
INFORMATION TO USERS

While the most advanced technology has been used to 
photograph and reproduce this manuscript, the quality of 
the reproduction is heavily dependent upon the quality of 
the material submitted. For example:

® Manuscript pages may have indistinct print. In such 
cases, the best available copy has been filmed.

•  Manuscripts may not always be complete. In such 
cases, a note will indicate that it is not possible to 
obtain missing pages.

•  Copyrighted material may have been removed from 
the manuscript. In such cases, a note will indicate the 
deletion.

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, and charts) are 
photographed by sectioning the original, beginning at the 
upper left-hand comer and continuing from left to right in 
equal sections with small overlaps. Each oversize page is 
also film ed as one exposure and is available, for an 
additional charge, as a standard 35mm slide or as a 17”x 23” 
black and white photographic print.

Most photographs reproduce acceptably on positive  
microfilm or microfiche but lack the clarity on xerographic 
copies made from the microfilm. For an additional charge, 
35mm slides of 6”x 9” black and white photographic prints 
are available for any photographs or illustrations that 
cannot be reproduced satisfactorily by xerography.

R e p ro d u c e d  with perm iss ion  of th e  copyright ow ner.  F u r the r  reproduction  prohibited w ithout perm iss ion .

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



Order N um ber 8717249

T he effect o f  th e  dialogue journal process o f  fifth grade stu d en ts’ 
w ritten  responses to  literature

Danielson, Kathy Everts, Ph.D.

The University of Nebraska - Lincoln, 1987

Copyright © 1987 by Danielson, K athy Everts. All rights reserved.

U MI
300 N. ZccbRd.
Ann Arbor, MI 48106

R e p ro d u c e d  with perm iss ion  of th e  copyright ow ner.  F u r th e r  reproduction  prohibited without perm iss ion .

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



PLEASE NOTE:

In all cases this material has been filmed in the best possible way from the available copy. 
Problems encountered with this docum ent have been identified herewith a  check  mark V .

1. Glossy photographs or p a g es______

2. Colored illustrations, paper or print_______

3. Photographs with dark background______

4. Illustrations are poor cop y_______

5. Pages with black marks, not original co p y _______

6. Print show s through as there is text on both sides of p a g e _______

7. Indistinct, broken or small print on several pages i /

8. Print exceeds margin requirements_______

9. Tightly bound cop y  with print lost in sp in e________

10. Computer printout pages with indistinct print________

11. P age(s)_____________ lacking when material received, and not available from school or
author.

12. Page(s) seem  to be missing in numbering only as text follows.

13. Two pages numbered . Text follows.

14. Curling and wrinkled pages

15. Dissertation contains pages with print at a slant, filmed a s  received

16. Other

University
Microfilms

International

R e p ro d u c e d  with perm iss ion  of th e  copyright ow ner.  F u r th e r  reproduction  prohibited without perm iss ion .

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



THE EFFECT OF THE DIALOGUE JOURNAL PROCESS 
ON FIFTH GRADE STUDENTS' WRITTEN RESPONSES TO LITERATURE

by

Kathy Everts Danielson

A DISSERTATION

Presented to the Faculty of 
The Graduate College in the University of Nebraska 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy

Major: Interdepartmental Area Of
Administration, Curriculum 

and Instruction

Under the Supervision of Professor Gordon Greene

August, 1987

R e p ro d u c e d  with p e rm iss ion  of th e  copyrigh t ow ner.  F u r th e r  rep roduction  prohibited w ithout perm iss ion .

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



TITLE

The Effect of the Dialogue Journal Process on Fifth

Grade Students' Written Responses to Literature

BY

Kathy Everts Danielson

APPROVED

Gordon Greene April
DATE

24, 1987
F. William Sesow April 2 4 , 1987

. Karla Hawkins Wendelin April 2 4 , 1987
0*W. Kopp April 2 4 , 1987

Herbert F. Schliesser April 2 4 , 1987

SUPERVISORY COMMITTEE

GRADUATE COLLEGE UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA

anAO 83001 300

R e p ro d u c e d  with p e rm iss ion  of th e  copyrigh t ow ner.  F u r th e r  rep roduction  prohibited w ithout pe rm iss ion .

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



©1987

KATHY EVERTS DANIELSON 

All Rights Reserved

R e p ro d u c e d  with perm iss ion  of th e  copyright ow ner.  F u r th e r  reproduction  prohibited without perm iss ion .

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I gratefully acknowledge the following people:
— Dr. Gordon Greene, whose encouragement and service 

as my advisor is greatly appreciated.
— Dr. Karla Hawkins Wendelin, who offered excellent 

advice regarding this study, as well as being a good 
f riend.

— Dr. F. William Sesow, who served as a reader and 
offered valuable input.

— Dr. O.W. Kopp and Dr. Herbert Schliesser, who served 
on my supervisory committee.

— Norris Elementary School, in particular John 
Zetterman, Rogene Hesseltine, and the fifth grade students 
who gave graciously of their time and facilities.

— Marilyn Weidner, for her time and word processing 
expertise.

— Phi Delta Kappa, who provided a grant that funded 
this study.

— My husband, Steve, whose empathy, support, and 
sense of humor helped immensely.

— My mother and other family members, who offered 
much encouragement.

R e p ro d u c e d  with perm iss ion  of th e  copyright ow ner.  F u r th e r  reproduction  prohibited without perm iss ion .

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



T A B L E  OP CO N TENTS

C H A P T E R  PAG E

I. INTRODUCTION ..................................  1
Background for the S t u d y ................  1
Statement of the Problem ................  3
Hypotheses ................................ 3
Definition of Terms ....................... 5
Categories of Response -

Purves-Rippere (1968) ................  6
Assumptions ................................ 7
Limitations and Delimitations

of the S t u d y .........................  7
Organization of the Study ................  8

II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE ................  9
Response to Literature ..................  9

The Reader and the T e x t .............. 9
Factors of Response to Literature . . 12
Developmental Factors of Response . . 16
Levels or Types of Responses . . . .  23
Case Study Approach to Response . . .  32
Teachers' Roles in Response . . . . .  33

Dialogue Journals .........................  36
Writing Evaluation ........................ 44
S u m m a r y ....................................  47

III. METHODOLOGY....................................  48
Identification and Selection

of the Subjects....................... 48
Selection of the B o o k s ..................  49
P r o c e d u r e s ................................ 51

General Preparations ..................  51
Pretest and Posttest Description . . .  52
Pretest and Posttest Analysis . . . .  53
Treatment: Dialogue Journals .........  55
Questionnaire .........................  56
Experimental Design and
Data Analysis .............  . . . . .  56

S u m m a r y ....................................  57

R e p ro d u c e d  with perm iss ion  of th e  copyright ow ner.  F u r th e r  reproduction  prohibited without perm iss ion .

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



C H A PTER PAGE

IV. RESULTS OF THE S T U D Y .........................  59
Tests of the Hypotheses..................  59

Hypothesis number one . . . . . . . .  59
Hypothesis number two ...............  68
Hypothesis number three .............  71
Hypothesis number four ...............  74
Hypothesis number five ...............  78
Hypothesis number six ...............  81
Hypothesis number seven .............  84
Hypothesis number eight .............  87
Hypothesis number nine ...............  89
Hypothesis number ten ...............  91

Questionnaire Results ....................  93
S u m m a r y ......................   103

V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS . . 104
S u m m a r y ....................................... 104
H y p o t h e s e s .................................. 105
Findings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  107
Questionnaire Findings ..................  109
Conclusions.................................. 112
Summary of Conclusions ..................  122
Recommendations and Implications . . . .  124

Research Suggestions ..................  124
Implications for Practice ...........  125

BIBLIOGRAPHY ............................................. 128
APPENDIX A - Children's Choice Books Used

In This S t u d y ..........   136
APPENDIX B - Schedule Of Books R e a d .................. 140
APPENDIX C - DLTA (Directed Listening-Thinking

Activity) Outline ...................................  142
APPENDIX D - Pretest Writing Instrument ...........  144
APPENDIX E - Posttest Writing Instrument ...........  146
APPENDIX F - Analytic Scale

(adapted from Diederich, 197 4)   148
APPENDIX G - Diederich1s Rating Criteria

(1974, pp. 5 5 - 5 7 ) ........... ......................  150
APPENDIX H - Questionnaire.............................. 155

R e p ro d u c e d  with perm iss ion  of th e  copyright ow ner.  F u r th e r  reproduction  prohibited without perm iss ion .

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



L I S T  OP T A B L E S

T A B L E  PAGE

1 ANOVA Summary Table of Ideas ..................  60
2 Mean of Girls' and Boys' Idea Scores . . . . . 61
3 ANOVA Summary Table of Organization . . . . «, 62
4 Mean of Girls1 and Boys1 Organization Scores . 63
5 ANOVA Summary Table of Wording ................. 64
6 Mean of Girls' and Boys' Wording Scores . . .  65
7 ANOVA Summary Table of Flavor . . . . . . . .  66
8 Mean of Girls' and Boys' Flavor Scores . . . .  67
9 Alpha Level Reliability Coefficients for

Pretest and P o s t e s t ...........................  67
10 T-Test Differences in Pretest Idea

Scores By S e x ..................................  69
11 T-Test Differences in Pretest Organization

Scores by S e x ..................................  69
12 T-Test Differences in Pretest Wording

Scores by S e x ..................................  70
13 T-Test Differences in Pretest Flavor

Scores by S e x ..................................  71
14 T-Test Differences in Posttest Idea

Scores by S e x ..................................  72
15 T-Test Differences in Posttest Organization

Scores by S e x ..................................  72
16 T-Test Differences in Posttest Wording

Scores by S e x ..................................  73
17 T-Test Differences in Posttest Flavor

Scores by S e x ..................................  74
18 T-Test for Engagement - Pretest Vs. Posttest . 75
19 T-Test for Perception - Pretest Vs. Posttest . 75

R e p ro d u c e d  with p e rm iss ion  of th e  copyright ow ner.  F u r th e r  rep roduction  prohibited w ithout perm iss ion .

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



T A B L E  PAG E

20 T-Test for Interpretation -
Pretest Vs. Posttest.............................. 76

21 T-Test for Evaluation - Pretest Vs. Posttest . 77
22 T-Test for Miscellaneous Comments -

Pretest Vs. Post t e s t .............................. 77
23 T-Test Of Engagement In Pretest By Sex . . . .  78
24 T-Test Of Perception In Pretest By Sex . . . .  79
25 T-Test Of Interpretation In Pretest By Sex . . 80
26 T-Test Of Evaluation In Pretest By Sex . . . .  80
27 T-Test Of Engagement In Posttest by Sex . . .  81
28 T-Test Of Perception In Posttest By Sex . . .  82
2 9 T-Test Of Interpretation In Posttest By Sex . 83
30 T-Test Of Evaluation In Posttest By Sex * . . 83
31 T-Test Of Miscellaneous Comments

In Posttest By S e x .............................  84
32 Means of Purves-Rippere (1968) Categories

in the Dialogue Journal Fantasy Entries . . .  85
33 Tukey Test of Purves-Rippere (1968)

Categories in Fantasy Entries ................ 86
34 Means of Purves-Rippere (1968) Categories

in the Dialogue Journal Contemporary
Realistic Fiction Entries ....................  87

35 Tukey Test of Purves-Rippere (1968)
Categories in Contemporary Realistic
Fiction Entries ................................ 88

36 Means of Purves-Rippere (1968) Categories 
in the Dialogue Journal Traditional
Literature Entries .............................  89

37 Tukey Test of Purves-Rippere (1968) Categories
in Traditional Literature Entries ...........  90

R e p ro d u c e d  with pe rm iss ion  of th e  copyright ow ner .  F u r the r  reproduction  prohibited w ithout perm iss ion .

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



T A B L E PAG E

38 Means of Purves-Rippere (1968) Categories 
in the Dialogue Journal Historical
Fiction Entries ................................ 92

39 Tukey Test of Purves-Rippere (1968) Categories
in Historical Fiction Entries ................  93

40 Mean Responses of Statement 1 by Sex;
Statement 1: I liked the dialogue journal . . 94

41 Mean Responses of Statement 2 by Sex;
Statement 2 :  Writing in the dialogue
journal helped to improve my writing .........  94

42 Mean Responses of Statement 3 by Sex;
Statement 3: I worried about spelling
words correctly in the dialogue journal . . .  95

43 Mean Responses of Statement 4 by Sex;
Statement 4: I was nervous writing in the
dialogue journal because I knew someone
would be reading i t ............................- 95

44 Mean Responses of Statement 5 by Sex;
Statement 5: I enjoyed reading the
comments written in my dialogue journal . . . .  96

45 Mean Responses of Statement 6 by Sex;
Statement 6: I like to w r i t e ................  96

46 Mean Responses of Statement 7 by Sex;
Statement 7: The more I write the better
I w r i t e ......................................... 97

47 Mean Responses of Statement 8 by Sex;
Statement 8; I like to read books in my
free t i m e ......................................  97

L -

48 Mean Responses of Statement 9 by Sex;
Statement 9: The more I read the more I
enjoy r e a d i n g ...........................  98

49 Mean Responses of Statement 10 by Sex;
Statement 10: Overall, I liked the books
you read to us in c l a s s ....................... 98

R e p ro d u c e d  with perm iss ion  of th e  copyright ow ner.  F u r the r  reproduction  prohibited w ithout perm iss ion .

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



T A B L E PAGE

50 Mean Responses of Statement 11 by Sex;
Statement 11: After reading a story, I like
to tell how I feel about the characters . . .  99

51 Mean Responses of Statement 12 by Sex;
Statement 12: After reading a story, I like
to tell what has happened in a book
(retell the story in my own w o r d s ) ...........  99

52 Mean Responses of Statement 13 by Sex;
Statement 13: After reading a story, I like
to think about why a character did something . 100

53 Mean Responses of Statement 14 by Sex;
Statement 14: After reading a story, I like
to tell if I like the story or n o t .............. 100

54 Response to Statement 15;
Statement 15: My favorite book that you
read to us w a s : ........................... . 101

55 Percentage Results of Statement 16 ............  102

R e p ro d u c e d  with perm iss ion  of th e  copyright ow ner.  F u r th e r  reproduction  prohibited without perm iss ion .

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

PREVIE
W



THE EFFECT OF THE DIALOGUE JOURNAL PROCESS 
ON FIFTH GRADE STUDENTS' WRITTEN RESPONSES TO LITERATURE 

Kathy Everts Danielson, Ph.D.
University of Nebraska, 1987 

Advisor: Dr. Gordon Greene

The purpose of this study was to investigate fifth 
graders' written responses to literature in dialogue 
j ournals.

Sixteen picture books from four different genres
(fantasy, traditional literature, contemporary realistic 
fiction, and historical fiction) were read to twenty-three 
fifth graders. Students were asked to respond to the books 
in dialogue journals.

Pretest and posttest writing instruments, adapted
from Diederich's (1974) analytical scale, were used to 
determine changes in writing after the dialogue journal 
process. Four raters scored the pretest and posttest 
writings, and analysis of variance was utilized to 
determine differences in the writings by sex and time. A 
significant interaction was found. Girls scored
significantly higher on the pretest than the posttest. T-
tests were conducted to determine significant differences 
between boys and girls both in the pretest and posttest. 
The girls scored significantly higher than the boys on the 
pretest.
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Both the pretest and posttest writings, as well as 
the dialogue journal entries, were examined in terms of 
the percentage of T-units (Hunt, 1965) of the Purves 
Rippere (1968) categories of response (engagement, 
perception, interpretation, evaluation, and miscellaneous 
comments). A T-test was utilized to compare the frequency 
of occurrence of the categories in the pretest and 
posttest writings. A multivariate analysis of variance 
was conducted to determine any significant frequency of 
occurrence of the Purves - Rippere (1968) categories in 
the dialogue journal entries within the four different 
genres of books read to the children. Frequencies of 
occurrence were significantly different for all 
categories, as determined by a Tukey (1977) test. In 
order of frequency of occurrence, these categories were 
engagement, evaluation, perception, interpretation, and 
miscellaneous statements. This was the order for all 
genres except fantasy, where miscellaneous comments were 
fourth in order of occurrence and interpretation was last.

It was concluded that the dialogue journals had been 
effective in eliciting more engagement responses, but 
students had not shown significant gains in their overall 
writing, as measured by the pretest and posttest.
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C H A PT E R  I

INTRODUCTION 

Background for.the Study

Researching elementary students' responses to 
literature is a fairly new area of study. Junior high and 
high school students have participated in response studies 
(Beach, 1983; Cornaby, 1975; Faggiani, 1971; Cooper, 1970; 
Whiteman and Rosier, 1964), but few studies have been 
reported that examine elementary students' responses to 
literature. Applebee (197 8) described the characteristic 
responses of children within each of Piaget's 
developmental stages. Cullinan, Harwood, and Galda (1983) 
confirmed Applebee's ideas about the developmental levels 
in children's comprehension of and response to 
literature. The progression from basic recall to analysis 
in younger and then older children was evident in 
Cullinan, Harwood, and Galda's study of 18 participants in 
grades 4, 6, and 8. Petrosky (1975) concluded from his
descriptive profile of 14- and 15-year-olds that those 
students who fell into the Piagetian stage known as formal 
operations gave responses to short stories, poems, and 
novels based upon their own identity theme, and their
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stage-specific thought processes. Pillar (1983), 
Van Cleaf and Martin (1986), and Galda (1986) have 
reported similar results.

Currently the process approach of teaching writing 
has received much attention. The focus of such an 
approach is on the meaning, rather than the particular 
skills of writing. Writing is viewed as a continous 
process and not a single attempt (Smith, 1982). Writers 
are allowed to explore, confirm, and take risks in writing 
(Calkins, 1986; Graves, 1983). The process of writing is 
viewed as collecting observations, connecting these 
observations with prior experience or to each other, 
writing them down, and then reading them as a prospective 
audience might view them. The act of writing is seen as a 
process of rehearsing, drafting, and revising (Murray, 
1984).

Dialogue journals are also a recent addition to 
writing research. Dialogue journals have been used with 
kindergartners (Hippie, 1985) and with other primary grade 
students (Fulwiler, 1985; Gambrell, 1985; Palmer and Coon, 
1984) as a vehicle for the development of young children's 
writing. Staton (1985) has also used dialogue journals 
with hearing-impaired students of all ages. In addition, 
Popkin (1985) and Davis (1983) reported the use of 
dialogue journals with junior and senior high school 
students where fluency in a foreign language was the
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3

intended goal. Thus far, dialogue journals have not been 
researched regarding their use in the response process.

This study sought to find out if elementary 
students1, specifically fifth grade students', responses 
to literature differed before and after the dialogue 
journal process.

The results of this study may provide information 
concerning the effectiveness of using dialogue journals 
within this process approach to writing as vehicles of 
response to literature.

Statement, of, the. Problem

The purpose of this study was to determine whether 
the use of dialogue journals improved fifth grade 
students' written responses to literature.

fiy-pethesee

Ten main hypotheses were tested in the study at the
.05 level of significance. They were:

1. There will be no significant change in the fifth
grade students' writing after the process of dialogue
journals as measured through analytic scoring.

2. There will be no significant differences between 
the fifth grade boys' and girls' analytic scores in the 
pretest writing.
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4

3. There will be no significant differences between 
the fifth grade boys' and girls' analytic scores in the 
posttest writing.

4. There will be no significant differences between 
the response categories (Purves-Rippere, 1968) of the 
fifth grade students in their pretest and posttest
writing samples.

5. There will be no significant differences between 
the fifth grade boys and girls in terms of the appearance 
of predominant response categories in the pretest writing.

6. There will be no significant differences between 
the fifth grade boys and girls in terms of the appearance 
of predominant response categories in the posttest 
writing.

7. One of the Purves-Rippere (1968) response
categories (engagement, perception, interpretation,
evaluation, miscellaneous comments) will not appear
significantly more frequently than the other categories 
in the dialogue journal entries about fantasy.

8. One of the Purves-Rippere (1968) response
categories (engagement, perception, interpretation,
evaluation, miscellaneous comments) will not appear 
significantly more frequently than the other categories 
in the dialogue journal entries about contemporary
realistic fiction.
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9. One of the Purves-Rippere (1968) response 
categories (engagement, perception, interpretation, 
evaluation, miscellaneous comments) will not appear 
significantly more frequently than the other categories in 
the dialogue journal entries about traditional stories.

10. One of the Purves-Rippere (1968) response 
categories (engagement, perception, interpretation, 
evaluation, miscellaneous comments) will not appear 
significantly more frequently than the other categories in 
the dialogue journal entries about historical fiction.

Definitions, of Terms

For the purposes of this study, the following terms 
were used:

Dialogue. Journals. Bound notebooks in which students 
write comments and responses. The dialogue is established 
when the teacher (or in this case, the researcher) 
responds in writing to what the students have written, 
thus creating a conversation in writing.

Response To Literature. Reactions of readers or 
listeners to literature. A highly personal, possibly 
interactive, and potentially dynamic process.
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Engagement. A statement of this category is a 
personal remark about a piece of literature. It shows the 
reader's/listener's involvement with the text.

Perception. A statement of this category denotes an 
objective description of the text, either through 
narration or observation.

Interpretation. A statement of this category is 
based upon inferences. Generalizations beyond the 
descriptive level occur.

Evaluation. A statement of this category involves 
the readers'/listeners' judgments.

Miscellaneous. A statement of this category includes 
irrelevant and divergent remarks, as well as 
unclassifiable statements.

Analytical. Scoring. A writing evaluation technique 
that is used to score the overall merit of a piece of 
writing. The focus of the evaluation is on the ideas, 
organization, wording, and flavor of the writing.

T-unit. A minimal terminable unit "grammatically 
capable of being terminated with a capital letter and a 
period" (Hunt, 1965, p. 21). The number of grammatical 
clauses within a sentence used as an index for calculating 
quantity of writing.

DLTA. A directed listening thinking activity is a 
guided listening practice that can be done when students
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