

The final question of the survey, which was not measured in the table above was
How often to you write outside/aside from school? This question was multiple choice
with a. never, b. sometimes, c. once a week, d. daily, and e. multiple times daily. Carlos
went from once a week to daily after the implementation of Writers Workshop. Javier
went from daily to multiple times daily, while Becky maintained that she wrote outside of
school daily. Jazmine stated that she sometimes writes outside of school, then after being
involved in the Writers Workshop admitted to daily writing outside of class. Yadira
circled sometimes writing to once a week writing. Juana marked that she never writes
aside from class, but in March notes that she does so multiple times daily. The increased
writing outside of the school day for all of the participants except one shows increased
motivation toward writing. Becky was the only student in the study whose reading aside
from class did not increase, but it did stay the same; there was no decrease among the
students.
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Data Collection Technique 2 & 3: Writing Rubric & Anecdotes
I did preliminary investigating to gather relevant information by examining
writing samples from earlier in the school year. I found that the three most common
errors and problems among the six learners I worked with were a lack of descriptive
language, transition use, and writing sequences logically. I also used an initial writing
sample to score students using the writing rubric. The rubric enabled me to evaluate who
needed further support and create mini-lessons in each of the three areas addressed on the
rubric. Using the rubric and anecdotes during conferences, I was able to determine the
focus of up-coming mini-lessons and which learners needed support in specific areas.
One of the problem areas that became apparent after the initial writing assessment
was the use of descriptive language. Carlos wrote, “We went sledding and it was fun.”
Javier wrote, “My family went to Mexico we drove our uncles car.” The anecdotes I
documented were extremely helpful in determining the focus of mini-lessons needed to
enhance the learners‟ writing. These students were intermediate level language learners
and should have been able to construct more descriptive sentences that used higher level
words.
If I noted “How is this related?” on a student‟s writing, I implemented a minilesson on focus of writing topic and transitions. The sentences constructed after the minilesson had been taught on transitions were of a heightened level. Becky wrote, “Later
that day we walked on the sandy beach.” Jazmine wrote , “Next you add the butter to the
mixture” in her paper on how to make macaroni and cheese. They also aided in guiding
the discussion of post-review conferences and completing those rubrics during follow-up
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student-teacher conferences. This practice followed the guidance of Wagner, Close, and
Ramsey (2001) by revisiting pieces more than once and sharing writing with peers in a
safe environment to create purposeful peer editing and increasing writing skills. Asking
each other if the sentences were in order and where the transition words are became
something I heard some of the peer groups discuss toward the end of the study.
I learned that by creating short- and long-term goals to measure growth with these
seventh grade students, I was creating a safe environment. Some of the long-term goals
we set during my study were to be able to write down how to do something, to choose
two texts by the same author and compare and contrast the writing style, and to write a
letter in the appropriate format. Some of the short-term goals we set were to use
transitions in our writing to show order, to describe something using higher level words,
and to understand what a closing is. I did use state standards for ELs to establish goals,
but we also used the writing rubric to guide our goals for future writing tasks.
During conferences I questioned and challenged learners to improve their writing
through their control and use of English grammar as recommended by Rothermel (1996).
I questioned Yadira saying, “How do I know that this is being told in order? What are
specific words we use in between sentences and paragraphs to link our writing?” I asked
Juana, “How can you explain this better? Can you show it to me with words? I want to
visualize it in my head.” Sometimes students would sit and think for a minute without
me saying anything, other times they would ask for clarification or an example. Either
way this was a dialogue between the two of us and students became confortable asking
for help.
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The writing rubric showed an increase in score out of 12; however, two of the
students did not have an average January score. Two of the students had a lower average
score on their March score than on their January average score. Carlos increased an
average score in February of 8.5 to 10.7 in March. Javier gained points from an average
score of 8 in February to 10.4 in March. Becky only increased from an average of 7.5 in
February to 7.8 in March. Jazmine made great gains from an average of 6 in February to
9.4 in March. Yadira also increased from 7.5 in February to 8.3 in March. Juana actually
decreased from an average of 8 in February to 7.9 in March.
As you can see in Table 4.2 February scores were overall lower than January or
March. In this month mini-lessons were focused on transitions and punctuation. This
seems to be an area of increased difficulty for these six students. In January mini-lessons
were focused on capitalization and plurals. The results of the writing rubric for January
were much more consistent. March is when we focused on tense and students were
inconsistent in this area.
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Table 4.2
Writing Rubric Results: 12 points possible
Student Name
Month
Carlos

Javier

Becky

Jazmine

Yadira

Juana

Average Score

January

10

February

8.5

March

10.7

January

-

February

8

March

10.4

January

-

February

7.5

March

7.8

January

9

February

6

March

9.4

January

10

February

7.5

March

8.3

January

10

February

8

March

7.9
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Data Collection Technique 4: Student-Teacher and Student-Student Conferences
I was able to keep student-teacher conferences short and get to every writer more
than once weekly. Students also conferred with one another to help each other edit and
revise their writing using the peer editing observation checklist. The checklist enhanced
meaningful communication skills and showed commitment to education as pointed out by
Rothermel (1996). Along with the checklist, students used Hsu‟s (2009) TAG format to
create partnerships that were safe by Telling what they liked, Asking a question, and
Giving a suggestion. In the classroom there was a resource poster with the TAG logo and
definitions posted in order to remind students of the process during peer editing and
partnership meetings students referred to it frequently. The checklist and poster were
helpful in creating purposeful peer editing among some of the pairs.
Table 4.3
Peer Editing Observation Checklist Results: 8 points possible per person in each
partnership
Assignment
Partnership 1
Partnership 2
Partnership 3
Partnership 4
Scores

Scores

Scores

Scores

1

5, 5

7, 7

8, 8

8, 5

2

8, 8

8, 8

8, 8

8, 8

3

8, 8

8, 8

4, 4

4, 4

4

8, 8

8, 7

4, 4

Incomplete

Table 4.3 shows inconsistencies due to inconsistent pairings such as Carlos
possibly being paired with Yadira in the first task, but then paired with Becky in the next,
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and possibly Juana in the last. In this study I did not utilize same pair partnerships
throughout the study; therefore, the results are not very valuable in analyzing the
effectiveness of this portion of the Writers Workshop. One of the things I evaluated from
this portion of the study was the type of comments students made to one another during
the peer conferences. Students initially began by just complementing one another and
giving high scores. In the end I was looking for students to guide one another‟s writing
through corrective feedback. An example of a student comment in the beginning of the
study was, “Nice job, I like your story.” Toward the end of the study they looked more
like, “I can‟t picture this in my head.” “What happened first?” “Your story is funny
because you gave details about the accident.” The result of the peer editing checklist was
not positive toward increasing grammatical and writing skills. It was also not effective
for reaching short- and long-term goals.
Data Collection Technique 5: Post-Conference Rubric
One of the goals of implementing the Writers Workshop was to have students
assume control over their own writing. After student-teacher conferences, students selfregulated their performance and completed writing tasks by using a three point postconference rubric. This was an effective method of students analyzing their growth
through the revision process. Of the post-conference rubrics completed, most students
received 3 points out of 3, but the range was an average of 2.25 to 3.0 for all six learners.
Specific averages for each student are shown in Table 4.4.
The post-conference student-teacher rubric showed consistent results for this
study for each student. Prior to implementing the workshop, I predicted that in the end
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students would receive scores of at least 2 on this rubric out of 3 points after the Writers
Workshop. All six learners involved received at least 2.25 as an average on this rubric at
the end of the study. Carlos and Becky actually received an average of 3 on this rubric.
Table 4.4 shows great growth from the writing rubric to this post-conference rubric. You
can see that the average writing rubric score was much less than the total amount
possible; however, the average post-conference rubric score was very close to the total
amount possible. These scores indicate grammatical and writing skills gained and an
overall increased control and use of English.
Table 4.4
Growth from Average Score on the Writing Rubric to the Post Conference Rubric
Student Name
Average Score on the
Average Score on the Post
Writing Rubric

Conference Rubric

(out of 12 points)

(out of 3 points)

Carlos

9.7

3

Javier

9.2

2.75

Becky

7.7

2.75

Jazmine

8.1

3

Yadira

8.6

2.25

Juana

8.6

2.75

Data Collection Technique 6: Portfolio
Along with the post-survey showing increased motivation of ELs, the portfolio
compilation also displayed improved attitude toward writing after the Writers Workshop
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had been implemented compared to the lack of pride in writing assignments prior to the
workshop. Most of the participants, specifically Juana, did not want to share their writing
with anyone when we began this study. By the end all students showed an interest in
sharing their writing topics and assignments with others. Javier was very confident and
volunteered to share every piece of his writing throughout the study and was often let
down when he was not chosen first.
Students chose at least three of the assignments written during this nine and a half
week workshop to include in their spring portfolio. They had a variety of choices, but
most students chose their descriptive essay, their fantasy/fiction story, and their
persuasive essays. Students were eager to share with one another which pieces they
chose to include and showcased these at a family event after spring break. After the
showcase Jazmine said, “My dad said he was proud of my work.” Other students
commented positively about the event as well stating, “I have never shown my parents
my writing from school.” Overall students and parents responded to the portfolios
positively.
Results Connected to Literature Review
After studying the results of implementing a Writers Workshop and reviewing the
literature and research of others, I found writing samples that showed a lack of writing
with focus throughout student samples just as Rothermel (1996) pointed out in his tenday Writers Workshop. In middle school, educators do expect learners at all levels to
have some degree of writing proficiency and to be able to communicate their thoughts in
writing. My study suggests that there is a lack in writing consistency among learners,

45

and more specifically among ELs. Students were often times unable to stay on topic
throughout the entire writing piece. For example during the Authors as Mentors unit, if
Jazmine was comparing Roald Dahl‟s writing style in George‟s Marvelous Medicine
(1981) and The Enormous Crocodile (1978), she may trail off in another direction
throughout her writing.
Feedback and Correction
I attempted to improve feedback in my study and feel that the best method I used
for feedback with my seventh grade language learners was the dialogue in student-teacher
conferences. I also kept anecdotes for each student, rubrics to compare valid scores, and
had peer-editing sessions; however, among them all the conferencing one-on-one was the
most effective form of feedback I used to see the input given integrated during revision.
The conversational dialogue or feedback given and discussed during conferences
was beneficial to the group of students involved in my study. I included rubrics and
anecdotes, but the conversations with students about the rubrics, anecdotes, and
questioning their ideas, was more beneficial than any written feedback that was given
throughout the nine and a half week study. Some of the comments made by me during
conferences were asking specifically for more details and answers to questions. Others
were, “Good job on using transitions like: first, next, then, and after.” The conversations
showed increased control and use of English grammar with student writing skills. Javier
came back to me for a second conference and said, “I used more words like: in the
beginning, later, and at the end.” Becky would often request a post-it with things to look
for after we had talked some things out.
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Like Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1996), I tried to identify effective feedback
models that enabled L2 learners and teachers to work together toward mutual goals in
writing. I also found that sentence-level correction contributes only minimally to
improving learners‟ writing. I also found that intervention in the revision process
contributed greatly to improving writing to meet short- and long-term goals within the
workshop model. In accordance with studies on effective feedback, I found that guided
feedback further enhanced learners‟ control and use of English grammar (Ferris 2010).
Another form of feedback that proved somewhat effective was the peer editing
checklists. As found by Patthey-Chavez, Matsumura, and Valdes (2004), the checklist
was used to guide students toward positive and focused comments through “everyday”
language leading to higher quality work. I also used the post-conference rubric to focus
the students‟ attention on specific goals and skills. Yadira would say, “Did I add enough
detail?” I would usually reply, “Can you say any more about it? Can I see it in my
mind? What are other words for describing this?” Many times questions guided students
thinking and enhanced their understanding of where they needed to focus their attention.
Content feedback was the largest part of what was involved in the Writers
Workshop. As Williams (2003) states, writers are aware of what is expected of them
when they receive feedback through conferences, rubrics, and anecdotes within notebook
checks. In my study notebook checks were more about form correction and continually
revisited through dialogue during conferences to increase grammar and writing skills
while integrating input during revision.
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Conferencing
As Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1996) suggest, conferences needed to be well
planned and engaging for the learner. The learners needed to know how to implement the
feedback they received and how to utilize the information in future writing tasks in order
to be successful writers. This is not something that happened inherently, but something I
modeled for students in front of the large group, during mini-lessons, and during
individual conferences. One of the grammatical things we had a small group mini-lesson
on was punctuation at the end of a sentence. Carlos frequently used exclamation points at
the end of every sentence and we met to discuss how these kinds of sentences sound
when they are read aloud with an exclamation point versus a period and how exhausting
it can be for readers to read a whole paragraph of exclamatory sentences. I modeled a
paragraph with statements, a question, and an exclamation for Carlos.
Williams (2003) advised using three questions to begin conferences with: 1.
Were there any comments or marks that you did not understand? 2. Were there any that
you did not know what to do with? 3. Do you have any other questions about the
assignment or our class? I did not find these questions effective in all of my writing
conferences. All of the conferences did involve students reading their writing aloud to
me, while I prompted them to see their own mistakes through re-reading, discussing the
content, and questioning.
The questioning I did during conferences was focused on guiding students to find
their own errors and make their own corrections, as well as furthering their writing with
details, transitions, and sequencing. I also guided students with grammatical corrections
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by saying, “What do we need at the end of every sentence?” “What must we do when we
use a name or proper noun?” Carlos and Juana needed the most support in these specific
areas. They often times waited for others to answer, “punctuation” or “capitalize”.
Jasmine and Weiner (2007) suggested students read their writing aloud to find
their own mistakes and hear if their writing sounds right or if words have been left out.
ELs in the Writers Workshop did this and it was immensely helpful in allowing them to
hear and find their own errors and mistakes. This improved their self-editing skills and
the dialogue during conferences also facilitated effective revision. If a student was
reading to me and continually fumbling over one section, or repeating the text, they
would pause and reread it in their mind, often times finding an error. This is when they
would make a correction or I would guide them in seeing the error and finding a way to
make a correction.
Calkins (2003) advised in her text that educators involved in the Writers
Workshop focus on the process of writing, not making the piece perfect. This was a
challenge for me, but students did learn to interact with their own writing while receiving
input and response from their peers and me during conferences. They were also more
eager to meet and discuss their errors and feedback since the entire paper was not marked
with minor problems. Students often feel overwhelmed and like failures when their
papers are marked up with red pen.
“Author‟s Chair,” as identified by Atwell (1987) (as cited in Jasmine and Weiner,
2007), was a purposeful way for students to receive praise and feedback from their peers
and myself. The “Author‟s Chair” was an effective way to have closure on pieces of
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writing in our workshop. It also created a purpose for writing that involved a real
audience. Students knew they would be reading their writing for one another in our small
group and readily signed up for “Author‟s Chair.” The small group was not intimidating
and consisted of students who have been in class together all school year.
Process Approach to Writing
The Writers Workshop is a technique to build students‟ fluency in writing through
continuous, repeated exposure to the writing process. When implemented in my
classroom, this approach involved student choice and created an environment where
students wanted to communicate. They were eager to read one another‟s writing, as well
as to make corrections and meet with me for more definitive and explanatory feedback.
Javier was always eager to sit with me and review his writing; many times I had to ask
him to wait and let others meet with me as well.
In utilizing the workshop model, students‟ ideas were expanded in the revision
process. As a result, students saw the power of their words to express their thoughts from
repeated activities of writing for a specific purpose. This approach to writing included a
cycle of draft, edit, revise, and redraft that gave learners multiple opportunities for
revision and gave learners control over their own writing. This was done throughout the
Writers Workshop, but specifically measured by students completing the peer editing
checklist, the student-teacher conference, and the post-conference rubric.
A study with middle school learners by Cooper, Atwell, David, Giglia, Grobe,
and Locke (1976) recommended that a writing program involve interaction, activities,
and a large amount of language use. This was something I included in my Writers
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Workshop along with partnerships and small groups working to help one another. In my
model, writing was the solitary activity; however, the post-writing activities included
reading around the group, peer editing, and conferencing among peers and the teacher.
I implemented mini-lessons in my workshop model with my ELs and focused on
improving one aspect of writing at a time. These mini-lessons were done in whole
groups, partnerships, and student-teacher conferences. As Calkins (2003) has stated, the
mini-lessons are the heart of the curriculum when running a Writers Workshop. This is
where I addressed problem areas of writing that resulted from conferences, observations,
and group or paired read-alouds. Students involved in mini-lessons responded more
readily because the focus was related to something they specifically needed help with in
order to enhance their writing skills.
Motivation
I found, as Souryasack and Lee (2007) did, that middle school ELs had increased
motivation, a clearer understanding of the writing process, and increased positive
attitudes about writing after being involved in the workshop approach. The
individualized support through conferencing supported students in a non-threatening
environment and enabled them to ask questions openly and learn about the writing
process more efficiently than just direct feedback, or errors corrected by the teacher. The
post-conference rubric used after an initial student-teacher conference and some form of
revision has been completed showed growth in ability and the pre- and post-survey done
by students showed increased positive attitudes towards writing.
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Being able to choose their own topics and write on topics of personal relevance
increased student engagement as Souryasack and Lee (2007) suggested would happen.
During Authors as Mentors students could choose which stories of the author‟s they
wanted to compare and contrast. While immersed in the Writing for Readers unit,
students chose the topics they would write about on a daily basis. The choice created a
positive writing atmosphere in our Writers Workshop. Using peer editing checklists and
conferencing rubrics gave students time to work with peers and me individually. These
portions of the workshop also enabled ELs access to all domains: reading, writing,
listening, and speaking.
ELs and Writers Workshop
When implementing a Writers Workshop, it was important for me to ensure that
all language domains were accounted for in my lessons for ELs. Peer and teacher
conferences supported reading, listening, and speaking, as did the “Author‟s Chair”.
Writing was the domain of focus, but the others were met through the elements of the
workshop and supported even further why a Writers Workshop could be beneficial in
regular education middle school classrooms.
Helsel and Greenberg (2007) worked with middle school language learners and
listed five components that are beneficial when working with this group. All five were
also shown to be beneficial in my Writers Workshop. The first one was a collaborative
learning experience between the teacher and student, which occurred in my model during
conferences to increase grammar and writing skills. The second was explicit teaching of
strategies, which I did through mini-lessons to guide control and use of English.
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Transition mini-lessons were taught explicitly to Jazmine, Juana, and Javier. The
punctuation mini-lesson was taught to Carlos.
Overall the mini-lessons taught in my study were focused on capitalization and
plurals in January, based on a high student need among my six participants. In February
the lessons were focused on transitions and punctuation throughout writing. Mini-lessons
in March were centered around tense, specifically past tense in writing. Some of the
strategies used to address these issues through mini-lessons were brainstorming transition
words, where students generate as many ideas as they can on something. In the Writing
for Readers unit we used a pre-writing strategy that assists learners in recalling an
experience and helps generate information.
The third component Helsel and Greenberg (2007) discussed was adjusting the
level of directness and support given to support individualization. In my Writers
Workshop this was done in peer partnerships through observations and conferences done
with the teacher. Criterion-based instruction was the fourth and was met in my model by
the use of rubrics. Becky knew where her writing had to be in order to get close to the
full twelve points on the writing rubric and to gain three points on the post-conference
rubric. The last component is that the writing process be ongoing. Ours truly was
ongoing in that we had multiple drafts, revisions, and conferences about individual
writing tasks, but also followed an ongoing and consistent process with new projects.
Summary
In Chapter Four I shared my findings from my study. After analyzing the data I
collected, I can now assess my limitations and where further research needs to be done.
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In reviewing each data collection technique along with the results of the rubrics and
average scores, I was able to assess that my study was successful. Writers Workshop
with ELs at the middle school level did increase engagement in the writing process and I
will discuss my major findings in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION

Major Learning
Using a Writers Workshop can benefit ELs at various writing levels during the
middle school years. I have learned that having choice and time to write about their
interests really engaged students in the writing process and gave them the desire to
communicate their ideas on paper. Students read a variety of texts by Roald Dahl during
the Authors as Mentors unit and were able to choose which texts they wanted to compare
and contrast in their writing. They were also able to choose what they were going to
teach someone to do in their “how-to” papers. Being able to share with authentic
audiences in “Author‟s Chair,” peer editing sessions, and group-shares gave learners a
reason to write and have a clear focus on their goals for writing. When writing the “howto” papers, students were teaching the group to do something specific during “Author‟s
Chair.” The principal even came to one of our sessions and students were proud to share
their work with someone outside of our class.
The biggest thing I learned in this study is that no matter how defined a rubric and
how detailed my written feedback was, learners continued to have gaps in their
understanding of writing and my corrections that needed to be filled. Even with indirect
feedback or errors noted by teacher and peers without correction, students were still
unclear without further explanation of where the writing problem was. When I wrote,
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“Who went with?” Javier said, “My family.” Then I clarified, “Which family members?
What are their names? Why did they go?” On Becky‟s paper I wrote, “How do I know
this happens in this order?” She asked what I meant and I replied, “In what way can you
change the sentence to show that there is some order to these events? Can you think of
some transition words you might need?” Many students were able to come up with key
terms after the mini-lesson, and those who could not, used peers as resources.
Student-teacher conferences were the most efficient way for students to
communicate their concerns about their writing by answering my questions about their
writing and identifying their goals. I enjoyed this one-on-one time with students weekly
and recognized that this group of students craved this attention and benefited from the
time I spent with each of them discussing their writing after they read it aloud to me.
Conferencing and the rubrics helped balance the methods of feedback.
Motivation in the Writers Workshop was increased by students‟ ability to choose topics
of their choice within limitations determined by genre. Reinforcement came from praise
and dialogue during conferences with peers and the teacher-researcher.
The main question I wanted to answer was: How can Writers Workshop be used
with ELs to promote their control and use of English grammar? The other questions I
wanted to answer were: Will implementing a Writers Workshop help to motivate students
to enjoy writing more? Will implementing Writers Workshop facilitate peer editing that
is helpful in terms of grammar? Is my input and that of their peers integrated during
revision?
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Overall, the biggest thing I learned in relation to my questions stated prior to
implementing the study is that using a Writers Workshop did enable students to enjoy
writing more. During the Writing for Readers unit, students consistently asked when
they would have time to write. Carlos asked, “Do we get to write today?” Yadira said, “I
wrote last night at home.” Toward the end of our study Jazmine stated, “I actually want
to write in class, and have been writing in my journal at home.” In relation to input, ELs
readily integrated the advice and comments made by me, but did not integrate their peers
ideas into their writing. I will now explain the implications of this study further.
Implications of the Study
My study provided support for the claim that Writers Workshop helped motivate
students to enjoy writing more and led to more successful writing in English with ELs at
the middle school level. Students were motivated to write and their writing was more
successful after being involved in a Writers Workshop than it was on prior writing
assignments without the workshop format. Although Writers Workshop can be used with
ELs to promote their control and use of English grammar, my study ended up focusing
more on learners getting their ideas communicated in writing and teaching mini-lessons
from there. Writers Workshop facilitated peer editing that is helpful in terms of grammar
for some learners, but wasn‟t as beneficial or consistent for others. My input and that of
their peers was integrated during revision, but peers didn‟t feel confident enough that
their suggestions were valid. A need I see that still needs to be met to improve student
writing across grades for ELs is types of written feedback such as rubric use and
anecdotes.
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Limitations of the Study
No researcher ever wants to think about not reaching her full potential or the
maximum consistency possible in her study, but in reflection, I must admit that there
were some limitations and inconsistencies. One limitation of this study was that the
Writers Workshop is just beginning to be used in our elementary grades within our
district. As a result, the seventh graders I have included in the study had not had prior
exposure to a Writers Workshop model. Students coming to middle school in the next
few years will have had Writers Workshop in elementary because our district has recently
adopted this method. Having had prior experience, I would not have to introduce the
initial procedures of a Writers Workshop. Even if teachers had varying ways of
implementing the model, students would have had exposure to the basics of the program.
When trying to answer the question of control and promotion of English grammar
use for ELs through a Writers Workshop, I feel more research needs to be done. The
Writers Workshop I implemented with this group of six Latino students did not focus on
grammar as much as writing style and being more descriptive. We did some grammar
mini-lessons and error correction for grammatical errors, but this was not the overall
focus of our peer or teacher-student conferences.
Another limitation is that I only had six students to involve in the study. I feel
that having a larger group would have shown a greater impact of involving the workshop
model with ELs at the middle school level. Students would have had more opportunities
to be assigned different or consistent partners, which may have led to more positive
results on peer editing. Having only six students at various writing levels, I felt the need
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to configure partnerships with different pairs for each assignment to give students an
opportunity to work with other students at a variety of levels.
Reviewing the Literature and Recommendations for Future Research
Although I have made some first steps in advancing the research on writing skills
of ELLs at the middle school level, there is always room for more knowledge, research,
and studies to be continued and adapted. Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1996) began looking
at incorporating feedback into writing with language learners and I have added to this by
implementing my Writers Workshop, but there are limitations to my research and room
for further studies to be done in order to find the most effective forms of feedback for
learners of this age and English proficiency.
Graham and Perin (2007) have noted that there is a need for more research on
effective strategies researched for improving writing and giving feedback to adolescents
and specifically those with low English proficiency. Helsel and Greenberg (2007) agree,
including upper elementary level ELs as well. Those interested in researching writing
with language learners and evaluating feedback methods would benefit from involving
these groups in their studies.
Communicating and Using Results
The results of this study will be useful in planning for my ELs in the following
years. I plan to implement the Writers Workshop whenever we focus on writing in units
during my pull-out class time with learners. I also intend to share the success of
motivation and increased attitude in relation to writing with my colleagues who teach
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writing in their classrooms, more specifically with the humanities and language arts
teachers who teach seventh and eighth graders.
To share these results with stakeholders in my school I plan to use a portion of a
staff meeting on a staff development day to share my findings. I will also have a copy of
the paper and findings in our teacher resource room for people to reference if they have
questions or would like to have more information about the study that involved six of our
students at the seventh grade level.
I will utilize these results by continuing to use one-on-one conferencing with my
language learners for writing. I plan to have dialogue during mini-lessons and continue
to guide my students to deepen their thoughts and ideas through questioning.
Summary
The study was a success in many aspects and the limitations only make me want
to further research this area of implementing a Writers Workshop at the middle school
level. My recommendations for further research include using a larger group, but also
continuing to be focused on ELs at the middle school level. Implementing a Writers
Workshop with these students suggests increased motivation and positive attitudes
toward writing. Learners involved in this study continue to ask when we will do more
work like we did in the workshop model.
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APPENDIX A
Pre- and post-survey done with English language learners
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Code

Date
Survey: Rate yourself as a writer
Scale: 1-5; 5=agree, 3=somewhat agree, 1=disagree
1.

I like writing.

2.

I want to be a better writer.

3.

My teachers give me enough time to write.

4.

I am motivated to write about personal experiences.

5.

I feel my classmates can help improve my writing.

6.

Conferencing with my teacher will help me improve my writing.

7.

How often do you write outside/aside from school?
a. never
b. sometimes
c. once a week
d. daily
e. multiple times daily
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APPENDIX B
The writing rubric used to assess student writing for quantitative data
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Code

Date
Writing Rubric

4
Uses descriptive
language
effectively to
communicate
details while
enhancing and
developing the
story by creating
images in the
reader’s mind.

3
Uses some
descriptive
language to
give the reader
details and
images in their
mind.

Transitions

Uses transitions
throughout
writing to
connect meaning
and content of
text.

Sequencing

Sequentially
organizes writing
so that it makes
sense to the
reader/audience.

Uses
transitions in
most of the
writing to
connect the
meaning and
content of the
text.
Organizes text
so that the
writing makes
sense.

Descriptive
language

Total

/12

2
Uses very few
descriptive
words that
leaves the
reader with
gaps in their
mind.

1
Uses no
descriptive
language
and
therefore
the reader
cannot
make sense
of the text
or see
images in
their mind.
Uses very few Uses no
linking words
linking
to connect the words to
meaning of the connect the
text.
meaning of
the text.

The writing
could be
organized in a
manner that
makes more
sense.

The writing
is not
organized
and the
reader/audi
ence has a
hard time
making
sense of it.
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APPENDIX C
Peer editing observation rubric for the teacher to use while monitoring student pairings

65

Codes
4

Date
Peer Editing Observation Checklist
3
2

1

Compliments

The reviser told the
writer that he/she
liked some parts of
the writing.

The reviser told the
writer that he/she
liked the writing.

The reviser told
the writer that the
writing was good,
no specific
compliments.

The reviser could not
think of anything to
tell the writer.

Questions

The reviser asked a
good question so the
writer could add one
or two sentences to
his/her writing.

The reviser asked a
question so the
writer could add
one sentence to
his/her writing.

The reviser asked
a question so the
writer could add
one or two words
to his/her writing.

The reviser could not
think of a question so
the author could not
add any words to
his/her writing.

Total

/8
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APPENDIX D
Student-teacher conference rubric
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Code

Changes
made

Total

Date
Post-Conference Writing Rubric

3
The descriptive
language used in the
writing has been
enhanced. There
have been
transitions added or
changed to connect
the texts meaning.
The text is
sequenced in an
order that makes
sense to the reader.
/3

2
The writer has
added some
descriptive
language to the
text. The
transitions have
improved, but
still need further
work. The text
has not been
reorganized.

1
The writer used
little descriptive
language.
There are very
few transitions
used to link the
text. The text
doesn’t seem to
make sense
because of
organization.
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