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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Background of the study

The Ministry of Education of Thailand considers that an investment in
education is a keystone in shaping students’ learning achievement towards the world-
class level and is as a part of human resource development. Therefore, one of the
education plans, the World-Class Standard School Policy, has been employed in 2010
among 500 participant schools (119 primary schools and 381 secondary schools) all
over the county to provide the quality of learning as a preparation toward the world
class level (The Office of Basic Education Commission, 2010)

Therefore, English language is perceived as an official and universal language
and a tool to communicate with people from other countries. However, the results
from Ordinary National Education Test (ONET) in 2011 revealed that the English
average scores of Thai students were at the lowest, compared with other subject areas
(Phanphrut, 2012, June). It indicated that Thai students need a lot of improvement in
English proficiency. In addition, regarding the four skills of English proficiency,
writing skill is considered as the most difficult skill for many Thai students (Amkham,
2010). Writing is the most complicated skill since it requires high levels of ability in
using vocabulary, grammatical structure and rhetoric in order to convey their message
(Suwannasom, 2001).

From the observation of teaching writing in EFL context of Thailand,

especially in upper secondary level, most of the Thai students are assigned to write



more complicated tasks such as a report or an essay, compulsory requirements under
the World-Class Standard School Policy. One of the World-Class Standard learning
strands provided in participant schools is Independent Study 2: Communication and
Presentation which requires students to generate their knowledge and present the
information in the form of academic writing. In fact, it seems that students have not
been provided enough practice in order to produce such complex types of writing.
After reviewing Surasakmontree School’s curriculum (2011) it found that the school
does not provide any particular English writing courses in the foreign language
learning area at the lower secondary level. Those compulsory and elective courses
offered at the lower secondary level emphasize on grammar teaching and provide
students little chances in writing practice, only at sentence level. Therefore, lower
secondary school students do not have concrete foundation and understanding of how
to write extended sentences and even a paragraph. This links to the problem most of
upper secondary students are currently facing in writing an academic essay, according
to the World-Class Standard Policy, since they are not well prepared for this kind of
genre of writing. Moreover, there is a research suggested by Jongsataponsit (2000)
confirmed that learning approaches of Thai students played a significant role in
foreign language learning achievement. She noted that most of upper secondary
students had surface learning approach which were memorizing grammar structure
and depending on teacher’s explanation. There is an attempt to promote teaching
writing in secondary school level, e.g. World-Class Standard Policy; however, there is
no teaching assistance to release teacher’s burden and no extensive training to shift
from teacher-directed to learner-directed approach (Thep-Ackrapong, 2005).

Additionally, large number of students per class is another factor effecting student



achievement as teachers cannot provide assistance to all students in the class. As a
result, many Thai scholars have tried to develop and implement many teaching
methodology to improve Thai students’ writing ability. One of the new perspectives
on teaching writing that can pave an alternative pedagogy is the scaffold model.
Basically, scaffolds have been widely implemented in various fields of education such
as teaching science, technology learning and language learning and teaching
(Chamniyon, 2009; Forman, 2008; Li & Lim, 2008). Recently, there is a research
addressing the implementation of scaffolding in teaching writing in Chaing Mai
Province and it gave positive results in increasing students’ writing ability (Pansue,
2008). Recently, scaffolding has been perceived as an alternative way of teaching
writing in Thailand as it can bridge the gap between students’ potential ability and
their current ability (Chinokul, 2011).

Scaffolding instruction has been supported by Lev S. Vygotsky's theory
(1978) of the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). Vygotskty (1978) defined ZPD
as the distance between 'actual development' determined by individual cognitive and
‘potential development' determined by the social interaction from teachers and peers.
In brief, Vygotsky believed that individual’s learning can occur in the Zone of
Proximal Development (ZPD) under teacher’s assistance and collaboration among
peers. Hence, the social interaction either instructor or classmates play an important
role in assisting and facilitating individuals to achieve their goals of learning.

Scaffolding instruction focuses on the role of mentoring in which teachers
provide students guidance along the way of learning and gradually reduce his/her
assistance until learners can perform tasks on their own (D. Fisher & Frey, 2003,

2008a; Pearson & Gallagher, 1983; Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976). In fact, the theory



of the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) proposed by Vygotsky (1978) is the
ground theory of the Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR). Then, in 1983,
Pearson and Gallagher developed the GRR model based on ZPD theory. Later, in
2008, Douglas Fisher and Nancy Frey adapted Pearson and Gallagher’s GRR model
(1983) by adding one more component in their framework: Collaborative Learning,
which is slightly different from other scholars in the field. Fisher and Frey (2008a)
suggested four major components of gradual release of responsibility which are:
Focus Lesson, Guided Instruction, Collaborative Learning and finally Independent
work. The pedagogy implementation starts with the teacher’s modeling. Then, the
teachers gradually hand on the responsibility of learning to students via the stages of
Guided Instruction, Collaborative Learning and Independent work. During the stage
of collaboration, students will have a chance to consolidate their understanding
through the discussion with their peers. At this stage, students will obviously be able
to handle tasks and take care of their own learning with their peers. After that,
students will be assigned to apply their knowledge in an independent task. This
pedagogy model could release teacher’s burden in teaching in the large classroom
setting as well as promoting the learner-centered. With structured scaffolding
strategies such as modeling, explaining, questioning, prompting and giving feedback
accompanied by appropriate diagnostic strategies: formative assessment, monitoring
and checking understanding, it can guarantee the transferring of learning
responsibility from teachers to the students (Meyer & Turner, 2002; Radford,
Bosanquet, Webster, Blatchford, & Rubie-Davies, 2014; Van de Pol & al, 2010)
Though there has been many research on scaffolded instruction in various

fields of study, there is no empirical research on the gradual release of responsibility



model using this four-component framework in Thailand. Even the research of Pansue
(2008) seemed to similarly address the use of scaffolding strategies enhancing writing
ability; she investigated different aspects; writing ability and writing anxiety.
Therefore, this study will investigate the use of the gradual release of responsibility
model by using Fisher and Frey’s framework (2003; 2008a) and how it affect

students’ writing ability.

Research questions

1. To what extent does Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility
Model (GRR) enhance tenth grade students’ writing ability after
learning?

2. How does Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model

(GRR) affect students’ learning of writing?

Research objectives
1. To explore the effects of Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of
Responsibility Model (GRR) on students’ writing ability after learning.
2. To investigate students’ learning in the writing course using the Fisher
and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR).
Statement of hypothesis
Based on previous research conducted by D. Fisher and Frey (2003),
implementing Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model on learning

achievements, yielded positive results on reading and writing. It also was consistent



with the previous research on writing ability, using scaffolding techniques such as
Pansue (2008), Read (2010), and Lin and Cheng (2010).

The Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) has
effects on student’s writing ability by comparing the English writing’s pretest and
posttest scores. Students’ posttest scores will be higher than pretest scores at
significant level of 0.05.

Definitions of Terms

1. The Gradual Release of Responsibility Model in this study refers to the
teaching writing model developed from Fisher and Frey’s GRR Model (2008a)based
on the original model of Pearson and Gallagher (1983) and implementing scaffolded
instruction. It comprises of four interaction components: Focus lesson, Guided
instruction, Collaborative and Independent.

1.1 Focus lesson: | do it means the teaching step involving activating
prior knowledge, identify the objective/ purpose of the lesson, analyzing reading
passage and inquiring. At this stage, any linguistic production it is not required.

1.2 Guided instruction: We do it means the second teaching step
involving teacher’s modeling, explicit teaching and explanation. In this study,
students will learn vocabulary, grammar structure and genre of writing from provided
tasks and teacher’s modeling.

1.3 Collaborative: You do it together means the third step of teaching in
productive group work. Students are required to complete the writing tasks in small
groups. Students will have a chance to discus, share, and solve the task: including
templates; gap filling; and writing prompts, and apply their understanding with their

peers.



1.4 Independent practice: You do it alone means the final step of teaching
which students are required to complete individual writing tasks at the end of lesson.

2. Writing Ability refers to the ability to write in English, which was
evaluated by the writing test’ scores of before, after and during the instruction. The
quality of students’ writing was measured by the adapted version of writing scoring
rubrics based on the scoring guide of Oregon Department of education’s Office
(2010), in terms of idea and content; organization; word choice; sentence fluency; and
conventions.

3. The Students’ Learning of Writing refers to students’ positive and/or
negative responses showing their understanding of the content (vocabulary and
grammar) and writing activities in class; and to their learning process of writing
English composition (pre-writing, writing, rewriting). The students’ responses were
examined by using teacher observation checklist during the lesson to observe
students’ responses to teacher’s questions and writing activities (Van de Pol, et al.,
2010). Video recordings were used to record students’ learning in the class and were
reexamined by the teacher after class. The semi-structure interviews were employed
after the treatment to investigate how Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of
Responsibility Model (GRR) benefited and/or hinder students’ learning in terms of
writing process.

4. Tenth Grade Students are students at Surasakmontree school who
enrolled in E 30231 Writing | in first semester, academic year of 2013.

Scope of the study
1. The population of the study was tenth grade students at Surasakmontree

school.



2. The participants of the study were tenth grade students at Surasakmontree
school who enrolled in E 30231 Writing | in first semester, academic year of 2013.
3. The variables of the study were:
3.1 Independent variable was Fisher &Frey’s gradual release of
responsibility model
3.2 Dependent variables were:
3.2.1 Students’ writing ability
3.2.2 Students’ learning of writingSignificance of the study
Theologically, the result of this study was to prove Fisher and Frey’s Gradual
Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) in improving students’ writing ability.
Pedagogical impracticality, the results from this study could assist teachers
and school administration in planning and developing teaching writing courses
provided in secondary school level. Plus, this study was beneficial for any educators
to use the instruments, teaching model, and lessons from this study as an example to
design other writing lessons and classroom activities in order to enhance students’
proficiency as well as prepare students for promising international learning context in
the future. Furthermore, the adaptation of the research findings would provide an
alternative teaching for those who are interested other fields of study such as teaching

reading, listening and speaking.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter presented the review of the literature. The first part
presented the theoretical background of this study as well as the explanation regarding
the Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) including related research. The
second part described teaching writing in secondary school in Thailand, assessing
writing and the problems in teaching writing. The review of the literature was

presented as follows:

The Zone of Proximal Development

The Zone of Proximal Development is originally proposed by Lev Vygotsky
(1978). He noted that children can perform their capacity in solving problem under
adults’ assistance and peer collaboration. Vygotsky (1978) defined ZPD as the
distance between ‘'actual development' determined by individual cognitive and
‘potential development' determined by the social interaction from teachers and peers.
In other word, the distance between what an individual can do and what an individual
cannot do is defined as ZPD. The social interaction with both teachers and peers play
a significant role in supporting individuals to achieve their goals of learning, or the
potential development within the zone. Vygotsky’s theory (1978), however,
mentioned only the theory of learning, mental development, not including teaching

pedagogy. Since Vygotsky lived a short life, he did not propose any further
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elaboration regarding his theory. Nevertheless, Vygotsky’s theory (1978) has still
influenced many scholars to develop teaching implementation based on his theory.

Definition of Scaffolding

The ZPD has direct connection with scaffolding instruction proposed by
Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1976) who firstly mentioned about the scaffoldings in
teaching. Wood et al. (1976) referred to scaffolding as a process by which adults
provide guidance to children in order to enable them to solve one particular problem
and achieve their goals which are beyond their capacity. They focused more on the

¢

element of adults’ “controlling”. Similarly in language learning and teaching field,
many educators such as Pearson and Gallagher (1983), Ken Hyland (2003), and
Fisher and Frey (2003) perceived scaffolding as teacher’s support providing for
learners while they are gaining linguistic competence in language learning. They
believed that learners will be able to construct their comprehension through the
appropriate tasks, explicit grammar teaching, modeling, guided practice and
collaboration until they become independent learners. This group of educators
emphasized on ample and appropriate input, and teaching pedagogy that help students
increase capacity whereas teachers gradually reduce support.

Originally, the term scaffold or scaffolding came from the notion of Wood et
al. (1976) who categorized the scaffold process as six stages: recruitment, reduction in
degrees of freedom, direction maintenance, marking critical features, frustration
control and demonstration. Wood et al.’s scaffolding (1976) focuses on the degree of

teacher’s modeling while students are coping with problem-solving tasks. Thus, their

model has been implemented in various fields of education such as teaching science,
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mathematics or those enhancing problem solving skills (Chamniyon, 2009; Kheowsri,
2007; Kim & Hannafin, 2011; Li & Lim, 2008)

Later on, the adaptation of Wood et al.’s framework (1976) has been found in
the field of language teaching and learning, for example Pearson and Gallagher’s
(1983), who were the authority of the field of Gradual Release of Responsibility
Model ; Galguera (2001); and Fisher and Frey (2003).

In second language teaching and learning, Ken Hyland (2003) has categorized
language scaffolding into three major stages: language familiarization, manipulation
of models, and controlled and language composition. The first stage, language
familiarization, allows students to notice the language organization and patterns in the
relevant context. In this stage, it will not yet require students’ language production; it
requires students’ attention and awareness, instead. The second stage, manipulation of
models, it puts the emphasis on process-orientation which involves model-based tasks
along with teacher’s controlling. The third stage involves developing students’
confidence and language fluency. At this final sage, students will be encouraged to
transfer their knowledge to complete tasks in a specific context.

In sum, the interpretation of scaffolds in second or foreign language may be
slightly different from other fields of education since it focuses less on the process of
problem solving; rather on teacher’s modeling and explicit grammar teaching, instead.
However, the interpretation of scaffolds share some common concepts of bridging
learners’ skill by providing controlled tasks, giving direct explanation from teacher

and guiding students until they can become independent learners.
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Scaffolding writing instruction in ESL/EFL

In second language teaching writing, the scaffold has been widely
implemented in improving students’ writing. There has been many research on
adapting scaffolding concepts to teach students how to write such as Cheng (2008)
and Veerappan, Wei Hui, and Sulaiman (2011). In second language teaching writing,
scaffolds have gained recognition in enhancing students’ writing ability step-by-step,
especially with struggled second language learners.

Veerappan et al. (2011) found that scaffolding writing instruction had positive
effect on Malaysian students’ writing. They employed the scaffolding technique in
enhancing college students through journal writing. It found that after scaffold
stopped at the fifth week of the experiment, students’ writing showed less mistakes
and grammatical errors comparing with students’ writing in the first week. The results
suggested that the scaffolding could help students develop learning strategies to cope
with writing prompts accompanied by teacher’s assistance. Even though this study
could not conclude that scaffolding strategy is effective to all writing samples of
students, it significantly indicated students’ writing improvement: in terms of
decreasing numbers of grammatical mistakes.

It was consistent with the previous study in L2 writing conducted by Cheng
(2008) among Taiwanese college students. He used scaffolding writing technique in
genre-based instruction, narrative writing, to improve less proficiency L2 learners.
The results suggested that students’ writing gained development in terms of rhetoric,
content, coherence and language use comparing with students’ pretest and posttest

Scores.
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In conclusion, the scaffolding writing in ESL and EFL context yielded positive
results in students’ writing development. It also can suggest that scaffold writing
instruction is effective with L2 learners who have faced difficulties in writing the
target language and genre. With teacher’s assistance at the prior stage, students can
gain some learning strategies to improve their own writing and eventually produce
independent effective writings without teacher’s support.

History of Gradually Release of Responsibility Model (GRR)

The Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) was originally
developed by Pearson and Gallagher in 1983 based on theory of Wood et al.’s
scaffolding (1976) and Vygotsky’s The Zone of Proximal Development (1978). This
instructional model emphasizes on handing responsibility in learning from teacher-
oriented to learner-oriented. Pearson and Gallagher’s model (1983) consisted of three
major components to increase learners’ independence while reducing teacher’s role:
modeling, guided practice and independent practice, as the Figure 1 shows the
Pearson and Gallagher’s model (1983). During the guided practice, it is a joint
responsibility part which teacher gradually shifts his/ her responsibility to learners.
Toward the end of this model, learners will become more competent to complete the
tasks independently whereas teacher’s responsibility will be minimized. In figure 1, it

showed the original gradual release of responsibility.
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The gradual release of responsibility model of instruction

Proportion of responsibility
for task completion

All teacher Joint responsibility All student

-

Y 3

Guided practice

Practice
or
application

Modeling

Figure 1 Pearson and Gallagher’s the Gradual Release of Responsibility Model of

Instruction (1983)

In 2003, Douglas Fisher and Nancy Frey proposed writing instruction for
struggling adolescent readers by using a gradual release model adapted from Pearson
and Gallagher’s model (1983). They suggested that teacher should apply the reading
and writing activities in a meaningful way since both of them have a reciprocal
relationship (Fearn & Farnan, 2001). In addition, in order to encourage students to
become more independent writers, teacher should provide a gradual release model to
increase the amount of student control and scaffold them to achieve individual tasks.
The ultimate goal of a gradual release model is to support learners step-by-step

becoming competent and independent.
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Unlike Pearson and Gallagher, Fisher and Frey (2008a) perceived that
students do not have a chance to collaborate with their peers before moving to the
independent learning step. Normally, after guided instruction, teacher assigns students
individual tasks to work on, rather than being in collaborative-learning groups.
Therefore, they suggested the four interactive components by adding an additional
stage in their model, called Collaborative or “You do it together”, emphasizing on
group works. The Collaborative stage appears after Guided Instruction stage.

Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR)

TEACHER RESPONSIBILITY

“l do it"
Focus Lesson
Guided Instruction “We do it”
Collaborative “You do it together”
Independent “You do it alone

STUDENT RESPONSIBILITY

Figure 2 Fisher and Frey’s the Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (2008a)

The figure 2 presented Fisher and Frey’s GRR model (2008a). The two
triangles represented teacher’s and students’ responsibility. Teacher’s responsibility
was represented by the bottom-up triangle; while students’ responsibility is

represented by top-down triangle. They claimed that their model is intentional,
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purposeful, and explicit. The four interaction components of Gradual Release of
Responsibility Model (GRR) consist of Focus Lesson, Guided Instruction,
Collaborative and Independent as follows:

1. Focus Lesson is the first step for students to model a task and skills. The
crucial factor of this stage is teacher’s explanation. In this stage, teacher needs to
model student’s thinking, establish learning objectives or purpose of the lesson
including providing some clues and activate prior knowledge. Maynes et al. (2010)
have mentioned the teaching techniques should be employed in this stage such as
sematic webs, analyzing components, filling out a chart, reviewing story element,
reading scripts, etc. Additionally, Direct Explanation is also recommended by Fisher
and Frey: it requires teacher to explicitly state what the process or content is.

2. Guided instruction

In guided instruction, the teacher begins to model learners in applying skill
to a new situation. Teacher plays an important role in working closely with students.
Teacher is not an instructor but one of their partners in facilitating and leading
students to understanding and accomplishing the tasks. Prompting using model,
templates and frames are techniques to be used in this stage (D. Fisher & Frey,
2010a). Various types of questions can be used to probe students’ understanding:
elicitation, elaboration, clarification, divergent, heuristic and inventive. This stage is
also supported by Carol Ann Tomlinson (2001) in differentiated instruction. She
noted that teacher can use guided instruction by differentiating content, process, and
product in order to match lessons with leaner’s readiness, preferences and learning

profiles.
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3. Collaborative Learning provides students an opportunity to work together
to complete specific tasks. The key of collaborative is sharing accountability for some
aspect of the work (D. Fisher & Frey, 2008b).The collaborative learning tasks allow
students to apply their understanding of the content to solve the problem, discuss, and
talk with peers.

4. Independent Practice, the final stage of the Gradual Release of
Responsibility Model, focuses on independent learning tasks. Students are required to
apply their understanding and knowledge from focus lesson, guided instruction, and
collaborative in completing the task by their own. Independent task is aimed to review
what students have learned and transfer knowledge to the new ones.

In addition to Fisher and Frey’s (2010a) model explanation, Fisher, Frey and
Lapp (2010) studied the teachers’ actions on how they scaffolded students and what
techniques they used in order to assist students to achieve the tasks. The research was
done in a small-group observation. They found that there were four major teachers’
moves during the lesson: questioning to check for understanding; prompting cognitive
and metacognitive work; using visual/verbal and gestural cues; and providing direct
explanations and modeling. The teacher used all the techniques in order to scaffold
students when they struggled as well as to check their understanding before moving
on to other topics. Scaffolding technique could be used In table 1, it presented a

summary of teachers’ actions, including detail in each move as follows:
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Summary of Teacher’s Moves during the Scaffolding Instruction

Teacher’s moves during the

scaffolding instruction

Descriptions

1. Questioning to check for

understanding

1.1 Teacher used elicitation questions to

check basic knowledge such as “what”,

(13 29 <¢ 29 ¢

who”, “when”, “where”, and “how”.

1.2 Teacher used elaboration questions to
let students show their responses or
understanding.

1.3 Teacher used clarification questions to
gain more details from students.

1.4 Teacher used divergent questions to let
students use their basic knowledge to
formulate answer.

1.5 Teacher used heuristic questions to
determine students’ ability to probe the
problem.

1.6 Teacher used inventive questions to

stimulate students’ imagination.

2. Prompting cognitive/

metacognitive work

Techer used prompting technique to get
students to think and achieved a new level of

understanding. There were four categories as
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Teacher’s moves during the

scaffolding instruction

Descriptions

the following:
2.1 Prompting for background knowledge
2.2 Prompting for process or procedural
knowledge
2.3 Prompting using models, templates, and
frames
2.4 Prompting for reflexive knowledge (to

draw metacognitive knowledge)

3. Using visual/verbal and

gestural cues

Teacher used cues to guide students when
they missed something, did not understand
or not notice. Teachers used:
3.1 Visual cues such as photographs, bold
words, graphs, charts, and diagrams
3.2 Verbal cues such as voices to provide
hints, pauses or intonation to emphasize
the point
3.3 Gestural or physical cues which are
nonverbal communication to give

students clues to solve problem

4. Providing direct

explanations and modeling

Teacher gave students direct explanation or

guide students how or what to do to
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Teacher’s moves during the Descriptions

scaffolding instruction

complete the tasks.

In the study of Koole and Elbers (2014), they studied the interaction between
teachers and students in class and how students showed their responsiveness during
the mathematics class and how teachers scaffolded learners. During the scaffolding,
students’ responsiveness showing their understanding could be called as ‘token of
understanding’, yes-answers. Whereas when some students showed token of not
understanding, the teachers’ role in assisting students took place immediately. Thus, it
suggested that the scaffolding encouraged the interaction between students and
teachers and responsiveness was a central characteristic of the phenomenon.

However, in Fisher and Frey’s GRR model (2008a), it does not put much
emphasis on explanting the relationship between teachers and students in terms of
how to diagnose students’ readiness in order to move to next stage, what are the
signals for teacher to fade out his/her assistance, and what are the evidences of
releasing responsibility to students. In terms of readiness, learning assessment plays
an important role in diagnosing students’ learning progress and success, such as
formative assessment, monitoring, or checking students’ understanding (Tomlinson,
2009; Van de Pol & al, 2010). Van de Pol, et al. (2010) also mentioned that once
students gain understanding or showing responses, keystones of “fading”, teachers
can fade out by decreasing their support over time. As a result, students’

responsibility will gradually be transferred from teachers to them at the end.
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In conclusion, the origin Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR)
developed by Pearson and Gallagher (1983) versus the adaptation one created by
Fisher and Frey (2008a) still share common similarities in scaffolding students’
ability to become competent and independent learner. There is, however, one
particular difference in those two models which is the collaborative learning stage. In
the original model, there is no emphasis on collaborative learning. Instead, it seems to
be blended in the independent stage whereas in later model, collaborative learning
stage is explicitly divided from independent practice.

Scaffolding Learning: Teacher’s role VS. Students’ learning responsibility

As scaffolding theory including ZPD (Vygotsky,1978) and GRR Model
(Pearson & Gallagher, 1983; Fisher & Frey, 2008a) is discussed in the first part of the
literature review, this section covers the related theory and research regarding
scaffolding learning in terms of the relationship between teacher’ role and students’
responsibility in learning.

In GRR Model, Fisher and Frey emphasize on purposeful instruction to make
a transfer of responsibility to students through peer collaboration and guided
instruction (D. Fisher & Frey, 2008a, 2008b)They suggested that learning objectives
should be clearly stated at the very beginning of the lesson. Moreover, modeling is
considered as a crucial component of releasing responsibility. They also noted that
teacher’s modeling is not just explaining or questioning, but demonstrating how to
solve the task. In guided instruction, teacher should engage students in thinking and
scaffold students’ understanding by using scaffolding strategies: questioning;
prompting cognitive and metacognitive work; using visual/verbal and gestural cues;

and providing direct explanations (Fisher & Frey, 2010a). They stated that



22

collaborative learning transfers more release of responsibility to students through the
group work. In addition to the independence practice, teacher should not ask students
to do barely new tasks or more complex tasks beyond their level of competence.
Nevertheless, this model does not provide further explanations on how to measure
students’ readiness and how to tackle with those who are not ready to move on.

Furthermore, Meyer and Turner (2002) raised an interesting point about
sharing responsibility for learning mathematics. They stated that when one or two
students struggled, teacher could bring the problem or task into whole-class tasks as a
shared responsibility. Teacher could ask the whole class to solve the particular
problem together. This would be another strategy for teacher to withdraw his/ her
central instructional position from the lesson and let students take their action in
learning among teacher and peers. Moreover, they noted that it ensured the success in
both an individual and the entire class. Likewise, Shooshtari and Mir (2014) also
supported the notion of shared responsibility, they confirmed that peer-peer and tutor-
learner in learning writing played a significant role in enhancing students’ writing
progress in both quality and strategy use.

Despite the various scaffolding concepts proposed in many research, some
shared characteristics could be summarized into three common characteristics of
scaffolding: contingency, fading and transfer of responsibility (Van de Pol, et al.,
2010). Van de Pol, et al. (2010) noted that scaffolding is a structured instruction with
which teachers provide support to students while they work on their tasks. Also, they
proposed a conceptual model of scaffolding representing the interaction between

teacher and students as follows:
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Figure 3 Van de Pol, et al.’s Conceptual Model of Scaffolding (2010)

In figure 3, it shows that the process of scaffolding through three main
components of scaffolding model: contingency, fading and transfer of responsibility.
The model starts with contingency: referred to as responsiveness, differentiated,
tailored, and adjusted. Contingency support must be adjusted to students’ current
ability and its tool is diagnostic strategies to check students’ understanding. The
second characteristic is fading: a gradual withdrawal of teacher’s assistance. The
amount of fading is in relation with students’ learning progress and a transfer of
responsibility, the third characteristic of this model. They highlighted that when
students show their responses of understanding, teacher can gradually reduce his/ her
support in order to hand over the responsibility to students. Consequently, students

can increasingly take control over their learning. This Conceptual Model of
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Scaffolding provides a clearer view of how scaffolding interact with students’
learning and a transfer of responsibility from teacher to students.

In terms of teachers’ and teaching assistants’ role in scaffolding, Radford,
Bosanquet, Webster, Blatchford and Rubie-Davies (2014) found that there were four
major sections in scaffolding students, based on the degree of support: heuristic model
(high support); questions (mid support); prompts (low control); and finally self-
scaffolding. They revealed that the TAs’ role in the classroom was to provide assistant
when students encountered problems. TAs told students what to do through various
techniques such as clues, silent pause in Heuristic Model: telling students to do. TAs
also used Heuristic Question: asking students, in order to ask students to think, and
recall their prior knowledge. This technique encouraged student to use learning
strategies. Heuristic prompt: prompting students was used to encourage students to
think and draw their conclusion to handle with the problems or tasks. This was the
stage at which teachers provided low support and handed over their responsibility in
learning to students. Lastly, Radford, et al. (2014) considered Self-Scaffolding as a
concrete evidence of transfer of responsibility from teachers to students. It means that
students in this level can apply learning strategies to solve the task on their own
without help or with low support from teachers. In addition, they noted that the
scaffolding strategies were not necessary to vertically move from high support to low
support. On the other hand, it could start from providing low support, depending on
students’ need and current ability. Unlike, Fisher and Frey’s moves (2010a) during
the Guided Instruction, they believed that the scaffolding techniques should be step-
by-step starting from questioning, prompting cognitive, cues and modeling,

respectively.
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In brief, to scaffold students’ learning and encourage them to become
independent learners, teachers’ supports as well as the interaction among classmates
and teachers are crucial factors in influencing and intervening in their learning.
However, a careful constructed instruction and assessment tools are considered as a
key of measuring students’ learning progress and proving a transfer of learning
responsibility.

Related Research on Scaffolding Instruction and Gradually Release of

Responsibility Model

Scaffolds have been widely implemented in various fields of education such as
teaching science, technology learning and language learning and teaching
(Chamniyon, 2009; Forman, 2008; Li & Lim, 2008). However, scaffold terminology
has been widely used rather than Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR)
since the scaffold term is a big umbrella term. Gradual Release of Responsibility
Model (GRR) has gained recognition in the field of language teaching and learning.
Hence, the beginning of this section starts with the related literature in various fields
and at the end of this session will discuss the scaffolding instruction in teaching
language field.

Since the scaffolding instruction originally emerged for improving problem-
solving skills, the later research mostly involves with teaching problem-solving and
systematic thinking. In recent research, the scaffolding has been used in corporation
with the Information Technology. For instance, Kheowsri (2007), Li & Lim (2008),
Chamniyon, (2009) employed the scaffolding approach to enhance students’ problem-

solving skills in science and history subjects via online instruction.
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For writing instructional field, the scaffolded instruction has been widely
using in proving learners feedback and mostly focuses on the debriefing and peer
editing session, for example Cho et al. (2006); Schwieter and Kaurier, (2010); and
Lee and Tan (2010). This group of researchers focused on the proving feedback
process and writing ability improvement. The instructional process was not the focus
of the studies. Interestingly, these research were conducted among college students. It
could be assumed that the research methodology fitted well with the adult learners.

In contrast, there are some research emphasizing instructional process: genre
based approach, such as Cheng (2008) and Read (2010). Cheng (2008) developed
genre-based pedagogy to offer students explicit and systematic explanations of the
way language functions in a particular context. It could raise students’ awareness in
composing writing task for target genre. It was consistent with the research findings
of Sylvia Read (2010). Read (2010) stated that teaching through genre helped students
gain familiarity with the writing conventions. Plus, social interactions with teacher
and peers; and purposive and meaningful tasks allowed students to learn best.

The closest study of Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) was the
study of Lin and Cheng (2010). They implemented the four-stage Gradual Release of
Responsibility Model (GRR) in writing class and investigated participants’ perception
toward the class after the semester. The results from the questionnaire showed that
students considered the model as conductive and helpful in terms of enhancing their
learning. Interestingly, the results revealed that the majority of the students preferred
‘Model Instruction’, which is equivalent to ‘Focus Lesson’ in Fisher and Frey’s

model. It could be said that their study on GRR model tended to examine the learning
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process of students rather than the product of learning as they asked only students’
perceptions toward the instruction.

In Thailand, there was an attempt to adapt scaffolding instruction within
Thailand context, for example Phoyen (2005). He implemented triarchic theory and
scaffolding approach to improve Thai language writing abilities for undergraduate
students. The findings yielded positive results. Another attempt in teaching writing
was the use of scaffolding strategies based on Tomas Galguera’s model (2001) to
promote English writing ability and decrease writing anxiety among secondary
students (Pansue, 2008). It found that scaffolding strategies could improve students’
writing as well as reduce the anxiety during the writing process. Moreover, in the
annual teacher professional development organized by the Ministry of Education in
2011, scaffolding writing instruction was introduced as new writing instruction for
upper secondary education level and perceived as alternative effective teaching
approach in bridging the gap between the students’ current writing ability and the
national curriculum’s expectation (Chinokul, 2011). Thus, it shows that scaffolding in
writing instruction has gradually gained recognition among Thai scholars.

In summary, even though scaffolding instruction has been gaining recognition
in various fields of education, there were so many teaching interpretation and research
implantation such as problem-solving, online instruction, genre-based approach, and
corrective feedback. In Thailand, Pansue (2008) was considered the lasted research
employing scaffolding strategies in improving English writing ability. Though there
was one study of Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) by Lin and Cheng
(2010), they focused more on students’ learning during the four-stage of Gradual

Release of Responsibility Model (GRR). In fact, there is no empirical research
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investigating Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) on writing ability in
Thailand, yet.
Teaching Writing Approaches

Tony Silva (1990) categorized teaching writing approaches in ESL context
into four types which were controlled composition, current-traditional rhetoric, the
process approach, and English for academic purposes.

1. Controlled composition: so called guided composition, has shared the root
from the audiolingual ideology. It is dominated by form-oriented techniques (Nunan,
1999). This approach focused primarily on formal accuracy and correctness,
controlled programs and systematic habit. The approach preferred practice with
previously learned discrete units of language to talk of original ideas, organization,
and style, and its methodology involved the imitation and manipulation.

2. Current-Traditional Rhetoric: it focused on beyond sentence level writing,
towards paragraph writing was a bridge between controlled and free writing. The
paragraph writing composed of its major elements, e.g. topic sentences, support
sentences, concluding sentences, and transitions. The complexity of paragraph and
free discourse were expected with lager structure (introduction, body, and
conclusion).

3. Process Approach: this approach engage students and teachers in
collaborative work. The teacher's role is to help students develop viable strategies for
getting started (finding topics, generating ideas and information, focusing, and
planning structure and procedure), for drafting (encouraging multiple drafts), for
revising (adding, deleting, modifying, and rearranging ideas); and for editing

(attending to vocabulary, sentence structure, grammar and mechanics). In short, this
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approach focuses on drafting and revising a piece of work (Nunan, 1999). During the
writing process, teachers can enable learners to explore their thoughts and develop
their own writing (Tangpermpoon, 2008).

4. English for academic purposes: this approach focus on academic discourse
genres and the nature of academic writing tasks, aimed at helping to socialize the
student into the academic context. The context is the academic community and the
typical tasks associated with it. The purpose of this approach in learning how to write
is part of becoming socialized to the academic community.

In fact, there were many scholars in the field of teaching writing approaches
which seemed to share common perspectives and overlapping ideas. It depends on the
focus of the writing approaches. Hyland (2003) noted that there was some different
focus in teaching writing in ESL context such as language focus, text functions,
themes or topics, creative expression, composing processes, content, and genre and
context of writing.

Teaching Writing in Thailand

There was a research on teaching English in Thailand conducted by Thep-
Ackrapong (2005). She investigated teaching English in overall aspects and teaching
approaches used. The research findings revealed that the common problems found in
Thai students were the differences between Thai language and English language in
pronunciation, word formation, grammar structure, and text. She highlighted that the
linguistic differences between the two languages make it difficult for Thai students to
understand English sentential concept and sometimes hinders students’ ability. In
writing, different grammar structure and lexical units between L1 and L2 sometimes

interfered with students’ writing because Thai students used the translations of Thai
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words into English and structural borrowing from Thai language such as word order,
subject-verb agreement, and noun determiners in English writing (Bennui, 2008).

These problems were similar to research findings of learning approaches
among Thai students’ conducted by Jongsataponsit (2000). She mentioned that most
students had surface learning approach which were memorizing grammar structure
and depending on teacher’s explanation. The findings in terms of teaching
approaches from Thep-Ackrapong (2005) also agreed with Jongsataponsit (2000). It
found that the major approach to teaching English was Grammar-translation.

Chinokul (2011) suggested that scaffolding can be an alternative,
effective teaching writing for upper secondary level. She noted that teacher can apply
the scaffolding in providing students some grammar practice, controlled writing
exercises to support students’ ‘skill-getting’ at the very beginning step. Once students
master the language, students will automatically move to ‘skill-using’ level as they
move from controlled writing to free writing.

From previous studies, Thai students have problems with writing in both
sentential and discourse level. Teaching approach also is another factor effecting Thai
students’ writing. Thus, in teaching writing, teacher needs to point out the differences
in both languages in terms of linguistic structures to student. At the same time, writing
instruction should provide help to students to develop their writing ability: moving
beyond sentence level to paragraph or more complex genres as much as possible.

Writing ability of Tenth Grade Student

The strands and indicators in the Basic Education Core Curriculum B.E. 2551
(A.D. 2008), stated that students in Matthayomsuksa 4-6 (Grade 10-12) must process

the writing ability as the following:
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Strand 1: Language for Communication
Students are able to explain and write sentences and texts related to
various forms. In addition, students can write in order to exchange data about
themselves and various matters around them, experiences, situations, incidents and
issues of interest to society. Also, students can compose various genres to give data,
describe, explain, compare and express feeling and opinions about matters/
issues/news and situations activities, experiences with proper reasoning.
Strand 2: Language and Culture
Students can express their profound understanding the similarities and
differences between the native’s and Thai’s cultures, beliefs, and lifestyle through
written forms.
Strand 3: Language and Relationship with Other Learning Areas
Students can write a summary and express their opinions related to other
learning areas.
Strand 4: Language and Relationship with Community and the World
Students can write a summary of knowledge/various data from the
media and different learning sources. Additionally, student can write to convey to the
public data and news about the school, community and the local area and the nation.
Moreover, as Surasakmontree school is one of the participant school in
World-Class Standard Policy, the writing ability of upper secondary students under
this policy has been specified by The Office of Basic Education Commission.
Students can gather information, synthesize knowledge, and present the information
in written form. They can be able to compose at least 2,000-word essay in English

language.
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From the national curriculum and World-Class Standard Strand Policy,
students in Grade 10-12 should possess the ability in the composition of various
forms of including an academic essay. That means students must be competent writers
in using English language in various and specific context: the writing moves from
sentence level toward essay level.

Thus, teacher should implement the instruction that could scaffold them to
achieve the ultimate goal of learning: from sentence to paragraph and from paragraph
to essay. Hence, the Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) would be
suitable of upper secondary school students in gradually scaffolding students’ writing
ability by proving students guidance until they are more capable to work by
themselves.

Writing assessment

In assessing students’ writing, teacher should set clear objectives of writing
assessment at prior stage as it affects the way teacher perceives students’ writing
(Brown, 2004). There are three major approaches in assessing writing product:
holistic, primary trait and analytic (Bailey, 1998; Brown, 2004).

1. Holistic Scoring

The holistic scoring is an overall impression judgment on writing
products. The holistic scale is a given a set of score (e.g. ranging from 0-6), with a set
of descriptions. The raters simply match their impression to prescribed descriptions.
According to Brown (2004), the holistic assessment may look at the quality of the
task achievement, organization, and grammatical aspect. Since holistic scoring is a
fast evaluation, it gives very little information of the writing product. Therefore,

holistic scoring is suitable for placement evaluation or administrative purpose.
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The table below shows an example of holistic writing scoring rubrics
developed by Official Scoring Guide: Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards
(2010). The scores rage from 1-6: each score point provides description of writing
achievement.

Table 2

Holistic Writing Scoring Rubrics

Point Description

6 Response is sophisticated and skillful in written communication,
demonstrated by
e exceptional clarity, focus, and control in topic development and
organization that often show insight.
e in-depth and/or creative exploration of the topic using rich,
relevant, and credible details.
e astrong, perhaps creative, beginning and a satisfying conclusion.
e specifically and carefully chosen words that are skillfully crafted
into phrases and sentences that enhance meaning.
e intentional and committed interaction between the writer and the
reader. effective and/or creative use of a wide range of conventions

with few errors.

5 Response is excellent and skillful in written communication,
demonstrated by
e clarity, focus, and control in topic development and organization.

e a balanced and thorough exploration of the topic using relevant
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Point Description

details.

e an inviting beginning and a satisfying sense of closure.

e a broad range of carefully chosen words crafted into varied
sentences that sound natural.

e awareness of the reader and commitment to the audience and
topic.

o effective use of a wide range of conventions with few errors.

4 Response is appropriate and acceptable in written communication,
demonstrated by

e clear and coherent presentation of ideas with order and structure
that can be formulaic.

e relevant details that are sometimes general or limited;
organization that is clear, but predictable.

e a recognizable beginning and ending, although one or both may
be somewhat weak.

o effective word choice that is functional and, at times, shows
interaction between writer and audience.

e somewhat varied sentence structure with good control of simple
constructions; a natural sound.

e control of standard conventions although a wide range is not
used; errors that do not impede readability.

3 Response is inadequate in written communication, demonstrated by
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Point

Description

broad or simplistic ideas that are understood but often ineffective.
attempts at organizing that are inconsistent; beginnings and
endings that are underdeveloped; repetitive transitional devices.
developmental details that are uneven, somewhat predictable, or
off-topic and not always placed effectively in the writing.

reliance on clichés and overused words that do not connect with
the reader; limited audience awareness.

monotonous and sometimes misused words that result in
mechanical-sounding sentences, although simple constructions
are usually correct.

limited control of standard conventions with significant errors.

Response is poor in written communication, demonstrated by

overly simplistic and sometimes unclear ideas that have
insufficiently developed details.

sequencing of ideas that is often just a list; missing or ineffective
details that require reader inference to comprehend and follow.
missing beginning and/or ending.

repetitive, monotonous, and often misused words that are
awkwardly strung into sentences that are difficult to read because
they are either choppy or rambling; most sentences begin with
repetitive noun + verb pattern.

lack of audience awareness.
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Point Description

e little control of basic conventions resulting in errors impeding

readability.
1 Response is inferior in written communication, demonstrated by
o lack of purpose or ideas and sequencing.
o organization that obscures the main point.
o an attempt that is too short to offer coherent development of

an idea, if it is stated.
o extremely limited vocabulary that shows no commitment to

communicating a message.

o sentences with confusing word order that may not permit oral
reading.
o severe and frequent errors in conventions.

Adapted from Official Scoring Guide: Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards
(2010)
2. Primary trait Scoring

Primary trait scoring is a variation of holistic scoring. It is used to evaluate
language function or rhetorical trait elicited by a given writing task or prompt. Thus, it
is a function-focus assessing mostly determined by the accuracy, clarity of the
procedures, the description and the responsive opinions. Normally, primary trait
points range from 0-4 or 1-4 without providing details on linguistic features or
organization. Weigle (2002) stated that the primary trait scoring is used to evaluate

writing product according to the degree of success. The scoring rubric criteria
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normally involves: writing task, the statement of primary trait, expected performance,
or rating scale, etc. The primary trait scoring is the best fit for assessing writing on
specific purpose tasks. The table below shows an example of Primary trait scoring
(Abrams, 2010).

Table 3

Primary Trait Scoring Rubrics for Explanatory Test

Rating Scale Description

Langue Resister

1 Writer uses a register commonly reversed for oral communication.
2 Writer uses a combination of oral and written registers.
3 Writer uses a register appropriate for written communication.

Use of Vocabulary

1 Nouns frequently misspelled, articles often incorrect, little use of

adjectives, consistent errors in nouns / adjectives agreement.

2 Some errors in spelling, occasional incorrect articles, acceptable
number of adjectives used to create a visual image, some noun/

adjective agreement errors.

3 Correct use of nouns to describe male and female students, no
errors in use of articles, variety of adjectives creates vivid image

for reader, no noun/ adjectives agreement errors.

3. Analytic Scoring
Analytic scoring provides criteria evaluation of each element of writing

product. Each element of writing aspects has its scores accompanied by prescribed
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description of each level of writing achievement. The common criteria consist of
content, organization, cohesion, vocabulary, grammar or mechanics (Weigle, 2002).
This approach provides more information and reflections on the straight and weakness
of writing. In this study, analytic scoring will be employed since it fits for the
evaluation of learning and classroom instruction. (See Appendix E) The following
figure is an example of Analytic scoring rubrics developed by Capital Community

College (2001).

In Progress (1) Essential (2) Proficient (3) Superior (4)

Purpose & Purpose unclear, Wavers in purpose, | Adheres to purpose, | Addresses purpose

Audience failure to address incompletely fulfills assignment, | effectively, uses
topic or addresses shows adequate assignment
directions, weak assigned topic or understanding of to explore topic’s
grasp of issues, directions, key issues, intrinsic interest, shows
inappropriate style, | shows need for style is appropriate | full understanding of
careless or more study to intended issues, engages
messy visual of issues, style audience, audience, establishes
presentation. varies, visual presentation is credibility, uses

presentation ragged. | readable, headings, format, and
format is correct. citations (where
relevant) effectively.

Organization No central idea, no | Loose focus on Central idea is Focuses consistently
clear logic or focus, | central idea, clear, on clearly expressed
many repetitions or | contains some paragraph structure | central idea, uses
digressions, lack of | repetition & is adequate, some paragraph structure
structure. digression, structure | problems with and transitions to

needs work. consistency, logic, | guide reader
or transitions. effectively.

Development Most ideas Presents ideas in Supports most ideas | Explores ideas
unsupported, general terms, with effective vigorously, supports
confusion between | support for ideas is | examples and points fully using an
personal and inconsistent or details, finds appropriate balance of
external unsuitably personal | suitable balance subjective and
evidence, unclear or distant, some between references | objective evidence,
use of distinctions distinctions need to personal and reasons effectively
or levels of clarification, external evidence, making useful
generality, reasoning unclear. makes key distinctions.
reasoning flawed. distinctions.

Language Word use unclear, Word forms & Word forms are Employs words with
sentence structures | sentence structures | correct , sentence fluency, develops
inadequate for are adequate to structure is concise standard
clarity, errors convey basic effective, English sentences,
seriously meaning, errors applies standard balances a variety of
distracting. cause noticeable English grammar & | sentence structures

distraction. mechanics, effectively.
presence of a few
errors is not
distracting.

Figure 4 Analytic Scoring of Writing (Capital Community College, 2001).
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Summary

After reviewing the literature regarding teaching English language in
Thailand, common problems in teaching English, especially in writing, teaching
writing approaches, the national curriculum, and writing assessment, it found that
Thai teachers need instruction approaches or models that can assist them in teaching
writing; at the same time facilitate students to learn so that they can become
competent learners as an ultimate goal. In addition, writing is considered the most
difficult skill for Thai students. This may be because of the difference in the linguistic
features between English and Thai languages that confuses Thai students and
interferes with students’ writing: with the translation of L1 used in L2 composition.
Therefore, Thai students, especially low English proficiency, need teacher’s guidance
and explicit teaching at the very beginning stage. Subsequently, Gradual Release of
Responsibility Model (GRR) will be a possible teaching writing approach that best
fits with learners that strongly need teacher’s assistance. Primarily, teacher needs to
demonstrate how to use language effectively, provide tasks that are not too difficult
for them and provide them a chance to collaboratively learn with classmates. Then,
students will be confident to use the target language and ready to perform the task by

themselves.



CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This study was aimed at investigating the effects of Fisher and Frey’s gradual
release of responsibility model on students’ writing ability and how it affected
students’ learning of writing. The chapter started with the research design, followed
by population and sample. Then the research procedures and research instruments
were discussed. The final part was the explanation of the data collection and data

analysis.

Research Design

This study was mainly described as one-group pretest-posttest, quasi-
experimental design. This study explored the effects of using Fisher and Frey’s
gradual release of responsibility model on students’ writing ability and investigated
learning of students’ writing in the writing course implementing this model. In
addition, both quantitative and qualitative data were collected to help answer the
research question 2.

Figure 5 One-Group Pretest-Posttest Design

O1 X 02
@) means pretest-posttest of the study
X means the treatment of Fisher and Frey’s gradual

release of responsibility model
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Quantitatively, the data obtained from the comparison of the students'
pretest-posttest writing scores: before and after the treatment of Fisher and Frey’s
gradual release of responsibility model.

For the qualitative data, it obtained from teacher observations during
the lessons and the semi-structure interviews of the participants after the treatment.
Teacher observations were aimed to observe the learning and teaching activities
occurring in the class as well as students’ interactions to the tasks and peers in each
stage of the model. It investigated students’ learning process during the writing
course. The interviews were used after the treatment for triangulating the information
collected from teacher observations. It was used to explore students’ learning process
in this writing course using gradual release of responsibility model.

Population and Sample

1. The population in this research was the 150 tenth graded students who
studied at Surasakmontree School and enrolled in E30231 Writing | subject in first
semester, academic year of 2013. There were fourteen classes of tenth grade students
at Surasakmontree school. However, the E30231 Writing | subject was only offered
for tenth grade students who took Mathematic-English program, four out of fourteen
classes.

2. The sampling design of this study used purposive sampling design.

The participants of this study were purposively selected from150 tenth
grade students who took Mathematic-English program. One particular class, out of
four classes, was selected. There were approximately 31 students.

In the interviews, 6 students were chosen from 31 participants. The 6

participants represented: high proficiency level (2), moderate proficiency level (2),
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and low proficiency level students (2). The participants’ proficiency level was
categorized based on the posttest mean scores. In this study the posttest mean scores
was 20.13. Therefore, the participants’ posttest scores which were higher than 20.13
were considered as high proficiency level. While, those who gained around 19-21
were considered as moderate proficiency level. Lastly, for those who gained lower
than 20.13, were considered as low proficiency level.
Research Procedures

The study was divided into two phases: preparation phase and implementation

phase as shown in the Figure 6 below.



Figure 6 Summary of Research Procedures

P S

Gase 1: The development of the writing lesson using Fisher and Frey’s \

gradual release of responsibility model
1.1 Conduct the literature reviews: theories, related documents,

school policy and curriculum

1.2 Conduct needs analysis to find the preferred topics
1.3 Construct lesson plans and research instruments
1.4 Validate the effectiveness of the lesson plans and research
instruments,
\ 1.5 Pilot the lesson plans /
Week 1-12 Week 1-12

Phase 2: The Implementation of Fisher &Frey’s gradual release of
responsibility model
2.1 Pretest: to examine students’ writing ability before treatment
2.2 During the experiment
- Conduct instruction
- Observe students writing quality and interaction among
peers
2.3 Posttest: to examine students’ writing ability after treatment
2.4 Elicit students’ opinions toward Fisher &Frey’s gradual
release of responsibility Model
2.5 Analyze the effectiveness of the model:
- Compare the writing ability before and after taking Fisher and
Frey’s gradual release of responsibility model
- Examine the writing improvement of students during the
writing lesson both collaborative works and individual works.
- Investigate students’ learning writing from the writing lesson
using Fisher and Frey’s GRR Model from the interviews and

observation checklist.

i e s i i e s s e
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Phase 1: The development of the writing lesson using Fisher and Frey’s
Gradual Release of Responsibility Model

The first phase of the study involved reviewing related literature theories;
related documents; school policy; and curriculum concerning teaching writing, then
specifying the population and participants. The following step was conducting a needs
analysis on the topics that students were interested in, and wrote lesson plans. After
preparing the preliminary instructional tools, it was a validation process of the

research instruments. Then, it was followed by a pilot study and instrument revision.

Phase 2: The Implementation of Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of
Responsibility Model
The second phase of the study involved five major steps of collecting data and

analyzing the data. It took approximately 12 weeks: starting from pretest, classroom
intervention, posttest, observations, interviews and finally data analysis.
2.1 Week 1
This phase started with providing students writing pretest to examine
the writing ability. Students were asked to write a well-organized paragraph on the
topics: “My favorite movie character”. They were expected to provide a good topics
sentence and supporting sentences with adequate details. The writing ability was
evaluated by writing scoring rubrics (Oregon Department of education’s Office,
2010), in terms of idea and content; organization; word choice; sentence fluency; and
conventions. The total score was 30.
2.2 Week 2-9
This was an implementation of the model of Fisher and Frey in the
writing class. Students were expected to learn four different genres of writing from

week 2-9: descriptive, narrative, opinion, and comparison and contrast. The writing



45

topic came from students’ Needs Analysis results in the phase one. Teacher
conducted the writing class using Fisher and Frey’s Model of Gradual Release of
Responsibility. During the class intervention, teacher recorded the videos of student’s
learning and interaction among peers as well as teacher in class.
2.3 Week 10
After the experimental period, students were asked to do posttest of

English writing test “My favorite movie character”, which was the same test as the
first week. Students were examined their writing ability as well as their improvement
after the treatment. Teacher analyzed the effectiveness of the model by comparing the
writing ability before and after taking Fisher and Frey’s gradual release of

responsibility model

2.4 Week 11-12
Teacher explicit the information from observation checklist and
transcribed students’ answers from the interviews. Teacher analyzed both qualitative
and quantitative data from by using content analysis and frequency.
Research Instruments
The research instruments of this study were split into two major categories:
Instructional tools and Data collection tools as follow:
1. Instructional Tools
The instructional tools used in this study were lessons plans and
writing scoring rubrics. These tools were used during the treatment process.
1.1 The development of Writing Lessons
1.1.1 Needs Analysis

Needs analysis questionnaire was used to explore students’
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interests in various topics. It was developed by the researcher. The topics in the
questionnaires came from the review of English course books that had been used in
tenth grade level at Surasakmontree School (See Appendix A). It was a 5-point Likert
scale representing level of preference on each topic. It was used in the prior process of
instructional experiment. In order to provide the writing topics that address students’
preferences, the needs analysis was needed. The Needs analysis questionnaire was
conducted among 20 tenth grade students in the first semester, academic year of 2012.
The data were analyzed by using percentage. Table 4 below showed the results from
the questionnaire.

Table 4

Results of Needs Analysis

Topics Level of preference
1 2 3 4 5 No.
1. My Hero - - 25% 65% 10% 1
G @13 @
2. Lifestyles - 30% 40% 30% - 7
© (@ (6
3. Adventure Time 15% 15% 55% 15% 2
@ 6 0 O
4. Strange tales 10% 10% 75% 5% - 5
@ @ @5 @
5. Back to the future - 45% 30% 10% 15% 9
@ & @ O
6. Sport and recreation 200 5% 5% 45% 25% 4
@ @O @ @ 6
7. My favorite place - 15% 25% 50% 10% 3
@ 6 W @
8. Blue planet 5% 10% 45% 40% - 6
»m @ @ @
9. Another Cinderella’s Story 10% 70% 20% 10% - 10
@ @) @& O
10. Entertainment 10% 15% 40% 20% 15% 8

@ & 6 @ 6
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Eight out of ten favorable writing topics were chosen to be
developed as a topic for each lesson plan. They were ranked number 1-8 from the
highest percentage at level 4 and level 5 only. The results were as follows: My Hero,
Adventure Time, My Favorite Place, Sport and Recreation, Strange Tales, Blue
Planet, Lifestyles, and Entertainment, respectively.

1.1.2 Writing Topics and Genres
After the researcher got the eight favorable topics from
the Needs Analysis, those topics were categorized into four different genres of writing
which were: descriptive, narrative, opinion, and comparison and contrast. The four
genres came from the review of English course books that had been used in tenth
grade level as well as from Surasakmontree School’s curriculum. The writing lessons
started from descriptive paragraph which covered two topics of “My Hero” and “My
Favorite place”. The second genre was narrative paragraph which were “Strange
tales” and “Adventure time”. Third, it was opinion paragraph consisting of two topics:
“Lifestyles” and “Entertainment”. Fourth, it was comparison and contrast writing:
“Blue planet” and “Sport and recreation”.
Writing Genres Topics
l. Descriptive 1. My Hero
2. My Favorite place
1. Narrative 3. Strange tales
4. Adventure time
I11.  Opinion 5. Lifestyles

6. Entertainment
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Writing Genres Topics
IV.  Comparison and Contrast 7. Blue planet

8. Sport and recreation

1.2 Lesson Plans
1.2.1 The construct of the lesson plans
In this study the lesson plans were developed based on
Fisher and Frey’s Model (2008a) of Gradual Release of Responsibility which is
divided teaching instruction into four stages: Focus lesson / “I do it”, Guided
Instruction /“We do it, Collaborative/ “You do it together”, and Independent Practice/
“You do it alone”. Since the writing course is a 1.0 credit hours, each lesson plans
covered the content in two periods. The teaching steps in period one covered: Focus
lesson, Guided Instruction, and Collaborative, whereas the second period covered
Independent Practice. Figure 7 showed the adaptation of Fisher and Frey’s Model
(2008a) used in this study: it showed the responsibility in learning gradually moves
from teacher’s toward students’ responsibility at the final steps of teaching. At the
stage 2: Guided instruction and stage 3: Collaborative, it is called joint responsibility
(Pearson & Gallagher, 1983) in which teacher and students shared the responsibility
in teaching and learning. Teacher gradually hands on the responsibility to students
during the collaborative stage. The teaching steps obviously shifted from teacher-
oriented to learner-oriented. There were eight lesson plans all together in this study:
they covered four different genres of writing which were descriptive, narrative,
comparison and contrast, and opinion writing. However, since Fisher and Frey’s GRR
Model does not provide further elaboration on how to check students’ competence

whether they are ready to shift to next step, the table 5 was added in accordance with
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overall view of what the class looked like and what happened in each stage including
the teacher’s role. In table 5, it presented a summary of teacher’s and students’ role
that students were expected to participate in each teaching stage of the Gradual
Release of Responsibility Model. Those activities and tasks were adopted from the
model of Fisher and Frey and developed by the researcher. In each stage, the specific
level of writing tasks: vocabulary level, sentence level, and paragraph level and
learning activities such as whole class, group work and individual work were stated
and described based on learning of the objectives in the lesson plan (See Appendix B

and Appendix C).
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Figure 7 Gradual Release of Responsibility Model adapted from Fisher and Frey’s

(2008a)

Stage 1: Focus lesson / 1 do it™
[Whole Class|
~Activate prior kn
I@MMW se of the lesson
\ Rndandandyuﬁoekmmbnfmdlumﬂmh

Inquiry
‘Teacher does the task as an example
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Summary of Teacher’s Role and Students’ Role in Each Teaching Stage of Gradual

Release of Responsibility Model

Four Stages of
Fisher and
Frey’s Gradual
Release of
Responsibility
Model

Teacher’s role

Students’ Role

Stage 1: Focus
lesson / “I do it”

1. establishes objectives of
lesson

2. asks questions to check
student understanding

Students learn about
vocabulary and grammar.
Students read short
passage and answer the

Instruction / “We
do it”

2. checks student
understanding, prompts,
and cues

3. provides additional
modeling

3. reads aloud questions regarding the
4. demonstrates tasks passage.
Students compose few
sentences.
Stage 2: Guided 1. works with students Students learn about

vocabulary and grammar.
Students read the passage
and answer the questions.
Students identify topic
sentence, supporting
sentences and other
components.

Students write several
sentences.

Stage 3:
Collaborative/
“You do it
together”

1. provides feedbacks

2. determines students’
level of understanding
moves along groups
clarifies confusion

P w

Students work, discuss,
plan, brainstorm and draft
writing task together with
their classmates.

Students gather and
synthesize information
from the available
sources including
classmates, teacher,
dictionary, books, the
Internet, etc.

Students work in group
and compose a short
paragraph.

Stage 4:
Independent
Practice/ “You do

1. Provides support and
feedbacks
2. determines students’

Students plan and draft
their own writing task.
Students gather and
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Four Stages of
Fisher and
Frey’s Gradual
Release of
Responsibility
Model

Teacher’s role

Students’ Role

it alone”

level of understanding

3. evaluates learning,
based on learning
objectives

synthesize information
from the available
sources including
classmates, teacher,
dictionary, books, the
Internet, etc.

Students individually
compose a paragraph.

1.1.2 The validation of the lesson plan

The validation of lesson plans was evaluated by three experts in

the field of teaching writing and language assessment before the experiments. Two

experts are in the field of Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) in

university level. Another one is in the field of teaching English in secondary school

level and has experiences in teaching writing more than ten years. The experts were

asked to validate the appropriateness of a lesson plan entitled “My Favorite Place”

(Lesson Plan 2) applying gradual release of responsibility, in terms of objectives,

content, assessment and teaching procedures, by using the validation form (See

Appendix D). The form used three-rating scale to indicate their opinions to each item

as follow:

1

0

-1

means the item is appropriate

means not sure

means the item is not appropriate
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Item-Objective Congruence index (IOC) was used in this study

to evaluate the lesson plans.

I0C = B
N
IOC  means the index of congruence
R means total score from the experts’ opinions
N means the number of experts

The 10C value suggested the appropriateness of the
instruments. If it was higher than 0.50, it meant the instrument is appropriate.
Whereas IOC was lower than 0.05, the instrument must be revised.

Table 6

The Items -Objective Congruence Index of Lesson Plan 2

Items Experts’ opinions 10C
1 0 -1

1. Objectives/ Content/Assessment

1.1 Terminal Objective: Students will be 3 - - 1

able to write a paragraph describing his/her

favorite place.
1.2 Enabling Objectives:

1. Use appropriately descriptive vocabulary to 3 - - 1
describe places.

2. ldentify the topic sentence and supporting 3 - - 1
details from the passage.

3. Write a good topic sentence with supporting 3 - - 1
details in describing a place.

4. Write a paragraph describing his/her favorite 3 - - 1
place with the appropriate form of writing

and provide ample information.
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Items Experts’ opinions 10C
1 0 -1
1.3 Content: Students use vocabulary 3 - - 1

describing his/her favorite place.

1.4 Assessment: Students write a paragraph 3 - - 1

describing his/her favorite place.

2. Teaching procedures

2.1 Warm-up 3 - - 1
2.2 Focus Lesson 2 1 - 0.67
2.3 Guided Instruction 3 - - 1
2.4 Independent Practice 2 1 - 0.67
2.5 Conclusion 2 1 - 0.67
Mean Score of IOC 0.92

N=3
From the table 6, it showed that the 10C of all items was higher than 0.50.

Overall mean score of 10C of the Lesson Plan 2 was 0.92 (IOC > 0.50). It indicated
that all three experts suggested this lesson plan was appropriate to be used. The expert
also provided additional comments concerning this lesson as follows:

Expert A: In the lesson plan, teacher should provide more detail on the usage of

“There is/ There are” as well as give the context along with the vocabulary.

Expert B: The Focus Lesson stage and Guided instruction stage were similar to each

other.

Expert C: The writing task “Your favorite Place” were the same topic as the previous

stage, students might find it boring. Plus, the directions should be more specific. For
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example, it should give more specific detail on how students went to the place whom
they went with or when they went.

Based on the expert comments, the researcher adjusted the explanation
regarding grammar point into the lesson plan and the distinction between the Focus
Lesson stage and Guided instruction in terms of learning outcomes. In the Guided
instruction, students were able to form longer and complex sentences as well as
identify the writing components.

1.1.3 The pilot study

After the revision of the lesson plan, the pilot study was
conducted to check its appropriateness. The pilot study was conducted among 38
tenth grade students from one class of English-Math Program, studying at
Surasakmontree School in second semester, academic year of 2012. After piloting, the
research found that the lesson plan needed to be revised in the part of Guided
instruction. The research added the writing templates assignment in order to let
students have a chance to practice forming complete sentences before they moved to
the group work session in the next stage. Moreover, the researcher also put the scoring
card including scoring rubric at the back of worksheet in order to let students be
aware of what are the criteria of evaluating students’ writing as well as in what
aspects the teacher expected from students’ writing.

1.3 Writing Scoring Rubrics

The writing scoring rubrics in this study used the analytic
scoring rubrics in five dimensions adapted from Oregon Department of Education’s
Official Scoring Guide, Writing 2010-2011 (2010). The five dimensions of the

scoring rubrics were ideas and content, organization, word choice, sentence fluency,



56

and conventions. Each dimension had its scores ranging from 1 to 6. The total scores
were 30. (See Appendix E) As the original scoring rubrics contains so many details
that the researcher could not remember in order to judge students’ writing product
precisely, the researcher developed a separate sheet of scoring card, covering all five
aspects of writing accompanied by the writing descriptions at excellent level (6
points). Therefore, the original scoring rubric was used when the researcher had
questions regarding the characteristics of students work. The writing scoring rubrics
was used from the very beginning of the data collection process toward the end in
order to examine the students’ writing ability before and after the treatment. (See
Appendix F) After the revision of the lesson plan, a scoring rubric was printed and
attached to students’ worksheet as well as English writing test to inform students what

are the criteria of assessing writing.

1.4 Writing Tasks
In each lesson, students were asked to write two paragraphs:
one as a group work, another as an individual work. Totally, in this English Writing
subject | students had to write 16 paragraphs: 8 group works and 8 individual works.
The students’ writings were graded by using five-dimension scoring rubrics adapted
from Oregon Department of Education’s Official Scoring Guide, Writing 2010-2011
(2010). The total score of each writing was 30. In order to find the consistency
between two raters, Pearson Product-Moment correlation coefficient was employed to
find the reliability. Students’ four writing tasks from two lessons during the
experimental period: “My Hero” and “My Favorite Place” (Descriptive paragraph)
were selected to find the reliability between the two raters and represented 20% of the

total students’ writing products. In table 7, the results of Pearson Product-Moment of
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the four tasks were 0.907, 0.910, 0.996, and 0.818 respectively. The correlation value
indicated that the there was a consistency in evaluating students’ writing tasks.
Table 7

The Inter-rater-reliability of English Writing Tasks

Raters Pearson Product-Moment
My Hero My Favorite Place
Taskl Task?2 Task3 Task4
(Group) (Individual) (Group) (Individual)
R1 & R2 0.907 0.910 0.996 0.818

2. Data collection Tools
The data collection tools English writing test, observation
checklist, and interview questions. These tools were used before the treatment and
once again after the treatment to draw both quantitative and qualitative data.
2.1 English Writing Test
2.2.1 The construct of English writing test
The English writing test was used to measure students’ writing
ability before and after the treatment. The same English writing test was used as
pretest and posttest. Students were required to write a well-organized paragraph on
the topic: “My favorite movie character”. They were expected to provide a good
topic sentence and supporting sentences with adequate details. The genre of this
writing test will be descriptive paragraph because most tenth grade students were
more familiar with this type of writing. In addition, students had already gained some
background knowledge in composing this type of writing from the English foundation
courses provided in the lower secondary level. The writing ability was evaluated by

writing scoring rubrics (Oregon Department of education’s Office, 2010), 30 points,
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in terms of idea and content; organization; word choice; sentence fluency; and
conventions (See Appendix F).

2.2.2 The validation English writing test

The validation of English writing employed Item-

Objective Congruence index (IOC). The three experts in the field of teaching writing
and assessment were invited to evaluate the validity of this writing test. The validation
form asked three experts to judge the appropriateness of the test in terms of tasks,
direction and scoring system. For each item, the experts were asked to provide
additional comments for further improvement of the instrument (See Appendix G).
Table 8

The Items -Objective Congruence Index of English Writing Test

Items Experts’ opinions 10C
1 0 -1
1. Tasks 3 - - 1
2. Directions 2 1 - 0.67
3. Scoring systems 2 - 1 0.33
Mean score of IOC 0.67

The overall 10C of all items was 0.67, higher than 0.50.It indicated
that all three experts suggested the was valid to be used. The expert also provided

additional suggestions concerning this lesson as follows:

Expert C: Teacher might not need to give detailed information in the directions part.
Scoring system was unclear and how students could gain 6,5,4.3... in each category

e.g. idea and content, organization, etc.
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From the expert’s comment on the scoring system, the research
added the full description of scoring rubrics and distributed to students. However, the
scoring card attached to the writing test was still in use because it roughly provided
some details of five-writing aspects of how teacher grade students’ works, stating the
highest scores and the excellent characteristics of writing. Moreover, it was easy to
read and follow a short version of scoring rubric. Most importantly, students could go
back and check what aspect they gain low or high scores which should allow students
to compare their writing with the excellent characteristics of writing prescribed in the
scoring card. For the directions of the test, it was essential to keep the details of the
directions as it might be beneficial for some students, especially the struggled ones.
They might need the directions as a clue to plan their writing, in mean time it could

remind students what to write.

2.2.3 The pilot study
After the revision, the English writing test was
conducted with 38 tenth grade students from one class of English-Math Program,
studying at Surasakmontree School in second semester, academic year of 2012.
Students had no problem understanding the directions. Plus, the detailed directions
helped them in planning the writing as well as reminded them what the major writing
components they had to cover were. The only thing that should adjust was the time of
the test which should be extended to 60 minutes (from 45 minutes) as some students
needed more time in planning their writing.
2.2.4 Testing Inter-rater reliability of English writing test

After the participants finished both pretest and posttest of
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writing, the researcher and an alternative rater read and scored students’ writing. In
order to find consistency between the two raters, the inter-rater reliability was
employed by using Pearson Product-Moment correlation.

Table 9

The Results of the Inter-rater Reliability from the Students’ Writing Scores in Pretest

and Posttest

Raters Pearson Product-Moment
Pre-test Post-test
R1 & R2 0.831 0.957

From the table 9, the Pearson correlation coefficient of the pretest was 0.831,
and the posttest was 0.957 which were considered as consistent at high level. In short,

the two raters were consistent in grading students’ English writing test.

2.2 Observation checklist
2.2.1 The construct of Observation checklist
Observation checklist was used to gain qualitative data. The instrument was aimed to
investigate students’ responses showing their understanding of the content
(vocabulary and grammar) and writing activities in class; and their learning process of
writing English composition (pre-writing, writing, rewriting). The criteria in
developing observation checklist came from Frey and Fisher’s study of the
instructional moves during Guided Learning (2010a); and from the adapted version of
Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (2008a) as mentioned in
table 5. The students’ responses were examined by observing students’ responses to

teacher’s questions and writing activities. The classroom activities were recorded by
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video recorder in order to reexamine some particular responses of the participants
(See Appendix H).
2.2.2 The validation and reliability check of observation

checklist

The validation

The validation of the instrument was used ltem-
Objective Congruence index (IOC). The three experts were invited to validate the
instrument. The I0C mean score was 0.90, (p>0.50) which indicated that the checklist
was appropriate to use. (See Appendix I) There were some comments from an expert

as follows:

Expert B: Some items need teacher’s explanation, some items need clarification, and

the consistency of the form needed to adjust.

Based on the expert’s comment, the researchers
adjusted all the items of checklist to be easy to capture students’ responses. There
were 12 items of observable behaviors. The next part of data analysis will describe
how to analyze the content from the observation.

Inter-rater reliability

Inter-rater reliability was used to find the level of
agreement among two observers. Another observer was invited to watch four video
clips from each teaching stage and mark the checklist. Then the results from the
checklist from two observers were calculated by using Cohen’s Kappa. Cohen’s

Kappa value was 1.00 with p < 0.001, which was considered as perfect agreement.
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2.2.3 The pilot study
After the revision, the research piloted it with tenth
grade students who were not in the sample group. The checklist items were easy to
capture students’ responses. Nevertheless, in the first time filming the class
intervention, there were some technical problems, especially with the audio which
was mute. The research needed to redo the class intervention and all video recordings.
2.3 The interviews
2.3.1 The construct of interview questions
After the treatment, 6 students were purposively chosen
to participate in the semi-structured interviews. The interviews were used to examine
student’s learning writing process in the writing course implementing a gradual
release of responsibility. There are four interview questions. The interviews were
conducted in Thai in order to allow the participants freely express their information.
The interviews were audio recorded and later transcribed. The semi-structure
interviews were employed to investigate how Fisher and Frey’s gradual release of
responsibility model benefited students’ learning in terms of writing process.
2.4.2 The validation of interview questions
Three experts validated the appropriateness of the
instrument by using Item-Objective Congruence index (IOC). The questions were
evaluated by the experts (See Appendix L).The original questions in the interviews
involved:
1) Which topics of writing do you like the most? Please

specify the writing topic and provide your reasons.
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2) Which activities in class do you like the most? Please
provide your reasons.

3) What did you learn from each activities provided in
class? Please provide more details in each activity as
follow: 1 do it, We do it, You do it together, You do it
alone.

4) What do you think about learn how to write after
taking this course?

Table 10

The Items -Objective Congruence Index of Interview Questions

Interview Questions Experts’ opinions I0C
1 0 -1
1. Which topics of writing do you like the 3 - - 1

most? Please specify the writing topic and

provide your reasons.

2. Which activities in class do you like the 1 1 1 0

most? Please provide your reasons.

3. What did you learn from each activities 1 2 - 0.33
provided in class? Please provide more
details in each activity as follow: | do it,
We do it, You do it together, You do it

alone.

4. What do you think about learn how to 2 1 - 0.67

write after taking this course?

Mean score of I0OC 0.25
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From table 10, all questions needed to be revised as the mean score of
IOC was lower than 0.50. There were some comments from the experts as follows:
Expert B: The questions seemed unclear. The questions needed to be revised.
Expert C: It looked like an open-ended questionnaire rather than an interview. The
teacher needed to adjust it.

According to the expert’s comments, the researcher adjusted the interview
questions as the following:

The Revised Version of interview questions:

1. Which topics of writing do you like most? Why?

2. Which learning steps in the class do you like most?
Why?

3. What do think you learn from taking this writing
course?

4. How do you find this writing course including the
activities, classmates and teacher in the class help
you complete the writing assignment?

There were additional questions after the three questions
regarding the participants’ learning writing which might be different from one another
since they represented the three groups of the students: high proficiency level,
moderate proficiency level, and low proficiency level. (See Appendix J), (See

Appendix K)
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2.4.3 The reliability of coding interviews
Pearson Product-Moment correlation was employed to
find the inter-rater reliability of coding the interviews. The results suggested that two
raters were consistent in coding the information.
Table 11

The Results of the inter-rater Reliability of Coding Interviews

Raters Pearson Product-Moment

R1 & R2 0.821

2.4.4 The pilot study
The pilot study was conducted with students who were
not from the sample group to check whether students understood the questions. The
students had no problem in understanding the questions.

Data Collection Procedures

The data collection took approximately 12 weeks: starting from pretest,
classroom intervention, posttest, interviews and finally data analysis. The table 12
showed the data collection in details.

Table 12

Summary of Data Collection Procedures

Week Lesson/Content Product
1 Pretest Writing Pretest writing scores
2-9 Instructional process with four different

types of writing: Writing assignments:
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Week Lesson/Content Product
Descriptive: Group writing and
1. My Hero Individual writing

2. My Favorite place
Narrative:

3. Strange tales

4. Adventure time
Opinion:

5. Lifestyles

6. Entertainment
Comparison & Contrast:

7. Blue planet

8. Sport and recreation

10 Posttest Writing Posttest writing scores
11 Interviews The learning of students’
writing

Observation checklist

12 Analyzing data Quantitative and

Qualitative data

Data Analysis

The data analysis involved both quantitative and qualitative data analysis. The
table below showed the summary of data analysis divide by the two research

objectives.
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Table 13

Summary of Data Analysis

Research Questions | Type of Type of Data Data Analysis
Instrument

RQ. 1

To what extent does English writing | Quantitative Descriptive

Fisher and Frey’s test data Statistics:  Mean

gradual release of scores, S.D.,

responsibility model dependent t-test,

enhance tenth grade Cohen’s d

students’ writing

ability after learning

RQ. 2

How does Fisher and | Observation Qualitative data | Content analysis
Frey’s gradual release | checklist, and frequencies
of responsibility Interviews

model affect learning

of students’ writing?

1. The pretest-posttest scores were analyzed by mean scores, S.D., and
dependent t-test to prove the hypothesis whether the score difference is statistically
significant at a level of 0.5. Plus, the effect size of the treatment was calculated by
using Cohen’s d.

2. The pretest-posttest writing ability was analyzed by writing scoring rubrics
in fives aspects of ideas and content, organization, word choice, sentence fluency, and
conventions. Each aspect had its score ranging from 1-6. The total score was 30.

3. The learning of students’ writing was analyzed by content analysis and
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frequencies. The researcher transcribed conversations and categorized the information
from both interviews and observation checklist into category. There were two
manuals of how to transcribe the content found from both observation checklist and
interviews as the following:

3.1 Categories of Interview Findings

The criteria of key concept category was developed by the

researcher on a basis of positive and negative effects of the model toward the learning
of students, according to Fisher and Frey (2010b; Frey & Fisher, 2010) research on
activation background, meaningful task, motivation and effective group work. There
were two key concepts: “Advantage” and “Challenges”. The “Advantages” comprised
of three sub-categories which were: improvement on knowledge of language;
improvement on writing process; and motivation in learning writing and in becoming
independent learner. While the “Challenges” had two sub-categories which were: task
complexity and lack of cooperation in groups. The table 14 presented the key
concepts and statements.
Table 14

Categories of Interview Findings

Key Concepts of Interview Key Statements
Findings
Advantages
Improvement on Knowledge | -  Students learned the meaning of new vocabulary
of Language and could use it in appropriate context.
- Students learned how to order groups of words
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Key Concepts of Interview

Findings

Key Statements

and knew their functions in a sentence.
Students improved in using appreciate
punctuations, spelling words and combing
sentences.

Students could form complete sentences with

appropriate tenses effectively.

Improvement on Writing

Process

Students planned their writing by brainstorming,
asking questions with peers or teachers.
Working in groups helped students gather and
select ideas and arrange the information.
Provided writing templates and guidelines
enhanced students’ skills in developing an
outline/draft.

With teacher’s feedback, students could
improve / edit and revise their writing.
Students considered their writing skill was
improved after practicing drafting, writing, and
revising.

Students knew their strengths and weakness in

writing and knew how to strengthen them.

Motivation in learning

Students were confident to complete the task by




70

Key Concepts of Interview Key Statements
Findings
writing and in becoming themselves.
independent learner - Students preferred to work independently.

- Students liked learning writing English.

- Students would like to improve their writing
skill in the near future.

- Students wanted to do more complex/ or various

kind of writing tasks.

Challenges
Task Complexity - Tasks were too difficult or too many to finish.

- Students did not know what to write.

- Students could not finish the tasks in time.
Lack of Cooperation in - Students were not willing to discuss, brainstorm
Groups and share ideas in group.

- Some students did not fully participate in the

activities.

3.2 Coding for Observation Checklist
The table 15 presented the manual of how to code the
observation checklist. To check students’ responses and understanding when they
studied was a key of diagnosis strategies according to Van de Pol, et al. (2010).

Students’ responses were examined through the activities they worked on: as a whole
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class, in group, and independently based on the learning objectives stated in the each
lesson plan. The observers marked “Yes”, count as 1, if they noticed one or more
observable behaviors as prescribed in the manual. On the other hand, they marked
“No”, if they did not notice any.

Table 15

Coding for Observation Checklist

Teaching No. Description

Stage

Focus lesson/ |1 Students give the definition of vocabulary in Thai.
/Students give vocabulary or phrases as examples to show
“I do it” their understanding.

- Observers check “Yes” when they see the learners
response as follows:
1) give meaning of vocabulary in Thai.
2) give an example of the vocabulary with a
context.
- Observers check “No” when they do not see the above
responses.
2 Students complete couple sentences by adding words or
phrases learned from the lesson.

- Observers check “Yes” when they see the learners
response as follows:
1) give sample of words or phrases to fill in the
gap.
2) form sentences from given vocabulary.
- Observers check “No” when they do not see the above
responses.
Guided 3 Students can identify topic sentence from given passage
and fill in the organization chart.

Instruction /
- Observers check “Yes” when they see the learners

“We do it” response as follows:
1) spot a topic sentence from given paragraph.
2) write topic sentence into the given chart.
- Observers check “No” when they do not see the above
responses.
4 Students can identify supporting sentences and fill in the
organization chart.
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Teaching

Stage

No.

Description

- Observers check “Yes” when they see the learners
response as follows:
1) Identify supporting sentences from the
paragraph.
2) Write supporting sentences in the given
chart.
- Observers check “No” when they do not see the above
responses.

Students can identify concluding sentences and fill in the
organization chart.

- Observers check “Yes” when they see the learners
response as follows:
1) identify supporting sentences from the
paragraph.
2) write supporting sentences in give chart.
- Observers check “No” when they do not see the above
responses.

Students can use given information to complete writing
templates or a paragraph by adding words, filling phrases
and forming complete sentences.

- Observers check “Yes” when they see the learners
response as follows:
1) add words or phrases to complete writing
templates or a paragraph.
2) write complete sentences by using given
vocabulary.
- Observers check “No” when they do not see the above
responses.

Collaborative/
“You do it

together”

Students work in groups, brainstorming ideas,
information / Students ask peers or teacher questions or
discuss the topic.

- Observers check “Yes” when they see the learners
response as follows:
1) brainstorm ideas in group.
2) ask peer or teacher regarding the task when
they don’t understand .
3) discuss the topic in group.
4) suggest opinions
- Observers check “No” when they do not see the above
responses.
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Teaching

Stage

No.

Description

Students explicitly write an outline in their worksheet.
/Students write title, topic sentence, supporting details, or
conclusion in the worksheet.

- Observers check “Yes” when they see the learners
response as follows:

1) draft an outline in their worksheet as a group
work.

2) start writing the draft with topic sentence,
followed by supporting details, and
conclusion in the worksheet.

- Observers check “No” when they do not see the above
responses.

Students asks peers, teacher for comments, suggestion./
Students look for definition and example of words,
phrases in paper dictionary, online dictionary or the
Internet.

- Observers check “Yes” when they see the learners
response as follows:
1) ask peers or teacher for comments or
suggestion regarding the writing product.
2) consult their peers when they struggle with
the task.
3) look at paper dictionary when they don’t
know vocabulary’s definition or its function.
4) look up in the Internet for sample usage of
particular vocabulary.
- Observers check “No” when they do not see the above
responses.

Independent
Practice/
“You do it

alone”

10

Students explicitly write outlines in their own worksheet./
Students write title, topic sentence, supporting details , or
conclusion in their own worksheet.

- Observers check “Yes” when they see the learners
response as follows:

1) individually draft an outline in their
worksheet.

2) start writing the draft with topic sentence,
followed by supporting details, and
conclusion in their own worksheet.

- Observers check “No” when they do not see the above
responses.




74

Teaching

Stage

No.

Description

11

Students ask teacher for comments, suggestion. /Students
consult their peers. /Students look for definition and
example of words, phrases in paper dictionary, online
dictionary, the Internet.

- Observers check “Yes” when they see the learners
response as follows:
1) ask peers or teacher for comments or
suggestion regarding the writing product.
2) consult their peers when they struggle with
the task.
3) look at paper dictionary when they don’t

know vocabulary’s definition or its function.

4) look up in the Internet for sample usage of
particular vocabulary.
- Observers check “No” when they do not see the above
responses.

12

Students individually write a paragraph on their selected
topic.

- Observers check “Yes” when they see the learner write
a paragraph as an individual work.

- Observers check “No” when they do not see the above
responses.

Summary

This study was a quasi- experimental research. It was aimed at investigating

the effects of Fisher and Frey’s gradual release of responsibility model on students’

writing ability and how it affects students’ learning of writing. The research was

conducted with 31 tenth grade students at Surasakmontree School. Students had their

writing ability evaluated by using pretest and posttest English writing test. Later, the

learning of students’ writing was investigated by the observation checklist and

interviews. The findings of this study will be presented in the next chapter.



CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS

This chapter presents the results from the study of effects of Fisher and Frey’s
Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) on English writing ability of tenth
Grade students. In this section, the results were presented in two parts based on the
research questions as follow:

1. To what extent does Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility

Model (GRR) enhance tenth grade students’ writing ability after learning?

2. How does Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model

(GRR) affect students’ learning of writing?

Part One: To what extent does Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of
Responsibility Model (GRR) enhance tenth grade students’ writing ability after
learning?

1. Students’ Writing Ability

To probe the research question 1, the research instrument that was used to
measure students’ writing ability was a pretest and posttest of writing English
developed by the researcher. Students were asked to write a well-organized paragraph
about his/ her favorite movie character. The students’ writing ability was evaluated by
using writing scoring rubrics (Oregon Department of education’s Office, 2010), in

terms of idea and content; organization; word choice; sentence fluency; and
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conventions. The score raged from 1-6 for each aspect. The total score was 30 points.
The table 16 showed the comparison mean scores between before and after treatment.
Table 16

Comparison of The Pretest and Posttest Scores of The Students

(Total score =30)

n Min Max Mean S.D. Mean t Sig.(2-

Difference tailed)

Pretest 31 8 18 13.13 2.513 7.000 9.644 .000*

Posttest 31 10 29 20.13 4.660

From table 16, the students’ pretest mean score was 13.13 (S.D. = 2.513), with
the lowest score of 10 and the highest score of 29. Whereas, the posttest mean score
was 20.13 (S.D. = 4.660), with the lowest score of 10 and the highest score of 29. The
mean difference was 7.000, and the t-value was 9.644. It showed that the posttest
scores are significantly different at 0.05 level (p <0.05). Therefore, the hypothesis
saying that students’ posttest scores are higher than pretest scores after the treatment
was accepted.

In addition, the researcher employed Cohen’s d to calculate the magnitude of
effect size of Fisher & Frey’s gradual release of responsibility model on students’
writing ability. According to Cohen (1998), the interpretation of the effect size value

was classified as follow:
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d Interpretation
0.0-0.1 No Effect
0.2-0.4 Small Effect
0.5-0.7 Moderate Effect
08>1 Large Effect

Table 17

The Effect Size of Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR)

Cohen’s d Effect Size

1.87 Large

From the table 17, The Cohen’s d value was 1.87 which was higher than 0.8. It
indicated that it had a large effect. In short, Fisher and Frey’s gradual release of
responsibility had a strong effect in enhancing students writing ability.

In summary, the posttest mean scores of English writing test after the
treatment were significantly higher than pretest mean scores. It suggested that Fisher
and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) improved student’s

writing ability.

Additional findings from the effects of Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release
of Responsibility Model (GRR) on English writing ability.

In this part, it showed how much progress students gained from learning
writing in terms of 1) idea and content; 2) organization; 3) word choice; 4) sentence

fluency; and 5) conventions based on the scoring rubric used in this study (Oregon
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Department of education’s Office, 2010). Plus, it revealed some significant emerging
features that were found from students’ posttest of writing.

1) Students’ Writing Improvement

This section presented the comparison between pre-posttest mean
scores of writing in each aspect: 1) idea and content; 2) organization; 3) word choice;
4) sentence fluency; and 5) conventions. The figure 8 showed the differences of
pretest-posttest mean scores and the percentages of gain score divided by five aspects
of writing based on scoring rubrics (Oregon Department of education’s Office, 2010).
The pretest mean scores of idea and content, organization, word choice, sentence
fluency, and conventions were: 3, 2.6, 2.7, 2.5, and 2.6, respectively. The posttest
mean scores of each aspect were as follows: idea and content was 4.6, organization
was 4.0, word choice was 3.9, sentence fluency was 3.9, and convention was 3.5.
Then when they were compared with the pretest mean scores of each aspect, it

revealed that they were all higher.

5+ 4.6 (+26.67%)
4.5 -
4.0 (+23.33%) 39 (+20%) 3.9 (+23.33%)
47 3.5 (+15%)
1 (A 2.7
3 26) o 2.5 2.6]
2.5 - i [ Pretest
2 - [ Postttest
1.5 -
1 -
0.5 A
O T T T T T
Ideaand Organization Word choice Sentence Conventions
content fluency

Figure 8 Differences of Pre-Posttest Mean Scores Regarding Five Aspects of Writing
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From the figure 8, it showed that after learning, students gained higher scores
in all aspects. Students gained a 26.67% increase in idea and content, 23.33% in
organization, 23.33% in sentence fluency, 20% in word choice, and 15% in
conventions. This concluded that overall students’ writing ability in each aspect
increased. Idea and content (26.67%) was the highest percentage gain score, followed
by organization (23.33%) and sentence fluency (23.33%), respectively.

2) Students’ Writing Analysis
This presented the writing analysis of students’ writing before and
after treatment. The table below showed a comparison between pre-posttest students’
writing in terms of five aspects: idea and content; organization; word choice; sentence
fluency; and conventions.
Table 18

Summary of Students’ Writing Analysis Based on Five Aspect of Writing

Writing Pre-test Post-test
Aspect
Idea and - Mostly, main idea was quite | -The main idea and topic were
content understandable in easy and understandable with various
cliché sentences. pattern of writing.

- Relevant detail and )
-Students attempted to provide

elaboration were limited and o )
more detail in each particular

off-topic. Students mostly use ] ]
topic, though they sometimes

simple sentence with no and or ) ) )
were inconsistent with the

limited specific detail. )
topic.
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Writing

Aspect

Pre-test

Post-test

Organization

-The writing lacked a clear
organization structure and
missed essential components,
e.g. topic sentence, concluding
sentence, and limited effective
transitional words.

-The paragraph was too short
to show students’ organization
skills.

Samples of students’ topic
sentences:

- “He name is Jack Dowson.”

-“The robot name’s

Doraemon.”

-The writing provided clear and
focused organization structure.
Most writings started with
topic sentence, followed by a
body, and a conclusion.

- Although, organization was
somewhat predictable, it
showed students’ attempts to
organize clear writing
sequence with some
transitional words that help
readers follow the paragraph.
Samples of students’ topic
sentences:

-“Jack’s (the) character in the
movie Titanic.”
-“Doraemon is a robotic cat

’

from the future.’

Word choice

-The variety of vocabulary was
limited as the writing was too

short to demonstrate students’

- Students used words and
expression that could capture

reader’s attention, although
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Writing Pre-test Post-test
Aspect

skills. The vocabulary could misused words occasionally
not capture reader’s impression | appeared.
and could not provide a clear i

-More variety of vocabulary
image of the character students o )

used that vividly depicted the
described.

character’s appearances and
-Some vocabulary was ]

personality.
impropriate and distracted the

Samples of students’
reader and /or changed the

sentences:
whole meaning of the passage.

- “He is kind, funny, and fussy
Samples of students’

because he always take(s) care
sentences:

of Nobita.”
- “He can impersonates.”

-“I like Conan because he is a
-“He kiddie.” ) )

detective who is very talented.”
- “He is struggle to help the

- “I like Pooh because (he) is
mother with his role”

cute, generous, honest and

cuddly.”

Sentence -The writing tended to use -The writing tended to have a
fluency simple sentence structure (e.g., | good control over simple

subject-verb or subject-verb-
object) and repetitive sentence

patterns with limited cohesive

sentence structures, but there
was little control over more

complex sentences. There were
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Writing

Aspect

Pre-test

Post-test

devices.

-There were frequent awkward
sentences, fragments and run-
ons.

Samples of students’

sentences:

-“I like Doraemon because it’s
interesting. | like Doraemon

because it’s generous”

attempts at compound and
complex sentences.
-There were frequent
fragments and run-ons.
Samples of students’

sentences:

- “I like it because it is a
cartoon character to help
others and to teach people to

’

be responsible.’

Conventions

-The writing had frequent
errors of punctuations,
inconsistent use of
capitalization.

-Major grammar errors, €.g.
subject-verb agreement, tenses,
were frequently found and
interfered with readability and
meaning.

-Spelling errors distract the

reader.

-The writing had some control
over writing conventions,
though frequent errors of
punctuations, inconsistency use

of capitalization occurred.

- Grammar errors (e.g.
subject-verb agreement, tenses
did not conjugate) , the writing
conventions

distracted the reader, but did

not interfere with meaning.
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Writing

Aspect

Pre-test

Post-test

Samples of students’
sentences:

- “I like him because he like(s)
to help people and sacrifice.”
“He ‘waer’ glasses.”

- “But ‘thay’ are not with live

because his wife is die.’

- “His life to the poor.”

-Common misspellings
occurred.

Samples of students’
sentences:

-“I hope I'll (be) intelligent
like her when | read many
books.”

“I like Iron Man (Tony Stark)
because he is (the) super hero
to save the world from harm
and he is strong to fight from
enemy for everyone in the

world.”

2.1 Development in Writing Longer and Complex Sentences
Overall, students attempted to create longer and complex
sentence patterns, instead of monotonous patterns. In pre-test writing, students simply
wrote at least five simple sentences with inadequate elaboration, whereas the post-test
writing had variation in sentence structure, longer paragraphs and more complex

sentences showing their control over sentence structure. For example, one student

wrote “Mabel is a bouncy, energetic, and optimistic and she claims to have shown a
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natural gift for art since she was two.” in her post-test writing. However, in her pre-
test writing she wrote only “Mickey Mouse is mild. Overall Mickey Mouse is good
boy. I like and love Mickey Mouse”. From this student’ writing sample it showed that
there was a repetition of using “Mickey Mouse” instead of using pronoun “he” and
joining the two independent sentences together. In addition, overall students tended to
use more various transitional words to combine clauses, for example “And secondly
because she was a lovely, hospitable and kind to everyone, even if they are not
human.” Another sample was “More important, he has a scar on him forehead as a
bolt”.
2.2 Improvement in writing organization
Most students’ post-test writings tended to have better

writing organization. They started their paragraph, followed by supporting detail and
ended with concluding sentence. Generally, many students started a paragraph with
these sample sentences: “My favorite movie/ cartoon character is...”, “The character
| liked was... ” or “....is my favorite movie character”. For adding supporting details,
many students knew how to use transitional words such as “In addition”, “Also”,
“Moreover”, “In conclusion”, etc., to signal additional information or new topics.
Obviously, many students’ writings ended the paragraph with a good concluding
sentence, sometimes very creative. For example, “For these reasons, I love him and
hope to meet someone like him.” Another example, “Therefore, I think Doraemon is
not only an ordinary cat!. He is a hero for me.”

2.3 Improvement in Providing Substantial Detail

In providing supporting details, students’ attempts to give long
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and complex supporting detail were obviously noticeable when compared with the
pretest ones. It found that many students tried to form adequate information with
various use of vocabulary regarding one particular topic in order to make their writing
more interesting and capture the audience’s attention. Some samples of students’
writing were presented here: “Doraemon is 22" century, comes to Nobita’s home foe
change(ing) Nobita’s future. Then Doraemon comes to Nobita’s home for long time.”
Another sample, “My favorite animation character is Jack Frost fro, Rise of the
Guardian. Jeack Gorst has short ‘brond’ hair and blue ea\yes. He is fumy, kind,

’

handsome and brave...’

Part Two: How does Fisher and Frey’s gradual release of responsibility

model affect students’ learning of writing?
2. Students’ Learning of Writing

In order to answer the research question 2, the instruments employed to
investigate students’ learning of writing was the observation checklist and the
interviews. The observation checklist was used to investigate students’ responses
showing their understanding of the content (vocabulary and grammar) and writing
activities in class. Four video recordings of four teaching stages were examined.
Semi-structured interviews were used to study how the model affects their learning
writing. The interviews were conducted with 6 selected participants representing
those who had high, moderate and low English proficiency. The following part will

provide the results in detail from the two instruments.
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Results from Observation Checklist

The observation checklist was used to investigate students’ responses showing
their understanding of the content (vocabulary and grammar) and writing activities in
class. The observation checklist was developed based on the adapted version of Fisher
and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) (2008a) and from Frey
and Fisher’s study of the instructional moves during Guided Learning (2010a). The
checklist tried to capture students’ responses during the class and writing activities. It
investigated whether students understand the content taught in class as well as are
able to transfer the knowledge into their group work and finally can do individual
writing tasks or not. The researcher paid attention to learners’ observable positive
responses. The four videos from “My Favorite Place”, a descriptive paragraph lesson,
were examined. “My Favorite Place” lesson was selected because it was the second
topic of descriptive paragraph and the second time that students learned about
descriptive writing. Students should have been more familiar with the genre and at
some degree already mastered this type of writing. The table 19 below presented the

results from the observation checklist.

Table 19
Total Number of Student’s Responses
Item Description Students’ responses
showing their
understanding
Yes =1 No =0
l. Focus lesson / “I Do It”
1 Students give the definition of vocabulary in Thai. 1

/Students give vocabulary or phrases as examples
to show their understanding.
2 Students complete couple sentences by adding 1

words or phrases learned from the lesson.
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Item

Description

Students’ responses

showing their

understanding

Yes =1

No =0

Guided Instruction / “We do it”

Students can identify topic sentence from given
passage and fill in the organization chart.

Students can identify supporting sentences and fill
in the organization chart.

Students can identify concluding sentences and fill
in the organization chart

Students can use given information to complete
writing templates or a paragraph by adding words,

filling phrases and forming complete sentences.

Collaborative/ “You do it together”

Students work in groups, brainstorming ideas,
information / Students ask peers or teacher
questions or discuss the topic.

Students explicitly write an outline in their
worksheet. /Students write title, topic sentence,
supporting details, or conclusion in the worksheet.
Students asks peers, teacher for comments,
suggestion./ Students look for definition and
example of words, phrases in paper dictionary,

online dictionary or the Internet.

Independent Practice/ “You do it alone”

10

11

Students explicitly write outlines in their own
worksheet./ Students write title, topic sentence,
supporting details , or conclusion in their own
worksheet.

Students ask teacher for comments, suggestion.
/Students consult their peers. /Students look for
definition and example of words, phrases in paper
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Item Description Students’ responses
showing their
understanding

Yes =1 No =0

dictionary, online dictionary, the Internet.
12 Students individually write a paragraph on their 1

selected topic.

Total students’ positive responses 10

The meaning of the students’ positive responses

Number of “yes” responses Meaning
11-12 Very Good
9-10 Good
7-8 Fair
6-5 Weak

From table 19, it presented the total number of students’ positive responses
showing their understanding of the content and writing tasks they were asked to
complete. To analyze the data from the checklist, the observer noticed the responses
of students in each item and each teaching stage and counted as 1 if students explicitly
showed their responses. For instance, in Focus Lesson, if one or two students were
able to form a couple of sentences from given vocabulary, it counted as 1. Ten
responses out of twelve were counted as students’ positive responses. There were two
items which were not observed because the camera did not capture when the students
worked on their outlines. As one camera was set at the back of the classroom, when
students worked in group and alone, the camera could not reach out and record
observable responses such as item 8 and item 10: “Students explicitly write outlines in

their own worksheet.”, or “Students write title, topic sentence, supporting details, or
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conclusion in their own worksheet.” In conclusion, from the above results, it could be
indicated that the students’ responses were at good level. The below excerpts were the

conversation between teacher and students.

Excerpt conversations between teacher and students

Excerpt 1: Focus Lesson

v Ao o L3

A3 “8y inAgaewusitUselen 8e1a It looks .....” (IAlunszadiAdn)

Y
i

wniSgu (Mavies) : “Modern”

Ay “gy agliladnmg It looks ...
tfniFeu (Mavios) : “Clean”

a3 “Supgiudenlyal Dy it smells... (clean) #lunz”

YniSeu (Mevies) : “laas / laasu”

Teacher: “Well, if | try to form a sentence, for example “It looks ...... ”?
(Teacher points at vocabulary on the board)

Students (whole class): Modern

Teacher: “What else? It looks ...... ?

Students (whole class): “Clean”

Teacher: “Well, if change it to “It smells....(clean)”, can I”

Students (whole class): “Yes.”

In excerpt 1, it showed the teacher’s role in using questions to check students’
understanding. Teacher asked students to form a sentence by using the vocabulary

from the worksheet.
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Excerpt 2: Guided Instruction

As:  “cesenndmrinUsylealuuly paragraph WWutopic sentence U supporting
Y Y
¥ dyo.l a a Y A U ”
sentences U149 TussefldniSeuiularseds
UniSeu (Y19e9): Towan
A3 “venilsAudzfieanunAudIu supporting sentences”
(UNSYUANNTINDUAIDNY)

wnseuw: “There are many trees in the park. Some trees are tall, and some

trees are short. There are many yellow and red flowers in the park, too”

Teacher: “Try to analyze (writing components), which sentence in the
paragraph is the topic sentence and which ones are supporting sentences.

Have you filed in the chart, yet?”

Students (whole class): Yes, | have.
Teacher: “Can I have one volunteer to complete the supporting sentences
part?”

(one student volunteers)
Student: ....“There are many trees in the park. Some trees are tall, and

some trees are short. There are many yellow and red flowers in the park, too”

In excerpt 2, teacher used prompting using templates and checking students’
understanding of writing components: topic sentence and supporting details. The

student could give correct answer showing his/ her understanding.
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wnisgungunilinuagiiedatunsdeulasesis
A3 “umddleeg. Anevlstuas Nlvu ograls”
niSeul: “duiloray MUu Background (of the story) NABINTNAUATOIAY

mefiu uidmedzuanInauATeRauerlitne nyasieluleulu Middle (of the

story)”
A3 “ge lawAnz @ Background avidusveniaeueinsenintunluuedls”
Uniseu2: “wanwinvydouwuutllidudi Beginning (of the story)”

WnSeu2 FUnmnAdieulasesng)

Az “.lawm

(ngBluiitorululasesni)

A3 “nssiiadldfiin.is located in urAg in o¥lsny”

UniSgu 2 “in Sedn”

dnFeu . “udimewinefvenimevesiuuniminryndu..” (fnFeul Fluiless
379)

Ay “oglare..”

Y

A group of students asks teacher about their outline.

Teacher: “Then, what happened, where and how?”

Students1: “Here. For Background (of the story), we write that we played
theme park attractions together. Then, when we describe what theme park
attractions we played in detail, we will put it in the Middle (of the tory) part.
Teacher: “Mmm..I see. The Background (of the story) will tell how and
when the story happened.”

Student2: “And how about what we wrote here as the Middle (of the
story)?”

(Students 2 points at the outline)

Teacher: “..0K.”
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(Teacher points at a sentence in the outline)

Teacher: “Here....you must say ‘(it) is located in...” in what....?”
Students2: “in Rangsit”

Student1: “And in the last part, we say that Nan’s father took us back
(home)...”

(Students 1 points at the outline)

Teacher: “Mmm..OK.”

In excerpt 3, the teacher only acted as a facilitator or monitor in the classroom,

while students worked in group together. When they wanted some clarifications, they

sought for the teacher’s help. The teacher only gave those students suggestions and

corrective feedback on their outlines. From the excerpt 3, it showed that students

learned how to draft their writing paragraph: it consisted of background, middle and

end of the story.

Excerpt 4: Independent Practice

(WniFeul Masdeuyhaunevesiiesey dniseulaudnieu2 Adsegdneq)

YniSeul: “@easeidoudsla Ch...”
niSeu2: “Ch-ai-ng L& R-a-i”
UnSeul: “Ch-ai-ng -R-a-i”

(WNBYU3 HURNIULN)

Yni5eu3: @ins1e) “azlsayl. uey”
YniSeu2: (W5)
YniSeul: (151%) “D1...uasinbilaaeus”

Wnseul Walnsdnvidetainnisaznae)

DRICHIE “dls Chiang Rai #snn”
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(%

WniSeul Wandulugdegiinsiteulusuuin adeanuluiuuiindinuaaiuiniseus)

UNLS8UL: “ We were worried about him...{iAadileeg”

v A “aﬁ I~ [ a [y 9

Yni5eu3: Asnduinanenuile

JniSeul: “Fudedguininainianazuelualduszanadlalaflng? 7
Y] a « 1 @ % ] 5 oy

Yni5eu3: du.. 199 AraneogetuLmag

(A studentl is writing an individual work. She asks her friend who sits next to
her.)

Studentl: “How do you spell Chiangrai?”

Student2: “Ch-ai-ng, then, R-a-i”

Studentl: “Ch-ai-ng -R-a-1”

(Student3 passes by.)

Student3: (laughter) “What!.. Boyd?”

Student2: (laughter)

Student1: (laughter) “Look, you aren’t reliable, Boyd.”

(Studentl looks at her cell phone to check word spelling.)

Student1: “Here it is. It is Chiang Rai.”

(Studentl looks for writing examples in her worksheet. She points at a sentence in

the worksheet and asks Student3. )

Studentl.: “What is ‘“We were worried about him...””
Student3: “Well, it means we feel worried about him.”
Studentl: “So, if I want to say | was worried about my sister, | can use

that (pattern), right?”

Student3: “Mm... Yes, something like that.”
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In excerpt 4, teacher gradually withdrew the role in the class as instructor to
become a facilitator. Student individually worked on the writing exercise. However,
when she had confusion, she asked her partners and sought information from the
dictionary in her cell phone as well as consulted with writing examples in her
worksheet, instead.

Results from interviews

The semi-structure interviews were employed after the treatment to investigate
how Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) affected
students’ learning of writing including what topic and teaching stage they like the
most. Six participants were chosen to interview. The interviews were conducted in
Thai and lasted for 15-20 minutes for each participant. The data were analyzed by
using frequency and percentage. Students’ answers from the interviews were
categorized into two key concepts. The key concept category was developed by the
researcher on a basis of positive and negative effects of the model toward the learning
of students: “Advantages” and “Challenges”. The “Advantages” consisted of three
sub-categories: improvement on knowledge of language; improvement on writing
process; and motivation in learning writing and in becoming an independent learner.
While the “Challenges” had two sub-categories which were: task complexity and lack
of cooperation in groups. The interview questions involved:

1. Which topics of writing do you like most? Why?

2. Which learning steps in the class do you most? Why?

3. What do think you learn from taking this writing course?

4. How do you find this writing course including the activities, classmates

and teacher in the class help you complete the writing assignment?
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Interview Question 1: Which topics of writing do you like most? Why?

Writing Topics
Lifestyles
17%»(I1) \

My Hero
33% (2)

My Favorite Place
50% (3)

Figure 9 Percentage and frequencies of student’s favorable writing topic

From figure 9, it showed that “My favorite place” was the most favorable
topic, 50%, followed by “My Hero”, 33% , and “Lifestyles”, 17% respectively. The
following was the student’s reasons why they picked “My favorite place” as the most
favorable topic. Students stated that they liked telling a story about their favorite place

as it was their own story, their impression and preference regarding the place.

Excerpt5:  “@@u My favorite place asuLns1z91 Ialdsudisantuye widsevivlaunan

WeUuUIIeNe WsUsTauMIaivasmueseeninlugukuumMsdey” [dniseu H1]

“l like My Favorite Place because | can write about a place where |

feelimpressed. I’d like to share my own experience in written form.”[Student H1]

Excerpt 6: “@puMy favorite place W31 LfJUﬂﬁusimammﬁﬁﬂmaﬂ@f’sLaqimalzﬂéfaa
luaulasvserumdeyaainlvu aginuAnueds AnuveudIufiITans 1"

[WniSeu L1]
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“l like My Favorite Place because | can describe my own neither

feeling without asking anyone nor searching for the information. It came out of my

head and was my own preference.” [Student L1]

Excerpt7:  “wiyveufivylaidaisesaniunnvyyesuinsizivyliineddy
Asaums1Uaelidnezdu nea v Anwdiuuiniazidunsia 97819

'
1 = I

asliaruuvivyndnazianfanziainyvevluiieadvesq” [Unseu L2

“I like talking about my favorite place because | usually love going to

the sea such as Pattaya beach and Cha-um beach with my family. When the teacher

assigns a (writing) task, I normally write about my favorite beach where | often

visit.”[Student L2]

Interview Question 2: Which learning steps in the class do you like most?

Why?

Teaching Steps

Independent
Practice:
You do it alone

33% (2) N\

Focus Lesson:
Idoit
67% (4)

Figure 10 Percentage and frequencies of student’s favorable teaching steps
Figure 10, it presented that 67% of students preferred “Focus Lesson/ I do it”
step, followed by “Independent Practice/ You do it alone” at 33%. They considered

Focus Lesson/ I do it” as an easy step to learn and understand. On the other hand,
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there were two students (33%) who preferred working alone in learning writing as

they perceived that they would gain benefits from practicing writing in the future.

Excerpt 8:  Focus lesson dudne lifisreavideneylsuinune shudumdnidne

[Student M1]

“Focus lesson is easy. There are not many details, just easy vocabulary.”

sal a

Excerpt 9: %9y Focus lesson is1zamdniniseuluimvaiang iwWewidilady

[Uni5au M2]

“l like Focus lesson because the vocabulary in this part is easy. The content

is easy to understand” [Student M2]

Excerpt 10:  %oU Independent Practice fig insngausmuiunuiivesiiesns vaudn
azlsvhezlslidusitesnnnniniazdesaananuiuiuiiaulaiinanudadetuniely

nau [Hnseu L1]

“I like Independent Practice because | want to be myself. I like to do things in

my own way rather than share my opinions with my friends and have conflicts in my

group.” [Student L1]

Excerpt 11:  ¥8U Independent Practice Az twsz1lavineuauisd duauiee loinnis
Weu ylmslatnyinaumesies natazitnllasvumasdslasAdesaauauied Wunis

Hnnsvinsueuheany [Uniseu H2]

“l like Independent Practice because | feel comfortable when | work

alone. Practicing writing lets me know how to work on my own. When | have to take
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entry exam to the university level, | have to do it alone anyway. So, it is a way to

practice working alone” [Student H2]

Interview Question 3: What do think you learn from taking this writing

course?

Interview Question 4: How do you find this writing course including the
activities, classmates and teacher in the class help you complete the writing
assignment?

For the interview question 3 and 4, students’ answers regarding the effects
of the Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) on their
learning of writing were categorized into two key concepts: “Advantages” and
“Challenges”. The key concept category was developed on a basis of positive and
negative effects of the model towards the learning of students. “Advantages”
comprised of three sub-categories which were: improvement on knowledge of
language; improvement on writing process; and motivation in learning writing and in
becoming independent learner. “Challenges” consisted of two sub-categories which
were: task complexity and lack of cooperation in groups. The table 20 showed the
frequencies and percentage of the answers found in the interviews.

Table 20

Frequencies and Percentage of Key Concepts Found in The Interview

Students’ Answers Frequencies of key Percentage
concepts found in
students’ answers

(N = 54)

Advantages

Improvement on Knowledge of 13 24.07
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Students’ Answers Frequencies of key Percentage
concepts found in
students’ answers
(N =54)
Language
Improvement on Writing Process 27 50
Motivation in learning writing and in 10 18.52
becoming independent learner
Challenges
Task Complexity 3 5.56
Lack of Cooperation in Groups 1 1.85

N = Frequencies of the key concepts found in the interviews

The Table 20 reported the summary of how students perceived this writing

course implementing Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model

(GRR) had effects on their learning. In terms of positive aspects, students reported

that this class helped them in enhancing their knowledge of language: vocabulary and

grammar (24.07%). In addition to advantages, students stated that this writing class

improved their writing process in planning, writing first draft, brainstorming ideas,

revising and editing (50%). Moreover, students showed that they were motivated to

learn writing English and wanted to continue learning and improve their skills by

themselves (18.52%). Besides advantages, some students thought some writing tasks

were difficult and too many to complete within the class time (5.56%). Another

challenge was the lack of cooperation among group members (1.85%). They said that

some of them did not fully participate in doing their group work.
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Advantages

Improvement on Knowledge of Language

From the students’ interviews, students reported that this writing class helped
them in terms of learning the meaning of new vocabulary, how to order groups of
words and what their functions in a sentence are. In addition, they noted that they
improved in using appropriate punctuation, spelling words and forming complete

sentences with appropriate tenses effectively.

Excerpt 12:  “nanqnleiseunanuanliennsal ez win part of speech sUkuuTas
Usgleaiiududiletne wagAfininfodnsls uasdlaisou Tense uavlneanizi3os part of

speech @sueneanlUluusaregiaudu Noun 1u Verb aglsagnil luussendldiunannis

U 3

Feuez lasuseuinsfeuimsszsududila Mmdwidls ... lalnnsdeudugeni

\'LEIQJOJ A

Yo & ! Y 2 A v Yo o 1 o v & o
asandentdaweuiar uldluuselonds wadn Bu... Iaseudmdnilda winFaudnsie

Y

¥
P 1

Aoz lsdw Awuuinellelunseu ag...” [dniseu H2)

“Mainly, I've learned grammar, part of speech, sentence patterns:

how they look like and what are their functions, as well as tenses. | can particularly

apply the knowledge of part of speech such as nouns, verbs, etc., into my writing. |

start learning how to write, and how to use the vocabulary...I learn how to write a

paragraph, know how to use conjunctions to join sentences. Umm... I also learn new

vocabulary e.g. adjectives and nouns and know how to use them in my writing. ”

[Student H2]

Excerpt 13:  “Al@3iAeariu Suazdl win Noun, Adverb, Adjective oglsognsil... usian

] I o & we N Y a N v a )
nauwsny vyegu.3 axlsdale Andwuulirselaiseu ldreesiseaneaiu Noun Verb
a¢lsdaiy usneuunu.4 Aflaun3nnivenvsdilonwrasez Jvnsdeusy Jwilingsin
Adverb fumeduil Adjectivefiaduil insnznauusnAaliiniudingwas 339 uzay
arnsenyliisias vuuuy aglshe Adverb fieezls Adjective wdafi3ea Object 1384 Tense

an” [UniSeu M2]
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“I’ve learned about nouns, adverbs, adjectives and so on. At the very

beginning when | was in ninth Grade, | felt that I’ve learned nothing about these.

However, when | am now in tenth Grade, [ ’ve just learned about them from this

subject, the writing course. It lets me know what are adverbs and adjectives since at

first | don 't really know about English language. Really, I know nothing about it. [

don’t know what are adverbs, adjectives, objects or tenses.” [Student M1]

Excerpt 14:  “la31509v84 part of speech figige.. 13aavesgussloaiusloalnumsun
Aeuaudslanamyiin nysznasealunmwiveneusdiresumadnienudansesadu
Uszlumdnii...L50970 subject AUAILLED... verb to be LaINNMILLEDD...uNFIBY 19T

| am beautiful A131 beautiful Aie adjective” [Hnt5au L2]

“I’ve learned about part of speech. ...Ummm ['ve learned how to

organize the sentences. When | write, | normally draft a paragraph in Thai, and then

replace it with English words and form sentences. It starts with a subject, then

ummm... is followed by verb to be ummm..., for example ‘I am beautiful’. ‘Beautiful is

an adjective’.” [Student L2]

Improvement on Writing Process

Most of the students reported that they gained a lot of improvement in the
aspect of writing process. They perceived that this writing class provided them
chances to brainstorm and share ideas. Moreover, the provided writing templates and
guidelines could enhance students’ skills in developing a draft, gathering and
selecting ideas and arranging the information. With teacher’ assistance, students also
said that they could improve their writing. Most importantly, they considered their

writing skill was improved after taking this course.
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[ [

Excerpt 15:  “..ig0..lun1sieunguiladdn.. sann1sinusinduaudusasiliuuu..
STnmsuUswidsiuuasiu lddesawuuiuniseninauies vililauuuwdauinise exls
ol agradenideny AazUsnuiulunguings. . deadswneidvezlsudindendu..
denludsiisn. inaulungusziiiunnaiig udan..15u9 suideline 919158 MunlH unn

= [ Y @ 1 a a & ! ] a ! ) ! 1%
panuIfiazUsziiug LanAssulsuanesstuneuldsvazidenaslvlutesdutess) ud

ApglNTINUsEleAduivas” [Hniseu H2)

“Umm...\Working as a group, | learn how to cooperate with other

people, and share responsibilities. I don’t have to work alone. For example, in

selecting topic, we will discuss ummm...and choose what to write. If we all agree on

the same topic, we will start from the guidelines provided by the teacher. We will

determine the writing topic, start writing the outlines, put details in the chart and

combine them into complete sentences later. ” [Student H2]

Excerpt 16:  “wuanntislunisilouvesalinduugasumsiziinisianilaguainuanlu
] o ¢ ¢ & o Yo o Yy o oA I3 e . a Y a
naumouwysuszaunisaliu imianldiuduesdaasu fAenuduaunldTenselnudaiin
LWwRLINNY | see a girl yesterday Usvanatiugasuumniunaady saw Wlwuasy duunay
mouvheunguiteliusuUsald. Aaioulunguiiitiegiuul udnderansdiivivasunsu”

[WniSeu H1]

“l think that it (writing class) is helpful. It helps me improve my

writing because there are brainstorming and experience sharing in group. | can adapt

(the knowledge) to my case. | am the one who regularly use wrong tenses. For

example, I wrote “I see a girl yesterday.” . In fact, it’s supposed to use ‘saw’ instead

of ‘see’. That was what happened when | worked in group and my group members

helped me correct this sentence. In short, my friends helped me fix the language

along with the teacher’s assistance.” [Student H1]
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f@a

Excerpt 17 “019138Af5unuudsslopuln udnlidu........ \WU.... 188........ My favorite
. Y da oqvd . o & 29 va

place is... wnduA iy Topic Sentences ... pauIaIUNAUA. ... A WidsuuTseen

TUUU My favorite place vainguisisveufiensls udiwmilouwuuiligiieg1saind

arnsginnaunthilligduiuams wdierideuiasnansieingld srldmdounuy

W WsUlA8UU Ie5198uaEEl Topic, Details, Conclusion TswuuiAuasluEe”

[UniSeu M1]

“Teacher gives us some samples of sentence patterns and let us fill

in... Umm.. For example, ‘My favorite place is ..., we need to complete this topic

sentences with group of words. Then we describe what our favorite place is. We can

use provided sample (a paragraph) as a quideline and then draft the writing

organization because it would be easier to compose (the paragraph). The writing

organization in which we complete consists of topic sentence, supporting details and

conclusion. ” [Student M1]

Excerpt 18:  “fugizuzay NiTuuy seuwsnileuliliaess wuuliiideadevesls
galauuunisisessdunwuuinteuldewintuiug AlATes... WATNNSLAAIMANI TRt
sonulakuuIdladietu udiNtieFosmnnddnyiang n15319lATsNNgNFBdRIE WIN

o A a2 =3 & 1 4' o v 1 1 £% o 1 a
AWeulsiNYILTn... B1sdTIwaRUITINITAIAUAY BENUIN 5 senierlsnou Ande
Sesneuldly o1vsdlivhezlsidesimediiiseseslsumidensesfivanzius wif

nsnalasasesnnesduddsnoundinessiiuEes” [dniSeu L1]

“It is helpful. It is better. At first, | could not write at all. | did not

know how to write, and to organize the writing because | often beat around the bush.

It helps us depict clearly the event including word ordering, writing outlines, and

using transitional words. In addition, teacher helps us in terms of event ordering.

Teacher provides helps in terms of showing what to write first: title, how to choose a

suitable writing topic, draft the writing and develop a story. ” [Student L1]
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Motivation in learning writing and in becoming independent learner

Regarding the motivation in learning writing, most of students showed their
confidence in completing the task by themselves. Even though, many of them
preferred “Focus lesson/ I do it”, there were some students who preferred working
alone as they felt free to write whatever they felt comfortable with. Many of them

confirmed that this writing course could be beneficial for them in the near future.

Excerpt 19:  “..usivyAndneuaediglianungulaunnndinsig nyfndidmuyinau
Weudmmdnivsedaguuselealaedlaglusaiiiiounnty vufausoaglutielua

nauduglaAnd” [Uniseu L2]

“...1 think that an individual work can better help group works. |

believe that if | work alone, | can find vocabulary, and combine sentences without

asking for any help from my classmates. Then | believe that | would rather be able to

help other group works later.” [Student L2]

Challenges

In terms of drawbacks, some students said that the tasks and lessons were too
difficult or too many to finish with in the period. Also, the content was sometimes too
complicated to understand. Moreover, concerning about group work, some students
did not fully pay attention to cooperate in the group activity. Some students’

responses regarding challenges were shown as follows:
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Task Complexity

Excerpt 20:  “sfusnninniassy.. unsiinAnlieanazlnelagnnizisoamasgmdunin

opinion 8¥Az” [Wnieu L2]

“It’s very difficult. Sometimes, I had no idea what to write, especially

in the very last topic, for example opinion.” [Student 2]

Lack of Cooperation in Groups

Excerpt 21:  “ieuunsaudiulitiearenansd dnulvynyfnauie veauduluy.. U
rufldvinaedeinluuihd spnlitieiudauinninimszdndununguudilitieiunill

¥

Sesdinunguluiiessls” [Unisew M1]

“Some people did not give a hand. Mostly, 1've worked alone all

along. Some of them...did nothing, just sat still. I’d like them to help brainstorm ideas

because if we don’t cooperate well, why do we need to work as a group?”’

[Student M1]

Additional Questions

There are some students who gained low scores in both pre and posttest and
some who gained a lot of improvement in writing. Therefore, the researcher asked
these students who gained high and low scores some additional questions in order to
find out what were the factors that affected their learning of writing. In a group of a
low proficiency level, it found that they seemed not to follow the writing guidelines or
writing examples from worksheet and group work. On the other hand, the high
proficiency level student tended to consult with the writing guidelines in worksheets.
Moreover, when the researcher asked her to compare her own work between pre and

posttest, she could point out the differences between the two pieces of work and
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explained her progress in writing conventions and word choice such as the use of

transitional words.

Excerpt 22:  “i189..a591nyu19eld google translator Lilldladiag1aasnguliey

a ! a ! ¥ =

uwazAz.. AeAndndulanntutuudiduasgnumnanindndeuldenninfunaglinzuuug

Ju” [UniSeu L2]

“Mm...I think I used google translator this part. I didn’t use teacher’s

guidelines as an example. Well, | think if I translated it in there (google translator), it

would sound right. Plus, if 1 wrote longer (sentences), | would gain higher scores

then.” [Student L2]

1

Excerpt 23:  “A¥ndionansdliunilagiudmegiaduwuimslunsdouss..Alinsly

wanunsudinensdaeuntonlultlunmsilsueezdueslsing ” [dniseu H2)

“] looked at the worksheet and used it as writing quidelines. | also

used the grammar lesson that you taught helped me write a lot better.” [Student H2]

Excerpt 24:  “fnslaninunsusinfienansdaeunensnlaslunisioulaeesiuoslsiny
nAineuwsnuuuknsualdlalsi. uuuinisldfdeuuntienie .. ag1eamauusnileio e
wuu | like him lUiae uAdnneuposttest AlALTpNDEN9YY in addition to, therefore,
thereby aglsiAy” [WniSeu H2)

Excerpt 24:  “The grammar you taught in the class was used more in my own

writing, compared with the very beginning that I did not know about the grammar use.

Also, | used the transitional words. At first, I had written “I like him.” just like that

(in the pretest). But in my posttest, | used transitional words such as in addition to,

therefore, thereby, instead. [Student H2]
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Additional Comments Concerning the Lesson

Additionally, some students gave their opinions and suggestions towards
improving this writing course. They stated that they would like to learn more
advanced grammar and vocabulary as well as practice more various choices of writing
exercises. In addition they suggested that teacher should provide them an opportunity

to practice other intensive English skills such as listening and speaking.

Excerpt 25:  “.Huivdifiuselomnd amnsathlusesenlalusuian vlisilannnisidou
C ~ ~ o o v < 2 & p & o
widnReiinudsuliansseau anenfenluae Hefiduluuiugiu Tidenduseaun

U7 [dniseu H2)
“It is a helpful subject. It can be applied in the future. It lets us

practicing writing. Teacher should offer more various choices in writing from easy to

difficult. There should be various tiers of assignments. ” [Student H2]

Excerpt 26:  “iuunsuinluiage1ansdiohuuazidenun ... e nANLUURNAR Ly
o X a v o a & & v v @
Anguiinila..uaan Ansesuielss tlugduuudsslea Widhla. senyanawidangulu

WousuunUulsy” [Uniseu M2]

“Teacher should focus more on grammar, in details. 1'd like to have

more grammar and vocabulary exercises. Teacher should provide sample of sentence

patterns along with explanation.../ want teacher to speak English in the classroom

more often.” [Student M2]

Summary

In this chapter, the results of effects of Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of
Responsibility Model (GRR) on English writing ability of tenth Grade students were

presented based on two research questions: 1) to what extent does Fisher and Frey’s
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Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) enhance tenth grade students’
writing ability after learning; and 2) how does Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of
Responsibility Model (GRR) affect students’ learning of writing?

Part one, it revealed the findings of the research question one. It showed that
the posttest mean scores were significantly higher than pretest mean scores at 0.05
significant level. It confirmed that students’ writing ability after taking the Writing I
course, implanting Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR)
improved. Moreover, Cohen’s d value at 1.87 indicated that it had a large effect,
according to Cohen (1988).

Part two, it presented the findings of the research questions two, concerning
the effects on the learning of students’ writing. The data were drawn from two
instruments which were observation checklist and interviews. The findings confirmed
that Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) had positive

effects  towards  assisting  students in  learning  writing  English.



CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This section dealt with discussions of findings from the study of the effects of
Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model on students’ writing
ability. Firstly, it showed the summary of the study and is followed by the summary
of findings. Secondly, the discussions of the results will be presented. Finally, the
pedagogical implications, recommendations for further study and limitations will be

described.

Summary of the Study

This study was one-group pretest-posttest, experimental design. It explored the
effects of using Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model on
students’ writing ability and investigated students’ learning of writing in the writing
course implementing Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model. The

research design was aimed to collect both quantitative and qualitative data.

The objectives of this study were: 1) to explore the effects of Fisher and
Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) on students’ writing ability
after learning; and 2) to investigate students’ learning of writing in the writing course

using the Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR).

The population in this research was the 150 tenth graded students who studied
at Surasakmontree School and enrolled in E30231 Writing | subject in first semester,

academic year of 2013. The participants of this study were purposively selected



110

from150 tenth grade students who were in Mathematic-English program. One out of

four classes was chosen. There were total 31 participants in this study.

The research was conducted in two phases: the development of the writing
course using Fisher and Frey’s GRR Model phase and the implementation phase. In
the first phase, the researcher reviewed related literature theories including National
Curriculum, World-class standard school policy, Surasakmontree School curriculum,
as well as related theories and research regarding teaching writing. Then, the
researcher conducted a Needs Analysis on writing topics that students were interested
in. The research instruments were created: lesson plans, English writing test,
observation checklist, and interviews questions. Three experts in the field of teaching
writing were invited to validate the research instruments. Right after that process, it
was a pilot study with students who were not in the sample group and the revision
process.

In phase two, the researcher conducted a research within approximately 12
weeks. During week one, the participants were examined for their writing ability with
the English writing pretest. From week 2-9, eight lesson plans implementing Fisher
and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility Model were used in the experimental
process. The class allotment was 50 minute each period, two periods per lesson. The
researcher was the person who conducted the class. After the class intervention, the
students’ writing ability was administered by the same English writing test. Finally,
the qualitative data were collected by using observation checklist and interviews. Six
students out of 31 participants were selected to do the interviews. Then the data, both
quantitative and qualitative were analyzed. Pretest and posttest scores were compared

to examine students’ writing ability and writing progress. The quantitative data was
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analyzed by using descriptive statistics: mean scores, S.D.; and dependent t-test to
prove the hypothesis of the study. The qualitative data were analyzed by using content
analysis and frequency and percentage.

Summary of Findings

The findings of effects of Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of Responsibility
Model (GRR) on English writing ability of tenth Grade students were presented in
two sections based on the research questions: 1) to what extent does Fisher and Frey’s
GRR Model enhance tenth grade students’ writing ability after learning; and 2) how
does Fisher and Frey’s Gradual Release of GRR Model affect students’ learning of

writing.

Concerning students’ writing ability, the results revealed that there was a
significant difference between pretest and posttest mean scores at the significant level
of .05. It suggested that students’ writing was improved after learning the writing
course implementing Fisher and Frey’s GRR Model. Thus, it could conclude that
Fisher and Frey’s GRR Model successfully enhanced students’ writing.

Regarding the findings from research question 2, the data were obtained from
observing students’ positive responses and semi-structure interviews. It showed that
Fisher and Frey’s GRR Model had positive effects in terms of assisting students in
learning writing English. Students’ answers also confirmed that the classroom
activities including teacher’s guidance and group work played an important role in

enhancing students’ writing.
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Discussion

The objectives were to investigate the effectiveness of Fisher and Frey’s
Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (GRR) on tenth grade students’ writing
ability. The results revealed that posttest mean scores were higher than pretest mean
sores at the significant level of .05. The findings of present study were consistent with
the previous studies including Fisher and Frey (2003); Pansue (2008); Chen (2008);
Read, (2010); and Veerappan et al., (2011). This section presents the discussion of the
findings in relation to previous studies.

1. Students’ Writing Ability Improvement

The results from the comparison of pretest and posttest mean scores
revealed that students’ posttest mean scores were higher at the significant level of .05.
The overall of students” English writing ability after receiving the treatment showed
that it was improved. In addition, the results from this study were also consistent with
findings from other research implementing scaffolded instruction to promote writing
ability (Fisher & Frey, 2003; Pansue, 2008; Chen, 2008; Read, 2010; Veerappan et
al., 2011). In this study, the wring lessons employed the model of Fisher and Frey
(2008a) consisting of four major teaching steps: focus lesson, guided instruction,
collaborative learning and independent practice. In addition, the S.D. value between
pretest and posttest suggested some changes on students’ writing ability. Posttest’s
S.D. values (4.660) was higher that pretest’ S.D. value (2.513). This meant that there
was a wide range of students’ scores distribution in the posttest more than in the
pretest. Some students gained much higher scores in the posttest when others might

gained less higher scores. As looking at students’ writing from pretest and then
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compared the posttest writing, it could say that students’ writing was improved.
Regarding the improvement in writing will be discussed in the next section.
Considering students’ writing improvement in terms of writing aspects: idea
and content, organization, word choice, sentence fluency, and conventions, the results
suggested that many students could compose longer paragraphs with clear sequencing
and focus main idea accompanied by relevant supporting details. The improvement in
these two aspects: content and organization were obviously noticed from students’
writing. Idea and content gained the progress at 26.67%, which was the highest
percentage gain score, followed by organization at 23.33% and sentence fluency at
23.33%. In Fisher and Frey’s study (2003), it suggested that purposeful instruction
along with social interaction with teachers and classmates improved students’ writing
ability in terms of accuracy, fluency as well as length of the writing. Moreover, the
results from Pansue’s study regarding the use of scaffaolding strategies (2008) and
Cheng’s research (2008) of the use of scaffolding writing to promote writing ability
were also consistent with the findings from this study. They noted that GRR Model
could enhance students’ writing in terms content development, accuracy, language use
and coherences. This might be because of the writing structure and writing templates
periodically provided in the handouts and by the teacher in class. This was confirmed
by results from students’ interviews saying that their knowledge of language,
especially grammar and vocabulary improved (24.07%), as well as the improvement
in writing process (50%). The results from the interview with the high proficiency
level showed that as the students followed the writing guidelines; she gained
confidence in writing and could write a better paragraph in the posttest in terms of

word choice and grammar use. In addition, she could analyze her strong points as well
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as the mistakes in her pre and posttest, and know what to improve to make it better.
Moreover, in the group work, students had an opportunity to consolidate their
knowledge. Once they grew confident in the genre they practiced, as a consequence
they could produce better composition. It could be concluded that Fisher and Frey’s
GRR Model could enhance students’ writing ability.

2. Student’s Learning of Writing

The results from the observations and interviews indicated that Fisher and
Frey’s GRR Model had effects on students’ learning of writing. The grounded theory
of Vygotsky’s The Zone of Proximal Development (1978) supported the finding that
social interaction between teachers and peers play a significant role in supporting
individuals to achieve their learning.

In this study, at the first and second stage of this model, students were
only asked to fill in the gap with vocabulary, phrases and write several sentences
when the teacher provided language input and explicitly taught the target language.
From the observation, during the collaborative stage, students worked in groups to
brainstorm ideas, revise, edit and publish their final product. The interaction among
peers and the teacher at this stage was explicitly observed from the video recordings.
The results from the interviews also confirmed that teacher’s guidance and group
work helped them construct their knowledge of language as well as improve writing
ability. For individual practice, many students adopted some information from group
works and from examples in the handouts as well as from teacher’s comments to
produce their own paragraph. It suggested that students gained and were able to
transfer knowledge into other new situations. With a lot of practices in the whole

class, groups and individual practice, students’ writing ability became better.
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The excerpt 1 to 4 in the observation part showed that the teacher
gradually handed over the responsibility in learning. In excerpt 1, the teacher took
most of control over the class, while students tended to listen and show their
responses of understanding on vocabulary and prior knowledge. Once the students
showed their understanding, the teacher moved on to the next activities. The writing
tasks were at sentence level. In excerpt 2, the interaction and shared responsibility in
learning among teacher and students were observed. Teacher used questioning,
prompting and clues to model students to do the writing tasks together as a whole
class. The tasks focused on writing organization. The results from the observation
yielded the similar results from Maynes et al. (2010). They found that during Guided
Instruction students received strong scaffolding from teacher’s modeling and
feedback giving, as well as from task engagement. The excerpts 3 and 4 from
Collaborative Learning and Individual Practice stages were the good examples for
showing the effectiveness of GRR Model in terms of transferring responsibility from
teacher to students. Teacher withdrew her central instruction position to act as
facilitator giving assistance and monitoring students’ progress in group work. In
excerpt 3, students showed their understanding how to draft their paragraph. They
mentioned about the organization in writing a paragraph, including background,
beginning, middle and ending of the story. In excerpt 4, without teacher’s support, the
students showed an attempt to do the writing task. When she encountered problems,
she sought help from her friends nearby, including her electronic dictionary and
worksheet. It could be concluded that this student took control over her own learning

and could scaffold herself (Radford, et al., 2014; Van de Pol, et al., 2010).
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For those students who did not perform well in both pretest and posttest,
after the interviews, it revealed that they did not follow the writing guidelines as
stated in the worksheet or use examples of writing from the class activities. They
admitted that they used Google translator to write their paragraph as they hurried to
finish it before time. Whereas, the top student said that she tended to check with the
worksheet and reread the group work from the previous session, before writing her
own paper. So it could be said that the top student gained benefits from GRR model.
For the low proficiency level, they probably were not ready to do an individual task.
So, the teacher needs to provide them high support or assign writing tasks that match
their leaning ability, within their ‘actual development and potential development’
(Vygotsky, 1978).

The writing task was another factor that affected students’ learning of
writing. The results from the interviews suggested that students preferred writing
about their favorite place and people at 83% combined. Students reported that they
felt comfortable writing about what they already had information, or things that they
were familiar with. This contradicted with the findings of Fisher and Frey (2010).
They stated that challenging tasks could help increase students’ motivation. It could
be said that most of the participants in the study were in intermediate level of English
proficiency. Thus, there was no doubts that they were supposed to pick up the topic
that they know ‘what’ and ‘how’ to write, for example descriptive paragraph. In
addition, in the previous study, they conducted the research among L1 students. On
the other hand, the present study was conducted with L2 students. Therefore, L1 and
L2 students might have different perspectives towards challenging tasks at this point.

From the interviews, students revealed that they preferred Focus Lesson because they
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considered it as an easy stage to understand content: the vocabulary and grammar.
From the interviews, students perceived that Fisher and Frey GRR Model was useful
for them especially in the university level. They also commented that they would like
to practice more on grammar and vocabulary which was consistent with the findings
of Cheng (2008). From the observation, students’ engagement to the task and the
interaction between teacher and peers both in group and individual work was also
noticed in the video recordings. This indicated that students can transfer their
knowledge to the writing task. Also when they needed help such as vocabulary,
grammar, writing organization, etc., they would seek assistance from friends in group
or teacher.

In brief, the results of interviews and observation reflected that Fisher and
Frey’s GRR Model had positive effects on their learning of writing: motivating in
learning and acquiring knowledge through purposeful writing tasks as well as the
interaction among peers and teacher.

Limitation of the study

Though this study reported the success in implementing Fisher and Frey’s
GRR to promote students’ writing ability, there were some limitations in conducting
this research as follows:

First of all, it was the limitation of classroom session. Since participants of this
study were the only one sample group that received the treatment, the researcher had
to rearrange new sessions, normally on Friday evening. There were some students
who were not available to participate in the class as they were the school
representatives to attend the competitions outside school and some of them served

military service. Plus, Friday evening was the time that most students had to join their
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own school’s clubs before coming to the writing session, as a result, many students
came in late and the teacher could not run the instructional procedures as expected.
Therefore, sometimes the teacher had to extend the class to three- period class time.

Secondly, there was only one camera in recording classroom activities.
Moreover, the camera was set up in the back of the classroom, so there were only
some students and some parts of the classroom that were captured. This limitation
affected the data analysis process as the camera could not capture the whole picture of
classroom intervention including students’ responses and interaction.

Lastly, the participations of this study were 31 students consisting of 27
female students and 3 male students. The proportion between male and female
participants was highly different, so it might somehow be difficult to generalize the

findings to other group of population.

Pedagogical Implications

The findings of this study lead to some suggestions for the implications of
Fisher and Frey’s GRR Model as follows:

The findings revealed that Fisher and Frey’s GRR Model improved students’
both writing product and process. Plus, students felt more confident to write because
they were trained a lot in each lesson to write from the basic sentence up to the
paragraph level. The idea and content, writing organization, word choice, writing
fluency were improved and grammar mistakes were found to be fewer. Hence, this
instructional model including lesson plans, and materials could be adjusted and

utilized in any schools that provide writing courses.
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According to the interviews, students noted that working in group was helpful
for them to improve their individual writing. In addition, students said that they could
seek help from friends who had higher English proficiency to correct grammar or give
them comments. For schools that have a large number of students per class, the group
work could be adapted into the writing class to reduce teachers’ burden. If the
students are well trained by using systematic writing practice, group work, alongside
with teacher’s guidance, they would be more competent in writing. Moreover,
working in group encourages some high proficiency level students who acquire
writing skills to help some lower proficiency level friends. Periodical teachers’

feedback is still crucial to reinforce students’ writing skills.

Recommendations for further study

The recommendations for the future research are as follows:

First, the future research implementing Fisher and Frey’s GRR Model should
be conducted in a bigger sampling group. Three-hour period for each topic or each
writing genre is highly recommended. Moreover, students, especially in the
collaborative learning stage, may need more time to select the topic, discuss,
brainstorm ideas, draft an outline and revise the first draft before they could compose
their final product. Providing longer time to work as a group would lead students to be
more familiar with the task and help them consolidate their knowledge before they
would be ready to do the individual task on their own. Moreover, the teacher would
have more opportunities to provide feedback on students’ writing as well as assist

them on solving the problems.
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Second, the meaningful writing task should be taken into consideration. As
mentioned the discussion part about students’ favorable topic, students tended to be
more confident and more capable to write about something that they already knew or
had information ready. Thus, in planning writing instruction and design activities and
tasks, the teacher should examine students’ interests and preferences in order to
encourage and motivate students to learn.

Third, it is essential for teacher to give feedback on students’ writing
product to students. The results from the interviews suggested that students perceived
teacher’s comments and suggestions as helpful in improving their writing skills and
writing product. If the class time cannot allow the teacher to do so to all students, the
teacher could leave some comments on their writing or attach some written comments
on their scoring card accompanied with brief descriptions of scoring rubrics so that
they should know in which aspect of writing they are good at and in which aspect they
need to improve.

Fourth, a longitudinal study of Fisher and Frey’s GRR Model should
be expanded into the comparison between two or more different groups of students in
order to confirm the effect of the model on students’ writing ability.

Fifth, according to Pansue’s study on scaffolding strategies on
students’ writing ability (2008), task variety played an important role in increasing
students’ writing creativity and independency. For future study, there should be more
choices of writing tasks for students to choose from.

Finally, the video recording for observing students’ behaviors should
be set up, conducted from different angles of the room and equipped with good

quality of sound system to gather as much students’ responses as possible in class.
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Appendix A

Needs Analysis Questionnaire

This is a students’ needs analysis questionnaire on the preferred writing topics for
E 30231 Writing I course at Surasakmontree School.
I: General Information
Sex: O male O female
II. Topics of preference

Please mark v' on rating scales that match your preference the most.

1= not preferable 2 = least preferable 3 = medium preferable 4= preferable 5 = most preferable
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Topics Level of preference
1 2 3 4
1. My Hero
(Bl3vadu)
2. Lifestyles
(lavialng)
3. Adventure Time
(IAawagysie)
4. Strange tales
(Foauvanusiase)
5. Back to the future
(ORI RR AR EE))
6. Sport and recreation
(Awwazdunuinis)
7. My favorite place
(@onuiifiduiiurev)
8. Blue Qlanet
(landku)
9. Another Cinderella’s Story
(Foaa191nudu)

10. Entertainment
QTSR

Others: Suf]
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Appendix B
Worksheet

My Favorite Place
FOCUS LESSOMN: I DO IT

| Describe this picture to a partner. Have you been to the beach before? Tell your
p p
partner what it was like.

2 Read the paragraph and answer the questions on page 21 with a partner.

Relaxing at the Beach

! Where is your favorite summer vacation place? 2 The beach is the perfect place for
me. 3 The air is hot, but the water is cool, wet, and fresh. + First, I enjoy swimming and
surfing in the ocean. > When I am tired, I come out and lie on the beach. 5 The sand
is soft and white. 7 The beach is noisy with seagulls and children laughing, but it’s a
pleasant noise. & I even like the beach smells. % The air smells salty from the sea and
sweet from everybody’s suntan lotion. '* I feel peaceful and relaxed. 1 When I want to
relax in summer, I go to the beach!

a. Which sentence is the topic sentence?

10 20 o0

b. What do sentences 3, 4, 6, 7, and 9 do?
1. Say the same information in a different way.

2. Tell a story about the topic.

3. Explain the topic sentence by giving more information.
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Language focus: Descriptive vocabulary

You know that a topic sentence tells the main idea of a paragraph. Supporting sentences
develop the paragraph by adding more information. When you describe a place, you can
develop your paragraph by adding descriptive details—information that tells how a place
looks, sounds, or smells, or feels.

3 With a partner, put these adjectives that can describe places into the chart below.
Some words can be used in more than one place. Check a dictionary or ask your
teacher to explain any new words.

modern dark friendly musical soft noisy
clean dry huge quiet spicy busy
elegant exciting humid relaxed awful wide
bright fragrant loud enjoyable warm narrow
delicious pretty small sweet cold sour
congested comfortable beautiful hot salty crowded
Look Sound Smell Feel Taste

e,

........................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................
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4. Rewrite the sentences. Replace the underlined words and phrases with

synonyms.

bright huge beautiful delicious

enjoyable  fragrant friendly

1. There are many fun things to do in my neighborhood.
There are many enjoyable things to do in my neighborhood.

2. There’s a really big park in my neighborhood.

3. The flowers are very sweet-smelling.

4. My room is red and yellow. It’s really colorful.

5. Mr. Chang is a nice man.

6. My sister is pretty.

7. This salad is very good.

> Learn more in the Grammar Reference,
GRANNMAR BEXERERr

Statem

ents with There is

I I L O | SRR T )

I There are

e = T S S T IS O e P S T T T e
Affirmative Negative

Singular There is a mall next to the park. There is no mall across from the park.

There isn‘t a mall across from the park.
Plural There are stores in the mall. There are no stores in the park.

There aren’t any stores in the park.
Noncount There is grass in the park. There is no grass in the mall.
Nouns There isn’t any grass in the mall.

Contractions e e
There’s not = There’s no = There isn’t
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5. Write five sentences that use There is/ There are.

1. There are many interesting things to do in my neighborhood.

2.

3.

4.

5.

GUIPED INSTRUCTION: WE DO (T

1. Read the passage about Francisco’s neighborhood.

My Neighborhood
Francisco Garcia

There are many enjoyable things to do in my neighborhood.
There’s a huge, beautiful park near my apartment. There are many
trees in the park. Some trees are tall, and some trees are short.
There are many yellow and red flowers in the park, too. They smell
very fragrant. There’s a lot of thick, green grass in the park, too.
The air is fresh and clean. You should go to Oak Street Park on a
hot, sunny day.

There is a bright, cheerful mall next to the park. There are
twenty-four stores in the mall. There are some expensive stores. Many
stores are inexpensive. The bookstore sells books and magazines
from around the world. It is usually quiet. The music store sells a lot
of popular CDs. It is often loud. There’s a movie theater in the mall,
too. It is usually crowded on weekends. There are a few restaurants in
the mall, as well. Ming’s is a great Chinese restaurant. The beef with
vegetables at Ming’s is delicious. It tastes very spicy and sweet. You
should try a little Chinese tea. It’s very good.

There are many nice people in my neighborhood. Some people
are young, and some people are old. Some people are busy, but some
people are not busy. My neighbors are very friendly and helpful.
They always smile and say hello. You should meet them sometime.
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Organization: Main Idea and Details.

2. Look at the reading. Complete the chart. Write the topic sentence and

two more supporting sentences for each paragraph.

Topic Sentence Supporting Sentences

There are many enjoyable things to do | There’s a huge, beautiful park near my

in my neighborhood. apartment. There are many trees in the park.

WRITING STRATEGIES

Writing a Good Paragraph

This paragraph is incorrect. Study the Remember box. Rewrite
the paragraph correctly. Indent the first line. Put the topic
sentence at the beginning. Delete one sentence that does not
connect to the topic sentence.
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3. Find the topic sentence and rewrite the paragraph below.

My school is great.

(1)There are many nice, big classrooms. (2)It is clean and bright. (3)I study
English in the park. (4)I like my school a lot. (5)It’s a good place to study. (6)The
teachers are very friendly and helpful.

My school is great.

4. Look at the picture and notes below. Then use some information from the
notes to write a paragraph describing your favorite place. You can use

the provided writing template to help you create the paragraph

MY FAVORITE SHOPPING PLACE




Topic sentence My favorite place is Siam Paragon.

General Information | Location: Pathumwan District, Bangkok
How to go there: By BTS (Siam station), By bus

Details How the place looks/ smells/ sounds/ feels:

crowded , busy, noisy, exciting, beautiful, modern, large

What people do there:

Go shopping, have lunch or dinner, have meetings, go to the
cinema

Why you like this place:

Convenient meeting place, has many good restaurants, has many

stores, nice and modern movie theaters

Conclusion Whenever I have free time, | usually come to this place with my

family and friends.

Writing Template

My favorite place is . It is located in

It

The building is

There is/ are

The people

I like this place because

One of my favorite things to do in this place is

Another activity that I enjoy here is

Whenever I am free, I

133
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COLLABORATIVE: YOU DO IT TOGETHER

1. Choose your favorite place and make a list of information.

Topic Sentence:

General Information | Place:

Location:

How to go there:

Details How the place looks/ smells/ sounds/ feels:

What people do there:

Why you like this place:

Conclusion
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II. Use the information from your notes to write a well-organized

descriptive paragraph.

....................... B R L R PP
..... D P P PP PR PPy
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INDEPENDENCE: YOU PO [T ALONE

Exercise: Your Favorite Place
Direction: Write a descriptive paragraph of your selected Favorite Place. Your
paragraph must include: title, topic sentence, supporting details and

conclusion.

Title

References
Blanton, L. L. (2008). Step-by-step writing : a standards-based approach. Australia: =

Heinle/Cengage learning.
Zemach, E. D. & Islam, C. (2011). Writing Paragraphs: From Sentence to Paragraph. Oxford, UK:

Macmillam.




Appendix C

Lesson Plan 2

Course: E 30231 Writing |

Date: Time: 100 minutes (period1, 2)

Instructor: Pichinart Kumpawan Class: M. 4

Topic: My favorite Place

Terminal Objective:

Students will be able to write a paragraph describing his/her favorite place.

Enabling Objectives: Students will

- Use descriptive vocabulary to describe places appropriately.

- Identify the topic sentence and supporting details from the passage.
- Write a good topic sentence with supporting details in describing a favorite place.

- Write a paragraph descripting a favorite place with the appropriate form of writing and provide

ample information.

Background knowledge:

Students have learned about English part of speech, element of paragraph writing and present

simple tense.

Content:
Vocabulary
modern dark friendly musical
clean dry huge quiet
elegant exciting humid relaxed
bright fragrant loud enjoyable
delicious pretty small sweet
congested comfortable beautiful hot

Grammar structure: Present Simple Tense: There is/There are

soft
spicy
awful
warm
cold

salty

noisy
busy
wide
narrow
sour

crowded

137
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Strategies: Developing a topic sentences and supporting details and writing a paragraph

Genre: Descriptive writing

Materials and Equipment:
Visualizer/ Projector
Handout and Worksheet

Evaluation:

Students will be able to write a paragraph describing his/her favorite place.
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Appendix D

Evaluation Form for Lesson Plan

Research Instrument Evaluation Form for Lesson Plan 2

Guidelines for evaluation
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Please mark v in the rating box (1,0,-1) on each item indicating your opinion. Please provide

your comments on each item.

1 means the item is appropriate
0 means not sure
-1 means the item is not appropriate

Part one: Objectives/ Content/Assessment

Objectives/ Content/Assessment

Comments

Terminal Objective: Students will be able to write

a paragraph describing his/her favorite place.

Enabling Objectives: Students will be able to

1.

Use appropriately descriptive vocabulary to

describe places.

Identify the topic sentence and supporting

details from the passage.

Write a good topic sentence with supporting

details in describing a place.

Write a paragraph describing his/her favorite
place with the appropriate form of writing and

provide ample information.
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Objectives/ Content/Assessment

-1

Comments

Content:
Students use vocabulary describing his/her favorite

place.

Assessment:
Students write a paragraph describing his/her

favorite place.

Are the objectives in this lesson plan appropriate?
D Yes D No

Is the content in this lesson plan appropriate?
D Yes D No

Is the assessment in this lesson plan appropriate?

D Yes D No

Additional comments:




Part Two: Teaching procedures
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Teaching Teacher’s role Student’s role -1 | Comments
procedures
Warm-up Teacher activates Students use simple

student’s prior
knowledge and gain

student’s attention.

vocabulary that they
have known to

describe a place.

Focus Lesson

Teacher activates

Students identify the

[Whole student’s prior meaning of
Class] vocabulary, identify
koiowledge, Teacher the topic sentence and
clearly explains and write sentences using
There is /There are.
demonstrates.
Guided Teacher explains and Students use
Tustenction demonstrates clearly. appropriately
[Whole
Glasad Teacher helps students | descriptive vocabulary
Group] do tasks. and, write sentences to
describe places.
Collaborative | Teacher monitors and | Students brainstorm
[xnup] provides assistance and | and write a paragraph
feedback. describing a favorite
place in their group.
Independent | Teacher monitors and | Students write a
Prachice provides assistance and | paragraph describing
[Individual]

feedback.

his/her favorite place.
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Teaching Teacher’s role Student’s role -1 | Comments
procedures

Conclusion Teacher concludes the | Students reflect and

[¥Wiole lesson. share what they learn

Class]

in this lesson.

Is it appropriate to apply gradual release of responsibility model to teach writing?

D Yes

L v

Additional comments:
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Appendix E

Writing Scoring Rubrics

Writing Scoring Rubrics

Ideas and Content

6

The writing is exceptionally clear, focused, and
interesting. It holds the reader’s attention
throughout. Main ideas stand out and are developed
by strong support and rich details suitable to
audience and purpose. Then writing is characterized

5

The writing is clear, focused and interesting. It holds
the

reader’s attention. Main ideas stand out and are
developed by supporting details suitable to audience
and purpose. The writing is characterized by

by » clarity, focus, and control.
» clarity, focus, and control. » main idea(s) that stand out.
» main idea(s) that stand out. » supporting, relevant, carefully selected details;
» supporting, relevant, carefully selected details; when appropriate, use of resources provides
when appropriate, use of resources provides strong, accurate, credible support.
strong, accurate, credible support. » athorough, balanced explanation / exploration
» athorough, balanced, in-depth explanation / of the topic; the writing makes connections and
exploration of the topic; the writing makes shares insights.
connections and shares insights. » content and selected details that are well-suited
» content and selected details that are well-suited to audience and purpose.
to audience and purpose.
4 3

The writing is clear and focused. The reader can
easily understand the main ideas. Support is present,
although it may be limited or rather general. The
writing is

characterized by

an easily identifiable purpose.

clear main idea(s).

supporting details that are relevant, but may be
overly general or limited in places; when
appropriate, resources are used to provide
accurate support.

a topic that is explored / explained, although
developmental details may occasionally be out
of balance with the main idea(s); some
connections and insights may be present.
content and selected details that are relevant,
but perhaps not consistently well-chosen for
audience and purpose.

Y V VYV

Y VYV

v

The reader can understand the main ideas, although
they may be overly broad or simplistic, and the
results may not be effective. Supporting detail is often
limited,
insubstantial, overly general, or occasionally slightly
off topic. The writing is characterized by

» an easily identifiable purpose and main idea(s).

» predictable or overly-obvious main ideas; or
points that echo observations heard elsewhere;
or a close retelling of another work.
support that is attempted, but developmental
details are often limited, uneven, somewhat off-
topic, predictable, or too general (e.g., a list of
underdeveloped points).
details that may not be well-grounded in
credible resources; they may be based on
clichés, stereotypes or questionable sources of
information.
difficulties when moving from general
observations to specifics.

v

v

v

2

Main ideas and purpose are somewhat unclear or
development is attempted but minimal. The writing is
characterized by

» apurpose and main idea(s) that may require
extensive

inferences by the reader.

minimal development; insufficient details.
irrelevant details that clutter the text.

extensive repetition of detail.

Y VVYVY

1
The writing lacks a central idea or purpose. The
writing is characterized by
» ideas that are extremely limited or simply
unclear.
attempts at development that are minimal or
nonexistent;
»  the paper is too short to demonstrate the
development of an idea.

Y
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Organization

6
The organization enhances the central idea(s) and its
development. The order and structure are compelling
and move the reader through the text easily. The
writing is characterized by
» effective, perhaps creative, sequencing and
paragraph breaks; the organizational structure
fits the topic, and the writing is easy to follow.
» astrong, inviting beginning that draws the
reader in and a strong, satisfying sense of
resolution or closure.
smooth, effective transitions among all
elements
» (sentences, paragraphs, ideas).
> details that fit where placed.

v

5
The organization enhances the central idea(s) and its
development. The order and structure are strong and
move the reader through the text. The writing is
characterized by
» effective sequencing and paragraph breaks; the
» organizational structure fits the topic, and the
writing is easy to follow.
» aninviting beginning that draws the reader in
and a satisfying sense of resolution or closure.
» smooth, effective transitions among all
elements
»  (sentences, paragraphs, ideas).
> details that fit where placed.

4

Organization is clear and coherent. Order and
structure are present, but may seem formulaic. The
writing is characterized by

» clear sequencing and paragraph breaks.

» an organization that may be predictable.

» arecognizable, developed beginning that may
not be particularly inviting; a developed
conclusion that may lack subtlety.

» abody that is easy to follow with details that fit
where placed.

» transitions that may be stilted or formulaic.

» organization which helps the reader, despite

some
» weaknesses.

3
An attempt has been made to organize the writing;
however, the overall structure is inconsistent or
skeletal. The writing is characterized by
» attempts at sequencing and paragraph breaks,
but the order or the relationship among ideas
maoccasionally be unclear.
» abeginning and an ending which, although
present, are either undeveloped or too obvious
(e.g., “My topic is...””; “These are all the reasons
that...”).
» transitions that sometimes work. The same few
» transitional devices (e.g., coordinating
conjunctions, numbering, etc.) may be
overused.
» astructure that is skeletal or too rigid.
» placement of details that may not always be
effective.
» organization which lapses in some places, but
helps the reader in others.

2
The writing lacks a clear organizational structure.
An occasional organizational device is discernible;
however, the writing is either difficult to follow and
the reader has
to reread substantial portions, or the piece is simply
too short to demonstrate organizational skills. The
writing is characterized by
» some attempts at sequencing, but the order or
the
» relationship among ideas is frequently unclear;
a lack of paragraph breaks.
» amissing or extremely undeveloped beginning,
body, and/or ending.
» alack of transitions, or when present,
ineffective or overused.
» alack of an effective organizational structure.
> details that seem to be randomly placed, leaving
the reader frequently confused.

1
The writing lacks coherence; organization seems
haphazard and disjointed. Even after rereading, the
reader remains confused. The writing is
characterized by

» alack of effective sequencing and paragraph

breaks.

» afailure to provide an identifiable beginning,
body and/or ending.

» alack of transitions.

» pacing that is consistently awkward; the reader

feels either mired down in trivia or rushed along
too rapidly.

» alack of organization which ultimately
obscures or distorts the main point.
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Word Choice

6
Words convey the intended message in an
exceptionally interesting, precise, and natural way
appropriate to audience and purpose. The writer
employs a rich, broad
range of words which have been carefully chosen and
thoughtfully placed for impact. The writing is
characterized by
» accurate, strong, specific words; powerful
words energize the writing.
» fresh, original expression; slang, if used, seems
purposeful and is effective.

» vocabulary that is striking and varied, but that is
natural and not overdone.

» ordinary words used in an unusual way.

» words that evoke strong images; figurative

language may be used.

5

Words convey the intended message in an interesting,

precise, and natural way appropriate to audience and

purpose. The writer employs a broad range of words

which have been carefully chosen and thoughtfully

placed for impact. The writing is characterized by
accurate, specific words; word choices energize
the writing.

» fresh, vivid expression; slang, if used, seems
purposeful and is effective.

» vocabulary that may be striking and varied, but
that is natural and not overdone.

» ordinary words used in an unusual way.

» words that evoke clear images; figurative

language may be used.

4

Words effectively convey the intended message. The
writer employs a variety of words that are functional
and appropriate to audience and purpose. The
writing is characterized by

» words that work but do not particularly energize
the writing.

» expression that is functional; however, slang, if
used, does not seem purposeful and is not
particularly effective.

» attempts at colorful language that may
occasionally seem overdone.

» occasional overuse of technical language or
jargon.

» rare experiments with language; however, the
writing may have some fine moments and
generally avoids clichés.

3

Language lacks precision and variety, or may be
inappropriate to audience and purpose in places. The
writer does not employ a variety of words, producing
a

sort of “generic” paper filled with familiar words and
phrases The writing is characterized by

» words that work, but that rarely capture the

reader’s interest.

» expression that seems general.

» attempts at colorful language that seem

overdone or forced.

» words that are accurate for the most part,
although misused words may occasionally
appear; technical language or jargon may be
overused or inappropriately used.
reliance on clichés and overused expressions.
text that is too short to demonstrate variety.

Y Vv

2

Language is monotonous and/or misused, detracting

from the meaning and impact. The writing is

characterized by
» words that are colorless, flat or imprecise.

» monotonous repetition or overwhelming
reliance on worn expressions that repeatedly
detract from the message.

» images that are fuzzy or absent altogether.

1
The writing shows an extremely limited vocabulary
or is so filled with misuses of words that the meaning
is obscured. Only the most general kind of message is
communicated because of vague or imprecise
language. The writing is characterized by
general, vague words that fail to communicate.
» an extremely limited range of words.
» words that do not fit the text; they seem
imprecise, inadequate, or just plain wrong.
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Sentence Fluency

6

The writing has an effective flow and rhythm.
Sentences show a high degree of craftsmanship, with
consistently strong and varied structure that makes
expressive oral reading easy and enjoyable. The
writing is characterized by

» anatural, fluent sound; it glides along with one
sentence flowing effortlessly into the next.

» extensive variation in sentence structure, length,
and beginnings that add interest to the text.

» sentence structure that enhances meaning by
drawing attention to key ideas or reinforcing
relationships among ideas.

» varied sentence patterns that create an effective
combination of power and grace.

» strong control over sentence structure;

fragments, if used at all, work well.
stylistic control; dialogue, if used, sounds
natural.

v

5
The writing has an easy flow and rhythm. Sentences
are carefully crafted, with strong and varied
structure that makes expressive oral reading easy
and enjoyable. The writing is characterized by
» anatural, fluent sound; it glides along with one
sentence flowing into the next.
» variation in sentence structure, length, and
beginnings that add interest to the text.
» sentence structure that enhances meaning.
» control over sentence structure; fragments, if
used at all, work well.
» stylistic control; dialogue, if used, sounds
natural.

4

The writing flows; however, connections between

phrases or sentences may be less than fluid. Sentence

patterns are somewhat varied, contributing to ease in
oral reading. The writing is characterized by
» anatural sound; the reader can move easily
through the piece, although it may lack a certain
rhythm and grace.

» some repeated patterns of sentence structure,
length, and beginnings that may detract
somewhat from overall impact.

»  strong control over simple sentence structures,
but variable control over more complex
sentences; fragments, if present, are usually
effective.

» occasional lapses in stylistic control; dialogue,
if used, sounds natural for the most part, but
may at times sound stilted or unnatural.

3

The writing tends to be mechanical rather than fluid.
Occasional awkward constructions may force the
reader to slow down or reread. The writing is
characterized by

» some passages that invite fluid oral reading;
however, others do not.

» some variety in sentence structure, length, and
beginnings, although the writer falls into
repetitive sentence patterns.

» good control over simple sentence structures,
but little control over more complex sentences;
fragments, if present, may not be effective.

» sentences which, although functional, lack
energy.

» lapses in stylistic control; dialogue, if used, may

sound stilted or unnatural.
text that is too short to demonstrate variety and
control.

Y

2
The writing tends to be either choppy or rambling.
Awkward constructions often force the reader to slow
down or reread. The writing is characterized by
» significant portions of the text that are difficult
to follow or read aloud.
sentence patterns that are monotonous (e.g.,
subject-verb or subject-verb-object).
» asignificant number of awkward, choppy, or
rambling constructions.

1
The writing is difficult to follow or to read aloud.
Sentences tend to be incomplete, rambling, or very
awkward. The writing is characterized by
» text that does not invite—and may not even
permit—smooth oral reading.
» confusing word order that is often jarring and
irregular.
» sentence structure that frequently obscures
meaning.
» sentences that are disjointed, confusing, or
rambling.
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Conventions

6
The writing demonstrates exceptionally strong
control of standard writing conventions (e.g.,
punctuation, spelling, capitalization, grammar and
usage) and uses them effectively to enhance
communication. Errors are so few and so minor that
the reader can easily skim right over them unless
specifically searching for them. The writing is
characterized by
» strong control of conventions; manipulation of
conventions may occur for stylistic effect.
» strong, effective use of punctuation that guides
the reader through the text.
» correct spelling, even of more difficult words.
» correct grammar and usage that contribute to
clarity and style.
» skill in using a wide range of conventions in a
sufficiently long and complex piece.
» _little or no need for editing.

5
The writing demonstrates strong control of standard
writing conventions (e.g., punctuation, spelling,
capitalization, grammar and usage) and uses them
effectively to enhance communication. Errors are few
and minor. Conventions support readability. The
wntmg is characterized by

»  strong control of conventions.

» effective use of punctuation that guides the
reader through the text.
correct spelling, even of more difficult words.
correct capitalization; errors, if any, are minor.
correct grammar and usage that contribute to
clarity and style.
» skill in using a wide range of conventions in a
sufficiently long and complex piece.
little need for editing.

YV Vv

Y

4
The writing demonstrates control of standard writing
conventions (e.g., punctuation, spelling,
capitalization, grammar and usage). Significant
errors do not occur frequently. Minor errors, while
perhaps noticeable, do not impede readability. The
writing is characterized by
» control over conventions used, although a wide
range is not demonstrated.
correct end-of-sentence punctuation; internal
punctuation may sometimes be incorrect.
» spelling that is usually correct, especially on
common words.
» correct capitalization; errors, if any, are minor.
» occasional lapses in correct grammar and usage;
problems
» are not severe enough to distort meaning or
confuse the reader.
» moderate need for editing.

Y

3

The writing demonstrates limited control of standard

writing conventions (e.g., punctuation, spelling,

capitalization, grammar and usage). Errors begin to

impede readability. The writing is characterized by
» some control over basic conventions; the text
may be too simple or too short to reveal
mastery.

» end-of-sentence punctuation that is usually
correct; however, internal punctuation contains

frequent errors.

» spelling errors that distract the reader;
misspelling of common words occurs.

» capitalization errors.

» errors in grammar and usage that do not block
meaning but do distract the reader.

» significant need for editing.

2

The writing demonstrates little control of standard
writing conventions. Frequent, significant errors
impede readability.

The writing is characterized by

» little control over basic conventions.

» many end-of-sentence punctuation errors;
internal punctuation contains frequent errors.

» spelling errors that frequently distract the
reader; misspelling of common words often
occurs.

» capitalization that is inconsistent or often
incorrect.

» errors in grammar and usage that interfere with
readability and meaning.

> substantial need for editing.

1
Numerous errors in usage, spelling, capitalization,
and punctuation repeatedly distract the reader and
make the text difficult to read. In fact, the severity
and frequency of errors are so overwhelming that the
reader finds it difficult to focus on the message and
must reread for meaning. The writing is
characterized by
» very limited skill in using conventions.
» basic punctuation (including end-of-sentence
punctuation) that tends to be omitted,
haphazard, or incorrect.

» frequent spelling errors that significantly impair
readability.
» capitalization that appears to be random.

a need for extensive editing.

Adapted from Oregon Department of Education’s Official Scoring Guide, Writing 2010-2011




Appendix F
English Writing Test

English Writing Test

Direction: Write a well-organized paragraph on topic: “My favorite movie character”.
Your paragraph must describe the character’s appearance, personality and give at least
two reasons why you like the character. The paragraph must include: title, topic

sentence, supporting details and conclusion. The total score is 30.
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Ideas and
Content
(6 points)

O clear, focused,
and interesting

[J main idea
stands out

O in-depth
explanation of the
topic

[J content and
selected details
are well-suited to

reader and

purpose

Total score:
Comments:

SCORING CARD

Organization

(6 points)

[J organizational
structure fits the
topic

[ the writing is
easy to follow

[J use smooth and
effective transitions
[J good sentences
and paragraphs
structures

[ details fit the

context

Word Choice

(6 points)

[J use a rich
and broad
range of words
[J use accurate,
strong, specific
words

[0 use words
that evoke

strong images

Sentence Fluency

(6 points)

[J writing has an
effective flow

[J extensive
variation in
sentence structure
that add interest
and draw
attention to
ideas/the text

O effective
varied sentence
patterns

O strong control
over sentence

structure
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Conventions

(6 points)

[J strong control
of conventions
(punctuation,
spelling,
capitalization,
grammar)

[0 effective use of
punctuations

[J use a wide range
of conventions in a
sufficiently long
and complex piece
[J little or no need

for editing

Scoring Rubrics were adapted from Oregon Department of Education’s Official Scoring

Guide, Writing 2010-2011.



Evaluation Form for English Writing Test

Research Instrument Evaluation Form for English writing Test

Guidelines for evaluation

Appendix G
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Please mark v in the rating box (1,0,-1) on each item indicating your opinion. Please provide

your comments on each item.

1 means the item is appropriate
0 means not sure
-1 means the item is not appropriate
Item 1 0 -1 Comments

1. Tasks

2. Directions

3. Scoring system

Additional comments:




Appendix H

Observation Checklist

Observation Checklist
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O PIE e cisintsimsassioininsosiniaimiusesolsias sissioissaeinisiiasesiasoisiiasasssuismtaisiomsmissoate VA, v, o ot e o TR s TR
Description Students’ Comment
positive
responses
showing their
understanding
1. Students give the definition of vocabulary in
£ Thai. /Students give vocabulary or phrases as O Yes | ONo
% o examples to show their understanding.
§ 2| 2. Students complete couple sentences by adding O Yes | ONo
== words or phrases learned from the lesson.
3. Students can identify topic sentence from given | O Yes | O No
g passage and fill in the organization chart.
-3 4. Students can identify supporting sentences and | O Yes | O No
g fill in the organization chart.
g 5. Students can identify concluding sentences and | O Yes | O No
£ fill in the organization chart
= 6. Students can use given information to complete
E 5 writing templates or a paragraph by adding O Yes | ONo
A words, filling phrases and forming complete
o= sentences.
7. Students work in groups, brainstorming ideas, O Yes | ONo
information / Students ask peers or teacher
'§ questions or discuss the topic.
= 8. Students explicitly write an outline in their O Yes | ONo
; worksheet. /Students write title, topic sentence,
4 supporting details, or conclusion in the
2 worksheet.
E s | 9. Students asks peers, teacher for comments, O Yes | ONo
-§ g suggestion./ Students look for definition and
=% example of words, phrases in paper dictionary,
S online dictionary or the Internet.
10. Students explicitly write outlines in their own O Yes | ONo
3 worksheet./ Students write title, topic sentence,
2 supporting details , or conclusion in their own
§ 3 worksheet.
A~ E 11. Students ask teacher for comments, suggestion. | O Yes | O No
% 8 /Students consult their peers. /Students look for
T e definition and example of words, phrases in
§ 'g paper dicFior}al"y, online (_iictionary, the Inteme.t.
= 2| 12. Students individually write a paragraph on their | O Yes | O No
= selected topic.




Appendix |

Evaluation Form for Observation Checklist

Research Instrument Evaluation Form for Observation Checklist

Guidelines for evaluation
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Please mark v in the rating box (1,0,-1) on each item indicating your opinion. Please provide

your comments on each item.

1 means the item is appropriate
0 means not sure
-1 means the item is not appropriate
Item -1 Comments

Students give the definition of vocabulary in Thai.
/Students give vocabulary or phrases as examples to
show their understanding.

Students complete couple sentences by adding words
or phrases learned from the lesson.

Students can identify topic sentence from given
passage and fill in the organization chart.

Students can identify supporting sentences and fill in
the organization chart.

Students can identify concluding sentences and fill in
the organization chart

Students can use given information to complete writing
templates or a paragraph by adding words, filling
phrases and forming complete sentences.

Students work in groups, brainstorming ideas,
information / Students ask peers or teacher questions or
discuss the topic.

Students explicitly write an outline in their worksheet.
/Students write title, topic sentence, supporting details,
or conclusion in the worksheet.

Students asks peers, teacher for comments, suggestion./
Students look for definition and example of words,
phrases in paper dictionary, online dictionary or the
Internet.

10.

Students explicitly write outlines in their own
worksheet./ Students write title, topic sentence,
supporting details , or conclusion in their own
worksheet.
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Item

-1

Comments

11. Students ask teacher for comments, suggestion.
/Students consult their peers. /Students look for
definition and example of words, phrases in paper
dictionary, online dictionary, the Internet.

12. Students individually write a paragraph on their
selected topic.

Additional comments:
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Appendix J

Interview Questions

Sex: O male O female

1. What is the writing topic that you like the most? Why?

2. Which learning steps in the class do you like the most? Why?

3. What do think you learn from taking this writing course?

4. How do you find this writing course including the activities, classmates and

teacher in the class help you complete the writing assignment?
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Appendix K

Interview Questions in Thai
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Appendix L

Evaluation Form for Observation Checklist

Research Instrument Evaluation Form for Interview Questions

Guidelines for evaluation
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Please mark v in the rating box (1,0,-1) on each item indicating your opinion. Please provide

your comments on each item.

1 means the item is appropriate
0 means not sure
-1 means the item is not appropriate
Item 1 0 -1 Comments

1. What is the writing topic that you like

the most? Why?

2. Which learning steps in the class do you

like the most? Why?

3. What do think you learn from taking this

writing course?

4. How do you find this writing course
including the activities, classmates and
teacher in the class help you complete

the writing assignment?

Additional comments:
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Appendix M
Lists of Experts Validating Instruments

. Experts validating English writing test, lesson plan, observation checklist,
and interview questions.
1. Assistant Proferssor Chansongklod Gajaseni, Ph.D.
Faculty of Education, Chulalongkorn University
2. Ajarn Maneerat Ekkayokkaya, Ph.D.
Faculty of Education, Chulalongkorn University
3. Ajarn Rattana Lekpuk

Department of Foreign Languages, Surasakmontree School

. Inter-raters reliability
Ms. Ratchada Puchongcharoen

Department of Foreign Languages, Bodindecha (Sing Singhaseni)2 School



Appendix N
Samples of Students’ Writing Pre-Posttest

Student H’s Pre-Test

To the  beautiful you

This__movie is _about student in ol hoy 5choo|.M\’, favorite

movie  character s Kang Tae Jun . He has tallest and thin. He is

Discreet . He sports is_a_high jump. Kang Tae Jun is korean,

MHis_Jife to the poor . Although , many student jealou¢ him.He ravely

Spoke to_anyone.
T Jike him because when _he smile it make me crazy.

T think His kindness. He had tovely hmperamehi'.Lasf one T think

he is very handsome  for me .

B

Student H’s Post-Test

Doraemon

Deraemon s my favorite wovie characler. He has_bia dark eyes,
9 )

He often eok dorayaki . He is  Shart and fat . He is very oufﬂo"ha.
He _always help Nabita when Nobita has probems . Me is yery kind

and _worm.T like Doraemon  because  he has many magic_gligib_

to heI? Nobita . I think  Doraemon is 2 t}ood friend. Doraemon is

Aways  ready Ao help other other , human or amimal.

Tl\cvcfore,'l think  Doraemon is not only an ordinary cat I He
2_reel - model to me.
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is 2 hero for me. He is

.9




/

{

Student M’s Pre-Test

—

-~ \

£ Jack  Sparcow ™

\

Jack Sparvow s legedary pirate_of the
seven seas, and the irreverent frickster of the
Caribbean. Jack first love was fhw sea, his

_second_his be loved ship the Black Pearl. |
Jack Sparvow io plaved by Tohny depp.He is
funny. He i be famous in_all around the world.
He 15 & guod adfor.

e ——————— I

Student M’s Post-Test

% Daraemon \

My__tavorite movie character is Doraemon He is_in
“Doraemon stand by me * movie. Doraemon is a robot in 9™
century. Doraemon _comes Yo Nobita's_home for_chang Nobita's
future. Then Doraemon _comes to Nobita’s home fox long time..
Both are good friends. Dorsemen has a4 big eyes and ced
nose.In_addition, he is_shot and_fat_but he_is so cufe.
He has blue and white body . He is kind and helpful.
|_lke._Doraemon because he is so cute and funny

ete N conclusion , many people around the viorld

% are love  Dorsemon and he .__6_|ﬂa&5‘a_ ,sifc\,no\,,bg me

‘FOF@V&T. /
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Student L’s Pre-Test

TOhT/ Gfdlxk

| halor May n‘“ 154 Senlencer of the hillionaire
e s a_producer of lion man. He 15 14l ang corly

Jair. He Tnslead creales a _ ponered soit of apmor to

Save his_life and estupe M;o\‘iv{h Tohy has crea tef

bty aililary weapone, Sone of which along yith the

fechnological _devices of his waking. have bLeen Infegrak
o _his_ 4t helping him ight crine. | i1

1 like hin herugse, he IS 0_90od aun And he\bfu‘

- o& of peeple . He has a infelligente of Hlf:f({hg

Y

Student L’s Post-Test

John  Conyey \

John _Cohner _he leql {he_ hokan resistayces
1o the vicdory in the war of Tepminator. He is tall and

Trong. He pretecd peape. {rok. mathine because., lh 2017
The Super Cohpiter hame Skyhet main from of the
ma thine 5 will {JPSTLO;{ the homan 1 like him becayse
J@L\l\ Cahhek NC{hJ[i Ta lejfeLJI ﬂ\c NQrH froh hachilP.Secol«&
He had the courage 1o Satrificing. =y L
‘h(‘%f(ﬁif)k“)@‘\k Comer saved the worl] from
gtatp tacthine He 15 dae 1o fight with fobot and
i sove the howan. | think he st has o pHaising

_ -thl fa[[ow \m.\ /

166



167

Appendix O
Sample of Students’ Group Writing

Writing Outline

Collaborative: You do It Together

15 Choose your favorite person or famous person and
make a note. -
Notes:
Topicsentsace | "y{h’g‘fuck- @“V‘G\WMW\ Privoe. Minystor of Hheiland
Appearance

S%r‘aigm 5 Lon@ ) bfocck ey

dork  brown eyes

tal|

Feniotality Sersitive - COT\ﬂnué"b be Aoﬁve
Clever - develop the cowny. Shne \73\\58 d leadks g Yo

becorie o\e\»o\o,ping country.. 9o0d, '00‘\{“3

™movdl - honest 3nd V\ov)ovg\;\e.

Life be prowded of wowem becowse sheic fingt winisker of
Thewlond. '
Ve ave so Prowl of her.

Conclusion

I hope ‘fwj'H ‘Be“\\'\\m Wer.




Group Writing Draft 1

2, Use the information from your notes to write a well-organized

descriptive paragraph.

Person’s Name: . Yingluch Shiwwalve Brime_Niuicher of Tr\ovd.

......................................................

........

Sokndey. She. .. goud i Hex...dvesses, 5 d.. gt and beatifu)..

Dhecds 250 Yowesk and | Nonorsble . We AE..59. .pxou@&ﬁsx .........

............

becqust...she. s afis)orine. wister, of Ty, T Yoge.. )l e,

...........................................

..........................................................................................................
..................................................................................................................
..................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................................
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5 el
2 Use the information from your notes to write a well-organize

descriptive paragraph.

Person’s Name: N\S. Y\V\(\l}\\kb\ﬂ S\\\hZ\W’A)YTB p\‘\mﬂh'\his*er 0‘( 'Y‘na‘\\'an&

......................

.......
.......................
......................

........
.........
.................................
........................
......................
.............

................
................
............
................
............
..............
......................

........................
.......................................
.....................

...............
..........
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