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Course Description: 

 

Literacy and Language in the Content Areas is a 3 credit course designed to 

provide practical guidelines for those who are or will be elementary, middle school, or 

secondary content area teachers to assist them in using reading, writing, speaking and 

listening as complementary learning processes for the content area.  Students of this 

course bring their expertise of the subject to be taught (such as English, social studies, 

science, mathematics, music, art, etc.), and the course assists students in dealing with the 

language component of the content area.  Students will be given experience in producing 

study, pattern and concept guides, techniques for effectively presenting vocabulary, and 

using reading, writing, speaking and listening to facilitate learning in content areas. 

PK-6 and 1-8 education majors are required to take a second literacy course.  

They may choose this course or one of two others.  Secondary education majors are 

required to take this course as their second literacy course.  Students are usually juniors 

or seniors when they take this course.  Class size ranges from 20-35.  

Foundations of Literacy in the Elementary School is a 3 credit course.  

Instructional strategies and materials are explored, as are various organizational patterns 

within the framework of balanced literacy.  Word recognition, fluency and 

comprehension are major components.  Phonics and decoding strategies along with 

meaning processing strategies are included with the focus on helping young readers 

become strategic and metacognitive.  Literacy is viewed as a developmental process with 

promoting children’s love of reading and time spent reading as crucial elements.  All PK-

6 and 1-8 education majors are required to take this course.  Students are usually juniors 

when they take this course and class size ranges from 25-35.  
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Executive Summary:   250-450 words 

 

The goal of this project was to develop a self-contained lesson on six-trait writing 

specifically appropriate for content area teachers.  It was intended to be a lesson that 

could fit into several literacy courses.  In the developed lesson for Literacy and Language 

in the Content Areas and Foundations of Literacy in the Elementary School, 

undergraduate students participated in specific activities to generate new learning 

regarding the teaching and assessment of writing using 6-trait analysis.  Learning goals 

for the students were:   

1)  to learn and understand the components of 6-trait writing; 

2)  to learn how to evaluate writing using a trait rubric;       

     3)  to understand how writing can support the teaching and learning of content 

material; 

     4)  to understand and appreciate 6-trait writing from the view point of the 

language arts teacher and the content area teacher; 

5) to experience and understand pair/share, list-group-label and cloze as 

instructional techniques; 

6) to self-assess learning; 

 Students participated in an activity to activate and share their prior knowledge about 

writing in general.  A mini-lesson followed regarding 6-trait writing and using rubrics for 

trait assessment.   Students were provided practice in analyzing and evaluating a piece of 

writing using a specific 6-trait rubric. Throughout the lesson students participated in 

activities such as pair/share, list-group-label and cloze as examples of instructional 

techniques to use in their future classrooms.   The different activities as well as the 

interactional design of the lesson were an attempt to facilitate learning and the application 

of developing skills. 

 

PART II:  THE LESSON 

 

How to Teach the Lesson: 

 

This particular lesson was one hour in length and fell under the larger topic of 

writing instruction and assessment within a balanced literacy environment.   

 
Before the Lesson.  At the beginning of the course, students were told about the study 

and asked to sign consent forms (informational-permission letter.doc).  Just before the 

lesson, students were asked to complete an anticipation guide regarding their knowledge 

and beliefs about 6-trait writing (anticipation guide.doc). 

 

Replicated Lesson   

 

9:30-9:35 

 Activate Prior Knowledge Activity – Pair/Share Activity 

 Students are asked to reflect upon elementary school/middle school/ high 

school and what they learned or were taught about: 

1)  What is good writing? 



2)  What kinds of writing activities do you remember participating in? 

        3)  How did you feel about writing? 

 Students turn to a neighbor and share their reflections. 

 

9:35-9:50 

 Instructor briefly goes over the stages of the writing process, such as pre-

writing, writing, post-writing, and students are asked the difference 

between revision and editing (writing process overhead.doc). 

 List-Group-Label Activity  

 Students as a whole group brainstorm what makes good writing.  

Instructor records student-volunteered information on prepared 6-trait 

overhead.  Instructor places student generated characteristics in six 

different boxes and students label the boxes (what makes good 

writing.doc).  

  

9:50-10:05 

 Mini-Lesson 

 Students are provided a handout on 6+1-trait writing (definition of 

traits.doc).  Students read and compare with what was generated on 

overhead. 

 Instructor provides a mini-lecture to clear up any misunderstandings and 

specifically clarifies the additional aspect of “presentation” as the +1 trait. 

 

10:05-10:25 

 Cooperative Group Activity (writing sample-statues.doc, writing sample-

successful.doc, scoring rubric.pdf) 

 Students are randomly arranged in small groups.  Each group is provided 

with two writing samples (one well written and one not so well written) 

and a 6-trait rubric to use for scoring each sample.   The two writing 

samples are also taped to the wall.  Each student has a scoring rubric, plus 

the group has one for them to summarize on. 

 After students in each group score each sample, they place their group 

rubric on the wall under the appropriate sample. 

 Students compare the way each group scored each sample.  How much did 

they agree or disagree?  Why the discrepancies? 

 A teacher-lead discussion of the differing view points leads into a mini-

discussion on the use of the rubric and also of the difference between the 

role of language arts teachers and content area teachers in the use of 6-trait 

writing. 

 

10:25-10:30 

 Cloze Activity (cloze-6-trait.doc) 

 To help them self-assess their own learning, students are given a cloze 

activity to complete.  It also reinforces their understanding of 6-trait 

writing and the content area teacher’s perspective. 



 Instructor and students go over the cloze activity and any 

misunderstandings are discussed. 

 

After the Lesson.  At the next class session, students are asked to evaluate the previous 

day’s lesson (student-observer-instructor eval.doc).  After one week, students are asked to 

redo the anticipation guide (anticipation guide.doc). 

  

Differences between this lesson and lesson as originally planned: 

 

1)  It was replicated in Reading 305, Foundations of Literacy in the Elementary 

School, instead of Reading 440, Literacy and Language in the Content Areas. 

2) Dr. Melissa Stinnett taught the lesson instead of Dr. Joan Simmons.   

 3)  Minor stylistic changes naturally took place during the replication due to the 

different  instructor and the dynamics of the class. 

4) The replicated lesson involved primarily elementary education students, rather 

than a mixture also including middle and secondary education students. 

5) Students were grouped differently.  In the original lesson they were placed into 

content area groups, in the replicated lesson they were grouped randomly. 

6)  Students in the original lesson, were asked in their content area groups, which trait 

they felt was most important for the content area.  In the replicated lesson, students 

were asked on the lesson evaluation form to indicate which trait they felt was most 

important. 

      7) A mini-lecture was presented on 6+1-trait writing in the replicated lesson. 

            8)  In the original lesson, each group of students evaluated only one writing sample.  

In the replicated lesson, all groups of students evaluated both writing samples. 

9) In the replicated lesson, each student was given their own rubric to use for 

evaluating each sample and an additional one was provided for the group as a whole 

to use. 

      10)  Simmons and Lambert were observers rather than Stinnett and Lambert. 

 

Student Learning Goals: 

 

1)  to learn and understand the components of 6-trait writing; 

2)  to learn how to evaluate writing using a trait rubric;       

3)  to understand how writing can support the teaching and learning of content 

material; 

     4)  to understand and appreciate 6-trait writing from the view point of the 

language arts teacher and the content area teacher; 

5) to experience and understand pair/share, list-group-label and cloze as 

instructional techniques; 

6) to self-assess learning; 

 



Rationale: 

 

1)  Typically students in these two specific courses have a wide range of prior knowledge 

relating to the topic of 6-trait writing.  Some have none, some a little, and occasionally a 

student has been specifically trained in 6-trait writing assessment. 

2)  Even if students are aware of 6-trait writing, it is usually only from the perspective of 

the language arts teacher.  Students are not aware of how content teachers can support 

six-trait writing in their subject area and also how writing can be used to help students 

learn and understand content area information. 

3)  Students, particularly those preparing to be art, music, math, or physical education 

teachers, are often very resistant to believing that writing can be a way to enhance content 

in their particular subject areas. 

 

                                                     PART III:  THE STUDY 

 

Approach: 

 

  Data collection involved three forms of evidence: 

1.  Student, observer and instructor evaluations of the lesson (student-observer-

instructor eval.doc). This was done for both the original and replicated lesson.   

2.   Observations of lessons. Two members of the lesson study team recorded field 

notes during each lesson.   Suggestions from the observers from the first lesson 

led to most of the changes made in the replicated lesson.    

3.  Student work samples.  These included:  1) anticipation guide completed pre and 

post lesson (anticipation guide.doc); 2) student listing of traits as most important; 

3) student scoring of writing samples.  

 

Findings: 

 
Evaluation Data  

 

 This consisted of student, observer and instructor evaluations of the original and 

replicated lesson.  Rating scale descriptors:  4---strongly agree; 3---agree; 2---disagree; 1-

--strongly disagree.  Higher values are more positive in all cases except for percentage 

listing for least favorite activity.  



                                                                    Table 1 

Student Evaluation of Lessons 

 

 Original Replicated 

 n=30 n=31 

Lesson was well organized 3.5 3.4 

Activities helped explain lesson content 3.5 3.5 

Learned a lot about 6 +1 Trait writing 3.2 3.0 

Lesson was interesting 3.4 3.1 

6+1-trait writing important for content teachers 3.6 3.8 

LESSON ACTIVITIES FAV./L.FAV FAV./L.FAV 

Pair-Share Activity 0% 24% 17% 16% 

List-Group-Label Activity 3% 41% 0% 52% 

Scoring Exercise with Rubrics 83% 10% 77% 3% 

Cloze Activity 14% 21% 6% 29% 

None  3%   

 

Table 2 

Observer Evaluation of Lesson 

 

 Original Replicated 

 n=2 n=2 

Lesson was well organized 4.0 4.0 

Activities helped explain lesson content 3.5 4.0 

Learned a lot about 6 +1 Trait writing 3.0 3.0 

Lesson was interesting 4.0 4.0 

6+1-trait writing important for content teachers              3.5 4.0 

               LESSON ACTIVITIES FAV./L.FAV  FAV./L.FAV 

Pair-Share Activity 0% 0% 0% 50% 

List-Group-Label Activity 50% 0% 0% 0% 

Scoring Exercise with Rubrics 0% 100% 50% 50% 

Cloze Activity 50% 0% 50% 0% 



Table 3 

Instructor Evaluation of Lesson 

 

 Original Replicated 

 n=1 n=1 

Lesson was well organized 4.0 4.0 

Activities helped explain lesson content 4.0 4.0 

Learned a lot about 6 +1 Trait writing 3.0 4.0 

Lesson was interesting 4.0 4.0 

6+1-trait writing important for content teachers              4.0 3.0 

               LESSON ACTIVITIES FAV./L.FAV FAV./L.FAV 

Brainstorming/Pair-Share Activity 0% 0% 100% 0% 

List-Group-Label Activity 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Scoring Exercise with Rubrics 100% 0% 0% 100% 

Cloze Activity 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 

Observation Data 

 

Both of the other two lesson study participants observed each lesson.  Based on 

the field notes taken by each observer, items 7-9 listed in the differences between the 

replicated lesson and lesson as originally planned were developed. 

                

 Student Work Data   

 

Student work involved the pre and post anticipation guide, the rating of the traits, 

and the rating of the writing samples.  The rating scale for the anticipation guide was 

true---4, false---0; 4---have used it; 3---understand it well; 2---know a little about it; 1---

only heard of it; and 4---strongly agree; 3---agree; 2---disagree; 1---strongly disagree.  In 

all cases higher numbers are more positive except for “Writing is most important for 

Language Arts.”     



    Table 4 

Student Pre and Post Lesson Anticipation Guide 

 

 Original Replicated 

n=30 n=31 

Pre Post Pre Post 

 

Heard of 6 Trait Writing 3.6 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Know what 6 trait involves 3.5 4.0 3.9 4.0 

Know the 6 traits 3.6 4.0 3.7 3.9 

Writing is most important in Language Arts 0.7 0.9 1.7 1.6 

Know what process writing is 3.9 4.0 3.7 4.0 

               Knowledge Rating   

Voice 3.4 4.0 3.6 3.8 

Sentence Fluency 3.5 4.0 3.6 3.8 

Ideas 3.5 4.0 3.9 3.9 

Organization 3.6 4.0 3.7 3.8 

Conventions 3.2 4.0 3.5 3.8 

Presentation 3.5 4.0 3.6 3.9 

    

Writing is important in the content areas 3.7 3.6 3.8 3.8 

6-trait writing can be used in the content areas 3.6 3.6 3.8 3.9 

6-trait writing should be used in the content 

areas 

3.6 3.5 3.7 3.8 

 

 

Table 5 

Student Choice of Which Trait is Most Important 

 

 Original Replicated 

      Which Trait is most Important Rank  Rank  

Ideas 2 30%   1  41% 

Organization 1 35% 3 19% 

Voice 4 10% 2 26% 

Sentence Fluency 6 5% 4 8% 

Word Choice 3 15% 5 3% 

Conventions 7 0% 5 3% 

Presentation 5 10% 7 0% 



Table 6 

Observer and Instructor Choice for Most Important Trait 

 

      Which Trait is most Important Original 

Observers 

n=2 

Replicated 

Observers 

n=2 

Voice 0% 0% 

Ideas 50% 50% 

Organization 0% 0% 

Sentence Fluency 50% 50% 

Convention 0% 0% 

Word Choice 0% 0% 

      Which Trait is most Important Instructor 

n=1 
Instructor 

n=1 

Voice 0% 0% 

Ideas 100% 100% 

Organization 0% 0% 

Sentence Fluency 0% 0% 

Convention 0% 0% 

Word Choice 0% 0% 

           

 

Table 7 

Content Area Students Choice for Most Important Trait for their Content Area 

 

Ideas Organization Voice Sentence 

Fluency 

Word 

Choice 

Conventions Presentation 

 

Science 

 

Social                 

Studies 

 

Math 

 

Language 

Arts 

 

Science 

 

Social 

Studies 

 

Math 

 

Language   

Arts 

 

Social 

Studies 

 

Language 

Arts 

 

Math 

 

Social 

Studies 

 

Science 

  

Math 



Table 8 

  

Scoring of Writing Samples 

 

Original 

Lesson     

Sample 1 Statutes (Simplistic)   

  Minimal Basic Proficient Advanced 

Ideas  0% 66% 33% 0%  

Organization 0%  66% 33% 0%  

Voice 0%  100%   0% 0%  

Word Choice 0%  33% 66% 0%  

Fluency 0%  66% 33% 0%  

Conventions 0% 0%  66%  33% 

Sample 2 Successful (Advanced)   

  Minimal Basic Proficient Advanced 

Ideas  0% 33% 66% 0%  

Organization 0%  33% 66% 0%  

Voice 0%  66%   33% 0%  

Word Choice 0%  0% 100% 0%  

Fluency 0%  66% 33% 0%  

Conventions 0% 33%  66%  0% 

Replicated 

Lesson     

Sample 1 Statutes (Simplistic)   

  Minimal Basic Proficient Advanced 

Ideas 0% 40% 40% 20%  

Organization 0% 20% 80% 0%  

Voice 40% 40%   20% 0%  

Word Choice 20% 20% 60% 0%  

Fluency 0% 100% 0% 0%  

Conventions 0% 20%  60%  20% 

Sample 2 Successful (Advanced)   

  Minimal Basic Proficient Advanced 

Ideas 0% 40% 60% 0%  

Organization 0% 40% 40% 20%  

Voice 0% 20%  60% 20%  

Word Choice 0%  0% 60% 40%  

Fluency 0% 20% 80% 0%  

Conventions 0% 20%  60%  20% 
  

 



Discussion: 

 

Evaluation Data   (Tables 1, 2, & 3) 

 

 In general there was more variability in student responses than in instructor 

responses.  This can be attributed to there being many more students (30 and 31) than 

instructors (2).  The instructors obviously rated the lesson high because they had planned 

and implemented the lesson in what they thought was the best way possible.  The 

observers tended to agree, with there being only some minor variability.  Students, in 

general, rated the lesson components positively with scores for the first lesson ranging 

from a high of 3.6 for “6-trait being important for content teachers” to a low of 3.2 for 

“learning a lot about 6-trait writing.”  In the second lesson, there was a high of 3.8 for 

students seeing “6-trait as being important for content teachers” and a low of 3.0 for 

“learning a lot about 6-trait writing.”  The aspect of “learning a lot about 6-trait writing” 

was the lesson element evaluated lowest by students in both lessons.  A couple of 

students indicated in their comments that the lesson was primarily review of previous 

learning for them. 

When comparing the replicated lesson to the original lesson, there was only one 

aspect that had more than 2/10’s of a point in difference.  That was in “was the lesson 

interesting.”  Students rated “the lesson as interesting” 3.4 in the original lesson, but only 

3.1 in the replicated lesson.  We feel that this may be attributable to the fact that it was 

determined by the observers after the first lesson that students needed to be provided with 

more information about 6-trait writing in the form of a mini-lecture.  Thus, rather than 

being involved in small group activities throughout the replicated lesson, students were 

provided a traditional lecture, and perhaps they felt this caused the lesson to be less 

interesting. 

Students in both lessons, indicated that their favorite part of the lesson was the 

scoring exercise with the rubric, 83% in the original lesson and 77% in the replicated 

lesson.  The list-group-label activity was the least favorite, receiving 3% in the original 

and 0% in the replicated lesson as the favorite activity, and 41% and 52% as their least 

favorite activity.  The observers tended to strongly disagree here thinking that the scoring 

activity was the least “effective” activity in the original lesson and that the list-group-

label and cloze activities were the most effective.  In the replicated lesson, with the 

changes that were done, (each group of students scoring both writing samples) they felt 

that the scoring activity and the cloze were the most effective.  These differences perhaps 

can be attributed to the way students and observers viewed the term “favorite.”  

Observers were rating effectiveness whereas students perhaps rated an activity high 

because they liked it or thought it was fun.  Rather than asking for “favorite” activity we 

should have asked which was most valuable or effective for learning.  It did seem that 

favorite activities for observers were more teacher-controlled activities while students 

chose the more active group activities as their favorites. 

 

 Student Work Data   (Tables 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8) 

 

Pre and post lesson data from the anticipation guide is found in table 4.  In the 

original lesson, all scores went up, as would be expected, except for the two more 



affective statements of “writing is important in the content areas” and “6-trait writing 

should be used in the content areas.”  These actually, went down one tenth of a point 

each.  This was not deemed upsetting as the pre-scores on these two measures were high 

to begin with, 3.7 and 3.6 respectively. 

The biggest change in the original lesson on the post-anticipation guide was in 

knowledge of conventions, moving from 3.2 to 4.0.  This is extremely interesting because 

both instructors and all observers felt that students really knew the most about the trait of 

“conventions.”  It is thought that perhaps the students in the pre-data were just not 

applying the label of “conventions” to what they know about correct spelling, 

punctuation, grammar, etc.   

It is interesting to note, that in the original lesson on the post test data, all scores 

for the 6-traits were 4.0 indicating that they “have used” that particular trait.  This is good 

as they actually had used them in the class.  The scores here though, for the students in 

the replicated lesson, on each trait only approached 4.0, ranging from 3.8-3.9, perhaps 

indicating that the students in this group were not as confident in their usage of these 

traits.  This could be a result of the first group scoring only one sample while in the 

replicated lesson, two samples were scored thus providing double the practice.  In the 

replicated lesson they were also able to compare a strong and a weaker writing sample. 

In the replicated lesson every element stayed the same or went up except for 

“writing is most important in language arts.”  This is positive because it was a 

misconception that we were hoping to change. 

Table 5 contains data regarding which trait students think is most important.  It 

should be noted that students in the content area reading class, were specifically asked 

“Which is most important, do you think, for your specific content area?”  As the other 

students, were primarily elementary education majors, they were just asked “Which trait 

to you think is most important?” 

“Ideas” and “organization” were in the top three choices for students from both lessons 

and “conventions” was in the bottom two choices.  It is interesting to note that when 

looking at how the traits ranked, no specific trait varied by more than a two rank 

difference between the two groups.  

Table 6 contains the information from the observers and the instructors.  They 

differed from the students, agreeing that organization was important, but also indicating 

that sentence fluency was very important.  It is positive to note that both instructors 

agreed with students and rated ideas as the most important.  It is also acknowledged by 

the observers and instructors that they really just picked a trait, because at different times 

and depending on the assignment or activity different traits would become more or less 

important. 

The original lesson had the students in content area groups and the rating was 

specifically for their content area. Table 7 specifically contains this information.   

Students in the language arts groups chose “fluency,” “voice” and “ideas” as being most 

important.  Math groups selected “word choice” “organization,” “presentation” and 

“ideas.” Social Studies groups chose “word choice,” “voice” “organization” and “ideas,” 

and science groups chose “word choice,” “organization” and “ideas.”  It is interesting to 

note, that no group chose “conventions” and students in a math group were the only ones 

to choose “presentation.”  It was not surprising that there was this much disagreement 

among students in the same content area.  This led to positive class interaction as students 



provided their reasoning and defended their trait selections.  It was the intention of the 

instructors also that students understand that traits at different times can vary in 

importance.  

Table 8 contains the scoring data from the writing samples. In the original study, 

half of the class in small groups scored one student sample using the defined criteria in 

the rubric while the other half of the class, also in small groups, scored the second 

sample.   Sample 1 labeled “Statues” was written in a very simplistic fashion with basic 

vocabulary while Sample 2 labeled “Successful” was written in a more sophisticated 

fashion with complex vocabulary and ideas.  In the original lesson students only read one 

sample, and the groups reading Sample 1 “Statues” felt that they had over estimated the 

proficiency of the student after hearing the second sample and seeing how the other 

groups had evaluated it.  Were they to do the exercise again, they would want both 

samples for comparison.  Since they were all secondary content students, they had not 

had a great deal of practice evaluating writing with a rubric and especially not using the 

six traits.   Students in the replicated study were given both samples to score.  Thus in the 

replicated lesson, students consistently rated “Successful” more highly than “Statues.”  In 

both lessons, students varied a lot in their scoring of many of the traits for both samples.  

This led to a discussion of the subjectivity of evaluating the traits and how important it is 

to have a well defined evaluation rubric. 

 

Recommended Further Lesson Revisions 

 

If we were to gather evaluation data again for this lesson, we would ask students 

to rate the amount of distraction they perceived from the video taping and having the 

observers present in the classroom.   We would also ask students, observers and 

instructors to evaluate the specific learning objectives identified for the lesson.  Also, 

rather than asking their “favorite” activity, we would ask which activity they thought 

“most effective” or “valuable” for learning.  In terms of lesson refinement, we would try 

to make activities more differentiated for students who have had prior exposure to 6-trait 

writing.  Next steps may also involve documenting how students in the Content Area 

Reading class use writing in their content area teaching units.  
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APPENDIX 

 

I.  Instructional Materials 

 

1) Instructional Overheads  

 

              writing process over head.doc 

 what makes good writing.doc  

                                       

2) Class Handouts   

    

definition of traits.doc 

  writing sample-statues.doc 

  writing sample-successful.doc 

  scoring rubric.pdf 

  cloze-6 trait.doc 

   

3)  Miscellaneous 

  masking tape 

   

  

II.  Materials to Study Lesson 

 

1) Evaluation Forms 

 

  anticipation guide.doc 

  student-observer-instructor eval.doc 

   

  

III.  Other  

1) informational-permission letter.doc 

 


