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Abstract
This action research investigated the effect of Writing Workshop on the writing
proficiency and confidence of intermediate Montessori students. The study took place in a public
community school of a major Canadian city with 24 participants of a grade 4, 5, and 6
Montessori classroom. Research was conducted over a six-week period and implemented
Calkins, Ochs, and Luick’s (2017) Up the Ladder Writing Workshop Narrative Unit. Data was
collected using writing samples scored by adapted 6+1 Traits of Writing Rubrics and students’
self-assessed scores using adapted 6+1 Traits of Writing Student Rubrics, adapted Bottomley et
al.’s (1997/1998) Writer Self-Perception Scales, writing surveys, and observational field notes.
The data demonstrated an increase in writing proficiency in 96% of students and feeling
confident most of the time or always when writing by 31%. This action research recommends
further research be done to supplement the Montessori language arts curriculum with Writing
Workshop.
Keywords: Writing Workshop, intermediate, Montessori, writing, proficiency, confidence
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After I asked what area of learning she would like to stretch, my student replied,
“Hmm…writing.” “That is a fantastic goal! What part of your writing, in particular, would you
like to focus on?” I implored further, to which she tentatively responded, “…All of it?” In
preparation for the first goal-setting conferences of the year, most of my students would identify
writing as their main area to grow. These statements would arise from students new to my grade
4/5/6 Montessori classroom, in addition to those entering their third year with me. On an average
day, a continuous cacophony of conversation and spoken word could be heard from my class,
who always discussed their ponderings, realizations, and ideas. However, when it came to
putting pencil to paper for writing, many of their pencils would remain frustrated and silent. How
is it that such confidently verbose students suddenly clam up during writing? While I had a few
students who were naturally strong writers, the majority of average to low writers required more
explicit instruction. It is no surprise that my own goal as an educator is to improve on my skills
to effectively teach the art of writing.
After I completed my elementary Montessori certification, I was inspired and eager to
bring all of Maria Montessori’s lessons to my students. I felt confident delivering the Montessori
math curriculum, from teaching division to deriving proofs for square roots. The Montessori
curriculums for geometry and cultural studies (that combine science and social studies) were
other subject areas from which I could easily blend lessons to meet, and often exceed, the
expectations of my district’s provincial curriculum. Conversely, the Montessori language
curriculum focuses on the isolated study of grammar and lacks specific narrative writing
instruction. The majority of students struggled with writing and did not even transfer their
knowledge of grammar into their compositions.
Though there is no explicit writing instruction included in the Montessori Method, it is
important to state that Montessori valued the art of writing. One of the five Great Lessons, key
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provocations that guide the child’s imagination for learning throughout the year, is called “The
Story of Language” and is dedicated to language. Nonetheless, from the difficulty students
displayed when writing narratives and my lack of a concrete writing program, I needed to
supplement my language instruction.
Some of my students naturally excelled with writing, running with suggestions I was able
to make about word choice, conventions, or even dialogue, but most students required much
more. For my first three years of teaching, I relied on my resource teacher to support my class
and myself with writing instruction, as my school did not have a school-wide writing curriculum.
After watching her, I put together “Frankenstein” lessons, pieces put together from the 6+1 Traits
of Writing, and other one-off lessons, hoping to fill the gaps. I started to wonder if this problem
existed outside of my classroom walls. I began to ask what other teachers were doing in my
school community and if their students also struggled with writing. When I confirmed these gaps
were felt by other teachers, traditional and especially Montessori teachers, I decided to research
best practices for writing instruction, keeping in mind the preservation of the independence and
choice of the child from the Montessori philosophy. One program that often arose when
researching and through word of mouth was Writing Workshop. Lucy Calkins has a short term
and intensive Writing Workshop program, called Up the Ladder, that is intended for students
who have never experienced Writing Workshop before. I speculated if this program had the
potential to serve the needs of my students and school.
Writing is an essential and necessary life skill formed in the primary years. It enables
children to express their thoughts, ideas, emotions, and to make meaningful connections with
others. Writing is not only is a means for demonstrating learning in other subjects. It can serve as
a platform for students to explore social justice, celebrate their cultural heritage, and help form
their identity. Finding their voice is powerful and could change the trajectory of future learning.
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With this significance in mind, I investigated the body of literature to determine if other
educators also struggled with writing instruction, outside of my school community. I researched
aspects of best writing practice and if these practices would be suitable within a Montessori
setting. The question I hoped to solve was, what writing method could empower my students to
behold the mightiness of the pen?
I teach in a dual-tracked public Montessori school in a major city, enrolling
approximately 486 students from kindergarten to grade seven. Our Montessori program is only in
its ninth year, comprised of a kindergarten class, three split classes of grades 1/2/3, two split
classes of grades 4/5/6, and one grade 6/7 class. There are 77 students in the intermediate classes.
I have 25 students, twelve fourth-graders, nine fifth-graders, and four sixth-graders. Within this
environment, I continued my investigation to support the abilities and confidence of my students
to consider themselves as writers. I decided to implement Lucy Calkin’s Up the Ladder Writing
Workshop program for four weeks to determine its effects on student writing proficiency and
confidence.
Theoretical Framework
Writing theory evolved from a focus on the end product with an emphasis on mechanics
and form, to writing as a process that values creativity and sociability (Hodges, 2017). Hodges
(2017) stated four current leading writing theories for writing instruction: cognitive processes
theory, sociocultural theory, social cognitive theory, and ecological theory. However, according
to Prior (2006), “sociocultural theories represent the dominant paradigm for writing research
today” (p. 54). Given recent prominent research, the characteristics of writing workshop as the
targeted implementation tool, and the social needs of my students, sociocultural theory is the
selected lens to frame my action research.
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Sociocultural theory of literacy focuses on authentic writing of meaningful text as
contextualized from linguistic, social, cultural, and other environmental-based influences on the
learner (Behizadeh, 2014; Hodges, 2017; Perry, 2012; Prior, 2006). Sociocultural theory
highlights motivation, affect, and social influences as key components of writing (Hodges,
2017). This theory arose from Vygotsky (1987), who stated, “the central tendency of the
child’s development is not a gradual socialization introduced from the outside, but a gradual
individualization that emerges on the foundation of the child’s internal socialization” (p. 259).
Vygotsky also discussed the optimal learning of children from more knowledgeable adults,
peers, or those who had a higher level of mastery within the subject (Hodges, 2017).
Previously, writing was viewed as a solitary task, but within the sociocultural framework, it
presents as a social and collaborative venture where students can learn from each other or an
adult. The teacher is also actively engaged in instruction, modeling, and providing ongoing
feedback and support. Overall, the sociocultural lens emphasizes writing interaction over the
product produced (Hodges, 2017).
My action research features the implementation of writing workshop in a public grade
4/5/6 Montessori classroom. Providing frequent extended periods of writing time, choice of
writing, and ongoing collaborative feedback from the teacher and peers are the major
components of the writing workshop program. The opportunity to choose the writing topic
allows for authentic and purposeful writing by the learner (Hodges, 2017; Roberts, Blanch, &
Gurjar, 2017). Additionally, providing a collaborative space for feedback and open discussion
among knowledgeable others encourages contextual motivation from social influences. Since
writing workshop supports co-authorship through peer and teacher interactions during the
writing process, I will frame my research through the sociocultural lens. Furthermore, the
interactive focus of this paradigm is also supported by Dr. Montessori’s theory of
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development, as students aged nine to twelve, seek out more social interactions with their
peers to consolidate their learning (Montessori, 1948/2008).
The sociocultural theory recognizes that writing goes beyond the classroom to express
meaning in real-world contexts (Hodges, 2017; Perry, 2012; Prior, 2006). It promotes writing as
a collaborative venture where students, peers, and the teacher become co-authors. It is through
this framework that the effects of writing workshop on the writing proficiency and confidence
level of students in an intermediate Montessori classroom will be investigated.
Literature Review
Writing is an essential competency within education, work, and social contexts. It is
known as one of three keystones of elementary education and is an instrumental tool to
demonstrate learning in other capacities (Peterson & McClay, 2014). Although the significance
of writing is widely known, research demands a call for writing reform in schools (Graham,
2019; Gilbert & Graham, 2010; National Commission on Writing in American Schools and
Colleges [NCW], 2003; Peterson & McClay, 2014). In 2011, the American National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP) determined 20% of eighth-grade students scored below basic
for writing proficiency, 54% scored basic, 24% scored proficient, and only 3% scored advanced
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2012). The preliminary results from the 2017 NAEP
writing assessment revealed even lower performances in comparison to the 2011 study, although
a change in laptop use in 2011 to a tablet and keyboard attachment in 2017 potentially led to
measurement error in the results. In Canada, writing was last assessed in the Pan-Canadian
Assessment Program (PCAP) in 2002, where 40% of 13-year-old students and 60% of 16-yearold students reached grade-level expectations (Peterson & McClay, 2014). There is a strong need
in America and Canada to address these writing deficits. This literature review examines the
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shortages found in writing instruction, explores recommendations for best practice, and offers a
writing model that encompasses best practices to answer this need.
The reviewed literature identified time allotment, collaboration, and teacher efficacy as
common deficiencies within writing (Brindle, Graham, Harris, & Herbert, 2016; Curtis, 2017;
Cutler & Graham, 2008; Gilbert & Graham, 2010; Graham, Capizzi, Harris, Herbert, & Morphy,
2014; Peterson & McClay, 2014). Increased writing time was the most impactful
recommendation made by the NCW (2003) of one hour of writing per day. According to a
survey of American teachers of grades four through six, students averaged only 25 minutes a day
to practice writing text one paragraph in length or longer, while providing a sparse 15 minutes a
day of teaching instruction (Gilbert & Graham, 2010). Brindle, Graham, Harris, and Hebert’s
(2016) survey of third and fourth-grade teachers replicated these exact results. Conversely, a
Canadian national study by Peterson and McClay (2014) found 61.7% of participating fourth
through sixth-grade teachers spent 2-4 hours per week writing or engaged in writers’ workshop,
which nearly attained the goal set by the NCW (2003). Still, 65.9% of teachers from this survey
identified providing adequate time for feedback and discussion as their greatest need within
writing instruction.
From this lack of time dedicated to writing, it is not surprising that opportunities to
collaborate with peers or discuss writing with the teacher were found to be inadequate (Hunter,
Mayenga, & Gambell, 2006; Peterson & McClay, 2014). Hunter, Mayenga, and Gambell (2006)
observed that only 29% of surveyed Canadian teachers engaged students to work collaboratively
with their writing. Conceivably, these shortfalls may point to a lack of teacher efficacy and
inadequate training in the area of writing.
Student achievement and writing instruction are emboldened by teachers feeling
confident and qualified within this domain (Curtis, 2017). Yet, the intricacy of writing
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instruction leaves many teachers feeling ill-equipped and inadequately trained for writing
instruction (Brindle et al., 2016; Curtis, 2017; Cutler & Graham, 2008; Graham, Capizzi, Harris,
Hebert, & Morphy, 2014). Brindle et al.’s (2016) national study of third and fourth-grade
teaching practices found that 76% of teachers received minimal to no preparation to teach
writing in college teacher education courses, and writing was the least covered area of instruction
in comparison to all other major subject areas. Moreover, not only do teacher’s perceptions about
writing affect student’s writing proficiency, but they also impact their behavior, attitude about,
and motivation for writing (Peterson & McClay, 2014; Troia, Lin, Cohen, & Monroe, 2011). In
addition to the need for better writing instruction for traditional elementary teachers, Montessori
teachers also feel these literary shortcomings.
In the studies that compared Montessori and traditional student’s academic achievement,
researchers hypothesized that Montessori students would outperform their traditional
counterparts, however, in regards to literacy this was disproven (Dohrmann, Nishida, Gartner,
Lipsky, & Grimm, 2007; Lillard & Else-Quest, 2006; Lopata, Wallace, & Finn, 2005). Lopata et
al.’s (2005) study discovered eighth-grade Montessori students scored significantly lower in
language arts than the traditional students sampled Structured Magnet (SM) and Traditional NonMagnet (TNM) schools. These differences were extensive, where SM and TNM schools
respectively scored higher that Montessori students by .77 and .59 standard deviations. These
low scores in language arts point to the make-up of the Montessori EII language curriculum.
Explicit writing instruction is absent from the upper elementary Montessori language arts
curriculum for students aged nine to twelve. Unlike other major subject areas within the
Montessori curriculum, there is a lack of consistency between the language programs provided
by Montessori training programs, which subsequently creates inconsistent language programs
across classrooms and schools. This discrepancy creates a gap that becomes more pronounced as
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students grow older, along with the level of expectations (Dohrmann et al., 2007; Cockerille,
2014). Dr. Montessori did not write as extensively for older elementary students as for emergent
learners. In her book, The Advanced Montessori Method: The Montessori Elementary Material
(1917/1971), she outlined the elementary language curriculum: an expansion into word study,
advanced grammar study, sentence analysis, and word classification. Explicit writing instruction
is notably missing from this work. Montessori teacher training language albums, too, rely on
isolated advanced grammar studies with no direction on meaningful application (Centre for
Advanced Montessori Studies of Vancouver, 2011; Nordhaus, 2017). Isolated grammar studies
alone are not adequate to serve comprehensive writing instruction (Graham & Perin, 2007;
NCW, 2003; Troia et al., 2011). The NCW (2003) further disassociated isolated grammar study
from the ability to state:
Writing extends far beyond mastering grammar and punctuation. The ability to diagram a
sentence does not make a good writer. There are many students capable of identifying
every part of speech who are barely able to produce a piece of prose. (p. 13)
Though independent grammar study does not improve student writing ability, other successful
writing strategies are supportive in this venture.
Literature highlights ample writing time, collaboration with peers and the teacher in the
form of peer talk, discussion, and feedback, as well as independence and choice of writing topics
as features of best practice (Higgins, Miller, & Wegmann, 2006). Naturally, providing sufficient
time while writing is one of the most important factors as it is required for all other practices and
processes to unfold (Cutler & Graham, 2008, Gilbert & Graham, 2010; Graham, 2019; Graves,
Tuyay, & Green, 2004; Laman, 2011; NCW, 2003; Nordhaus, 2017; Peterson & McClay, 2014).
Collaboration, or discussion, within writing may take numerous forms. Focused
discussions may refer to constructive feedback, revealed strengths, perspectives, idea sharing,
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and suggestions for improvement from peers and teachers. The processes of the written and
spoken word, when interlaced, can provide powerful language opportunities on the journey
toward becoming a writer (Laman, 2011; Peterson & McClay, 2014). The ability to articulate
one’s ideas and to hear and respond to the views of others enables students to grow and develop
as writers. These social and collaborative practices are essential for successful student writing
(Cutler & Graham, 2008; Gibson, 2008; Graham, 2019; Graham & Perin, 2007; Graves et al.,
2004; Heppner, 2017; Laman, 2011; Peterson & McClay, 2014; Peterson & Portier, 2013).
Interestingly, providing students choice when writing was not explicitly identified as a
shortfall throughout the literature but was emphasized as a significant component for success
(Cutler & Graham, 2008; Graves et al., 2004; National Writing Project, 2007; Roberts, Blanch,
& Gurjar, 2017). Peterson and McClay’s (2014) study determined just 10.6% of surveyed grade
four through six teachers viewed choice as their teaching strength, yet only 1.5% identified it as
an area that needed improvement. In comparison, Robert et al.’s (2017) study revealed freedom
of choice as the most impactful qualitative theme that placed value and power within the hands
of the writer. The ability to express freely was also found to increase the motivation to write
(Cutler & Graham, 2008; Furr, 2003; Graves et al., 2004). This increased motivation allows
students to be more thoughtful and deliberate with discovering their voice as an author (Furr,
2003). Another aspect of independence and motivator within writing takes form in goal setting,
where students are actively engaged in creating goals and self- assessing (Graham & Perin,
2007).
This discovery of voice, expression, and power that emerges from choice and
independence within writing leads to the development of a writer’s identity. The possession of a
writer’s identity is an excellent tool in building a writer’s confidence and ability to flourish
(Graham; 2019; National Writing Project, 2007; Troia et al., 2011). The formation of this
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identity, both in teachers and students, increases the likelihood, enjoyment, and seeing the value
of writing (Graham, 2019).
With optimal writing practices identified, it is essential to clarify the steps of the writing
process, since authentic writing is focused on the process, rather than on the product (Gibson,
2008; Graves et al., 2004; Nordhaus, 2017). The writing process consists of five components:
prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, and publishing (Atwell, 1987; Cooper & Kiger, 2003).
Significantly, adequate time allotment, peer and teacher collaboration, choice, and a focus on the
writing process are all encompassed by the writing workshop model.
The writing workshop format entails 10-15 minute mini-lessons of a specific skill, time
for students to write, the majority of the workshop where students engage in focused discussions
to conference with the teacher and peers, and the opportunity to share work with the class at the
end (Higgins et al., 2006). This model proved successful for the writing proficiency and written
output of students in several studies (Furr, 2003; Gardner 2012; Jaeger, 2019; Nordhaus, 2017;
Secoy & Sigler, 2019). The targeted and modeled skill instruction provided in the mini-lesson
and teacher conference is an effective strategy to develop writing competencies (Flaherty, 2019;
Gardner, 2012; Graham & Perin, 2007; Secoy & Sigler, 2019). The collaborative nature of
writing workshop promotes focused discussion among peers and their teacher. This social
element presents the ability for students to openly discuss ongoing feedback and enrich their
understanding and experience as writers (Flaherty, 2019; Furr, 2003; Gardner, 2012; Jaeger,
2019; Laman, 2011; Secoy & Sigler, 2019). Writing workshop creates a space for writers to
receive explicit instruction, have suitable time to indulge in focused discussion and collaboration,
exercise choice of topic, and work at their own pace; all are facets that encourage ownership of
learning (Higgins et al., 2006). Together, this ownership of writing ignites confidence and
kindles perceptions of authorship (Furr, 2003; Jaegar, 2019).
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Contrary to these views, some studies found teacher efficacy played a stronger role in
student writing ability than the application of the writing workshop model and offered a possible
critique on consistent implementation (Pollington, Wilcox, & Morrison, 2001; Troia et al., 2011).
Nonetheless, the majority of support for writing workshop and the defining characteristics of the
model itself effectively align with the Montessori philosophy.
When contemplating a supplement within the Montessori curriculum, it is essential to
reaffirm current Montessori beliefs and investigate possible contradictions to the core values of
Montessori to determine if the supplement would be suitable within the Montessori framework
(Cockerille, 2014). When inspecting writing workshop, there are Montessori misalignments to
consider. An optimal writing time of an hour set by the NCW (2003) for writing workshop
would take away independent work choice during the Montessori work period, a feature of the
Montessori philosophy defined as a time of uninterrupted work selection made by students
(Nordhaus, 2017). The possibility of using extrinsic motivators could also arise in this model.
Undeterred by these inconsistencies, Nordhaus (2017) believed that the best practices embodied
by writing workshop coordinate and blend with the core values of Montessori.
Dr. Montessori (1948/2008) contends the purpose of the teacher is to guide children
towards meaningful work to develop their minds. Writing workshop emulates this model where
students work independently after mini-lessons to advance their writing. The mini-lessons, too,
follow the Montessori philosophy as they are brief and direct (Cockerille, 2014; Montessori,
2010). In keeping with the natural Montessori environment, the teacher does not lead the actions
of the students to foster independence during the writing and conference sections of the
workshop (Montessori, 1948/2008; Nordhaus, 2017). Even though all students are engaging in
writing simultaneously, the workshop, “like a Montessori work time, can be likened to an artist’s
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studio. Children are offered tools and taught techniques, and then they are given the freedom to
create their own learning path” (Cockerille, 2014, p. 42).
Another correlation between the workshop model and the Montessori philosophy is
through goal setting and self-assessment. Similar to in a Montessori classroom, students are
reflecting on their work to set goals for their writing and self-assess their work (Gardner, 2012;
Graham & Perin, 2007; Nordhaus, 2017). This independence also creates an environment where
students can work at their developmental level (Furr, 2003; Higgins et al., 2006; Secoy & Sigler,
2019). Acknowledging the child’s social nature at this age gives students the option to work
independently or to partake in focused discussion with peers (Montessori, 1948/2008; Nordhaus,
2017). The notion of conferencing is also a duality of Montessori in the upper intermediate level
and the writing workshop model. Montessori (1917/1971) herself recognized the exhilaration
that comes with children’s development of the written word:
When the children are seized with this passion for accurate expression of their thoughts in
writing, when, spontaneously, clearness becomes the goal of their efforts, they follow the
hunt for words with the keenest enthusiasm. They feel that there are too many words to
build with exactness the delicate edifice of thought. (p. 95)
These harmonious connections make the envelopment of writing workshop within the
Montessori classroom a logical implementation.
In conclusion, though there is extensive literature that discussed best practices for writing
instruction for grades four through six, there is a substantial lack of research on the application of
these practices in a Montessori setting in Canada and just one in America by Nordhaus (2017).
Provided the significance of writing for elementary students and research on best practice,
additional research on the validity of writing workshop within a Montessori classroom may
support teachers in addressing this perceived curricular gap. Therefore, writing workshop is the
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selected implementation tool of this action research with the intent of increasing writing
proficiency and building student confidence within my grade four, five, and six Montessori class.
Methodology
The population for this action research was students enrolled an intermediate Montessori
class (9 to 12 years-old) within a dual-tracked public school that offers both a Montessori and
traditional program of a major Canadian city. The sample size was 24 students, comprised of 4
sixth-grade students, 9 fifth-grade students, and 11 fourth-grade students. This consisted of 13
boys and 11 girls. There were three students in the class with an Individualized Education Plan
(IEP) and four English Language Learners who received in-school support with English
Language acquisition. Also, ten students spoke languages other than English at home. Students
were purposely selected as members of my grade 4/5/6 classroom. An active consent form (see
Appendix A) was sent home for parents and the students prior to the beginning of the study and
one week was provided to gain consent. All students experienced the Writing Workshop
intervention as part of my regular teaching program, though 24 out of 25 students in the class had
their data collected over the course of the six-week study. At the time of the action research, I
was 29 years old and in my fourth year as a classroom teacher.
This study implemented Calkins, Ochs, and Luick’s (2017) Up the Ladder Writing
Workshop Narrative Unit as an intervention to determine its effect on writing proficiency and
confidence levels of grade 4, 5, and 6 Montessori students. Pre-intervention and postintervention ‘cold write’ or ‘on-demand’ writing prompts I scored using an adapted 6+1 Traits of
Writing Rubric (see Appendix B) and self-scored by students on an adapted 6+1 Traits of
Writing Student Version Rubric (see Appendix C). A ‘cold write’ or ‘on-demand’ writing prompt
are student writing samples that are not practiced or prepared beforehand; they would not be
provided the opportunity to preplan or discuss their ideas before writing. These rubrics measured
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writing proficiency, specifically organization, ideas and content, voice, word choice,
conventions, and presentation to obtain quantitative data evaluated from my perspective and my
student’s perspective. An adapted version of Bottomley et al.’s (1997/1998) Writer SelfPerception Scale was given to students to measure student perceptions and views on writing (see
Appendix D). A shorter pre-writing assessment (see Appendix E) and post-writing assessment
(see Appendix F) student survey included questions regarding the enjoyment of writing, if
students applied concepts from Montessori language materials when writing narratives, and
feelings about Writing Workshop. Finally, I took observational field notes to monitor student
reactions to Writing Workshop throughout the study (see Appendix G).
During the first week, baseline data was collected on student’s writing ability, their views
on writing, and if they identified as confident writers. Data was collected on the last two days of
the school week. On Thursday morning, the first day of data collection, I administered a cold
write based on a writing prompt from Cedar Springs Public Schools (2014) (Appendix H).
Students were given 50 minutes, the same amount of time as a Writing Workshop session, to
write about a time they had a problem or experienced trouble inside or outside of school. This
time limit included their pre-writing and editing. Students were asked to record their names on
this cold writing prompt to later compare with the cold writing prompts students would write
after the Writing Workshop intervention.
Later, students filled out the Writer Self Perception Scale (Appendix D). This survey was
28 questions in length and both the scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree, and I
read the questions out loud to ensure students understood the survey questions. Students filled in
the survey anonymously and I collected them when completed. The questions were divided into
four main categories of writing perception: general progress (their writing growth in general),
specific progress (their growth in specific aspects of their writing, such as organization), social
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feedback (how they think others view their writing), and physiological state (how does their
body feel when they writing). The original Bottomley et al.’s (1997/1998) Writer Self-Perception
Scale administers a fifth category, observational comparison (how they think their writing
compares their peers). I decided that these types of “better than or worse than others”
comparative questions did not fit within a Montessori environment or were necessary or
supportive to the development of confidence within student writers. Therefore, the observational
comparison questions were omitted. Instead, I added one question about writing identity, I see
myself as a writer, to further address student confidence.
The next day, students were handed back their writing prompts (Appendix H) and were
asked to self-assess their own writing according to an adapted student 6+1 Traits rubric
(Appendix C). After I collected these rubrics, students completed a Writing Pre-Assessment
(Appendix E) as the final pre-intervention data collected.
The Up the Ladder Narrative Unit of Study is an intensive Writing Workshop program
intended to either supplement the full Writing Workshop Units by grade or catch up students
who have never experienced this writing model (Calkins et al., 2017). I selected this program for
my students who had never done Writing Workshop before the study. Calkins et al.’s (2017) Up
the Ladder Narrative Unit of Study contains a prescribed script for each lesson that follows a
consistent format of a 5-10-minute mini-lesson, a 30-35-minute student writing period and
opportunity to confer with the teacher in small groups, and a 5-10 minute author share out
(Calkins et al., 2017). Overall, the focus of the writing lesson is presented by the teacher,
students are given a longer period of time to write while some may receive additional support
from the teacher, then the session wraps up with a type of author share out. In total, the program
suggests completing these lessons daily, for 50-60 minutes, over a four-week period.
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The second week of the study marked the beginning of the Writing Workshop
intervention itself. These sessions were done daily, after lunch, from approximately 12:50 pm to
1:40 pm. Each school day began at 9:00 am and ended at 3:00 pm, so the workshop took place
nearly four hours into the school day. The Narrative Unit consists of three writing units, called
“Bends.” The first week of Writing Workshop began Bend I: Writing and Revising True Trouble
Stories (Calkins et al., 2017). These first five lessons presented how to plan and write a story,
revising to tell a story bit by bit, ensuring there is a clear beginning, middle, and end, bringing
stories to life through character dialogue, and reviewing ending punctuation (Calkins et al.,
2017). Students wrote in lined booklets with space for illustrations. There was a variety of eight
to fifteen lines per page for students to choose which booklet suited their needs. They were
taught to touch the page, tell, sketch, then write the story (Calkins et al., 2017). This bend
concluded with a gallery walk where students read each other’s stories and offered supportive
feedback on sticky notes. A new bin was added in the classroom library to house student’s
writing booklets, and students were encouraged to share their booklets for peers to read and
enjoy.
The next week, Bend II: Writing a Series of Short Fiction Stories, focused on integrating
the previous concepts to create a short series of realistic fiction. Students learned how to create
characters with meaningful problems based on their own life experience, draft multiple endings,
take charge with revising, how to develop characters across a series, and unveil the inner
thoughts and quirks of their characters (Calkins et al., 2017). Students continued to write in lined
booklets but were encouraged to choose booklets with more lines to write. This bend ended with
a ‘symphony share.’ I used a conductor’s baton to cue students to read excerpts from their stories
to create a writer’s symphony. Students chose one to two sentences they wrote that they found

WRITING WORKSHOP IN THE 9-12 MONTESSORI CLASSROOM

20

particularly powerful. As I cued students who wanted to share, they read their strong sentences.
The result was a ‘symphony’ of their written words.
The third and final bend began in the fourth week of the study. During this week, students
transitioned from writing in booklets to writing in a notebook and learning how to live a ‘writerly
life.’ As in bend one, they returned to write personal narratives, but collected ‘seed ideas’ of
memorable moments in their life and composed multiple entries. They ultimately selected one of
these entries to fully draft, revise, and polish to present during the final writing celebration.
Within this draft, they learned what makes a strong beginning and ending and how to revise the
heart of their story for greater impact (Calkins et al., 2017). This week also concluded with a
symphony share.
The fifth week concluded the third bend and the whole Up the Ladder narrative unit.
Students revisited editing techniques and punctuation before the final celebration. Since there
were only three lessons left, including the final celebration day, I decided to give one more
Writing Workshop session before the celebration for students to finalize their stories. There was
no mini-lesson provided, just time to polish their writing and confer with their teacher. I
circulated to students who indicated they needed further support or feedback. The celebration
wrapped up nearly eighteen hours of writing over the course of four weeks and students
expressed excitement on this day. I provided sweet and salty popcorn for students to nibble on
while they read and heard each other’s stories. I bought large and special sticky notes for
students to write meaningful feedback for one another. Before the celebration, I reviewed with
the class all the writing techniques explored throughout the workshop and how to give thoughtful
and specific feedback. Students took their time to share what they noticed about their peer’s
writing, and each student had at least two full large sticky notes of positive feedback. Later,
some students shared excerpts of their stories in the ‘author’s chair,’ a special chair that students
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sat in to read their composition. At the end of the celebration, I asked if the students had any
final thoughts on their Writing Workshop journey and seven students shared their opinions. I
recorded this information on the observational chart (Appendix G).
Since this was my first time using the Writing Workshop model, I studied and prepared
for each lesson at least a day in advance. After reading the first prescribed lesson from the
program’s manual, I realized it would be too challenging to read from the manual while excitedly
engaging the class using eye contact and animated facial expressions in a natural way. I then
decided to spend more time preparing for each lesson so I could accurately paraphrase and
occasionally check the manual, instead of experiencing the barrier of reading directly from it.
I also had difficulty with conferring with all students or with small groups on a consistent
basis. Many students were frequently absent between one to five days at a time and required time
to be caught up on previous lessons. I would then use the writing portion or conference time of
Writing Workshop to review the focus of the missed mini-lessons with these students. Two
students with written output difficulties were given laptops in lieu of the writing booklets and
notebooks to best support their ability to communicate their ideas within the workshop sessions.
There were several other students who required more one on one support to find their ideas to
begin writing. This was challenging in a ratio of 1 adult to a class of 25. Due to these constraints,
there was also a limited amount of time for me to write observational notes (Appendix G). After
the first few sessions, I instead decided to note if students continued their writing during other
work time outside of Writing Workshop, and if students independently discussed their writing
within their regular personal learning reflection at the end of the day. To gain more insight into
student’s thoughts on Writing Workshop, I collected student’s weekly workplans at the end of
the study to observe students’ independent reflections on this intervention.
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The last change made was veering from the connection and teaching examples within the
mini-lessons. Most of the stories and examples provided were not authentic experiences I had
personally shared. I felt these examples should be genuine in order to draw students in towards
the teaching point, so instead I provided my own examples and stories. This notion is supported
by Calkins et al. (2017), who stated:
…but know that more power will come from you using the moments of your own life in
your writing. Getting to know students and allowing them to get to know you, builds
powerful teacher/student relationships—a top influence on student achievement. (p. 124)
Apart from these modifications, the Up the Ladder Narrative Unit was delivered as outlined by
the manual.
In the sixth and conclusive week of the study, I administered the pre-intervention data
tools to determine post-intervention results of implementing Writing Workshop. This was a
three-day week due to a provincial holiday (Family Day) and a full day class field trip. Students
wrote another cold writing prompt (Appendix H) on the first school day of that week. They
completed the same Writer Self Perception Scale (Appendix D), self-assessed their final cold
writing prompt (Appendix C) on the next day, and completed the final Writing Post-Assessment
(Appendix F) on the last day. After collecting all the surveys and writing scores, I was ready to
analyze the data to determine the effect of Writing Workshop on writing proficiency and
confidence levels of grade 4, 5, and 6 students.
Data Analysis
The data from this action research originated from six sources. These sources include an
adapted 6+1 Traits Story Writing Rubric (see Appendix B) for an on-demand writing prompt
(see Appendix H), a student self-evaluation of the same writing prompt on an adapted 6+1 Traits
Story Writing Student Rubric (see Appendix C), an adapted Bottomley et al.’s (1997/1998)

WRITING WORKSHOP IN THE 9-12 MONTESSORI CLASSROOM

23

Writer Self-Perception Scale (see Appendix D), a pre-writing assessment survey (see Appendix
E), a post-writing assessment survey (see Appendix F), and observational field notes (see
Appendix G). I analyzed the data to evaluate the effect of Writing Workshop on the writing
proficiency and confidence levels of elementary-aged students.
The data sources intended to measure writing proficiency was the scored writing
prompts. These on-demand writing prompts were scored using an adapted 6+1 Traits Story
Writing Rubric (see Appendix B). Students were asked to write a personal narrative about a time
they experienced a problem within a 50-minute writing session, which included their time to preplan and edit their writing. This rubric assessed organization (exposition, rising action, climax
and resolution), ideas (theme and genre, conflict, character development), voice, word choice,
sentence fluency, conventions (spelling and punctuation, grammar, paragraphing), and
presentation for a total of thirteen categories. Students could receive between one to four points
per category identified as: beginning = 1 point, developing = 2 points, applying = 3 points, and
extending = 4 points. Students could earn a total of 52 possible points. Using this rubric, a
student who scored 13 points would be considered a “beginning writer,” 14-25 points would be
considered a “beginning-developing writer,” 26 points would be considered a “developing
writer,” 27-38 points would be considered a “developing-applying writer,” 39 points would be an
“applying writer,” 40-51 points would be considered a “applying-extending writer,” and 52
points would be an “extending writer.” Figure 1 below outlines the overall scores as a double bar
graph.
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WRITING SCORES: 6+1 TRAITS RUBRIC
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Figure 1. Pre-Intervention and Post-Intervention writing prompt scores. This figure compares
student writing prompt scores from before and after the Writing Workshop intervention. Note
Student 2 and 14 had adapted rubrics and were marked out of 48 points.
Ninety-six percent of students experienced an increase in their post-intervention writing
scores. In comparing student’s pre-intervention writing score with their post-intervention writing
scores: 9 students experienced between a 1-10% increase, 6 students experienced between an 1120% increase, 6 students experienced between a 21-30% increase, 2 students experienced
between a 35-38% increase, and one student experienced a 10% decrease. A possible explanation
for the student who experienced a decrease in her post-intervention score was prolonged absence.
She was absent for eight days during the study, five of those consecutive days, due to illness. The
11 girls in the study averaged a 12% increase in their post-intervention writing score and the 13
boys averaged a 16% increase. The average increase for all 24 students was 14%. Notably, the
lowest first through the fifth percentile of writers, according to the pre-intervention writing
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scores, made sizeable increases in their writing proficiency: 38%, 24%, 35%, 14%, and 25%,
respectively.
Table 1 outlines the scoring classification of the Adapted 6+1 Traits Rubric of
“beginning writers,” “beginning-developing writers,” “developing writers,” “developingapplying writers,” “applying writers,” “applying-extending writers,” and “extending writers,”
according to the scoring previously mentioned.
Table 1
Adapted 6+1 Traits Rubric Writer Classification
Pre-Intervention: Post-Intervention:
Number of
Number of
6+1 Traits Rubric Writer Classification
Students
Students
Beginning
1
0
Beginning-Developing
7
1
Developing
1
0
Developing-Applying
13
16
Applying
0
1
Applying-Extending
2
6
Extending
0
0
.
From this table, the post-intervention writing scores show a decrease in the number of
students in the beginning, beginning-developing, and developing categories, and an increase in
the number of students in the developing-applying, applying, and applying-extending categories.
The number of students within the extending category, of a perfect score, remained the same at
zero.
Students self-assessed their writing prompts using an adapted 6+1 Traits Story Writing
Student Rubric (see Appendix C). This gave students the opportunity to reflect on their writing
and voice their opinions on their writing abilities. This rubric assessed the same overall writing
categories but was simplified to ten categories as the student-friendly version. Students could
earn a total of 40 possible points. Using this rubric, a student who scored 10 points would
consider themselves a “beginning writer,” 11-19 points would consider themselves a “beginning-
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developing writer,” 20 points would consider themselves a “developing writer,” 21-29 points
would consider themselves a “developing-applying writer,” 30 points would consider themselves
an “applying writer,” 31-39 points would consider themselves an “applying-extending writer,”
and 40 points would consider themselves an “extending writer.” Figure 2 below shows the
overall results within a double bar graph.
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Figure 2. Pre-Intervention and Post-Intervention writing prompt student self-assessed scores.
This figure shows compares student writing prompt self-assessed scores from before and after
the Writing Workshop intervention. Note: Student 2 had an adapted rubric and was marked out
of 36 points.
79% of students perceived an improvement in their post-intervention writing scores, 13%
saw no change, and 8% saw a decrease. In comparison of their pre-intervention writing score
with their post-intervention writing score, 14 students found a 1-10% increase, 3 students found
an 11-20% increase, 1 student found a 25% increase, 1 student found a 38% increase, 3 found no
change, and 2 found a 3-5% decrease. It is possible that as students completed the Writing
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Workshop program, they became more aware of how to apply the 6+1 Traits of Writing
categories and assessed themselves more critically in the post-intervention. Another possible
explanation for this decrease could be due to students not being provided scored writing
examples to illustrate the writing expectations, to help them be less self-critical.
The 11 girls within the study noted a mean increase of 4% in their post-intervention
scores, the 13 boys found a mean increase of 10%, and the whole participant group determined
an overall mean increase of 7%.
Table 2 outlines the scoring classification of the Student Self- Assessed Adapted 6+1
Traits Rubric of “beginning writers,” “beginning-developing writers,” “developing writers,”
“developing-applying writers,” “applying writers,” “applying-extending writers,” and “extending
writers,” according to the scoring previously mentioned.
Table 2
Student Self-Assessed Adapted 6+1 Traits Rubric Writer Classification
Student Assessed 6+1 Traits Rubric Writer
Classification
Pre-Intervention
Post-Intervention
Beginning
1
0
Beginning-Developing
5
0
Developing
1
1
Developing-Applying
16
20
Applying
0
0
Applying-Extending
1
3
Extending
0
0
From this table, the post-intervention writing scores show a decrease in the number of
students in the beginning and beginning-developing categories and an increase in the number of
students in the developing-applying and applying-extending categories. The number of students
within the developing, applying, and extending categories remained the same.
The word count for each writing sample was also compared below in Table 3. Though the
amount of words written does not necessarily correlate with the quality of writing, it helps
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students articulate their ideas and other 6+1 Traits of Writing to develop their writing in a more
detailed way. For example, Student 13 wrote 8 words in his pre-intervention writing sample and
wrote 181 more words (189 total) in his post-intervention writing sample. By expanding to write
a complete composition with a beginning, middle, and end, he increased his overall proficiency
score by 38%.
Table 3
Word Count Comparison for Writing Prompts
Writing Prompt Word Count

Pre-Intervention Post-Intervention

Student 1
Student 2
Student 3
Student 4
Student 5
Student 6
Student 7
Student 8
Student 9
Student 10
Student 11
Student 12
Student 13
Student 14
Student 15
Student 16
Student 17
Student 18
Student 19
Student 20
Student 21
Student 22
Student 23
Student 24
Note. Negative gains are bolded.

256
60
69
113
222
148
180
186
196
121
161
314
8
38
150
256
223
286
175
229
325
175
200
216

192
130
358
175
244
264
396
256
311
254
200
397
189
291
92
375
180
239
194
453
449
431
207
183

Gains
-64
70
289
62
22
116
216
70
115
133
39
83
181
253
-58
119
-43
-47
19
224
124
256
7
-33

83% of students wrote more in their post-intervention writing sample than in their preintervention sample. Four Students wrote between 7-39 more words, 4 students wrote between
62-83 more words, 6 students wrote between 115-181 more words, 5 students wrote between
216-289 more words, and 5 students wrote between 33-64 less words. Though, out of the 5
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students who wrote less than their pre-intervention sample, only one student had a decreased
proficiency score, according to Figure 1. The 11 girls averaged an increase of 77 words, the 13
boys averaged higher word count with a 100-word increase, and altogether the class accumulated
a mean increase of 90 words in the post-intervention writing sample.
The Bottomley et al.’s (1997/1998) Writer Self-Perception Scale is intended to monitor
individual student’s writing perceptions of writing over time. After the completion of the survey,
the categories are totaled together to determine possible change of their writing perceptions. The
questions are tallied within each of the five categories and are scored as: strongly disagree = 1
point, disagree = 2 points, undecided = 3 points, agree = 4 points, and strongly agree = 5 points.
During the first week of pre-intervention data collection, I administered this survey to students
and asked them to complete it anonymously. Since I did not ask students to identify their survey,
the five writing categories, general progress, specific progress, social feedback, physiological
state, and identity were averaged as a class total, instead of as specific results for each individual
student. I tallied all the survey responses and organized the results according to category, I then
totaled the allocated points from 1 to 5 for each response. I then divided each category total by
the number of questions found in that category and finally divided by twenty-four, the number of
participants. This resulted in a mean Likert score for each of the five categories. This was done
for the pre-intervention survey and the post-intervention survey. These results are compared in
Figure 3, below.
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WRITER SELF PERCEPTION SCALE
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Figure 3. Mean Likert Scores for the Writer Perception Scale Pre-Intervention and PostIntervention (derived from Appendix D).
All five categories from the Writer Self-Perception Scale showed a class mean increase
after the post-intervention: +0.58 in general progress (growth in writing overall), +0.24 in
specific progress (referring to specific writing skills), +0.31 in social feedback (how they feel
others perceive their writing), +0.54 in physiological state (how their bodies feel when they
write), and +0.42 in identity (if they see themselves as a writer). Specific progress saw the least
amount of growth, and general progress saw the greatest amount of growth. Though identity saw
the third most growth, the pre-intervention mean score was the lowest overall. To refer back to
the Likert scale scores, the mean general progress, specific progress, social feedback, and
physiological state post-intervention scores would all round to 4=agree.
The pre-writing assessment survey (see Appendix E) and post-assessment survey (see
Appendix F) comprised three attitude scale items and four open-ended survey items. These
addressed student feelings about writing and perceived confidence levels. Below, Figure 4
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represents the first attitude scale item from Appendix E stated, I feel confident when I write, to
which students were asked to circle either never, rarely, sometimes, most times, or always.
46% of students said they felt confident most times when writing, 37% of students said
they sometimes felt confident when writing, and 17% said they rarely felt confident while
writing. Comparatively, the post-intervention results from the attitude scale item (see Appendix
F): I feel more confident when I write, shows an improvement in student confidence. 29% said
they always feel more confident when they write, 48% said they felt more confident most times
when they write, 13% sometimes felt more confident when they write, 9% rarely felt more
confident writing, and 4% (one student) said they never felt more confident when they write.

WRITING PRE-ASSESSMENT AND POSTASSESSMENT STUDENT RESPONSES: I FEEL
CONFIDENT WHEN I WRITE
Pre-Intervention

Post- Intervention
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11
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0

1
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0
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Figure 4. Writing Pre-Assessment and Post-Assessment Student Responses: I feel confident
when I write (derived from Appendix E and Appendix F).
Other attitude scale questions from Pre-Assessment Appendix E and Post-Assessment
Appendix F provided data on whether students applied their understanding of Montessori
language materials when they write narratives, their enjoyment of writing activities and Writing
Workshop, and if they felt that Writing Workshop improved their writing skills. Figure 5 below
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demonstrates student application of Montessori language materials and lessons when writing
narratives. Prior to the intervention, 25% of students said they rarely applied knowledge from
Montessori language materials, 46% sometimes applied knowledge, and 29% said they applied
this knowledge most times when writing. After the intervention, there was some improvement of
this application: 13% of students rarely applied, 54% sometimes applied, 25% applied most
times, and 8% always applied this knowledge. Overall, the majority still applied knowledge from
Montessori language materials some of the time during narrative writing.

APPLICATION OF MONTESSORI LANGUAGE
ARTS MATERIALS WHEN WRITING
Pre-Intervention

Post-Intervention
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Figure 5. Application of knowledge from Montessori language materials when writing narratives
(derived from Appendix E and Appendix F).
The next attitude scale measured student enjoyment of writing activities before the
intervention and then of Writing Workshop. This information is outlined in Figure 6. where an
increase in enjoyment when writing is evident. Before the intervention, 8% never enjoyed
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WRITING ENJOYMENT
Enjoy writing activities Pre-Intervention

Enjoyed Writing Workshop Post-Intervention
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Figure 6. Writing Enjoyment (derived from Appendix E and Appendix F).
writing activities, 13% rarely enjoyed writing activities, 29% sometimes enjoyed writing
activities, 46% enjoyed writing activities most of the time, and 4% always enjoyed writing
activities. After the intervention, there was a large increase in the number of students who always
enjoyed Writing Workshop with 67%, while 4% never enjoyed Writing Workshop, 8%
sometimes enjoyed Writing Workshop, and 21% enjoyed Writing Workshop most of the time.
The final attitude scale question addressed if students felt Writing Workshop improved
their writing skills viewed in Figure 7 below.
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I FEEL WRITING WORKSHOP IMPROVED
MY WRITING SKILLS
Sometimes

Most Times

Always

2

7
15

Figure 7. I feel Writing Workshop improved my writing skills (derived from Appendix E and
Appendix F).
Overall, 8% felt Writing workshop sometimes improved their writing skills, 29% felt it improved
their skills most of the time, and 63% felt it always improved their writing skills.
The next data sources were four open-ended questions that also originated from
Appendix E and Appendix F. The questions were: How do you feel about writing? What is the
best part of writing lessons (then of Writing Workshop)? What is the worst part of writing
lessons (then of Writing Workshop)? and What advice would you give to someone who is just
learning to write? Students answered these open-ended questions using keywords, a sentence, or
a few sentences. I reviewed all of the responses and looked for recurring themes or keywords and
determined themed categories for their responses. Table 4, below, encompasses the coded
responses for How do you feel about writing.
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Table 4
How Do I Feel About Writing?
PreIntervention
How do you
feel about
writing?
Number of
Students

Low
Positive
Response
(fine/ok/
good)

Mixed
Positive/Ne
gative
Response
6

Negative
Physiological

Hard

3

1

3

Not
Confident
Do Not
Enjoy

Strongly
Dislike
(Hate)

3

1

Confident/Very
Positive Response
7

PostIntervention

How do you
feel about
writing?
Number of
Students

Low
Positive
Response/
Could
Improve

Positive
Response
(brave,
confident
improved)
2

Positive
Physiological
7

1

Negative
Physiological

Enjoy a
Particular
Genre
1

1

Can
Express
Self

Growth/
Positive
Response
Due to
Writing
Workshop

2

Identify as
a
Writer

10 1

Note. Derived from Appendix E and Appendix F.
Overall, in the pre-intervention survey, 33% of students had negative feelings towards
writing, 13% had mixed feelings, and 54% had positive feelings about writing. One student who
did not feel confident about writing said, “Not really confident about writing every time I have a
story in my head I can’t get it on paper.” Another wrote, “It gives me a headache and my hand
gets aggravated.” Though, over half of the participating students had a positive response, one
noted, “For me I feel good about writing.” Another had a very positive response, “I feel like it’s
a long process but it’s inspiring, energizing and it feels like I can write down my thoughts. It
feels like freedom.” Comparatively, the post-intervention survey showed only one student with a
negative response. The most common theme at 42% was positive growth in writing skills due to
Writing Workshop. One student wrote, “I feel more confident because of WRITING
WORKSHOP! I used to not like writing but now I love it.” Another shared, “I feel good now
because writing workshop made me feel good in myself.” Additionally, one student formed a
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new writer’s identity, “I feel from when I started I didn’t know that much, but now I think [of]
myself as a writer.”
The second question posed What was the best part of writing lessons (in the preintervention survey) and What was the best part of Writing Workshop (in the post-intervention
survey), seen in Table 5.
Table 5
The Best Part of Writing Lessons and The Best Part of Writing Workshop
PreIntervention
What is the
best part of
writing
lessons?
Number of
Students

Talking/
Communicating

A
Particular
Genre of
Type of
Writing

7

3

Talking/
Communicating
/
Celebration

A
Particular
Genre of
Type of
Writing

4

3

Imagination

To
Learn/
Improve

1

3

Part of
Writing
Process

Express
Self
2

None
Identified

7

PostIntervention
What was
the best part
of Writing
Workshop?
Number of
Students

Skill or
Part of
Writing
Process

Seeing
Growth
1

15

Everything
1

Note. Derived from Appendix E and Appendix F.
In the pre-intervention survey, seven different themes arose. Most students discussed
either being able to discuss and share their writing (29%) or a specific part of the writing process
(also 29%). One wrote, “When we get to communicate with each other.” Another focused on the
pre-writing stage, “getting to brainstorm.” While in the post-intervention survey, some did still
prefer communication, 63% mentioned a certain skill or part of the writing process. Two students
referenced a specific lesson within the program, “…writing stories with twin sentences.”

1
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Additionally, one student wrote, “So much to choose! But I say when I edit I make descriptive
words.”
The third question complements the second, asking What was the worst part of writing
lessons (in the pre-intervention survey) and What was the worst part of Writing Workshop (in the
post-intervention survey), seen in Table 6.
Table 6
The Worst Part of Writing Lessons and The Worst Wart of Writing Workshop
PreIntervention
What is the
worst part
of writing
lessons?
Number of
Students

Length/
Waiting
3

Sharing
3

Review
What
I
Already
Know

Physical
HandWriting

2

4

Unable
to
Do a
Skill

Certain
Part of
Writing
Process
3

6

I do not
know

None

1

2

PostIntervention
What was
the worst
part of
Writing
Workshop?
Number of
Students

Too
Often/
Long

Sharing
2

Certain
Skill or
Part of
Writing
Process

Not Enough
Time to Write

2

3

5

The
Program
Ended

Survey
1

3

I do
not
know
3

Note. Derived from Appendix E and Appendix F.
For the pre-intervention survey, six different themes were identified as the worst parts of
writing lessons. 25% of students said they did not enjoy particular parts of the writing process or
skills, such as: editing, rewriting, or not knowing how to spell a word. In the post-intervention
survey four different themes arose: too frequent, sharing with others, not enough time to write
within a workshop session, or a certain skill or writing process. The most prevalent identified
worst part of Writing Workshop was also a particular writing process or skill, such as editing or
rewriting. Although, 21% said there was no worst part and combining the other non-identified

None
5
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themes, 50% of student participants did not identify a worst part. However, one student who said
“nothing,” also mentioned that she felt limited by only writing ‘negative problem stories’ (the
program outlines) and wanted to write happier ones as well.
Finally, the last question on these surveys was advice for new writers. Table 7 outlines
these results.
Table 7
Advice for New Writers
Pre-Intervention
What advice
would you give
someone learning
to write?
Number of
Students

Encouraging
Response
(Try Best,
Effort,
Patient,
Practice)

Be Creative
Expressive
Imaginative

Highlight a 6+1
Trait
8

Highlight a
Specific
Part of
Writing
Process

5

6

5

Post-Intervention
What advice
would you give
someone learning
to write?
Number of
Students

Encouraging
Response
(Keep Writing
Don’t Give Up)

Inspirational
From the Heart
6

Suggest
Writing Workshop
3

3

Highlight a
Specific
Skill or Part
of Writing
Process
12

Note. Derived from Appendix E and Appendix F).
Four categories emerged from both survey questions that solicited writing advice for
others just learning to write. 33% of students suggested providing a form of encouragement in
the pre-intervention survey. One student stated, “don’t feel rushed to learn.” Another wrote, “I
would say you got this, I would also give them support with spelling.” Additionally, one shared,
“I would tell them to let their imaginations flow and not hold back anything. I would tell them
that they could write anything they want and that if other people put you down let it drive you
deeper in your writing.” In the post-intervention, half of the students offered a specific skill or
process they practiced in Writing Workshop. A student wrote, “I would [tell] them like rewrite
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the important parts and to never give up.” Another noted, “Put ‘voice’ in your writing and get
information from books.” Alternatively, one student suggested, “remember, your always not
finished with a book. You’ll always revise until it makes sense.” 13% recommended Writing
Workshop. One student wrote, “If I was teaching someone to write I would say do Writing
Workshop.” An equal percent wrote from the heart to inspire new writers. One student even
noted the ownership stories, who said, “Write from the heart, be true to yourself. Your stories are
meant for others but it belongs to you.”
Finally, observational notes were derived from Appendix G. As noted in the methodology
section, these were infrequent due to the nature of implementing the study and were reduced to
shared student oral reflections at the end of the fourth and fifth weeks of the study. I also
observed that in the fourth and fifth week of the study, at least one student chose to continue
Writing Workshop during their independent work time, most often around 3 students. Lastly, I
observed 17 students independently reflected on their writing from Writing Workshop,
throughout the study period, in their daily work plans.
Overall, the data demonstrated a strong increase in the writing proficiency and
confidence levels of students. Writing Workshop had a positive effect on the development of
writing skills and confidence levels of intermediate Montessori students. This suggests that
Writing Workshop is an effective supplement to the Montessori language arts curriculum.

Action Plan
The purpose of this action research was to determine the effect of Writing Workshop on
writing proficiency and confidence levels of grade 4, 5, and 6 Montessori students. The data
from this study indicated that both student writing proficiency and confidence increased due to
the daily implementation of Calkins, Ochs, and Luick’s (2017) Up the Ladder Writing Workshop
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Narrative Unit. It was thrilling to discover 96% of students increased their writing scores in the
post-intervention writing sample. Particularly noteworthy were the lowest five writers at the
beginning of the study who made considerable gains in writing proficiency: 38%, 24%, 35%,
14%, and 25%. The data showed the majority of students also saw an increase in their selfassessed writing scores and had a higher word count after the intervention. Overall, 92% of
students reported that Writing Workshop improved their writing skills most of the time or always
improved their writing skills. The growth in overall writing scores from the teacher, self-assessed
writing scores by students, and the amount of words written indicated that the Up the Ladder
program cultivated stronger writers.
The data from the adapted Writer Perception Scale showed an increase in the class
average scores for student’s writing perceptions across all five categories: overall growth in
writing, growth in specific writing skills, thoughts of how other’s perceive their writing, how
their bodies feel when writing, and if they saw themselves as writers. The data from the Post
Writing Assessment Survey found that there was a 31% increase in the number of students who
felt confident most of the time when they wrote or always felt confident from 46% to 77%. This
increase indicated the Up the Ladder program created more confident writers.
Although these positive results were very encouraging for my students and myself as a
teacher, there were some challenges to take into consideration. Research suggested that students
write for one hour on a daily basis for optimal writing practice (Gilbert & Graham, 2010; NCW,
2003). However, allocating time to implement Writing Workshop on a daily basis for 50 minutes
was a challenge to balance with additional special programs and curriculums. I specifically chose
12:50-1:40 pm for Writing Workshop as this time did not interfere with our mornings of
independent uninterrupted work time, or work period, which is an integral aspect of the
Montessori Philosophy. However, many other program blocks, such as library, physical
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education programs, and computers were scheduled in the afternoon and required adjusting our
class schedule to accommodate the additional 50-minute daily program. Additionally, my
cultural lessons of science and social studies were typically presented in the afternoons, so many
of these lessons also needed to be rescheduled. From the Post Writing Assessment Survey, a few
students felt the frequency of this program took away from other lessons and activities that are
usually scheduled in the afternoon.
Another concern arose from the limitation of only writing ‘problem-stories’ within the
Up the Ladder Writing Workshop Narrative Unit. During the writing portion of each session,
students were free to decide what writing job needed to be done as the captain of their own
writing (Calkins et al., 2017). However, some students communicated a desire to have more
choice in what they could write about to explore their happier moments as well.
While I followed the suggested delivery of the program’s lesson content, there were some
modifications and adjustments that needed to be made. I had a difficult time compressing the
mini-lesson into the 10-minute time frame. The mini-lessons themselves are made up of a
connection, naming the teaching point, teaching, active engagement, and a link (Calkins et al.,
2017). Students within the class actively contributed during the active engagement section,
therefore most mini-lessons were approximately 15 minutes in length. Due to this, most lessons
were actually one hour in length. Other teachers who implement Writing Workshop may also
need this time increase.
If this study was replicated, I would recommend two changes to improve the data
collection of the student’s self-assessed writing scores and the Writer Self Perception Surveys.
To give students a better frame of reference for the descriptions in the adapted 6+1 Traits
Student Rubric, I would provide previously marked student writing samples so they could see
what samples from a “beginning writer,” “developing writer,” “applying writer,” and “extending
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writer,” would look like. This may provide a better understanding of the expectations for
students to self-assess. Moreover, it may be rewarding for students to review their preintervention writing sample to compare with their post-intervention writing sample to help them
recognize possible growth in their writing and be less self-critical.
Secondly, the Writer Self Perception Scale used was adapted from Bottomley et al.’s
(1997/1998) Writer Self-Perception Scale. This scale was originally intended to score averages
for each student, in order to gain a more comprehensive understanding of their perceptions as an
individual writer. When I administered this scale during my pre-intervention data collection,
students I did not ask students to write their names, initials, or randomized number on the paper
to later identify. This error was caught too late and one student was not able to identify their
survey. Since I was not able to accurately match the pre-intervention and post-intervention
Writer Self Perception Surveys for individual students, all of this data was averaged for mean
class scores overall. Though this information is valid, it is less specific. So instead, I would
suggest asking students to record their identity on this survey for individual scores to be tracked
for individual writer’s perception scoring.
While this study provided evidence of increased writing ability and confidence levels and
suggestions for further work in this field, it was conducted with a small sample size within the
confines of one teacher’s classroom. Replicating this research on a larger scale, across multiple
classrooms, would be more informative. Since there is very little literature on supplementing the
Montessori language arts curriculum with Writing Workshop, this action research calls for more
research to be done within this context to increase the validity and transferability of this
supplemental program.
Regardless of this study’s challenges, recommendations, and call for further action, the
successful results of increased writing proficiency and confidence are truly compelling and have
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changed how I will plan my language arts curriculum moving forward. It has inspired my
students to express themselves through the written word, and most have continued to choose
Writing Workshop during their independent work periods, well after the study period. I intend to
continue on with the Calkins, Ochs, and Luick’s (2017) Up the Ladder Writing Workshop
Information and Opinion Writing Units.
As a Montessori teacher, I feel more confident and equipped to effectively teach narrative
writing. I highly recommend implementing Writing Workshop for my fellow Montessori teacher
colleagues and any other teacher who seeks support with writing instruction within their
elementary classroom. I am hopeful that these results may be replicated, and other young
children will see themselves as capable writers. Cultivating the ability and confidence to write is
essential in the preparation of life, emboldening creative expression, and imparting the power of
language.
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Appendix A
Implementing Writing Workshop in a Montessori Classroom
Active Consent Form
January 6th, 2020
Dear Division 17 Families,
In addition to being your child’s grade 4/5/6 teacher, I am a St. Catherine University student pursuing a
Masters of Education. As a capstone to my program, I need to complete an Action Research project.
As an intermediate Montessori teacher, I have chosen to learn about writing workshop. As an American
Montessori Society (AMS) EI & EII certified educator, I feel there is a gap in explicit writing instruction
within the Montessori language curriculum. I would like to supplement my program with writing
workshop to investigate its effects on writing proficiency and student confidence. I am working with a
faculty member at St. Catherine University and an advisor to complete this particular project.
I will be writing about the results that I get from this research, however none of the writing that I do
will include the name of this school, the names of any students, or any references that would make
it possible to identify outcomes connected to a particular student. Only I will have access to the
identifiable data for this study; I will keep it confidential. Data will be stored on a password protected
computer and locked in a filing cabinet.
When I am done, my work will be electronically available online at the St. Kate’s library in a system
called SOPHIA, which holds published reports written by faculty and graduate students at St. Catherine
University. The goal of sharing my final research study report is to help other teachers who are also trying
to improve the effectiveness of their teaching.
The foreseeable benefits of participating include: students may increase their self-awareness as a writer
when completing data surveys and self-assessments (see below), the data collected will inform my
practice to advance my delivery of writing instruction, it aims to support other educators in searching for
a more comprehensive writing program to supplement within a Montessori setting, and to contribute to
the educational community at large. There are minimal risks of students involved in the study.
Procedures:
You/students will be asked to do the following. If you decide to participate in the study, data will be
collected on the following:
1) write and score a pre-intervention narrative
2) complete a writer self-perception scale and writing pre-assessment
3) participate in daily Lucy Calkin’s Up the Ladder writing workshop program for four weeks and I will
record field notes about what I observe
4) write and score a post-intervention narrative
5) complete a writer self-perception scale and writing workshop post-assessment
This study will take approximately 5 weeks in total (4 weeks of daily, 50-minute sessions for writing
workshop and 1 week of pre/post-assessment).
Your child will be participating in writing workshop as part my normal teaching program- the
consent of this study refers to the collection of student data for my action research. This study is
voluntary. If you decide you do want to be a participant and have your data (researcher/teacher’s
scored writing rubrics, student’s self-evaluation scored writing rubrics, writer self-perception scale,
writing pre-assessment, writing workshop post-assessment, observational field notes, and writing
samples) included in my study, you need to check the appropriate box(es), sign this form, and
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return it by Monday, January 13th, 2020. If at any time you decide you do not want to continue
participation and/or allow your data to be included in the study, you can notify me and I will remove
included data to the best of my ability.
If you decide you do not want to have your data included in my study, you do not need to do anything.
There is no penalty for not participating or having your data involved in the study.
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me, Cora Wong. You may ask questions now, or if
you have any additional questions later, you can ask me or my instructor Olivia Christensen
otchristensen@stkate.edu

who will be happy to answer them. If you have other questions or concerns regarding the study and
would like to talk to someone other than the researcher, you may also contact Dr. John Schmitt, Chair of
the St. Catherine University Institutional Review Board, at (651) 690-7739.
You may keep a copy of this form for your records.
Opt In
Please check all that apply. I DO want to:
participate in this study.
have my/my child’s data included in this study.
____________________________________________________
Signature of Parent/Guardian of Student Participating in Research

________________
Date

_____________________________________
Signature of Student Participating in Research

________________
Date

______________________________
Signature of Researcher

________________
Date

Please respond by Monday, January 13th, 2020.
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Appendix B

Six Plus One Traits – Writing Rubric – Stories
This rubric is designed to assess intermediate students’ proficiency with narrative writing

Name:

Topic:

BEGINNING

Organization
Exposition

Organization
Rising Action

DEVELOPING

APPLYING

EXTENDING

Beginning to acquire
knowledge, skills,
strategies and processes
I need help from other
people to do this
I am beginning to
understand this

Developing the ability to
apply knowledge, skills,
strategies and processes
I can do this with some help
from others
I have a basic understanding
of this

Applying knowledge, skills,
strategies and processes
consistently
I can do this on my own
without support
I understand this

knowledge, skills,
strategies and processes
creatively and strategically
I can do this on my own and
I go beyond what is
expected of me, even
helping others
I have a comprehensive
understanding of this

Exposition is
underdeveloped or nonexistent; little is told about
the main characters,
setting, or conflict
There is little or no rising
action; may merely list
events

Exposition contains some
elements -- main
characters, setting, and
conflict -- but some are
underdeveloped or missing
The rising action is
underdeveloped or
confusing

Exposition does a good
job introducing the main
characters, setting, and
conflict

The conflict remains
unresolved; numerous
loose ends are left
hanging

The climax provides a
satisfying resolution to the
conflict; most loose
pieces are wrapped up

Unique or powerful
exposition introduces indepth main characters in
an interesting setting with
an intriguing conflict
The rising action is wellthought out, complex and
maintains the interest of
the reader
The climax provides a
strong, creative resolution
to the conflict; all the loose
pieces are all wrapped up
nicely
Genre is maintained
artfully

Ideas &
Content

No clear theme or genre

Ideas &
Content

The conflict is confusing,
absent, or largely
underdeveloped

Ideas &
Content

Little or no character
development evident

A climax is attempted;
climax may be abrupt or
may employ “Deus ex
machina”; not all loose
pieces are wrapped up
There are discrepancies in
either the theme, message
or genre
The conflict is present but
somewhat unclear or
muddled; may be
underdeveloped
Some minor character
development is evident

Word Choice

Little thought has been
given to theme or
message; the piece holds
little interest and there is a
lack of involvement
Some errors in word
choice; employs very few
or overused descriptors

There are discrepancies in
the theme or message;
while the piece may be
pleasant, there is little
insight into the author
Vocabulary is adequate
and basically correct; uses
a variety of descriptors

Sentence
Fluency

Numerous abrupt
sentences or sentences
that ramble on make the
piece difficult to follow

Abrupt sentences or
sentences that ramble on
make parts of the piece
difficult to follow; may not
attempt complex structures

Errors in spelling,
punctuation, or dialogue
make the piece difficult to
follow

Errors in spelling,
punctuation, or dialogue
make some parts of the
piece difficult to follow; may

Organization
Climax &
Resolution

Theme & Genre

Conflict

Character
Development

Voice

Theme & Voice

Conventions
Spelling &
Punctuation

Date:

The rising action provides
a solid build up with
multiple steps

Elements of genre stay
consistently throughout
The conflict is clear,
engaging, and realized

The conflict is clear,
engaging, poignant,
strong, and fully realized

Characters show
development over the
course of the story

Characters are developed
in a meaningful, plausible,
satisfying manner

There is a clear theme or
message and a purpose
for the piece; the piece is
involved and personable

The theme or message is
strong and the purpose is
clear; the piece is
engaging and/or
passionate
Carefully chosen, precise
vocabulary; powerful,
engaging language;
effective use of figurative
language
The piece is smooth and
rhythmic throughout;
variety in sentence
construction and length
shows mastery even of
complex structures
Spelling and punctuation
correct throughout, even in
dialogue and complex
structures or words

Clear and direct
vocabulary; uses some
colorful language; may
use some figurative
language
The piece has a sense of
rhythm with an attempt to
vary sentence length and
construction; errors may
occur in complex
structures
Shows basic mastery of
spelling, punctuation, and
dialogue; errors only
occur in complex
structures, or words
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Conventions
Grammar

Conventions
Paragraphing

Presentation

Grammatical errors
significantly affect
readability; may not have
mastered basic grammar
Numerous paragraphing
errors make the piece
hard to follow; shows little
knowledge of
paragraphing conventions
Legibility or formatting
issues make the entire
piece hard to follow

be somewhat basic in
nature
Grammatical errors occur,
but do not affect readability;
may not attempt complex
structures
Errors in paragraphing
make parts hard to follow;
demonstrates some
knowledge of paragraphing
conventions
There are breaks in
legibility or formatting that
make parts of the piece
hard to follow

Basic mastery of
grammar; grammatical
errors only occur in
complex structures
Some minor breaks in
paragraphing do not
significantly detract from
the readability of the
piece
The piece is legible and
well formatted; may have
minor breaks that do not
affect readability

51

Shows mastery of
grammar, even in complex
structures
Accurate paragraphing
with a new paragraph for
each change in speaker,
location, time, idea, or
topic
The piece is consistently
legible; the formatting
enhances the piece

ã2019 by Barton E. Braun (permission to use). This document is protected by copyright. Printed on April 30, 2020. (Adapted with permission)
Version 1.0
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Appendix C

Six Plus One Traits [Student Version] – Writing Rubric –
Stories
This rubric is designed to assess intermediate students’ proficiency with narrative writing

Name:

Topic:

BEGINNING

DEVELOPING

Date:

APPLYING

I can do this with some help
from others
I have a basic understanding
of this

Little is told about the main
characters, setting, or
conflict

Contains some elements -main characters, setting,
and conflict -- but some are
underdeveloped or missing

Beginning does a good
job introducing the main
characters, setting, and
conflict

There is little or no rising
action; may only list
events

The rising action is not fully
developed or confusing

The rising action provides
a solid build up with
multiple steps

The conflict is unresolved;
many loose ends are left
hanging

A climax is attempted but
may be abrupt or not all
loose pieces are wrapped
up

The climax provides a
satisfying resolution to the
conflict; most loose
pieces are wrapped up

The plot is presented but is
somewhat unclear; may be
underdeveloped
Some character
development

The conflict is clear,
engaging, and developed

Ideas &
Content

The plot is confusing,
unclear, or mostly
underdeveloped
Little or no character
development

Voice

No clear purpose for the
piece or author’s voice

Word Choice

Some errors in word
choice; uses very few or
overused descriptors

There are hints of the
author’s purpose for the
piece; there are glimpses of
a developing author’s voice
Vocabulary is adequate
and basically correct; uses
a variety of descriptors

There is a clear purpose
for the piece; the author’s
voice is involved and
present
Clear and direct
vocabulary; uses some
colorful language; may
use some figurative
language
Shows basic mastery of
spelling, punctuation, and
dialogue; errors only
occur in complex
structures, or words
Errors in grammar only
occur in complex
structures

There is a strong and clear
purpose for the work; the
author’s voice is engaging
and/or passionate
Carefully chosen, precise
vocabulary; powerful,
engaging language;
effective use of figurative
language
Spelling and punctuation
correct throughout, even in
dialogue and complex
structures or words

Minor legibility or
formatting errors occur
but do not affect
readability

The piece is very legible,
and the formatting
purposefully enhances the
piece

Organization
Beginning

Organization
Middle

Organization
Ending

Ideas &
Content
Plot

Character
Development

Conventions
Spelling &
Punctuation

Conventions
Grammar

Presentation

Errors in spelling,
punctuation, or dialogue
make the piece difficult to
follow
Many errors in grammar
make the writing difficult to
read
The piece is illegible and
many formatting issues
make it hard to follow

Errors in spelling,
punctuation, or dialogue
make some parts of the
piece difficult to follow; may
be too general
Some grammar errors
occur, but they do not
affect the reader’s
understanding
Some legibility or
formatting errors make
some parts of the piece
hard to follow

I can do this on my own
without support
I understand this

EXTENDING

I need help from other
people to do this
I am beginning to
understand this

Characters show
development over the
course of the story

I can do this on my own and
I go beyond what is
expected of me, even
helping others
I have a very strong
understanding of this

Unique or powerful
beginning introduces indepth main characters in
an interesting setting with
an intriguing conflict
The rising action is wellthought out, complex and
maintains the interest of
the reader
The climax provides a
strong, creative resolution
to the conflict; all the loose
pieces are all wrapped up
nicely
The conflict is clear,
engaging, strong, and fully
developed
Characters are developed
in a meaningful, realistic,
and satisfying manner

Mastery of grammar, even
in complex structures
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Appendix D
Writer Self Perception Scale
______________________________________________________________________________
Listed on the next page are statements about writing. Please read each statement carefully. Then
circle the numbers that show how much you agree or disagree with the statement. Use the
following scale:
1= Strongly Disagree

2= Disagree

3= Undecided

Example: I think sushi is the best kind of food.

1

2

4= Agree

3

5= Strongly Agree

4

If you are really positive that sushi is the best kind food, circle 5 (Strongly Agree).
If you think that sushi is pretty good but not the best, circle 4 (Agree).
If you can’t decide whether sushi is the best kind of food, circle 3 (Undecided).
If you think that sushi is not really the best, circle 2 (Disagree).
If you are really positive that sushi is not the best kind of food, circle 1 (Strongly Disagree).

5
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Strongly
Disagree
1

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

2

3

4

Strongly
Agree
5

(GPR) 2. Writing is easy for me.

1

2

3

4

5

(SF) 3. People in my family think I am a good
writer.
(GPR) 4. I am getting better at writing.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

(PS)

5. When I write, I feel calm.

1

2

3

4

5

(SF)

6. My teacher thinks my writing is fine.

1

2

3

4

5

(SF) 7. Other students think I am a good
writer.
(GPR) 8. I don’t need a lot of help with writing.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

(SF) 9. People in my family think I write
pretty well.
(GPR) 10. I see growth within my writing.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

(I) 11. I see myself as a writer.

1

2

3

4

5

(GPR) 12. I can effectively communicate my
thoughts and ideas through writing.
(GPR) 13. My writing is creative.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

(GPR) 14. My writing is organized.

1

2

3

4

5

(SPR). 15. You can tell I am the author of my
writing through my unique writer’s voice.
(PS) 16. I am relaxed when I write.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

(SPR) 17. My word choice is descriptive.

1

2

3

4

5

(PS)

18. I feel confident when I write.

1

2

3

4

5

(SF)

19. My teacher thinks I am a writer.

1

2

3

4

5

(SPR) 20. My sentences and ideas are on
topic.
(SPR) 21. My sentences and paragraphs are
organized in a logical sequence.
(PS)
22. Writing makes me feel good.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

(SF)

1

2

3

4

5

(SPR) 24. My sentences are varied.

1

2

3

4

5

(PS)

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

(PS) 1. I like how I feel when I write.

23. Adults enjoy reading my writing.

25. I enjoy writing.

(SPR) 26. My writing is clear and
understandable.
(SF)
27. My classmates enjoy my writing.
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(SPR) 28. I choose my words thoughtfully
when I write to create a specific image in the
reader’s mind.

1

2

55
3

4

5

WRITING WORKSHOP IN THE 9-12 MONTESSORI CLASSROOM

56

Appendix E
Writing Pre-Assessment
Circle your answer for questions 1-3:
1) I feel confident when I write.

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Most Times

Always

2) I apply what I learn from the
Montessori language materials
whenever I write.

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Most Times

Always

3) I enjoy doing writing activities.

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Most Times

Always

Write out full sentences for your answer for questions 4-7:
4) How do you feel about writing?

5) What is the best part of writing lessons?

6) What is the worst part of writing lessons?

7) What advice would you give someone who is just learning to write?

WRITING WORKSHOP IN THE 9-12 MONTESSORI CLASSROOM

57

Appendix F
Writing Workshop Post-Assessment
Circle your answer for questions 1-3:
1) I feel confident when I write.

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Most Times

Always

2) I feel that writing workshop
Improved my writing skills.

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Most Times

Always

3) I enjoyed writing workshop.

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Most Times

Always

Write out full sentences for your answer for questions 4-7:
4) How do you feel about writing?

5) What was the best part of writing workshop?

6) What was the worst part of writing workshop?

7) What advice would you give someone who is just learning to write?
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Appendix G
Observational Field Notes
During Writing Workshop
Date:______________
Time:______________
Student is
[Time]

Saying…
[Comments]

Doing/Showing…
[Actions/Behavior]

Communicating with…
[Interactions]
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Appendix H
Narrative Writing Prompt

K-8 Narrative Pre-Assessment Prompt
Pre and Post On-Demand Performance Assessment Prompt
Pre and Post Assessment Prompt:
“I'm really eager to understand what you can do as writers of narratives, of stories, so today,
you will be writing the best personal narrative, the best small moment story, a story of one time
in your life. You will have one writing workshop session to write this true story, so you’ll need to
plan, draft, revise, and edit in one setting. Write in a way that shows all that you know about
narrative writing.”
“When you get your paper/booklet, think about how you want to organize your writing. You will
have fifty minutes, one writing workshop session, to finish your narrative writing piece.”

For students in grade 3-8, you will add:
“In your writing, make sure you:
•Write a beginning for your story.
•Use transition words to tell what happened in order. •Elaborate to help readers picture your
story.
•Show what your story is really about.
•Write an ending for your story.”

Adapted from:
http://www.csredhawks.org/documents/Curriculum/academics/curriculums/3rd/K8_Pre_Post_Writing_Assess_Prompt_14-15.pdf

