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Abstract 

Writing is an essential professional skill as well as important life skill. The goal of 

writing instruction is to develop the skills and knowledge necessary to successfully meet 

future writing challenges. However, despite years of writing instruction, many writers 

struggle to transfer skills and knowledge from one context to another. One reason for 

this struggle is that even after years of instruction most people are highly apprehensive 

about writing and do not consider themselves writers. In order to overcome the 

problem of transfer, we must improve our understanding about writing apprehension 

and the role it plays in the transformation to writer. Writing research and theory has 

brought us to the current understanding that writing is a set of complex skills that is 

contextually situated and socially influenced, and yet most writing instruction focuses 

on general, basic skills. As a result, instruction does little to lessen writing apprehension 

and foster the transformation to writer. This mixed methods study focused on the 

transformation into writers of 17 teachers attending a National Writing Project (NWP) 

Summer Institute and addressed the impact of immersion in this learning community on 

writing apprehension. This research spanned a year and studied the writing 

apprehension of the participants before, during, and after their transformation by 

focusing on the role that agency and self-efficacy played in the transformation to writer. 

NWP’s mission is to improve the teaching of writing, and central to that goal is 

the belief that teachers who write are better writing teachers. This makes the 

transformation of teacher into writer the primary purpose of the NWP Summer 

Institute. The Summer Institute is organized as a learning community focused on 

professional development, research, and leadership as well as writing. Most of the 17 

women involved in this learning community experienced a decrease in writing 

apprehension while undergoing the transformation to writer and maintained that 

confidence level during the following year. The writers’ reflection journals reveal that as 

apprehension decreases evidence of self-regulating activity, such as goal setting and 

metawriting, increases as does agency and self-efficacy. These findings contribute to our 

understanding of the transformation to writer and how this transformation connects 
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with writing apprehension as well as how this transformation can be fostered in a 

learning community which attends to agency and writing self-efficacy. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

I have taught writing and worked with writers for more than two decades. 

However, first and foremost, I have always defined myself as a writer. My work as a 

writer has included writing and editing newspapers, magazines, trade publications, and 

web publications as well as publishing three novels. My love affair with the written word 

developed at an early age. I grew up an avid reader filled with the desire to tell stories, 

to write, and to publish, and yet through most of my early schooling I thought those 

hopes would never be more than dreams. I was a competent student, but my writing 

was never rated as anything outstanding or special by my teachers. Certainly there was 

nothing in the grades or feedback I received to encourage me to pursue my dream. The 

message I received was clear: I did not have the “stuff” it took to be a good writer let 

alone a published one. I believed being a good writer was a “gift” that I had not 

received.  

It was not until high school, in Lee Brooks’ sophomore English class, that I was 

introduced to the concept of drafting and revision. It was like being struck by lightning 

when I realized that good writing did not arrive, fully formed and perfect, to those 

writers blessed with the “gift” of good writing, but instead was the product of a 

combination of planning and invention followed by revision and editing honed by 

writing practice and exposure to good writing. This discovery had a dramatic impact on 

my high school writing which led to awards and encouragement – and my decision to 

pursue a college degree in English. Certainly, my long list of publications since then is 

the result of my own effort and labor, but would I have chosen that career path without 

an introduction to the writing process in high school? Would I have persisted through 

difficulty and challenge without first experiencing success? 

 Fast forward to 1994 when I joined a writing group and embarked on serious 

study and discussion of writing. By this point I had worked as a newspaper reporter and 

editor for six years. I had also written my first novel and found a small press to publish 
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it. Eager to flex my writing muscles, my writing group gave me a demanding workout 

which helped me grow as a writer. During my years working with the writing group, I 

completed more novels, won several writing contests, and garnered a two-book 

contract with a major mass market publisher. I loved meeting biweekly with my writing 

group to receive feedback on my work and participate in meaningful discussions about 

writing. The membership in our group fluctuated over time, but the core members were 

all women and included one other published author. Perhaps because we were women, 

our group became much more than a writing group. We also became close friends as we 

saw each other through many personal challenges including birth, death, divorce, 

professional change, and all the other travails of life. These women were among the first 

to know that I was pregnant with my child – even before my own mother – and were 

the first to meet my newborn son. As our friendship grew, so did our writing confidence 

and competence. 

Then, in 1996, now an experienced reporter and editor with a respectable list of 

publications both as a staff writer and freelancer with newspapers and magazines in 

both New York and Kentucky, I joined the staff of the Mt. Sterling Advocate. My 

experience with newsrooms up to that point had followed a traditional editorial format: 

editors had the final say about the form and format of a reporter’s work so the 

published article might bear little resemblance to the original submission. Unlike other 

publications for which I had written, the Advocate functioned more like a writing group. 

The newsroom staff, which included the managing editor and two staff writers as well as 

the occasional intern, circulated articles to all members of the newsroom for input and 

suggestions and then made revisions to the articles based on those suggestions. In this 

model, the writer had the final say over the final product and retained control 

throughout the process. This newsroom model contributed greatly to my growth and 

development as a writer. I started in this newsroom as the only woman although over 

time the gender balance shifted back and forth. However, like my writing group, the 

newspaper staff, and the newsroom in particular, became very close knit and familial. 

Belonging to two writing groups and working regularly with other writers, writers that I 
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cared about and trusted, was a key part of my further growth and development as a 

writer. 

 My experience with these two different writing groups was so compelling for me 

that when I pursued a Master’s degree in English from Eastern Kentucky University, 

starting in August 1999, I chose to make writing groups and the negotiated writing that 

takes place within them the focus of my research. Both this research and my personal 

experience with writing groups led me to base my classroom practice on a similar 

model. Every writing class I have taught since that time has involved this writing group 

dynamic and I continue to believe very strongly in its benefits at every level. When I 

entered the Texas Tech TCR Ph.D. program in the spring of 2008, my interest in writing 

groups continued as did my belief in the pedagogy. However, while I still believed 

strongly in collaborative pedagogy, I became more and more preoccupied with another 

question: The issue of transfer. This quest to understand what my writing students need 

to learn in my class to write successfully in college and beyond has always been one of 

my primary concerns as a writing teacher and researcher. 

 The more I have researched and studied this question, the more I have come to 

realize that the answer to my question is not a set of discrete skills or specific genres. I 

have learned that it is not about what I need to teach, but is instead about how my 

students need to grow, change, and evolve, and how I can foster this growth, change, 

and evolution. I have begun to see my job not as teaching writing, but one of fostering 

writers. This brought me circling back to writing groups and my own evolution as a 

writer. How does one foster a writer? That became the challenge I wanted to address as 

a researcher. 

 My progression as a writer, teacher, and researcher took another important turn 

when I attended my first National Writing Project Summer Institute in the summer of 

2008. This experience took my understanding of collaborative pedagogy to a new level 

with the combination of writing groups and professional development leading to often 

uncomfortable horizon expanding. As a Ph.D. student, I was perhaps better prepared for 

this transformational experience, but like every member of my cohort I was 
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dramatically, often painfully, challenged. At the end of the experience we were all 

changed – as professionals and teachers – but most importantly for me – as writers. 

 My new challenge as a teacher became to determine how I could bring these 

same formative, transformative experiences to my students. How could I bottle the 

magic that was the writing group and put it in my students’ hands? How could I 

convince my students to invest themselves in a writing group so they could experience 

this magic? Even more important, how could I share the message with others outside 

the classroom? My own growth and development as a writer had been fostered both in 

the classroom and out of it and so I knew writers must be fostered beyond the 

classroom. While the classroom might be the natural place to begin the process, 

fostering does not occur naturally in the writing classroom. In fact, this type of teaching 

and learning is not a natural fit for the modern educational environment.  

 One of the major problems with today’s educational system, from kindergarten 

through college, is the tendency to treat students as widgets on an educational 

assembly line. John Dewey (1916) describes this “fixed and rigid” form of education as 

“rendering the work of both teacher and public mechanical and slavish” (p. 110). Every 

year new operators (aka teachers) are expected to install new components (aka 

outcomes) to the widgets (aka students) along the 13-stop conveyor belt (aka public 

education). Regular quality-control tests are administered to ensure minimum standards 

are met by the widgets. Mitchell & Sackney (2001) describe the current educational 

model as a “gigantic clockwork” made up of “discrete parts, each with its individual 

structure and function.” They argue “current educational practices have fragmented and 

trivialized learning” and further charge that the bureaucratic structures and 

standardized practices of contemporary schools mean that school learning “has been 

managed, manipulated, controlled, organized, and constrained” to a point where it no 

longer serves any students let alone those who fall outside the “normal curve” (2000, p. 

2) . Theodore Sizer (1984) described education as “something someone does to 

somebody else” and decries the mechanistic, formulaic routines that liken education to 

“the factory floor” (p. 3). Sizer argues that true education and learning cannot be 
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“factory-wrought” (p. 4). While this form of education has been the K-12 norm for more 

than a century, it is becoming increasingly pervasive in higher education as well. 

This industrial form of education was necessary to replace the previous guild 

system which accounted for most education and professional training. Under the guild 

system a master would work with a small group of journeymen and apprentices to learn 

the particular craft or trade the master practiced. A similar system was employed by 

early philosophers to educate a select group of students, and early schools and 

universities were modeled on this education system. However, as the world moved 

from an agricultural to industrial economy in the 18th and 19th centuries, it became 

necessary to educate more people than the guild system would support. The 

educational assembly line was created as the most efficient way to educate the most 

people. In 1803, Kant argued against this type of education system and wrote that 

[e]ducation and instruction must not be merely mechanical” (p. 22). However, as 

education was mandated by the states and the system grew, the mechanized model 

gained widespread acceptance. Tyack and Hansot (1982) tell us that by the turn of 20th 

century, American public education had been reshaped according to the “canons of 

business efficiency” (p. 106).  While this system of education may work well to instill 

basic knowledge and skills into many, it is an out-dated model for the needs of modern 

society which requires a much higher level of critical thinking and communication 

management skills. Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) point out “many students are not 

learning how to manage themselves and their development as readers, writers, and 

learners” because school practices are “seriously disposed toward perpetuating 

dependence” (p. 15). What is particularly disappointing is that educational philosophers 

have been speaking out against this form of mechanical education for a century. Jacques 

Maritain wrote in 1943 about the “surprising weakness of education today” and 

attributed this failure to a “lack or disregard of ends” and “attachment to the perfection 

of our means” (p. 3).  

Of course the major failing of the industrial model is that by treating students as 

interchangeable widgets, it fails to account for the many different levels of knowledge 
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and abilities that students bring with them and cannot prepare those same 

heterogeneous students for their diverse futures. In “Education and Mind in the 

Knowledge Age,” Carl Bereiter (2002) denounces the reductionism and 

oversimplification that permeates education. He argues these attitudes have led us to a 

system that is constantly reforming but never transforming — and as a result has not 

changed for centuries (p. 386). Bereiter points out that we need new conceptual tools to 

create this transformation, as education’s current conceptual tools are “woefully 

inadequate” for old tasks and even more so for the “new order of tasks” dictated by the 

knowledge age (p. 4). The American education system has compounded this error by 

adjusting production assembly lines to make it extremely difficult for educators to 

introduce their own adaptions and innovations to classrooms and schools which might 

address some of these failures at the local level. The machine has little tolerance for 

widgets or operators that do not fit neatly into their assigned slots and has responded 

by increasing quality controls. Of course, these quality control measures do nothing of 

the kind and only serve to force widgets and operators into their slots or reject them if 

they cannot be made to fit. Kant predicted such problems with this mode of education 

in 1803 when he wrote that “*a+ll education which is merely mechanical must carry with 

it many mistakes and deficiencies” (p. 13). The end result is an “astonishingly uniform” 

framework of “mediocre sameness,” according to Sizer (1984, p. 6). 

 While I cannot hope to address the failings of the entire K-16 educational system 

in this dissertation, I do hope to contribute to changes in the teaching of writing. 

Assembly line education has been a destructive force for all content areas, but writing 

instruction in particular has suffered as a result of the system. Thanks to decades of 

research and theory concerning the teaching and learning of writing, we understand 

that writing is not a general basic skill, but rather a complicated set of complex skills that 

are contextually-driven and socially-situated (Downs & Wardle, 2007; Smit, 2004). 

Writing is not a general portable skill, as Anne Beaufort (2000) points out in “Learning 

the Trade: A Social Apprenticeship Model for Gaining Writing Expertise,” nor is it a 

“discrete set of learned skills” as Chris Anson (2008) explains in “Closed Systems and 

http://www.citeulike.org/user/deannamascle/article/351318
http://www.citeulike.org/user/deannamascle/article/351318
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Standardized Writing Tests.” In “Rethinking Genre in School and Society: An Activity 

Theory Analysis,” David Russell (1997) points out that due to this complexity the context 

is never fully stabilized and is constantly shifting. This makes teaching writing a 

challenge given our current industrial model of education. Our current system of 

treating writing as a discrete skill combined with teaching and requiring students to 

create “mutt genres” (Wardle, 2009) of a “type of discourse found nowhere in the 

natural world” (Anson, 2008, p. 114) contributes to the failure to achieve transfer of 

writing knowledge and practices from one context to another (Anson, 2008; Beaufort, 

2000; Downs & Wardle, 2007; Smit, 2004; Wardle, 2009). However, an important 

contribution to the lack of transfer is also made by our failure to foster and develop 

agency. Due to the ever-changing and shifting contexts for writing our students face, 

fostering agency, or their capacity to act on their own initiative, is an important and 

necessary part of learning to write. We cannot prepare our students for every future 

writing task, but if they possess agency they can adapt the knowledge they possess to 

address new challenges and continue to accrue new knowledge and skills. Yet our 

educational system and writing classrooms do not attend to agency. The development 

of agency as well as the development of writing skills and knowledge is also inhibited by 

writing apprehension. The fear and loathing of writing, also known as writing 

apprehension, plays a large role in the lack of transfer because it interferes with the 

practice and study of writing as well as a willingness to accept agency. 

 One possible way to achieve this transfer is to focus not on discrete writing skills 

and products, but on the writer. Working to diminish apprehension about writing while 

increasing personal agency could have a long-term effect on the writer and have a 

positive effect on transfer. The challenge is that this type of learning requires an open 

system, along the lines of those proposed by progressive and constructionist 

educational theorists such as Dewey, Papert, and Montessori, and found in learning 

communities like the National Writing Project Summer Institute (Lieberman & Wood, 

2003). Learning communities involve active learning in a social or collaborative context, 

but a learning community focused on writing should borrow the creative project-
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centered approaches offered by progressive and constructionist education theories. 

Learning communities focused on writing have been around for a long time although 

they are more often known as writing groups and writing workshops (Gere, 1987).  

The expectation of transfer is an ongoing problem for teachers of composition 

and technical communication courses traditionally offered to underclassmen and 

typically taken to fulfill a requirement – not by student choice. As a result, both courses 

are viewed by all constituencies as service courses – handmaidens to the academy and 

professions respectively – focused on basic skill acquisition. In direct contradiction to 

what we know after decades of research focused on how people learn to write, 

members of these constituencies persist in the belief that these basic skills will 

somehow, through some magical alchemy, translate into the nebulous, mythical quality 

of “good writing” that will then carry forward from these service courses into future 

writing in the academy and professional life. 

Myth is a good descriptive term for this belief in the transfer of writing 

knowledge from a service course focused on basic skills training to new writing 

situations. A myth is a legendary story that explains some practice and may or may not 

possess a determinable basis of fact. Transfer’s status as a myth has been well 

established (Anson, 2008; Beaufort, 2000; Downs & Wardle, 2007; Smit, 2004). As we 

now understand, writing is not a general basic skill and the universal description “good 

writing” is even more indefinable and indefensible. In The End of Composition Studies, 

David W. Smit (2004) describes writing ability as a wide range of knowledge and 

abilities, many of which depend on context. So how then, if writing ability is a complex 

activity that depends on ever-changing context, can a few service courses focused on 

basic skill training prepare writers for the vast array of contexts for which they will need 

to write? By focusing on the writer to decrease writing apprehension and increase 

agency. The only hope for achieving long-term improvement in writing is to change the 

focus from discrete skills and specific genres to self-regulating writers who possess the 

agency to respond to new challenges by seeking new knowledge or adapting existing 

skills. 
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Anson, Beaufort, Downs and Wardle, Russell, and Smit agree that the traditional 

model of teaching writing is too focused on the quick fix or inoculation instruction – the 

belief that we can inoculate students against bad future writing with just one or two 

courses. In fact, Anson (2008) calls this type of pedagogy “unprincipled” and any belief 

that our current writing assessments can accurately measure transfer “wrongheaded” 

(p. 114). Instead, these theorists advocate an open system (Anson) that shifts the 

teaching of writing from context-less and content-less skills to a focus on inquiry and 

critical thinking, collaboration and community, conscious theorizing (Smit), and 

mindfulness (Downs and Wardle) fostered by immersion (Smit) in a particular discourse 

community (Beaufort) or activity system (Russell). Anson (2008) describes an “open 

system” as “ constantly evolving, contextually mediated, and contextually determined 

practices, influenced by social and institutional histories, conventions, and expectations” 

(p. 114). This type of system has been a part of education and learning theory for 

decades and includes progressive and constructivist theories such as those proposed by 

Dewey, Montessori, and Papert. These theories manifest themselves in learning 

communities. Layne et al (2002) describe learning communities as “extended interaction 

of peers investigating a broad question” (p. 13). Learning communities focused on 

writing have existed for centuries in the form of writing groups and writing workshops. 

In Writing Groups, Anne Ruggles Gere traces the history of writing groups to college 

literary societies, such as Harvard’s Spy Club which was formed in 1719, and secondary 

classroom practices on the 1800s. Outside formal education systems, writing groups 

were also formed as part of mutual improvement societies whose history can be traced 

to pre-Colonial times in America (Gere, 1987). Typically writing groups are found outside 

education and writing workshops are found in the classroom. Writing workshop 

classrooms are often adopted by writing teachers attracted by progressive and 

constructionist education. This group frequently includes teachers affiliated with the 

National Writing Project (Gere, 1987).  

While Anson, Beaufort, Downs and Wardle, Russell, and Smit support the idea of 

a learning community focused on the development of writers, there is much we do not 
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know about the impact of such involvement on writers. Albert Bandura’s social cognitive 

theory provides a way to further our understanding of this involvement. In Self-Efficacy: 

The Exercise of Control, Albert Bandura (1997) states that social cognitive theory adopts 

an agentic perspective in which individuals have the power to contribute to the shaping 

of their lives and social systems (p. 3). However, simply granting writers the power is not 

enough. They must be ready, willing, and able to use it. Essential to this exercise of 

human agency are self-efficacy beliefs. Bandura defines self-efficacy beliefs as a 

person’s belief in her capability to produce the desired effect through deliberate action. 

Self-efficacy beliefs influence an individual’s chosen course of action, perseverance, 

resiliency, sense of optimism or pessimism, and reaction to stress and depression. In 

turn, each of these influences impact the overall level of accomplishment at the 

particular task.  

Bandura emphasizes the fact that agency and self-efficacy are interdependent. In 

order to make the decision to act, people must believe they have the power as well as 

the capability to act (1997, p. 3). An individual’s belief in her capability to act, or self-

efficacy, is influenced by four sources, according to Bandura. These sources of self-

efficacy are performance or mastery experience; vicarious experience, such as 

observations and social comparisons; social persuasions; and physiological and affective 

state (Bandura, 1997, p. 79). Pajares (2003) points out that two decades of research in 

diverse fields has shown that self-efficacy is a more consistent predictor of behavioral 

outcomes than are other self-beliefs. Hidi and Boscolo (2008) further note that for 20 

years investigators have found positive associations between self-efficacy for writing 

and writing outcomes. Pajares and Valiente (2008) point to research that suggests 

beliefs about writing processes and competence are instrumental to the writer’s 

ultimate success as a writer. Social cognitive theory and its interdependence with 

agency are well suited for the study of a learning community focused on writing. 

Using social cognitive theory to study writers working in a learning community is 

a necessary step to build on our knowledge of fostering the growth and development of 

writers and the theories advocated by Anson, Beaufort, Downs and Wardle, Russell, and 
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Smit. Writing self-efficacy theory has the potential to make an important contribution to 

our understanding of the impact of such an open system on writers. Self-efficacy theory, 

and its decades of research, provides support for the theories but even more important 

it provides something that many other pedagogical theories lack – a way to measure 

change in writers’ apprehension which can then help us understand the underlying 

causes for that change. Too much of the focus of previous writing research, and the 

evaluation and assessment of writing, has focused on the product of writing – the 

written work. However, the problem with this approach is that writing only has value 

within a specific context and can only be judged according to the values of that specific 

context, discourse community, or activity system. Is it any wonder that instructors and 

evaluators cannot find agreement on what “good writing” is and that students believe 

writing evaluation is arbitrary and meaningless? However, at the root, the true intent of 

writing classes is not to change the writing, but in fact to change the writer in the hope 

that a change in writing will follow. Writing self-efficacy theory offers a way to measure 

that change in the writer that is in keeping with an open system using theory and 

instruments developed and tested by Bandura and his successors. Social cognitive 

theory provides a new lens to focus on the writer. 

My research focuses on the impact of this immersion in a particular learning 

community, a National Writing Project Summer Institute, on the writing apprehension 

and sources of self-efficacy of one group of adult writers over the course of one year. 

This study has implications for impacting the teaching of writing at all levels of 

education. I chose to study a group of adult writers who had already completed their 

undergraduate education. These writers were members of a professional learning 

community focused on writing which included reading, discussion, research, and 

exercise of their profession as teachers. Beaufort (2000) says there is a need for more 

exploration of the full range of social issues in the writing environment that may affect 

learning (p. 186). Beaufort points out that while this pedagogy has been studied in other 

settings and fields, only limited attention has been given to writing. The writing activity 

at this site was centered on the participants’ chosen profession and had relevance to 
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their personal and professional lives; and the ideas read, shared, and written about had 

direct relevance to their personal and professional lives. The writing was conducted in a 

learning community and focused on content that mattered to the community in general 

and the writer in specific.  

 

My research questions are: 

 What is the impact of immersion on writing apprehension? 

 How does immersion influence the sources of writing self-efficacy?  

Specifically, how does immersion influence: 

 performance or mastery experience;  

 vicarious experience, such as observations and social comparisons;  

 social persuasions;  

 and physiological and affective state. 

 What other aspects of the immersion influence writing apprehension and self-

efficacy? 

 

Furthering our understanding of the impact that involvement in a learning 

community has on writing apprehension as well as the sources of writing self-efficacy 

can have tremendous implications for writers and all those who work with them, 

whether as practitioners or teachers, and regardless of whether the location of that 

work is in education or technical communication. This research is important for the 

future of writing instruction – both in academia and the professions. As someone who 

has worked for decades with writers in both the workplace and academia, I know that 

writing apprehension is rampant – even among writers expected to be confident such as 

published authors and veteran reporters. This apprehension can paralyze a writer and 

interfere not only with writing, but also growth and development, which often leads to a 

vicious cycle of failure feeding failure. I know from first-hand experience the powerful 

force that involvement in a writing community can have upon writing apprehension, and 

I know that I am not alone, thanks to the work of others such as Bruffee, Elbow, Gere, 
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Graves, Macrorie, Moffett, and Murray. Anson, Beaufort, Downs and Wardle, Gere, 

Russell, and Smit give us the history, theory, and implications of open systems such as 

writing groups and learning communities. However, they do not provide research 

detailing the impact of immersion in a writing community on writing apprehension and 

whether that effect has the potential for long-term benefits. In addition, while there has 

been much research focused on writing apprehension there are still gaps in our 

knowledge as to its causes and cures (Lavelle, 2006; Pajares & Johnson, 1994; Wachholtz 

& Etheridge, 1996). 

I believe, as an editor and a teacher of writers as well as a teacher of future 

editors and other teachers of writing, that the more we can know about the conditions 

that lessen writing apprehension then the more we can do to recreate those conditions 

for the writers we foster. My exploration of writing apprehension and writing self-

efficacy will provide valuable clues about fostering the growth and development of 

writers. 

 My belief was that immersion in a learning community would have a positive 

effect on writing apprehension and the sources of writing self-efficacy, but that impact 

would gradually diminish over time once the immersion experience was over. However, 

I wanted to learn more than whether or not my belief was true. My intent for this 

dissertation was to accomplish more than simply addressing surface level, short-term 

changes in the writers and their writing and therefore I made an in-depth long-term 

study of one community of writers. My work followed in the tradition that John Law and 

Annemarie Mol (2002) describe in “Complexities: Social Studies of Knowledge 

Practices,” saying: “*m+uch recent work in the sociology of science, history of 

technology, anthropology of medicine, cultural studies, feminism, and political 

philosophy has been a revolt against simplification” (p. 1). We know that the act of 

writing is complex and yet too often our teaching and writing about this complex act 

tends toward simplification. This is a natural, human tendency as Law and Mol tell us. 

We have a propensity to “organize phenomena bewildering in their layered complexity 

into clean overviews” that are smooth, linear, and calm (p. 3). We do this because 
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complexity is viewed as surprising and disturbing and that we prefer smooth, linear, 

calm narratives (p. 3). However, this proclivity does not come without cost. Law and Mol 

point out that such simplification can be an impediment to understanding and that 

complexity must be attended to (p. 1). 

 Attending to the complexity of the personal and writing lives of my participants 

is necessary to further our understanding of immersion in a learning community and its 

implications for writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy. No one writes in a 

vacuum and certainly this was true of my participants. The year of my study was filled 

with personal and professional turmoil for each participant. Three of the women 

underwent divorce and three became mothers while others contended with a wide 

range of family issues including death, teenage rebellion, and mental illness. One 

participant was in a car accident that nearly killed her and caused extensive brain injury. 

Another woman became engaged and planned her wedding for the summer following 

our study. Professionally, these women lost their teaching jobs, changed schools or 

grade levels, took on new challenges and leadership roles, and strove to implement the 

new theories they learned as a result of their writing community experience – often 

facing opposition from administration and peers. In other words, these writers faced all 

the challenges we experience as humans with lives. How do these experiences impact 

our lives as writers? In particular, how do these experiences impact our writing 

apprehension and writing self-efficacy? Does the immersion experience mitigate or 

exacerbate these effects? 

 These are important questions to ask. Bereiter (2002) denounces the 

reductionism and oversimplification that permeates education and has led us to a 

system that is constantly reforming but never transforming – a system that has not 

changed for centuries (p. 386). While arguing that we need new conceptual tools to 

create this transformation, Bereiter argues for the type of collaborative knowledge 

building that is found in an open system or learning community. In “An attainable 

version of high literacy: Approaches to teaching higher-order skills in reading and 

writing,” Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) point out “many students are not learning 
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how to manage themselves and their development as readers, writers, and learners” 

because school practices are “seriously disposed toward perpetuating dependence” (p. 

15). They argue that prevailing practice is one of diminished expectations. Defining high 

literacy as the development of linguistic and verbal reasoning and the sophisticated 

literary standards appropriate to leaders of society, they argue that high literacy 

requires intentional learning and a willingness to invest time and effort and describe a 

learning environment similar to that found in a learning community (p. 9). A learning 

community is designed to promote high literacy and both fosters and requires 

independence. 

 In addition, this study offers insight into an area of writing studies often left 

unexplored. In “Surpassing Ourselves: An Inquiry Into the Nature and Implications of 

Expertise,” Bereiter and Scardamalia (1993) call for more exploration of the space 

between novice and expert that is typically left unexplored by researchers stating “*w+e 

need to know what separates expertise from mediocrity and what is needed – besides 

training and experience – to foster continuing growth in competence.” In particular, 

their study of writing has demonstrated that practice and experience alone are not 

enough to foster growth: They have found “the poorer writers we studied approach the 

task in ways that minimize opportunities for growth, whereas the better writers 

maximize them. The result is a multiplier effect, where the more expert keep gaining in 

expertise while the less expert make little progress.”  

 My study responds to their call for more studies of the growth of expertise over 

time.  I believe that the writing group my participants joined provided such 

opportunities for growth. My study will provide rich opportunity to further our 

understanding of the complexity that attends the growth of writing expertise.  

   

Dissertation chapter summaries 

 The body of this dissertation is organized into five chapters, not including a brief 

concluding chapter that examines the potential for future studies and the implications 
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for the field. Within these chapters I provide the context for my research questions and 

study, explain how my work is located within the field, justify and examine the methods 

used for this study, share the results of this mixed methods study, and address the 

implications of these findings. 

The dissertation includes, in addition to this introduction and a brief conclusion, 

four chapters: 

Chapter 2: I explore the roots of the problems facing writing studies as a field 

and explain how our current understanding of writing, and how it is learned, opens 

opportunities for changing the ways we teach writing. I then introduce a new 

framework to think about the teaching of writing and Social Cognitive Theory as a 

method for attending to writing apprehension and fostering the growth and 

development of writers. 

Chapter 3: I introduce my study, describe it in detail, and justify the methods and 

methodology of my chosen population, data collection, and analysis. In particular, I 

provide background for my choice to work with a National Writing Project Summer 

Institute and to utilize the Miller-Daly Writing Apprehension Survey and the Writing Self-

Efficacy Instrument. I also provide details about the process of creating a case study 

from the results of my mixed methods study. 

Chapter 4: I present the results of my mixed methods study and the analysis of 

these findings as a case study of the impact joining a learning community has on writing 

apprehension and sources of writing self-efficacy. In particular I provide quantitative 

data demonstrating the long-term impact of a writing group on the writing 

apprehension of these adult writers, quantitative data demonstrating the writing self-

efficacy of the participants, analysis of the correlation between the two sets of data, and 

analysis of qualitative data that explores the influence of the learning community on 

writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy. 

Chapter 5: I analyze these findings in terms of writing apprehension and the 

sources of writing self-efficacy.  



Texas Tech University, Deanna DeBrine Mascle, August 2011 

17 

 

Chapter 6: Finally, I explore the implications of my research for writers and those 

who work with them in terms of our ability to foster the growth and development of 

writers. Finally, I address the limitations of my study and suggest directions for future 

research. 

 In order to fully comprehend the implications of this research study, it is 

important to situate learning community immersion within the context and history of 

writing studies as well as to understand how it fits within the field’s current views about 

how writing is learned. It is also necessary to address how writing apprehension and 

writing self-efficacy impact writing ability. These issues will be addressed in Chapter 2. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Previously I established the context and research questions that formed my 

study.  

My research questions are: 

 

 What is the impact of immersion on writing apprehension? 

 How does immersion influence the sources of writing self-efficacy? Specifically, 

how does immersion influence: 

 performance or mastery experience;  

 vicarious experience, such as observations and social comparisons;  

 social persuasions;  

 and physiological and affective state. 

 What other aspects of the immersion influence writing apprehension and self-

efficacy? 

 

In this chapter, I identify the primary issue facing writing studies, which is our 

failure to teach writing in a way that facilitates transfer, and trace the roots of this 

problem to the first composition class. I then introduce a new framework to think about 

writing, supported by social cognitive theory, which will help address the issues of 

writing apprehension and transfer. 

 

The Problem 

 The field of writing studies has an image problem. Even as I draft this 

dissertation, the news media is full of reports reflecting on the ways that public 

education from kindergarten through college has failed to produce appropriately 

literate graduates (see for example, March 21, 2011, Washington Examiner article “Why 
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can’t college students write well?”).  These charges do not come from the public and 

media alone, but also business and government leaders who “complain that college 

graduates cannot handle important workplace writing tasks” (Beaufort, 1999, p. 3). A 

number of national tests also suggest that the “teaching of writing is not having much of 

an effect on the abilities of our students” (Smit, 2004, p. 8). In addition, there are 

challenges from within our own discipline about the worth of composition classes. 

These challenges began almost as soon as the widespread adoption of required 

freshman composition courses took place at the end of the 19th century (Connors, 1997, 

p. 281). Some have argued for the abolition of college writing classes as the “gains are 

too minute” and the “cost-benefit ratios too small” (Beaufort, 2007, p. 7). It is difficult 

for many, both inside and outside our discipline, to understand how, after more than a 

century from the introduction of the first freshman composition course, a century from 

the birth of NCTE, and more than five decades after CCCC was formed, college graduates 

still do not know how to write.  On the face of it, our position appears indefensible. We 

have little evidence that our instruction “has any long-term effects” (Smit, 2004, p. 159) 

or that we are any closer to realizing an essential goal of our field which is “to foster 

student writing” (p. 5). 

 Of course those familiar with the history and research in composition and 

rhetoric know there are several good reasons for this apparent lack of progress after 

more than a century of work. First and foremost, many of these critics do not have such 

training and so have “ill-formed notions of writing and writers” (Hesse, p. ix) and even 

within our own field there is a certain “murkiness in our understanding of what 

constitutes expert writing performance” (Beaufort, 1999, p. 8). These problems with 

understanding contribute to the public’s perception of writing expertise and its 

development as well as our ability to evaluate writing growth. Writing is much more 

complex (Anson, 2008; Downs & Wardle, 2007; Hidi & Boscolo, 2008; Smit, 2004; 

Sommers, 2008) than outsiders, and according to Stewart (1983) even some insiders, 

understand. Due to this complexity, writing development is messy and difficult to chart 

(Beaufort, 2007; Sommers, 2008). And finally, much writing instruction, in particular the 
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type fostered by these “ill-formed notions,” does not contribute to the transfer of 

writing skills—or at least the writing skills some may expect writing instruction to 

deliver. While the public may call this a literacy crisis, the real problem facing the field of 

writing studies is one of perception – a problem with the understanding of what writing 

is, how it can be taught and measured, and the limits of what traditional classroom 

instruction can achieve.  What is needed is a new framework for thinking about writing 

and writing instruction that includes a new method for measuring its effectiveness that 

can overcome at long last these “ill-formed notions”. 

 

Ill-formed Notions 

Our discipline’s historians tell us that such “literacy crises” as we are currently 

experiencing are not new and were, in fact, not even new in the 20th century (Connors, 

1997, p. 280). These “literacy crises” most often coincide not with a dramatic drop in the 

quality of teaching, but rather an increase in enrollment and/or changes in the student 

population caused by “periods of demographic and class economic shifts” (Nystrand, 

2006, p. 15). Nystrand (2006) points to Time’s 1974 “Bonehead English” and 

Newsweek’s 1975 “Why Johnny Can’t Write” as examples of the popular press 

bemoaning a “sharp decline in writing skills evident in America’s colleges and 

universities” during a previous literacy crisis (p.  15). The root of our current problem 

with perception lies in another literacy crisis which took place at the end of the 19th 

century.   In the late 1800s, college enrollments were expanding rapidly (Connors, 1997; 

Stewart, 1983) which Connors says led to the “Illiteracy of American boys” crisis. This 

growth in enrollment was the result of a restructuring of the American university system 

as it moved from an older system with more unified instruction to the modern system 

based on the German model of highly specialized domains of knowledge (Carter, 2007, 

p. 386). The modern university created opportunities for a new type of student, but 

these new students created a great challenge for universities accustomed to a 

homogenous group of upper-class young men with similar abilities and preparation, and 



Texas Tech University, Deanna DeBrine Mascle, August 2011 

21 

 

who were for the most part the “sons of landed gentry” (Nystrand, 2006, p. 15). These 

new students were “increasingly heterogeneous and unevenly prepared” (Stewart, 

1983, p. 105). The new departmentalized modern university was intended to produce a 

“demographically diverse meritocracy” (Nystrand, 2006, p. 15), but that demographic 

diversity soon proved to be a problem as a number of those students were ill-prepared 

for college. From 1892 to 1897, the Harvard Board of Overseers received reports that 

college-bound students did not know how to “spell, punctuate, and observe proprieties 

of usage” (Stewart, 1983, p. 106). These reports prompted Harvard to create the 

freshman composition course in 1885 (Connors. 1997, p. 280) as a “temporary stopgap 

until secondary schools could improve” (Connors, 1997, p. 281). However, by 1890 the 

majority of American colleges and universities had “required freshman composition 

courses” and more than a century later the “stopgap” has become a well-established 

and permanent feature on most college campuses (Connors, 1997, p. 281).  

That initial focus on correctness and “mechanical matters” continues to haunt 

our field long after the formation of Harvard’s freshman composition course and its 

successors at other institutions (Stewart, 1983, p. 106). This “doctrine of correctness” 

has been a force in the teaching of writing since that time (Stewart, 1983, p. 106) 

despite the formation of the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) in 1911 and 

Conference on College Composition and Communication (CCCC) in 1949 to “consolidate 

resistance” to this form of English Studies (“A Brief History”). There were early efforts, 

between the formation of NCTE and CCCC, according to Stewart, to foster theoretical 

and pedagogical advances in the field that would move past this “doctrine of 

correctness,” but these advances were “obscured by those who determined that literary 

scholarship would have the greatest prestige among those in the profession of English” 

(p. 110). This meant, according to Hesse, that composition would lead a “hard life” as it 

was “*o+rphaned from rhetoric” to become a “servile Cinderella in the begrudging 

manor of English-as-literature” (2004, p. ix). This servitude continued until another 

dramatic surge in college enrollment paved the way for another period of change in 

American higher education. The GI Bill, which made student loans available for 
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servicemen after World War II, forced this growth and change on America’s colleges. 

This upheaval sparked a more democratic, populist trend through higher education and 

English studies in particular. Connors (1991) describes this period as a turning point for 

composition studies. Prior to World War II, college was typically for the select elite and 

“composition existed as a practice without a coherent theory or a developed history” (p. 

205).  However, it is from these changes that the Conference on College Composition 

and Communication was formed in 1949, the new field of composition studies emerged, 

and the first breed of true compositionists arose (Connors, 1991).  

These changes paved the way for another period of sweeping change that came 

a century after the initial crisis which gave birth to the composition class (Nystrand , 

2006). During this time period, the U.S. higher education system experienced  “even 

more dramatic and often violent demographic shifts” this time the result of political 

actions such as the “Educational Opportunity Act of 1964” and the Johnson 

administration’s War on Poverty which “sharply increased numbers of first-generation 

college students (Nystrand , 2006, p. 15). Then the escalation of sometimes violent 

Vietnam War protests on campuses drove even more change, including some “radical 

changes in writing instruction,” and culminated in administrative changes such as the 

City University of New York initiating a policy of open admissions (Nystrand , 2006, p. 

15). 

 While we can now clearly see the changes building momentum after World War 

II, the switch was neither sudden nor universal. Between “1900 and about 1970,” the 

focus of writing instruction in the United States was on “prescriptive text features of 

model prose written by exemplary writers” (Nystrand, 2006, p. 12), and despite some 

innovations on some campuses, for many it remained the same long after the reform 

movement had begun. It was the Dartmouth Seminar held in 1966 which challenged 

that conception of writing by proposing an end to formulaic writing in favor of more 

expressive writing emphasizing personal growth (p. 12). The new model of English 

education moved the focus of curriculum and instruction away from “traditional models 

of cultural heritage and skills” (Nystrand, 2006, p. 13). In place of these traditional 



Texas Tech University, Deanna DeBrine Mascle, August 2011 

23 

 

models, the reformers “urged a bold and fundamental reconceptualization of 

instruction rooted in basic research about individual learning and processes of mind” 

(Nystrand, 2006, p. 13). Nystrand (2006) tells us that “Dartmouth seminar participants 

argued that effective reformed required not a new curricula or instructional techniques 

but rather a fundamental reconceptualization” and chose to foster the “generative and 

active meaning-making processes of engaged writing and reading” (p. 13). 

 All of this means that the 1970s were a period marked not only by curricular and 

pedagogical reform, but also one marked by research attention to matters of note to 

the field of writing studies with a focus on cognitive research related to writing which 

began with Janet Emig’s 1971 study of writing processes. Her ground-breaking study 

was then followed by Linda Flower and John R. Hayes development of a cognitive model 

of writing processes and the work of others, such as Faigley and Witte’s studies of 

revision and Bereiter and Scardamalia’s studies of writing processes (Nystrand, 2006, p. 

18). By the early 1980s, writing was commonly thought most fundamentally to be a 

“dynamic, meaning-making process” (p. 18). However, Mia Shaughnessy’s 1977 study of 

the errors in the writing of basic writers “inserted a clear social dimension into writing 

research” (Nystrand, 2006, p. 18). She was “the first composition scholar to claim that 

‘writing is a social act’” (Nystrand, 2006, p. 18) but this new social perspective gathered 

momentum within writing studies during the 1980s and increasingly the nature of 

writing, like all language, was viewed as” inherently social and interactive” (Nystrand, 

2006, p. 20). Nystrand (2006) describes the “empirical writing research” conducted 

during this time as “fueled by efforts to understand the nature of writing” (p. 21). In the 

1990s, the focus of research became more “sociocultural and concerned more 

comprehensively with writing in all its situated contexts” (p. 22). 

In the six decades since the formation of CCCC, which is when many mark the 

true beginning of the field of composition and writing studies, we have made much 

progress as an “academic enterprise” with more than 70 graduate programs, both major 

journals and book publishers dedicated to our scholarship, and a large increase in the 

number of English Department faculty devoted exclusively to our work (Smit, 2004, p. 
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3). And yet, in some ways we have never recovered from our hard beginnings as an 

orphaned Cinderella. In 1983, Stewart said that too many composition classrooms were 

still inhabited by those perpetuating the “doctrine of correctness” and another more 

insidious type of “current-traditional composition teacher” focused on form and 

enamored of formulas such as the five-paragraph essay and expository modes (p. 106). 

He says these teachers are “frozen at this stage of their development” and are aided 

and abetted by textbook publishers (p. 106-8). And this was a century after the creation 

of our foundational course and more than 30 years after the birth of CCCC . In the nearly 

three decades since Stewart issued his indictment, our discipline has continued to add 

to our knowledge of how writers learn to write and how writing should be taught, but 

we continue to be assailed from without and within our departments of English by those 

who perceive of writing as a “general skill” (Carter, 2007; Beaufort, 2007), “narrowly 

defined set of skills” (Anson, 2008, p,. 118), “formula” to be learned once and reapplied 

(Sommers, 2008), “simplistic textual forms” that can be generalized across contexts 

(Anson, 2008), or “general portable skill” (Beaufort, 2000). These “wrongheaded” beliefs 

have led to formalized assessments which are “unprincipled” (Anson, 2008, p. 114). 

Worse yet, there are still teachers in our composition classrooms with little or no 

training in the field and great numbers of those teachers, as many as 50% in four-year 

institutions and 96% in those with Ph.D. programs, are non-tenure-track faculty and 

adjuncts with little time or incentive to pursue such training (Smit, 2004, p. 6). While the 

numbers of English Department faculty with training in composition and rhetoric has 

increased, for too many Ph.D.’s in composition and rhetoric, a tenure-track job means 

not teaching writing but training and managing the adjuncts and graduate students who 

do (Smit, 2004, p. 6). This system of teaching writing is a fundamental problem for the 

field as it is based in the notion that writing is a “general skill” that can be taught by any 

literate person and requires no special training. 
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Complex, Complicated, and Contextual 

This is an important idea –and a major problem – the fact that the 

professionalization of our field often means not teaching writing (Smit). While 

professionalization may not be the cause of all the problems facing writing studies, it is 

surely a contributor. We have come far in terms of our understanding of how writing is 

learned and how it should be taught and yet all too often our classroom practices do not 

match what we know because of this system. Our research and theory is now clear that 

writing is a complex, complicated activity that is influenced by its context. Not only 

writing studies but also a number of fields and disciplines have reached consensus about 

how language works (Smit, 2004, p. 9). This research has established that writing is a 

complex and complicated activity (Anson, 2008; Beaufort, 2007; Downs & Wardle, 2007; 

Hidi & Boscolo, 2008; Smit, 2004; Sommers, 2008). Those who have studied writers and 

their writing understand that writing is “irreducibly complex” (Downs & Wardle, 2007, p. 

558) because it is a “complex combination of many different abilities and of many 

different kinds of knowledge” (Smit, 2004, p. 41). This complexity is further complicated 

by the fact that writing is a social activity (Beaufort, 2007; Hidi & Boscolo; LeFevre).  In 

1987, LeFevre said writing is “socially influenced” and “dialectical,” and two decades 

later Hidi and Boscolo (2006) argue writing is more than communication – it is cultural 

practice. The context of this social activity is another complicating factor (Anson, 2008; 

Beaufort, 2007; Downs & Wardle, 2007; Smit, 2004) made even more challenging 

because that context is never fully stabilized and is constantly shifting (Russell, 1997). 

This means that we must accept it is context that gives our writing purpose and meaning 

despite the complications it brings (Beaufort; Couture; Downs & Wardle; Hidi & Boscolo; 

Smit). Downs and Wardle (2007) argue “writing is neither basic nor universal but 

content- and context-contingent” (p. 558). Due to this need for context, Beaufort (2000) 

argues that we can only learn about writing through interaction in the discourse 

community for which we write (p. 187). General knowledge will only take writers so far 

as context-specific knowledge is required for expertise (Beaufort , 2000, p. 189). Smit 

(2004) agrees and says writing involves “specific knowledge” used “to accomplish a 
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specific task in a specific social setting” (p. 133). He argues that writing is “not a simple, 

single ability but a complex web of related knowledge and skills” (p. 181). And so we 

know, thanks to the decades of research in our field as well as other related fields such 

as psychology, education, and linguistics, that writing is complex, complicated, and 

contingent upon social and contextual influences. However, due to the perception 

problem of our field, and the fact that a large number of teachers of writing do not have 

a background that includes experience with the research and methods resulting from it, 

writing is still taught as if it is a basic skill and all too often our measures of success are 

based on that notion that writing is a basic skill. 

Precisely because we know that writing is not a basic skill, but instead 

understand it is “constantly evolving, contextually mediated, and contextually 

determined practices, influenced by social and institutional histories, conventions, and 

expectations” (Anson, 2008, p. 114), we also know that the development and growth of 

writers is messy, unpredictable, and uneven (Sommers, 2008). That is what makes our 

field’s work so challenging. One of the most frustrating aspects of teaching writing, and 

a major contributor to our field’s perception problem, is that while we know there is 

learning going on in our classrooms it is not often visible and usually very difficult to 

establish. Sommers (2008) points out that while we “might be able to count the 

grammatical and stylistic errors” a writer makes, we do not yet know how to measure 

“the unpredictable and uneven path of writing development” (p. 155). While those still 

focused on the “doctrine of correctness” equate writing development with fewer errors, 

we know that, in fact, the opposite is true. Writing development involves steps “forward 

and backward” and a certain amount of “bad writing” (Sommers, 2008, p. 154). For 

those outside our profession it is even more difficult to understand that “writing 

development is not always visible on the page” (Sommers, 2008, p. 154) and “written 

products do not tell the whole story of what has transpired for the writer” (Beaufort, 

2007, p. 24).  Learning to write is not like learning a “mathematical formula or algorithm 

that once learned may simply be reapplied” (Sommers, 2008, p. 159). Our test-driven 

culture has us preparing students to take national and state standardized tests in writing 
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which involve “training young people to produce a type of discourse found nowhere in 

the natural world in order to display command of simplistic, routinized textual habits 

and structures” (Anson, 2008, p.114 ). We do this as if this simplistic display indicates 

something meaningful about writing development, and it is “widely assumed that what 

students can do in such assessments accurately measures abilities they can draw on to 

succeed in other tasks (Anson, 2008, p. 114).  

This desire to simplify complex phenomena is a very human tendency, according 

to Law and Mol (2002, p. 3). However, this tendency toward simplification works against 

us when it comes to writing development, because writing development is “not just 

getting better at the same task” but “doing increasingly complex writing tasks” 

(Sommers, 2008, p. 161) which is why learning to write is “not an outcome” but rather 

“a process without an endpoint” (p. 162). This tendency to simplify not only hampers 

the process of writing development, but worse, it also prevents the writer from 

understanding how to “carry and use” this knowledge from one context to another 

(Wardle, 2007, p. 66). It is our failure to facilitate this “transfer” that creates the 

perception that writing classes do very little to change the writing expertise of students. 

And so while we have made great progress as a field toward understanding how writing 

works and is learned, there is much we do not know about how to use this knowledge to 

help make our students better writers in all contexts and how to “transfer” this 

knowledge from one context to another. Wardle(2007) argues it is irresponsible not to 

engage the issue of transfer and urges us to  “conduct our own research in writing-

related transfer” (p. 66). 

 

The Problem of Transfer 

Research on writing-related transfer is necessary because one reason writers 

perform so badly even after writing instruction is that often writing training does not 

transfer. Transfer is the ability to draw from past experience and prior knowledge to 

then apply this information to new situations and/or in new ways (Wardle, 2007, p. 68). 
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Transfer is “difficult” and “unpredictable at best” (Downs & Wardle, 2007; Smit, 2004).  

While there is an “assumption” that college writing courses “should and will provide 

students with knowledge and skills that can transfer” to writing tasks in other contexts 

in the university and beyond, there is “no evidence” that our classes actually facilitate 

such transfer (Wardle, 2007, p. 65). In fact, Smit (2004) points out that evidence to the 

contrary suggests learners do not “transfer” the kinds of knowledge and skills they have 

learned previously to new tasks (p. 119). Graham, Harris and Mason (2005) say “good 

instruction does not insure that learned skills or strategies persist or that they are 

applied to other pertinent tasks” (p. 210). One of the problems with transfer is 

instruction, and therefore student experience, focuses too tightly on the task at hand 

rather than the context that shapes it (Wardle, 2007, p. 68). While we know that 

“learning to write to an audience is not a mathematical formula or algorithm that once 

learned may simply be reapplied in every writing situation,” all too often that is the form 

writing instruction takes (Sommers, 2008, p. 159). Transfer frequently does not occur 

because novice writers do not see the relevance of what they learned before to their 

new writing tasks (Smit, 2004, p. 130). It is the reduction of this complex activity to a 

simple skill as well as its separation from meaningful context that makes the transfer of 

writing knowledge and ability from one context to another so problematic (Beaufort; 

Couture; Downs & Wardle; Smit). 

While some transfer does take place “at all levels of abstraction” (Smit, 2004, p. 

131), “far transfer” is difficult and most ways of teaching writing do not teach for it as 

explicitly as necessary (Downs and Wardle, 2007, p. 557). Transfer is complicated by the 

distance between the context and the nature of the current task and previous 

experiences (Anson, 2008, p. 118). Writing tasks that are similar in nature and context to 

previous experience require near transfer, but tasks that are further from previous 

experience in nature and context require far transfer. The further the current task is 

from previous experience the greater the degree of difficulty for the writer to find 

connections between the two.  Previous experience alone is not enough to ensure 

student success on new and difficult writing tasks – context-specific support is needed 



Texas Tech University, Deanna DeBrine Mascle, August 2011 

29 

 

(Wardle, 2007, p. 82). Without “metacognitive awareness of the discourse practices 

they are entering” and an understanding of the differences between those and their 

previous experience, the more likely the “writer will inappropriately replicate the 

habituated form” (Anson, 2008, p. 115). It is not that writers have not written 

successfully in the past, the problem is simply that they are not prepared to make 

connections between that previous experience, and they do not possess the strategies 

necessary to make those connections. Transfer requires “meta-level strategies” (Anson, 

2008, p. 118) and in order for transfer to occur it must be explicitly taught (Downs & 

Wardle, 2007; Smit, 2004). Beaufort (2007) says that in order to teach with an eye 

toward transfer, we must teach our students how to learn to become better writers in a 

variety of contexts.  Wardle (2007) also points out writers “need context-specific 

support for transfer” to occur (p.  80). This explicit instruction must include teaching 

writers to pay “mindful attention” to how various strategies apply from one writing 

context to another (Smit, 2004, p. 158). Anson (2008) says “mindful transfer requires 

effortful abstraction and a search for connections between contexts” (p. 117) but once 

learned this “self-reflection and mindfulness” can facilitate transfer (p. 118). Anson 

(2008) argues it is much better to gain this adaptive expertise than a “narrowly defined 

set of skills (p. 118). Wardle (2007) agrees that “meta-awareness” about writing and 

rhetorical strategies is the “most important ability our courses can cultivate” (p. 80).  

However, there is one major stumbling block to helping writers develop this 

awareness and these strategies: The writers. It is not that they cannot achieve the level 

of meta-awareness necessary to make the connections required for effective transfer. 

Downs and Wardle’s 2007 study has shown that it can be achieved. However, typically 

writers possess two strong prejudices that interfere with learning to write. First, they 

believe in the basic, general skill model of writing and second, they are equally haunted 

by the “doctrine of correctness.” Thus our students enter our classrooms bringing with 

them the common perception that “good writing” is correct, error-free writing and that 

there is a simple formula to achieve this good writing. Their failure to deliver this 

correct, error-free writing and their failure to master the “simple formula” that would 
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deliver it then increases the writing apprehension of many writers and this 

apprehension is detrimental to their ability to grow and develop as writers (Bereiter & 

Scardamalia, 1993; Wachholz &Etheridge, 1996).  Lavelle (2006) argues that writers 

cannot master these advanced skills without self-knowledge – and this self-knowledge 

will come about only through high writing self-efficacy (p. 79). She points out that 

understanding writing self-efficacy is an important key to understanding how writers 

think about their own writing (p. 78). 

 Daly and Miller (1975) coined the phrase “writing apprehension” when reporting 

on their ground-breaking development of an instrument to measure writing 

apprehension. They found that communication apprehension seriously affects a large 

proportion of the population (Daly & Miller, 1975, p. 243). Writing apprehension 

interferes with the development of writing skills (Wachholz & Etheridge, 1996, p. 20). In 

part this interference occurs because highly apprehensive writers seldom freely engage 

in writing (Wachholz & Etheridge, 1996, p. 20) which means that they have less practice 

than less apprehensive writers, but it also results from the fact that most highly 

apprehensive writers do not view writing as a process or feel a sense of power and 

control over their writing (Wachholz & Etheridge, 1996, p. 20). When writing instruction 

is directed toward error avoidance or the “doctrine of correctness,” too many students 

become convinced that they cannot write and have nothing to say (Wachholz & 

Etheridge, 1996, p. 21). Pajares (2003) says “it does not seem as though confidence in 

writing skills is nurtured as students progress through school, even in the face of the 

skills themselves being developed” (p. 152). He urges teachers to “take seriously” their 

responsibility for nurturing the self-believes of their pupils. How can we nurture the self-

beliefs of writers and help them overcome this apprehension so we can move on to the 

necessary process of attending to their growth and development? 
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Social Cognitive Theory 

 Albert Bandura’s (1997) social cognitive theory is based on the idea that human 

lives are highly interdependent and that humans have a hand in shaping their lives and 

social systems. In the early 1960s, the predominant theory of psychology was the 

psychodynamic model which was based on a belief that human behavior was regulated 

by unconscious inner impulses and that behavior that diverged from the norm was a 

symptom of an underlying pathology which could be changed using interpretive analysis 

(Bandura, 2004). However, the idea that human functioning is the product of a dynamic 

interplay among personal, behavioral, and environmental influences was introduced in 

the mid-1960s and drew increasing attention. The supporters of this new school of 

thought, which included Bandura, broadened the frontiers of social learning by pushing 

for observational learning and vicarious reinforcement (Pajares, 2003). Ultimately this 

new school of thought, which became known as social cognitive theory, came to 

recognize that human agency rather than underlying pathologies was the primary 

motivation for human behavior and recognized that people set their own goals, 

anticipate the outcomes of their actions and adjust their actions accordingly, adopt 

standards to guide those actions, and regulate their actions to achieve the desired goals 

(Bandura, 2004). By the 1980s, social cognitivists were actively arguing the notion of 

individuals as proactive and self-regulating (Pajares, 2003). 

Bandura tells us that it is our self-beliefs that exert control over how we shape 

our lives by influencing our thoughts, feelings, and actions (1997, p. 3). At the core of 

these self-beliefs is personal self-efficacy which is an individual’s judgment of her 

capability to organize and execute a particular course of action (Bandura). Decades of 

research in various fields (Bandura; Pajares; Hidi & Boscolo; Pajares & Valiente) have 

supported Bandura’s theory that personal self-efficacy influences the courses of action 

we choose to take, how much we will persevere in the face of challenges, our resiliency 

when faced with difficulties, our level of optimism (or pessimism) with such challenges 

and difficulties, and our reaction to the physical effects of exhaustion, stress, and 

depression. Bandura (1997) cites a rich body of knowledge concerning the social 
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applications of this theory to varied spheres of life including physical, biologic, medical, 

and psychosocial technologies. Self-efficacy beliefs not only control what we do but 

also, as a result of this influence, our level of accomplishment and achievement (Hidi & 

Boscolo). Pajares (2003) points out that research has demonstrated that self-efficacy is a 

more consistent predictor of behavioral outcomes than other self-beliefs and this holds 

true in writing (Hidi & Boscolo). People’s beliefs about their personal efficacy “constitute 

a major aspect of their self-knowledge,” according to Bandura (1997, p. 79). Our self-

efficacy beliefs stem from four sources, according to Bandura. Sources of self-efficacy 

are performance or mastery experience; vicarious experience such as observations and 

social comparison; social persuasions or feedback; and our mental and physical state 

(Bandura, 1997, p. 79). In turn, each of these influences impact the overall level of 

accomplishment at the particular task.  

Mastery experience is the most influential source of efficacy information and 

provides the “most authentic evidence,” according to Bandura (1997, p. 80). He points 

out that “successes build a robust belief in one’s personal efficacy” while “failures 

undermine it” (p. 80). Experiencing success is not enough to build a “resilient sense of 

efficacy” (p. 80). People also need experience “overcoming obstacles through 

perseverant effort” (Bandura, 1997, p. 80). Bandura points out that some difficulties and 

setbacks serve the beneficial purpose of “teaching that success usually requires 

sustained effort” while difficulties provide opportunities to learn “how to turn failure 

into success” (p. 80). In order to experience both failure and success, people must have 

many opportunities to practice the particular skill. It is important that this experience be 

carefully structured so the activities bring enough success to bolster self-efficacy and do 

not prematurely enter situations which will lead to repeated failure (Bandura, 1997, p. 

106). 

The vicarious experience of comparing experiences to that of models and 

comparable peers is another source of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997, p. 86). Vicarious 

experience is especially important for “activities with no absolute measures of 

adequacy” which makes it important for writing self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997, p. 86). 
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Without these “absolute measures,” it is necessary to measure accomplishments and 

skill by comparison with others who serve as an ideal or standard of achievement as 

well as comparable peers also striving to achieve this ideal. Bandura (1997) says that 

“competent models transmit knowledge and teach observers effective skills and 

strategies” (p. 88).  

Feedback or social persuasion is also important, according to Bandura (1997). He 

says sustaining a sense of efficacy is easier “if significant others express faith in one’s 

capabilities than if they convey doubts” (p. 1010). However, Bandura (1997) notes that 

verbal persuasion has limited power by itself as “people do not always belief what they 

are told” and “skepticism develops from personal experiences that often run counter to 

what one has been told” (p. 104). Bandura (1997) says that social persuasion serves as a 

“useful adjunct” but other influences tend to be more powerful (p. 106). 

Bandura (1997) says that when people are judging their capabilities, they also 

rely on information received from their physical and emotional states (p. 106). For 

example, people do not usually anticipate success when they are “tense or agitated” 

(Bandura, 1997, p. 106). Of course, many times these stress reactions become a self-

fulfilling prophecy as “stress reactions to inefficacious control generate further stress” 

(Bandura, 1997, p. 106). Mood also affects judgments of personal efficacy. Bandura 

(1997) suggests that a “major way of altering efficacy beliefs is to enhance physical 

status, reduce stress levels, and negative emotional proclivities” (p. 106). 

While each of the four sources of self-efficacy impact the overall level of 

accomplishment at a particular task, Bandura emphasizes the fact that agency and self-

efficacy are interdependent. In order to make the decision to act, people must believe 

they have the power as well as the capability to act. Social Cognitive Theory gives us the 

tools for understanding and alleviating writing apprehension, but it also works with new 

theories for teaching writing so we can truly foster writing growth and development. It 

is the combination of Social Cognitive Theory and these new theories that brings us to 

the point where we can work with this new framework for teaching writing. 
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A New Framework 

 If we can solve the issue of writing apprehension by attending to the sources of 

writing self-efficacy, we are still left with the problem of finding a way to teach writing in 

all its complexity that will also lead to transfer from one context to another. Increasing 

self-efficacy and the writers’ sense of agency is a good beginning as perceiving writing as 

a skill has other repercussions for teachers and students of writing. Couture (1999) 

describes the shift in composition theory from product to process by equating a focus 

on product to the task of modeling ideal written products and a focus on process to 

creating agency for the individual writer. She points out, as Smit does, that one of the 

great failings of the process movement was the fact that its actual implementation in 

the classroom often fell far short of its goal of promoting writer’s agency and instead 

focused on using process as a simple technique or strategy to get writing “right” (p. 33). 

She said this continued focus on teaching writing as a “skill” is a problem for theorists 

and teachers as it does not reflect what we know about writing. This knowledge 

“strongly suggests that modeling specific conventions and procedures will not ensure 

that writers learn all they need to know in order to communicate effectively with 

others” (p. 42). Couture (1999) argues that focusing on writing as a skill, knack, or 

“device” is costly to the writer and to society (p. 39). According to Couture, we must 

conceptualize the “writer as a personal agent” who has the power and the ability to 

make judgments and take action (p. 40).  

 Unfortunately, all too often we do not treat writers as agents – especially 

student writers. Perhaps that is because explicit teaching does not grant agency to 

students. Couture (1999) says “*a+gency or social power is achieved when one’s actions 

have an effect upon others who begin to recognize an agent as making a difference in 

this world” (p. 44). But context-less, purposeless school writing does not allow for 

agency because it does not have an effect on others or the world. Foss (2006) says 

agency is enacted through choice (p. 378). By taking away students’ power to choose to 

act, we have removed their agency. Of course the power of choice will always be limited 

for students, but if we are open to the idea of granting at least some agency, which Foss 
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(2006) defines “as the capacity to exert ‘some degree of control over the social relations 

in which one is enmeshed’” (p. 375) then that could change the dynamic of our 

classrooms. Flannery (1991) suggests empowerment has built into it a presumption of 

human beings as agents, “potential makers and shapers of worlds” (p. 701), but the 

problem is that we do not act in a vacuum. Agency lies in the interaction among people 

(Foss; Geisler). This is true in the world at large as well as classrooms. Our potential to 

act is contingent on our access to resources which means sometimes the very ability to 

choose may not be available as “agents have differential access” to resources (Flanner, 

1991, p. 702). Geisler (2004) acknowledges that “rhetorical agency is not universally 

available to all members of society” (p. 14). Teachers must first make agency available 

but their task is not done at that point. Geisler (2005) points out that many students do 

not come to us with a sense of agency and “most think they have nothing to offer, no 

ideas worth proposing, no one interested in hearing their proposals, no credibility in 

putting a proposal forward” (p. 111). Geisler argues they believe agency is “better 

reserved for other more exalted beings” (p. 111). Granting students agency and 

encouraging them to employ it are essential to their development as writers and sets 

the stage attending to the issue of transfer. 

According to Hayes (2006), there has been increasing research “exploring activity 

theory as a tool for understanding the complex relations of individual writing processes 

to the environmental context in which it occurs” (p. 35). Hayes (2006) suggests that 

activity theory can be a useful “framework” to help us think about the complex 

processes and contexts of writing situation (p. 35). Frameworks provide a common 

language, facilitate acquiring organizational knowledge, embody empirical predictions, 

and provide basis for a research program (Hayes, 2006, p. 37). Activity theory is 

designed to describe purposeful actions that a person, or a group of people, undertakes 

by relating the actions to the environments in which they take place. There is a growing 

movement within the field of writing studies to focus less on the product of writing and 

more on the writer in order to help the writer move more successfully from writing in 

one context to another. While transfer must be explicitly taught, writing skills should not 
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be (Beaufort; Couture; Downs & Wardle; Smit). Smit (2004) argues that we learn 

language primarily by acquisition which means “formal instruction in writing will never 

be able to supply most of what novice writers need to know in order to write well” (p. 

9). Downs and Wardle (2007) argue against “teaching situational skills” which are “often 

incorrectly imagined to be generalizable” and say we should “teach about the ways 

writing works in the world and how the ‘tool’ of writing is used to mediate various 

activities” (p. 558). Mitchell and Sackney (2000) argue that this type of learning can be 

found in learning communities because the primary goal of a learning community is ”the 

growth and development of the people” (p. 6). 

The new framework for thinking about and teaching writing proposed by Anson, 

Beaufort, Downs and Wardle, Russell, and Smit shifts the teaching of writing from 

context-less and content-less skills to one which focuses on inquiry and critical thinking; 

from singular classroom activity to collaborative communities; and, perhaps most 

important, doing so through immersion in a particular discourse community (Beaufort) 

or activity system (Russell). Also key to this theory is the explicit teaching for transfer 

which includes conscious theorizing (Smit), mindfulness (Downs and Wardle), and 

scaffolding (Beaufort). However, as in social cognitive theory, without granting students 

agency and their acceptance of it, no change will take place. 

 Working in a learning community gives writing a context and provides support 

for the writer without oversimplifying. Couture points out that this provides writers the 

opportunity to see what others are doing and learn how to negotiate their own place 

within the community (p. 42). She says “*w+riters need to know how and why to choose 

a strategy, have confidence in its projected result, and implement it successfully” (p. 

42). This is one of the key reasons social construction theory is important to this new 

framework. Beaufort (2000) describes social construction theory as a dialogic, 

interactive negotiation that fosters text production. This framework builds on the 

collaborative pedagogy advocated by Elbow (1998) to create writing groups or 

communities, such as those described by Gere (1987). What separates the social aspects 

of a learning community from traditional collaborative pedagogy is the way the 
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community works. Beaufort (2000) argues that too often in a traditional classroom 

collaborative pedagogical practice is simply grafted onto traditional classroom practice 

rather than built into the actual task as true discourse community participation. Too 

often collaboration simply becomes another of the devices Couture (1999) describes 

that is meaningless to the writer. True collaboration and participation requires 

purposeful, meaningful activity (Beaufort; Gere). 

 It is this purposeful, meaningful activity that separates the new framework from 

social construction theory which does not focus on the content of the writing or the 

courses which require it. Some social constructionists (Elbow) advocate letting the 

writer choose their own path and expression without intervention from the teacher. 

Others may limit choice or impose themes, but still topics vary widely from class to 

class. However, with the new framework, the focus of the writing is a topic that is of 

immediate concern to the writer and the community. For first-year composition classes 

(FYC) then this would mean focusing on writing as the topic (Downs & Wardle; Russell; 

Smit) by teaching students what we know about how writing works in society based on 

current research and theory. It also means that beyond FYC students will need to be 

immersed in a community of practice (Beaufort) that focuses on the knowledge, skills, 

and genre conventions required by that specific discourse community (Russell; Smit). 

Writing must be about subjects that are meaningful in that specific discourse 

community. This would make the framework of the class or community much more like 

a learning community than a writing group or workshop. Layne et al (2002) describe a 

learning community as the “extended interaction of peers investigating a broad 

question” (p. 13). 

 Meaningful writing within a specific context serves another purpose as well. It 

also allows a level of metacognition or mindfulness about the ways that language works 

within specific contexts in specific communities (Beaufort; Downs & Wardle; Gere; Smit) 

that does not exist when teaching writing out of context. Gere says that the negotiation 

that takes place within writing groups helps members develop a metalanguage, a 

language about language. As the writing group enters into these “linguistic transactions” 
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with each other they also develop metacognition, the ability to monitor one’s own 

thinking, which is a major factor in mental ability. Gere (1987) argues that in this way 

effective writing groups aid in the growth of critical thinking skills but especially foster 

better writing as they think and talk about writing in ways they would likely not do if left 

to their own devices. It is this mindfulness that will make transfer more likely and 

possible (Beaufort; Downs & Wardle; Gere; Smit). Couture (1999) points out writers 

“need to know how and why to choose a strategy, have confidence in its projected 

result, and implement it successfully” (p. 42). 

 In this chapter we have explored the roots of the problem facing writing studies 

– our failure to teach writing in a way that prepares writers to transfer the lessons 

learned in the classroom to future writing contexts. I then introduced a new framework 

to think about and teach writing that will address the issues of writing apprehension and 

foster the growth and development of writers by way of deliberate immersion in a 

learning community with attention to developing meta-awareness. I hypothesize that 

such immersion will reduce writing apprehension and have a position impact on writing 

growth and development. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS OF RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS 

 In previous chapters I introduced the problems facing the field of writing studies 

and new ways of thinking about the problems facing those learning to write and those 

who work with writers. In particular, I have explained my focus on writing apprehension 

and writing self-efficacy and the role that agency plays in the development of writers as 

well as my belief that immersion in a learning community focused on writing is 

beneficial for writers. I have also introduced the research question which guided my 

study: 

 

• What is the impact of immersion on writing apprehension? 

• How does immersion influence the sources of writing self-efficacy: 

• Mastery experience, 

• Vicarious experience, 

• Social persuasions, and 

• Physical/emotional state? 

• What other aspects of the immersion influenced writing apprehension and 

writing self-efficacy? 

 

This chapter will focus on describing my study including the research design, data 

collection, data analysis, inference process, and limitations. 

 My study will look at the impact of immersion in a learning community on 

writing apprehension and the sources of writing self-efficacy as well as the other effects 

of immersion on the writers. I believed that such immersion would reduce writing 
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apprehension, foster the sources of writing self-efficacy, and have a positive impact on 

the writers. This study was intended to add to our understanding of these three issues.  

 

Research Design 

 Decades of writing research have served to illustrate the complexity of the 

processes involved in becoming a writer. Addressing complex problems is precisely the 

reason that mixed methods research has become so popular among social and health 

sciences researchers. Creswell (2009) points out that the use of either quantitative or 

qualitative methods alone is “inadequate to address this complexity” and argues that 

there is “more insight to be gained from the combination (p. 203). He states their 

“combined use provides an expanded understanding of research problems” (p. 203). 

 The study of a complex topic and the need for more insight led to my selection of 

a mixed methods study to respond to my research questions. A mixed methods study 

calls for collecting and analyzing both quantitative and qualitative data (Hughes & 

Hayhoe; Creswell). I believe a mixed methods study is important for this research 

project and the questions it seeks to answer due to the nature of the gaps in the 

research and the questions generated to fill those gaps. The questions I sought to 

explore through this study involve understanding both what happened and why. Hughes 

and Hayhoe (2007) point out that quantitative studies are better used for understanding 

what happened and qualitative studies are better used for understanding why it 

happened (p. 12). They further note qualitative research allows us to find “meaningful 

answers” to the questions we ask (p. 77). Koerber and McMichael (2008) agree that 

quantitative and qualitative research are “complimentary” (p. 470). Johanek (2006) 

argues this is because “*n+umbers alone won’t reveal everything we need to know and 

stories alone can’t do it either” (p. 209). Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) suggest that 

mixed methods offer a “fuller” answer to a research question than either quantitative or 

qualitative methods alone. Albertson (2007) uses the term “descriptive” when 

discussing studies that employ both quantitative or qualitative data and uses Johanek 
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(2000) and MacNealy (1999) to point to the long tradition of using descriptive studies in 

writing research. When announcing the 2001 winner of the Alan C. Purves award in 

Research in the Teaching of English, Willis et al (2002) note “mixed methods can be used 

effectively to produce knowledge” (p. 309) which is, of course, the purpose of research 

(Hughes & Hayhoe, 2007). Other writing researchers have recently used mixed methods 

for similar reasons. These include Estrada (2005), Albertson (2007), and Spalding, Wang, 

Lin, and Hu (2009). Wachholz and Etheridge (1996) were able to use their mixed-

methods study to investigate important differences between the beliefs of high- and 

low-apprehensive writers. 

A mixed-methods study also offers another advantage for this research. Creswell 

(2008) points out that by analyzing both kinds of data a mixed methods study has a 

greater overall strength than either qualitative or quantitative research alone (p. 4). 

Quantitative methods were also better suited than qualitative to provide important 

insight into my first question regarding the impact of immersion on writing 

apprehension. However, qualitative data can add to our understanding of that impact 

and give us insight into the participants’ thoughts and reactions to the immersion 

experience. My next two questions: “How does immersion influence the sources of 

writing self-efficacy” and “What other aspects of the immersion influence writing 

apprehension and writing self-efficacy” can be better answered through qualitative 

methods while quantitative data can certainly provide another dimension to the 

discussion.  

The use of mixed methods appears to be on the rise in the study of writing. 

Webb (2006) points out that while in the past three forms of research have been 

dominant in the field of computers and composition – theoretical, case studies, and 

limited quantitative—a fourth mode has emerged which combines qualitative and 

quantitative methods. Webb points out that this “multimodal approach” combines 

strategies in order to fully address research questions (p. 463). Juzwik, Curcic, Wolbers, 

Moxley, Dimling and Shankland (2006) charted the research on writing done from 1999 

to 2004 and did not specifically categorize mixed methods as such. However, they 
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describe “other interpretive research” as research that includes “interviews, focus 

groups, observation, case studies, ethnography” which is the closest description that 

matched mixed methods (p. 462). Juzwik et al found that 51.4% of the articles they 

coded for method employed other interpretive research methods. In addition, 

Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2004) suggest that the use of mixed methods should be seen 

as the “gold standard” for educational evaluation research (p. 787). As such, use of 

mixed methods data-analysis techniques should be seen as the real gold standard for 

achieving deeper understanding in educational evaluation research. A mixed methods 

study offers all the advantages of both quantitative and qualitative methods and allows 

the study to minimize their disadvantages. Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) argue that 

the goal of mixed methods research is to “draw from the strengths and minimize the 

weaknesses” of quantitative research methods (pps. 14-15). 

 The instruments I chose to use for quantitative data collection not only provided 

important quantitative data, but also situated this study within decades of research on 

writing apprehension and self-efficacy. While such quantitative data is useful and 

important, it also has limitations. It can offer specific information, such as writing 

apprehension levels and writing self-efficacy scores, but it cannot tell us how the writer 

thinks about writing and what sources contribute to a particular individual’s writing self-

efficacy or influence writing apprehension. We can gain insight and begin to answer 

these questions through the use of qualitative measures, such as writing journals and 

interviews, which offer the opportunity to glimpse into the participants’ thought 

processes as well as the chance for follow-up questions. In addition, qualitative methods 

offer a more multi-dimensional perspective of the data collected. However, these 

qualitative methods also have limitations especially in terms of being able to generalize 

from the data. 

 I used the concurrent triangulation approach which meant I collected both 

quantitative and qualitative data concurrently and then compared the two sets of data 

(Creswell, 2009). Equal weight was given to both quantitative and qualitative research. 

The two sets of data were then integrated during the analysis and inference process. 
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Data Collection 

 The site of my study was a National Writing Project (NWP) Summer Institute (SI) 

located at Morehead State University. NWP is a federally-funded professional 

development program for K-16 teachers. With more than 200 sites located on college 

campuses throughout the United States, NWP seeks to improve the teaching of writing. 

Teachers’ involvement with NWP begins with admission, following an application and 

interview process, to an invitation-only SI located on a college campus. NWP is founded 

on the belief that a teacher who writes is a better writing teacher which makes an NWP 

SI a good site for the study of writing. 

The study focused on one specific community of writers – a group of 17 graduate 

students. All the students are women who live in Eastern Kentucky and teach public 

school for students ranging from kindergarten to middle school. The teachers range in 

age from 23 to 54 and most are first-generation college students. My participants were 

chosen using nonprobability purposive sampling. This population is not an 

“opportunistic” or convenience sample, according to Koerber and McMichael’s (2008) 

definition, as considerations other than convenience influenced the choice to focus on a 

specific community and not a random sample of the population. While the selection of 

this population means my results cannot be used to generalize, this community provides 

several advantages for this study.  Hughes and Hayhoe (2007) point out selecting a 

population by this method can be especially useful for an early study to address the 

response of a specific population (p. 72). They point out using a specific “test population 

could prompt another researcher to do a similar study” with a different population (p. 

72).The fact that NWP has more than 200 sites throughout the United States means that 

this project can be replicated at other sites which should be an important consideration 

for scholarship, according to Haswell (2005).  

Other researchers studying writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy have 

also used nonprobability purpose sampling to choose the population for their research 
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(Beaufort, 2000; Downs & Wardle, 2007; Lavelle, 2006; Wachholz & Etheridge, 1996; 

Wardle, 2007). Hughes and Hayhoe further point out that using a specific population of 

interest can contribute to the credibility of the study (p. 79). In addition, nonprobability 

purposeful sampling is important when gathering information that is intended to 

transfer as that requires an authentic environment and tasks (Hughes & Hayoe, p. 79). 

Creswell (2008) agrees that a purposeful selection of participants and site can help a 

researcher better understand the problem and the research questions than a random 

sample (p. 178) and that a natural setting is a characteristic of qualitative research (p. 

175). Of those available to the researcher, this population is the most closely aligned 

with the research question and will provide valuable information to add to our 

knowledge of the impact of immersion on writing apprehension and self-efficacy and 

address my primary research questions. As graduate students and adults, the 

participants offer a different perspective from most previous writing self-efficacy 

studies. As teachers of writing who are working on their writing as well as furthering 

their understanding of teaching it, the participants are uniquely situated to articulate 

their immersion experience. In addition, Eastern Kentucky writers frequently lack 

writing self-efficacy, especially those who are first-generation college students, and so 

offer great potential for research. Also, as teachers whose self-efficacy beliefs affect 

their pedagogical choices, this could prove a fruitful area of future research (Lavelle, 

2006; Pajares, 2003). This group also provides information necessary to begin filling the 

gaps in our knowledge of writing self-efficacy as adult professionals and in particular 

teachers. As Koerber and McMichael (2008) point out, there are different reasons for 

selecting a purposeful rather than random sample to study. In this case, I have chosen to 

make my study more like a window or mirror to offer a view of “the specific situation or 

phenomenon being studied” so we can “examine carefully” what occurs during the 

study (p. 462). 

 Quantitative data was collected using two existing instruments: the Miller-Daly 

Writing Apprehension Survey (WAS) and the Writing Self-Efficacy Instrument designed 

by Shell, Murphy, and Bruning. Pajares and Johnson (1994) report that the Miller-Daly 
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WAS has been used “extensively” and has “proven to be a reliable instrument for 

measuring writing anxiety” (p. 32). Shaver (1990) further confirmed the “general 

reliability of scores from Daly and Miller’s WAS” (p. 388). Englemann (1992) agrees that 

researchers commonly use the instrument, but warns that scrutiny for unwanted 

variables is necessary. Englemann (1992) suggests interviews in particular to 

supplement the information provided by the Miller-Daly instrument to gather 

information about why a subject chose a particular answer and to determine if other 

variables are influencing the answers, such as a particular instructional method or other 

outside factors. For this reason, and others, writing reflection journals were also 

collected and follow-up interviews were conducted after the SI year was complete. The 

survey was first administered the morning of the first day of the SI (June 8, 2009) and 

then again on the final day of the SI (June 26, 2009). The survey was administered four 

more times during each of four follow-up meetings on Oct. 31, 2009; Dec. 12, 2009; 

March 6, 2010; and May 1, 2010. 

 In addition, during the follow-up interviews which took place May 3-31, 2010, I 

administered the Writing Self-Efficacy Instrument designed by Shell, Murphy, and 

Bruning (1989) according to Bandura’s (2005) guidelines for measuring writing self-

efficacy beliefs. Pajares (2007) reports the instrument has been used widely. It has been 

found that a writing self-efficacy scale with a 0-100 response format is psychometrically 

stronger than one with a traditional Likert format (Bandura, 2005; Pajares, 2007). 

Pajares (2007) reports this scale has been found to have acceptable stability and internal 

consistency (p. 240). The use of both the Miller-Daly WAS and the Writing Self-Efficacy 

Instrument were necessary to place this study within the context of other work on 

writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy as well as to provide additional levels of 

information about the participants’ writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy. For 

example, Pajares and Johnson (1994) explored the relationship between writing 

apprehension and writing self-efficacy using the same instruments. 

 Further information on the participants’ writing apprehension and writing self-

efficacy came from the participants’ writing reflection logs which were kept during the 
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SI (June 8-26, 2009)and then continued throughout the follow-up year (until May 1, 

2010). As these participants were considered my students throughout the follow-up 

year, I was not allowed to conduct interviews by the Institutional Review Board during 

that time period. However, the use of reflection logs did offer a window into the 

thoughts, worries, and challenges the participants faced as writers, teachers, and 

women during this period. The reflections gave the participants an opportunity to give 

voice to these thoughts, worries, and challenges in their own words and provided more 

frequent data gathering than I could have achieved with interviews. The journals were 

also an important source of qualitative data which provided depth to my mixed 

methods study. 

 The participants’ writing apprehension scores were calculated using the formula 

described by Miller and Daly (1975). They designed certain questions to have a positive 

value (1; 4; 5; 7; 8; 13; 16; 18; 21; 22; 24; 25; 26) and certain questions to have a 

negative value (2; 3; 6; 9; 10; 11; 12; 14; 15; 17; 19; 20; 23) in the  calculation. I used an 

Excel worksheet to total the positive value responses and then the negative value 

responses to calculate each participant’s writing apprehension score using the Miller 

and Daly (1975) formula (WA=78+PSV-NSV) which has been used for numerous research 

studies including Shaver (1990), Engelmann (1992), Pajares and Johnson (1994), and 

Mehlenbacher, Miller, Covington, and Larsen (2000) to name a few. Miller and Daly tell 

us that writing apprehension scores can range from 26-130 with a mean of 78. Typically, 

scores that fall within the range of 26-59 are considered high apprehension; scores that 

fall within the range of 60-96 are considered neither high nor low apprehension, and 

scores within the range of 97-130 are considered low apprehension. 

 The participants’ writing self-efficacy scores were also calculated using an Excel 

worksheet to calculate an average of each participant’s 23 responses to the Writing Self-

Efficacy Instrument. On this scale zero is the designated “cannot do at all while 50 is 

“moderately can do” and 100 is “highly certain can do.” 

 The participants’ writing journals were kept online using Morehead State’s 

BlackBoard system. The 2009 MWP SI used BlackBoard to manage course documents 
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and a private discussion board was set up for each participant to use for their writing 

journal. At the conclusion of the follow-up year, each participants’ individual journal 

entries were imported into separate Word documents for analysis. 

 

Data Analysis 

 Analyzing participant journals required several iterations with each individual 

journal and the same procedure was repeated for each journal. First, each participant’s 

journal was imported into a single Word document, organized by date, so each 

participant’s journal was presented within one document. The base document was then 

renamed for each iteration of the analysis. The Word index tool was used during each 

iteration to mark entries for later analysis. Due to the differing requirements of my 

research questions, one iteration of coding was not adequate for my purposes and 

ultimately I ended up with three versions of each participant’s journal entries. One 

version was coded for the four sources of writing self-efficacy in order to answer my 

second research question. Another version was coded to answer a follow-up question I 

developed during the analysis process which focused on metawriting and goal setting. A 

third version explored my third research question. The analysis of each journal version 

was an iterative process. 

During the first iteration of Version One, I selected items for analysis that related 

to the four sources of self-efficacy: mastery experience, vicarious experience, social 

persuasions, and physiological or affective state. I then placed the selected units into a 

separate Word document for each participant. One my initial pass through each 

document, I sorted the units according to the four sources to isolate those items of 

interest for the study. During my second pass I studied each category for patterns of 

interest. 

During my first Iteration of Version Two, I selected items for analysis that related 

to either metawriting or goal setting. I then placed the selected units into a separate 

Word document for each participant. On my initial pass through each document I sorted 
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the units into the two categories. During my second pass, I further analyzed each 

category into general or specific goals and metawriting. 

During my first Iteraction of Version Three, I selected items for analysis that 

related to the impact of the immersion experience on the participants as writers, 

teachers, and women, specifically tagging references to struggles and triumphs with 

writing and teaching. I then placed the selected units into a separate Word document 

for each participant. On my initial pass through each document I sorted the units of 

analysis into three categories based on the immersion’s impact on writing, teaching, and 

personal – to isolate those items of interest for the study. During my second pass I 

sorted the units of analysis in the writing category into another four categories based on 

the immersion’s specific impact on confidence, competence, support and emotion. 

I then used this information, gathered during the three different analyses, as 

well as their writing apprehension scores and writing self-efficacy scores to create a case 

for each participant that included biographical information, selected quotes from the 

participant’s journal, and a brief analysis. The analysis focused on looking for key terms 

and phrases from my research questions, specifically the sources of writing self-efficacy 

which include mastery experience, vicarious experience, social persuasions, and 

physiological state; while also seeking information to contribute to my understanding of 

the impact of immersion on writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy.  

 

Inference Process 

 An obvious problem with this amount of coding and analysis conducted by an 

individual researcher is the potential for the individual’s bias to impact validity as well as 

experience some inadvertent draft in the definition of codes. 

 As with any other human researcher, I brought my particular biases and 

influences to my study. I expected that the SI, which is conducted in the tradition of 

writing workshop and writing groups, would have a positive impact on the participants’ 

writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy. This is the result of my own positive 
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experience with groups of this sort. I also entered this project with a definite bias 

against traditional lecture-based writing instruction. Coding the journal entries of my 

participants was particularly challenging when trying to understand why some 

participants experienced a greater change as a result of the SI than others as well as the 

sources of writing self-efficacy. It took several read-throughs of the journals before I 

could develop my codebook and descriptions for each theme. 

 I used several strategies to support the validity of my findings as suggested and 

described by Creswell (2009). First, I triangulated different data sources to build my case 

studies for each individual participant. In addition, I used rich, thick description drawn 

from these different data sources to create a detailed picture of each individual 

participant’s experience. I also described my bias and shared discrepant information. An 

additional check was provided through peer debriefing. Finally, I worked closely with 

each of these participants throughout the year of the study and then spent countless 

hours with the data collected from and about each participant for the next year.  

 

Limitations 

 While I was able to collect complete data from all the participants during the SI, 

the follow-year data collection was not as easy. While I was able to collect complete 

writing apprehension data from all participants during the workshop, during the follow-

up year there were problems with attendance at follow-up events which impacted my 

data collection. Four participants missed follow-up sessions and did not take the Miller-

Daly WAS for that data collection. The participants were supposed to begin their journal 

prior to the workshop (which began June 8, 2009) and continue through the final follow-

up on May 1, 2010. However, seven participants did not continue their journals through 

the entire follow-up year. Although two of those did at least contribute journal entries 

into 2010, the other five ended their journals in the summer and fall. Finally, five of the 

17 participants did not participate in the exit interview including completing the writing 

self-efficacy instrument. 
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 It is important to note the limitations of my study. While we can learn from 

them, we cannot generalize from the data and findings of my study due to the size and 

localized nature of my participant pool. The specific population that I studied included 

only adult female teachers living and working in Eastern Kentucky which means that 

questions remain about how different participants would react in similar circumstances. 

Also, my population was mature and highly motivated to work on their writing. They 

voluntarily chose to enter the Summer Institute and expected to be challenged as well 

as hoped to develop as writers. We cannot expect that all populations would react 

similarly to this learning community experience and should question whether 

undergraduates entering a required class would do so. A final limitation is that data was 

analyzed by a single coder which means at this time we cannot be sure to what extent 

the coder’s bias impacted the results. 

 

 In this chapter, I explained my choice of a mixed methods study and the specific 

implementation of my research methods including the instruments employed and 

analysis of my data to explore the impact of immersion writing apprehension and the 

sources of writing self-efficacy with the goal of improving our understanding about 

fostering the growth and development of writers. In the next chapter I will present the 

results of my mixed methods study and the analysis of these findings as a case study of 

the impact of immersion on writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy. The 

following chapters will discuss my findings and address  whether my hypothesis that 

immersion would have a positive impact on writing apprehension and the sources of 

writing self-efficacy was proven. The concluding chapter will discuss the implications of 

my study and suggest directions for future research. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

In previous chapters I introduced the problems currently facing writing studies, 

especially with the effective preparation of writers for writing in contexts beyond the 

classroom, in order to support the need for my study and explain how it will begin to 

address the gaps in our knowledge of writing development and growth. I then explored 

those issues in greater depth before introducing my plan to investigate the impact of 

immersion in a learning community has on writing apprehension, the sources of writing 

self-efficacy, and other issues related to writing growth and development. In this 

chapter I present the results of my mixed methods study and the analysis of these 

findings as a case study of the impact of immersion on writing apprehension and the 

sources writing self-efficacy. In particular, I provide quantitative data demonstrating the 

long-term impact of immersion on the writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy of 

these adult writers as a group and analysis of qualitative data that explores the 

influence of immersion on writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy of these adult 

writers as individuals. In addition, I explore some other findings of interest that sparked 

follow-up questions to my initial research questions, which are: 

 

 What is the impact of immersion on writing apprehension? 

 How does immersion influence the sources of writing self-efficacy? Specifically, 

how does immersion influence: 

 performance or mastery experience;  

 vicarious experience, such as observations and social comparisons;  

 social persuasions;  

 and physiological and affective state. 

 What other aspects of the immersion influence writing apprehension and self-

efficacy? 
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The data collection for the writing apprehension portion of the study took place 

between June 8, 2009, and May 1, 2010, and focused on the 17 participants taking part 

in a National Writing Project Summer Institute and follow-up year. The data consists of 

quantitative data collected using the Miller-Daly Writing Apprehension Survey as well as 

qualitative and quantitative data collected from individual writing journals kept by the 

participants. 

While I was able to collect complete data from all participants during the 

workshop, during the follow-up year there were problems with attendance and 

participation that impacted my data collection. Four participants missed follow-up 

sessions and did not take the Miller-Daly WAS for that data collection. Also, seven 

participants did not continue their journals through the follow-up year. Although two of 

those did at least contribute journal entries into 2010, the other five ended their 

journals in the summer and fall. Two participants missed taking the WAS as well as 

failing to complete the journal. In addition, one of my participants was involved in a life-

threatening car accident that led to brain injury. I have included her data here but am 

reluctant to base any conclusions on it. 

The administration of the writing self-efficacy instrument took place during May 

2010 and includes data from 12 of the 17 participants. The data consists of quantitative 

data collected using the writing self-efficacy instrument designed by Shell, Murphy, and 

Bruning (1989). My primary concern with this data is that I am lacking information from 

five of my participants; however, I believe I have enough representative data from the 

group to answer my questions. Additional self-efficacy data, in particular that related to 

the sources of self-efficacy, was collected from the participants’ journals. 

 I will begin sharing the results of my study with a look at the group of 

participants as a whole and then proceed to a detailed summary of each individual 

participant’s results. There are reasons for proceeding in this manner. First among those 

reasons is a desire to situate my writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy research 

within a larger body of work and allow for replication. Johanek (2000) points out 

quantitative studies can place research within a larger network and provide for greater 
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unity within a field’s research (p. 10). Johanek further argues that evidence that “can be 

replicated” leads to the “social construction of knowledge” by allowing the “community 

of researchers” to test, discuss, and refine their theories (p. 52). My use of both the 

Miller-Daly WAS and the writing self-efficacy instrument designed by Shell, Murphy and 

Bruning both makes my study a replication of other studies of writing apprehension and 

writing self-efficacy and also makes it easy for others to replicate. It is important for me 

to place my work within the continuum of writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy 

research for two reasons. Traditionally, studies of writing apprehension and writing self-

efficacy, both together and separately, have focused on quantitative studies of groups 

(for eg. Pajares and Valiante, 1999; Linnenbrink and Pintrick, 2003; Schunk, 2003; 

Lavelle, 2006; Pajares et al, 2007). My study must be firmly situated within that tradition 

at its starting point. While traditionally studies of writing apprehension and writing self-

efficacy have focused simply on the impact of the treatment or some other single 

dimension, my study moves beyond its predecessors in a number of important ways.  In 

addition to the purposeful selection of participants, another important difference is the 

length of the study. Most other studies follow participants for one semester or less. In 

addition, most other studies do not offer both quantitative and qualitative results.  

 Movement into this new territory is an important reason for transitioning from 

the broad strokes of group results to the fine details of a study of the individual 

participants. While the group results provides important information about what has 

happened to the group as a whole, it is only a closer study of the individuals that will 

shed light on why and how these changes occurred. Not only will the individual results 

add depth and perspective to the group results, but I also believe it is within these 

individual results that we will find the important lessons to be learned from this study. 

As Johanek (2000) points out, we need research that “seeks and analyzes data” but we 

also need stories to “help illuminate our work and give meaning to our theory, research 

and practice” to add to our understanding of what we study (p. 11). This is not meant to 

diminish the importance of the group results, but to supplement them. Study of the 

group not only situates this study within a larger body of work, it also helps situate the 
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individuals within the group. Sharing both the quantitative group results with the 

quantitative and qualitative results for the individuals presents a necessary and more 

complete picture of my study and will allow for richer analysis and findings. Johanek 

(2000) explains “[n]umbers alone won’t reveal everything we need to know and stories 

alone can’t do it, either” (p. 209). Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) agree that “both 

quantitative and qualitative research are important and useful” (p. 14) to present a full 

and complete story. Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2004) argue that including quantitative 

research informs “the qualitative portion of research studies, and vice versa” (p. 771). 

The combination of both types of data means “qualitative data can help investigators to 

explain relationships emerging from qualitative data” (Onwuegbuzie and Leech, 2004, p. 

771). Johanek (2000) argues that we should not be forced to choose between 

“numbers” and “narratives” (p. 53) as “numbers and narratives support each other” (p. 

75). Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) also support this position stating that many 

research questions “are best and most fully answered through mixed research 

solutions” (p. 18). Without providing both layers of data and paying attention to both 

the group results and the individual results, we would not know all the lessons that this 

study can offer. Privileging one set of data over another would skew the story that I am 

telling. 

 Another important reason for providing detailed individual results in addition to 

the group results: This study is the first of its kind. The population under study is not 

random and is not representative, but it is, in fact, an entire group – a cohort of a 

National Writing Project Summer Institute. As such, this group is one of more than 200 

that is assembled by National Writing Project sites every year which makes this study 

possible to replicate with other sites in different locations and other cohorts at the same 

location. As a groundbreaking study, it is important to provide as much depth and detail 

as possible to allow future researchers to replicate this study as well as mine its results 

for additional lessons and meaning. MacDonald (1998) warns us that we must balance 

our research efforts as “students of rhetoric” to build knowledge (p. 123). She argues 

that we must not “privilege some other goal over the goal of making knowledge” (p. 
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119). I seek through my study to “build on existing knowledge about how writers learn” 

and believe this is best accomplished by studying both the group and individual results. 

Haswell (2005) argues for more of this type of research in the field of writing studies. He 

writes about replicable, aggregable, data-supported (RAD) scholarship as valuable for 

“its comparability, replicability, and accruability” (p. 202). Providing the depth and detail 

that I include in my individual results allows me to meet Haswell’s requirements for RAD 

scholars. I have not only described my methods of research and analysis, but I have also 

provided examples to support my findings, so my research can be replicated and my 

conclusions tested (p. 203). 

 Finally, providing both quantitative and qualitative data responds to specific calls 

for writing self-efficacy research. Pajares et al (2007) argue that “understanding the 

genesis of self beliefs” can help educators engage in practices and create interventions 

that will foster writing self-efficacy (p. 106). Pajares et al also point out that the “logical 

next step” is to investigate the interpretations that writers place on their performance, 

feedback, and other sources of self-efficacy and to “trace the genesis and development 

of these important self-beliefs” (p. 117). I believe in order to take this “logical next step” 

to continue our exploration of “self-beliefs,” and writing self-efficacy in particular, we 

must examine both the group as a whole and then each individual participant’s unique 

immersion experience. 

 

Group Results 

 The participants of this study are 17 teachers who participated in the 2009 

Morehead Writing Project Summer Institute and the subsequent follow-up year 

activities. The 17 women ranged in age from 23 to 52 with an average age of 35.29 at 

the beginning of the Summer Institute workshop. Most were elementary school 

teachers with two teaching at the middle school level and one of those a subject area 

teacher. Their experience ranged from first-year teachers to a veteran of 23 years with 

the group possessing an average teaching experience of 4.82 years. 
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 The group took the Miller-Daly Writing Apprehension Survey on the first day of 

the workshop (June 8, 2009). The average writing apprehension score for the group was 

75.7, which falls within the lower end of the normal range (60-96). Five of the 

participants fell within the high writing apprehension range (26-59), 10 had neither low 

nor high writing apprehension, and two possessed low writing apprehension (97-130). 

 The Miller-Daly WAS was administered again on the last day of the workshop 

(June 26, 2009). The average writing apprehension score after the workshop rose to 

92.7, which falls within the higher end of the normal range, and was an increase of 17 

points. No one scored as possessing high writing apprehension, and the number of 

participants possessing low writing apprehension increased to six. 

 The WAS was administered again four months after the workshop concluded 

(Oct. 31, 2009). The average score for the group dropped to 86.2, a decrease of 6.5 

points, which falls near the center of the normal range. 

 At the second follow-up year event (Dec. 12, 2009), the average score actually 

rose 3.8 points to 90 with one score in the high writing apprehension range and the 

number of those possessing low apprehension remaining the same. 

 At the third follow-up event (March 6, 2010), the average score dropped 3.5 

points to 86.5. No one scored as possessing high writing apprehension, but the number 

of those reporting low writing apprehension dropped to three. 

 At the final data collection (May 1, 2010), the average score rose to 5.8 points to 

92.3, higher than the post-workshop score, with one participant reporting high writing 

apprehension and the number of those reporting low writing apprehension increased to 

seven.  

 The participants’ journals were a rich source of empirical data that were both 

quantifiable and qualitatively assessed. In particular I was interested in references to the 

sources of writing self-efficacy and other influences of the immersion experience. The 

participants were supposed to begin their journal prior to the workshop (which began 

June 8, 2009) and continue through the final follow-up on May 1, 2010. However, seven 

participants did not continue their journals through the entire follow-up year. Although 
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two of those did at least contribute journal entries into 2010, the other five ended their 

journals in the summer and fall. As a result, in order to answer this question I decided to 

focus my study of the sources of writing self-efficacy on journal entries written during 

the workshop (June 8-26, 2009). All 17 participants completed journals during that time 

period, and I also thought this would be the most meaningful for the purpose of 

answering my question as each participant was experiencing the same events during 

this time period which would not be true after leaving the workshop and returning to 

their normal schedules. I believe the additional journal entries can be reserved for 

future study. 

 Each participant’s journal entries were coded specifically for references to the 

four sources of writing self-efficacy. These sources include mastery experience or 

actually writing; vicarious experience or studying and comparing the writing of others; 

social persuasions or the feedback received about writing from others; and physiological 

and affective state or the writer’s actual physical and mental readiness to write. Within 

the 17 journals, I found 128 units of analysis that referred to one of the four sources of 

writing self-efficacy with the participants posting 7.5 units on average. Looking at the 

group as a whole, it is clear that mastery or performance experience had the most 

impact on the participants with 57 total references or 45% of the total units. Every 

participant made at least one reference to mastery experience and the group average 

was 3.3. Physiological and affective state, in other words the participant’s sense of 

physical and mental preparedness for the experience, had the second highest impact on 

the participants with 39 total references or 30% of the total units. All but one of the 

participants made at least one reference to physiological and affective state, and the 

group average was 2.4. Both vicarious experience and social persuasions did not receive 

nearly as much attention from the participants. Vicarious experience received 22 total 

references or 17% of the total units with three of the participants making no reference 

to this source for a group average of 1.5 references. Social persuasions appeared to 

have the least impact with 10 total references or 8% of the total units with eight of 17 

participants making references for a group average of 1.2. 



Texas Tech University, Deanna DeBrine Mascle, August 2011 

58 

 

The Summer Institute experience involved a great deal of thinking and talking 

about writing as well as writing-related activities. After studying the participants’ 

journals in an attempt to understand why some writers experienced a greater response 

to the immersion experience than others, I have come to believe that this aspect of 

thinking and talking about writing contributed to two participant behaviors that 

separate the two groups. As I read the journals I repeatedly encountered two particular 

types of journal entries – those that involved goal setting and those that involved 

metawriting (writing about writing). Not all journal entries included goal setting or 

metawriting and some participants did not include either in any journal entry, so I began 

a systematic study to determine who exhibited these qualities and what that meant. 

Twelve of the participants included goal setting in their journals. Some of these 

goals were general, such as becoming a writer or feeling like more of a writer, but six of 

the 12 were very specific goals such as improving depth, organization, or focus. Nine of 

the participants included metawriting in their journals. This metawriting did more than 

simply report what they were writing, most journals included that information, but 

discussed process, revision, and changes in process or thinking about writing. Eight 

participants included both goal setting and metawriting in their journals. Four 

participants included neither goal setting or metawriting in their journals. Not 

surprisingly, the four participants who did not include goal setting or metawriting in 

their journal entries were among the least impacted by the immersion experience.  

 Another way to study the group as a whole was to look at their scores on the 

writing self-efficacy instrument. Twelve of the 17 participants took the writing self-

efficacy instrument. There appears to be a positive correlation between writing 

apprehension and writing self-efficacy. The actual correlation is 0.71 which is moderate 

verging on strong. The average writing self-efficacy of the group was 87.16 which is 

much closer to the “highly certain” 100% than the “moderately certain” 50%. This result 

certainly affirms the similar results found on the Miller-Daly WAS. 
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Individual Results 

 While much can be learned from studying the group as a whole, I have come to 

believe that the key lessons of my study will be found in the individual stories of my 

participants. Not only is the population of my student unique, but so is the study and I 

would be remiss if I did not provide deep coverage of each individual story so we can 

better understand the impact of immersion on writing apprehension and writing self-

efficacy. Many other researchers have looked at writing apprehension and writing self-

efficacy – sometimes even at the same time (ie. Pajares and Johnson, 1994; Wacholz & 

Etheridge, 1996; Lavelle, 2006; Garcia & de Caso, 2006; Pajares, Johnson & Usher, 2007). 

However, my study employed mixed methods to provide a depth of knowledge 

previously unexplored to this extent. In addition, most other studies focused on data 

collection only during the treatment period (ie. Lavelle, 2006; Garcia & de Caso, 2006; 

Pajares, Johnson & Usher, 2007) unlike mine which spanned an entire year and provides 

breadth as well as depth. The individual qualitative data provided by the journals gives 

more insight into the “why” behind the group quantitative results. The fields of writing 

studies and composition have increased calls for this type of work within the last two 

decades. Grimm, Wysocki, and Cooper (1998) point out our field is “looking for ways to 

include the multiple voices and perspective that construct rich representations of 

phenomena” (p. 251). In another argument for offering both group and individual 

results, Pajares et al (2007) also point to the need for “context-sensitivity” when 

studying the sources of writing self-efficacy (p. 107). Finally, I am studying “complex, 

diffuse, and messy phenomena” which Fleckenstein et al (2008) tell us must “harmonize 

with complex, diffuse, and messy research methods” (p. 389). Focusing on one aspect of 

my study would be neater and clear, but it would also mean missing the rich, layered 

complexity of information. This “revolt against simplification” is necessary if I am to 

follow in the tradition of Law and Mol (2002) that I promised (p. 1). I am attending to 

the complexity of my data by not attempting to organize it in such a way we lose its 

“layered complexity” (Law & Mol, 2002, p. 3).  
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 Study of the 17 participants as a group demonstrates that the participants fall 

within two categories. One group was impacted greatly by the immersion experience. 

This impact was clear whether studying WAS scores or journal entries. The members of 

this group either moved up one level of writing apprehension or moved from one 

extreme to the other within a level. In addition, these changes were reflected within the 

journal entries of the participant. The second group was not greatly impacted by the 

immersion experience. The WAS scores of these participants did not change much and 

the journal entries exhibited less change as a result of the experience. In order to learn 

more about the differences between these two groups and the contributing factors of 

the immersion experience, it is essential we learn more about the individuals within 

each group. I believe it is within these individual results that we will find the important 

lessons and contributions of my study. In addition, this focused study of individual as 

well as group results is a natural next step in the study of writing apprehension and 

writing self-efficacy 

 I will now introduce the 17 participants of my study. For each participant there is 

a brief biography including both personal and professional information. This is then 

followed by a table offering an overview of the participant’s writing apprehension 

scores compared with the group average. The six scores represent the pre-workshop 

score collected on June 8, 2009, and the post-workshop score collected on June 26, 

2009, as well as scores collected on Oct. 31, 2009, Dec. 12, 2009, March 6, 2010, and 

May 1, 2010, during the follow-up meetings. In addition, the scores are color coded to 

offer a quick visual check of where on the writing apprehension scale the participant’s 

scores fall. Red indicates high apprehension, blue average apprehension, and green low 

apprehension. This table is supplemented by a narrative description of the changes in 

the writing apprehension of the participant over the course of the period from June 8, 

2009, through May 1, 2010. This is followed by a narrative report of the participant’s 

writing self-efficacy. A table then shares the participant’s references to the sources of 

writing self-efficacy in the journal supported by a narrative which includes selected 

quotes. Next a table and narrative describe the journal the participant kept during this 
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same time period and how that journal indicated the impact of the workshop on the 

participant as a writer, teacher, and person during the first pass through the journal. 

This is followed by a table and narrative describing the second pass through the journal 

data which focused on the participant as a writer and specifically looked for references 

to confidence, competence, support, and emotion. The third pass through the journal 

data was also described using a table and narrative focused on the participant as a 

writer but this time looked for references to deficiencies, change, and success. Then 

more narrative focuses on quotes from the participant’s journal to offer depth and 

perspective to the numbers offered in the previous table and narrative. The final 

narrative compares the picture presented by the writing apprehension scores, writing 

self-efficacy score, and the journal entry analysis with particular attention to the goals 

and deficiencies identified by the participant and discussion of the participant’s progress 

toward those goals. 

 

Participant One 

 Participant One (P1) is a 47-year-old married woman with two teenage children. 

She holds a bachelor’s degree in elementary education and is working on her master’s 

degree. She has been teaching for one year. 

Table 4.1: Participant One Writing Apprehension Scores  

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

One 78 96 96 89 96 98 

 

 P1 began the workshop with a writing apprehension level within the normal 

range and within a few points of the group average. Her writing apprehension level 

decreased along with the group average at the end of the workshop and remained 

within the normal range although at the low apprehension end of the spectrum.  Her 
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October follow-up score stayed the same as the post-workshop score and was about 10 

points higher than the group average. Her December writing apprehension score dipped 

slightly to come within 1 point of the group average only to rise to match the post-

workshop and October scores again in March. Her May score rose just a few points to 

reach the low writing apprehension range so she was 5 points higher than the group 

average (see Table 4.1). 

 P1 reported a high writing self-efficacy score of 97 out of 100 points. She 

reported high confidence in her ability to write for her degree, her job, and in all areas 

with the exception of some creative writing. It is interesting that her writing self-efficacy 

puts her second from the top in the group while her writing apprehension score is just 

barely higher than the normal range.  

Table 4.2: Participant One Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 4 3 

Comparisons 2 2 

Support 1 1 

Readiness 9 3 

Total 16 9 

 

P1 completed 16 journal entries between June 6, 2009, and March 7, 2010. My 

analysis of the journal entries identified 16 units of analysis that could fit within the 

identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The 16 units included: 

 four references to mastery or performance experience;  

 two to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 one to social persuasions; and  

 nine to her physiological or affective state.  
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While at first glance it might appear that the participant’s physiological or affective state 

was the strongest influence on her writing self-efficacy, it is important to note that most 

of these references were made at the beginning of the workshop and after the 

workshop concluded. When studying only journal entries written during the workshop, 

we find nine units in total with three references to mastery or performance experience; 

two to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons; one to social 

persuasions; and three to her physiological or affective state (see Table 4.2). 

 Her pre-workshop reference to her affective state noted that becoming a writer 

seemed “unattainable” and an early workshop reference similarly noted she felt 

“unproductive,” but then her references move to the other sources of writing self-

efficacy as she reflects on the her ability to write, or perform, during the workshop 

when she was amazed by “how much writing was produced in a short time” and getting 

“that WOW feeling” from her work. She noted that the support she received through 

social persuasions was “remarkable” and that being able to compare her work with that 

of others was “a privilege.” 

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.3: Participant One First Pass 

 

Writing 13 65% 

Teaching 6 30% 

Personal 1 5% 

 

From those journal entries 20 units of analysis were marked that indicated the 

participant was impacted by the workshop experience as a writer (65%), teacher (30%), 

and person (5%) (see Table 4.3). 

Table 4.4: Participant One Second Pass 
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Confidence 8 61% 

Competence 1 7% 

Support 3 23% 

Emotion 1 7% 

 

The 13 units focused on the participant as a writer were categorized according to topic: 

confidence (61%), competence (7%), support (25%), and personal (7%) (see Table 4.4). 

Table 4.5: Participant One Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Comp.  Sup.  Pers.  All  

Deficiency 5 71% 0 0% 1 14% 1 14% 7 53

% 

Change 2 66% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 3 23

% 

Success 1 33% 0 0% 2 66% 0 00% 3 23

% 

 

 The 13 units that focused on the participant as a writer were also classified as 

indicating a deficiency (53%), change (23%), or success (23%) (see Table 4.5). 

 There were seven units of analysis (53%) that reflected on deficiencies identified 

by the writer at the beginning of the workshop. Some of these were only reflections 

where she was “afraid” and “frustrated.”  She was concerned about writing in the same 

room with others and said, “I don’t write well with others around” and also admited 

that the “fear of thinking that you are not a writer is a huge obstacle block.” Part of her 

concern was simply the knowledge that writing your thoughts down means that “others 

could perhaps read them or see them” which she considered very “invasive.” She was 

also very concerned about working with others on their writing. These concerns were 

both not being able to help as well as creating conflict and hard feelings. In 23% of the 

writing units, P1 described the ways she was growing as a writer as she recognized 



Texas Tech University, Deanna DeBrine Mascle, August 2011 

65 

 

“writing begins with small steps” and requires exercising “our writing muscles.” She was 

concerned that her sense of being a writer would fail when she returned to work and 

noted that her “feelings of being a novice writer will probably creep back upon me.” 

During the workshop, she felt “privileged” to be in a workshop with such talented 

writers. She also found help with conferencing and said the “author’s agenda is 

remarkable.” Missing the opportunity to write daily in the workshop, the participant 

was excited to put her new journal to use by writing with her students during the school 

year.  

 This participant’s scores and journal entries tend to confirm each other. She was 

positively impacted as a writer by the workshop but it was not a dramatic change. This 

may simply be due to the fact she did not have any strong deficiencies coming to the 

workshop or it could be the fact that she focused a great deal of her time and energy on 

areas other than her writing, such as teaching. It could also be a combination of the two. 

I am not surprised to see this writer’s progress stay within the normal range and not 

vary a great deal. I think she might have not been confident that her growth could be 

sustained. This was a stressful and challenging year for this participant as it was her first 

full-time year in the classroom, and she experienced some family challenges. I believe 

her personal writing was often sacrificed so she could address other pressures. She 

came to the workshop with the specific goal to feel more like a writer and to understand 

her fears and resistance to writing. She quickly identified her problem as one of a fear of 

being judged and worked through a process of understanding how she can address this 

fear which she felt would also help her become a better teacher of writing as a result. I 

think working through these issues also contributed to her sense of high writing self-

efficacy. She felt confident about her knowledge of what she could do and her ability to 

meet future challenges. 
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Participant Two 

Participant Two (P2) is a 29-year-old married mother of a preschooler. She has a 

bachelor’s degree in elementary education and is working on her master’s degree. She 

has been teaching five years. 

Table 4.6: Participant Two Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Two 91 87 88 91 77 86 

 P2’s pre-workshop score indicated the lowest level of normal writing 

apprehension range and was actually the highest of the six writing apprehension scores 

collected. However, all her writing apprehension scores fell at the low apprehension 

range of the normal spectrum. She entered the workshop with a score that was more 

than 15 points higher than the group average. Her post-workshop score dropped 4 

points so it was below the group average by 5 points. Her October score rose 1 point so 

it was within a few points of the group average. Her December score returned to her 

pre-workshop level and was within 1 point of the group average. Her score dipped by 14 

points in March and was again below the group average – this time by 9 points. It rose 

again in May by 9 points but remained below the group average by 7 points (see Table 

4.6). 

 P2 reported a writing self-efficacy score of 85.2. She reported lower confidence 

in her ability to write long papers and projects as well as low confidence in punctuation. 

Her writing self-efficacy score seems to be in line with her writing apprehension level.  

Table 4.7: Participant Two Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 4 4 
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Comparisons 2 2 

Support 0 0 

Readiness 4 2 

Total 10 8 

 

The participant submitted 12 journal entries between June 6, 2009, and Oct. 31, 

2009. My analysis of the journal entries identified 10 units of analysis that could fit 

within the identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The 10 units included: 

 four references to mastery or performance experience;  

 two to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 none to social persuasions; and  

 four to her physiological or affective state.  

When studying only the units from journal entries made during the workshop it appears 

that mastery experience and affective sources, or her concept of her readiness, were of 

primary importance to this participant (see Table 4.7).  

 At the beginning of the workshop the participant notes that she is “stressing” 

and “feels overwhelmed” but as time progresses she finds herself “surprisingly” inspired 

to write and sometimes her writing “seemed to pour out once I started.” She also notes 

that the opportunity for comparing her work with that of others “taught me lots of 

things.” 

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.8: Participant Two First Pass 

 

Writing 13 68% 

Teaching 4 21% 

Personal 2 10% 
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From those entries, 19 units of analysis were identified that noted the impact of the 

workshop on the participant as a writer (68%), teacher (21%), and person (10%) (see 

Table 4.8). 

Table 4.9: Participant Two Second Pass 

 

Confidence 7 53% 

Support 3 23% 

Emotion 3 23% 

 

The 13 units that focused on the participant as a writer were categorized according to 

the following topics: confidence (53%), support (23%), and emotion (23%) (see Table 9). 

Table 4.10: Participant Two Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Sup.  Pers.  All  

Deficiency 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 3 23% 

Change 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Success 4 40% 3 30% 3 30% 10 76% 

 

 The 13 units that focused on the participant as a writer were also classified as 

indicating deficiency (23%) and success (76%) (see Table 4.10). 

 Three of the 13 writing units (23%) reflected deficiencies identified by the writer. 

These included feeling like “less of a writer” than she did as a child at the beginning of 

the workshop. She also felt “overwhelmed” and said she was “stressing” at the 

beginning of the workshop. The participant did not note any changes in herself as a 

writer in her journal but did say she had “always loved to write” and she hoped the 

workshop would help her find her “creative imagination” that was “somewhere, deep 

down.” Of the writing units, 76% indicated positive benefits and impact. She felt very 

supported by the workshop that helped her achieve “newfound ability and confidence” 

and that she felt like “more of a writer.” She mentions specific days of the workshop and 
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specific activities such as the writing walk about as beneficial and leading to “a good 

piece of writing.” She said these activities led to writing which “seemed to pour out.” 

She also discussed how therapeutic she found writing in her personal journal. 

 The writing apprehension scores and journal entries do not appear to contradict 

each other. The journal entries do not indicate the writer had any specific concerns or 

goals before entering the workshop and perhaps the slight drop in confidence might 

indicate the post-workshop score was a more accurate judgment based on her 

newfound understanding of her ability as a writer. This participant struggled with 

finding a balance between voice and correctness which may have hampered the 

development of her confidence during the workshop. She also struggled with serious 

family issues during the follow-up year which may have impacted further development. 

She also noted both during the workshop and the follow-up year that the lack of time 

and imagination were inhibiting her ability to be a better writer. This participant did not 

really reflect on her writing to indicate deficiencies or the progress she made to 

overcome these challenges. I think this perhaps may be a key reason in the apparent 

minimal impact of the workshop on her writing apprehension level. 

 

Participant Three 

Participant Three (P3) is a 30-year-old married woman with one preschool-age 

daughter. She has a bachelor’s degree in elementary education and is working on her 

master’s degree. She has been teaching for seven years. 

Table 4.11: Participant Three Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Three 94 92  78 94 93 
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P3’s writing apprehension levels fell within the low apprehension end of the 

normal range and with only one exception only varied by a few points throughout the 

data collection period. Her pre-workshop score was 19 points higher than the group 

average. Her post-workshop score dropped 4 points and was the same as the group 

average. She did not test in October. Her December score was her lowest after dropping 

14 points so it was 12 points below the group average. Her March and May scores were 

back up to the low apprehension end of the normal range and were on level with her 

pre-workshop score and the group average (see Table 4.11). 

P3 did not complete the writing self-efficacy instrument.  

Table 4.12: Participant Three Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 3 3 

Comparisons 1 0 

Support 1 1 

Readiness 4 2 

Total 9 6 

 

The participant posted nine journal entries between June 7, 2009, and Oct. 23, 

2009. My analysis of the journal entries identified nine units of analysis that could fit 

within the identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The nine units included: 

 three references to mastery or performance experience;  

 one to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 one to social persuasions; and  

 four to physiological or affective state.  

During the workshop period there were six units included three references to mastery 

or performance experience; none to the vicarious experience of observations and 
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comparisons; one to social persuasions; and two to her physiological or affective state 

(see Table 4.12).  

The participant notes at the beginning of the workshop that she has “writer’s 

block” and toward the end she is “nervous” about sharing her work. However, she 

found that the mastery experience helped her overcome her writer’s block so that a 

week after noting it she could report that her “writing is coming back” and then that she 

was finishing pieces. She also noted that the feedback she received during the workshop 

was “very helpful.” 

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.13: Participant Three First Pass 

 

Writing 10 66% 

Teaching 5 33% 

 

From these journals, 15 units of analysis were identified that indicated the 

impact of the workshop on the participant as a writer (66%) and a teacher (33%) (see 

Table 4.13). 

Table 4.14: Participant Three Second Pass 

 

Confidence 5 50% 

Support 5 50% 

 

The 10 units that focused on the participant as a writer were evenly divided into two 

topics: confidence (50%) and support (50%) (see Table 4.14). 

Table 4.15: Participant Three Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Sup.  All  
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Deficiency 3 60% 2 40% 5 50% 

Change 1 100% 0 0% 1 10% 

Success 1 25% 3 75% 4 40% 

Pass 3 

 The writing units were also divided into categories where the participant 

indicated a deficiency (50%), change (10%, or success (40%) (see Table 15). 

 The participant began the workshop struggling with her writing and reported a 

case of writer’s block. Although she says she loves writing, she also reports “I am not the 

best writer.” She said, “I’ve had a difficult time with writing this summer” and then 

points out after the workshop that she hadn’t done much writing. Only one of the 10 

writing units (10%) reported a change when she noted that she was “happy to report 

that my writing is coming back to me.” Forty percent of the units reflected on positive 

results from the workshop. She was happy to rediscover the love of writing she had as a 

student. She was pleased with the helpful feedback she received and that led to her 

successful completion of her personal piece which received rave reviews from her family 

who were “impressed.” 

 When studying writing apprehension scores, it would appear the workshop had 

little to no impact on the participant, but her journal entries indicate the workshop 

helped her reconnect with the writer within. This participant did have a very stressful 

year during which she and her husband adopted a niece they had only just learned 

existed. Perhaps if she had continued to write, even journal, during the difficult period, 

she might have seen more impact during the follow-up year. It is hard to say without 

journal entries from the balance of the follow-up year.  It should also be noted that this 

participant says that even though she is “not the best writer,” she is “passionate” about 

writing. However, she does not reflect in her journal about any her deficiencies or 

challenges as a writer, other than noting she is experiencing writer’s block. She does not 

reflect on the possible causes of this writer’s block either. It is possible this lack of 

reflection was a factor in the apparent lack of impact on her writing apprehension level. 
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Participant Four 

Participant Four (P4) is a 26-year-old single, childless woman. She has a bachelor’s 

degree in elementary education and has two years experience teaching elementary 

school. She is working on her master’s degree. 

Table 4.16: Partipant Four Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Four 51 60 67 62 63 59 

 

 This participant’s writing apprehension levels remained consistently high 

throughout the data-gathering period. She started the workshop with one of the highest 

writing apprehension levels of the group which put her score 24 points below the group 

average.  Her post-workshop score placed her just barely into the average writing 

apprehension range, an increase of 9 points, and widened the gap between her 

confidence and the others in the group to 32 points. Her scores remained fairly 

consistent with the post-workshop score through October, December, and March and 

fluctuated within a 7-point range. These scores were consistently well below the group 

average. In May, her writing apprehension level moved back into the high apprehension 

range and was 34 points below the group average (see Table 4.16). 

 P4 reported a writing self-efficacy score of 43.9. She reported low confidence in 

all but four areas: her ability to complete a job application, write short test answers, and 

write personal or professional messages. Her writing self-efficacy score seems to be in 

line with her writing apprehension level.  

Table 4.17: Participant Four Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 
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Mastery 2 1 

Comparisons 0 0 

Support 0 0 

Readiness 14 7 

Total 16 8 

 

P4 wrote 16 journal entries between June 5, 2009, and April 14, 2010. My 

analysis of the journal entries identified 16 units of analysis that could fit within the 

identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The 16 units included: 

 two references to mastery or performance experience;  

 none to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 none to social persuasions; and  

 14 to her physiological or affective state.  

During the workshop these numbers were halved (see Table 4.17). 

It is not surprising to see a person with such low writing self-efficacy and high 

writing apprehension dwell on her preparedness to such an extent. She began the 

workshop with worries about her ability and continues to comment on it throughout the 

workshop while also noting how “exhausted” she is by the effort of learning and writing. 

She does note as the workshop progresses that she is “learning a lot” and “starting to 

feel better about writing.”  

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.18: Participant Four First Pass 

 

Writing 22 73% 

Teaching 8 26% 
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From those journal entries, 30 units of analysis were identified that demonstrated the 

workshop’s impact on the participant as a writer (73%) and teacher (26%) (see Table 

18).   

Table 4.19: Participant Four Second Pass 

 

Confidence 17 77% 

Competence 3 13% 

Support 2 9% 

 

The 22 units that referenced writing fell into three categories that referenced 

confidence (77%), competence (13%), and support (9%) (see Table 4.19). 

Table 4.20: Participant Four Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Comp.  Sup.  All  

Deficiency 8 47% 0 0% 0 0% 8 36% 

Change 8 47% 3 100% 0 0% 11 50% 

Success 1 5% 0 0% 2 100% 3 13% 

 

All of the units that focused on the participant as a writer were also classified as 

indicating a deficiency (36%), change (50%), and success (13%) (see Table 4.20).  

The participant clearly began the workshop apprehensive about her writing as 

she repeatedly says, “I am not a confident writer” because she feels her writing is “very 

weak” and she does not know how to “write creatively.” She also points out writing is 

“pretty hard” for her and during the workshop reports she finds the workshop stressful 

and exhausting as a result. However, she does report the workshop impacts her 

confidence with 50% of the writing units reflecting that she is “growing as a writer” and 

that her “confidence as a writer” has “improved a little.” However, while she says she is 

“learning a lot” she also notes she still has “a lot of work to do on my writing.” She notes 
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at the end of the workshop that “right now I do feel that I am a writer” and that she 

found the workshop inspiring and wonderful. 

 This participant clearly entered the workshop with low confidence in her writing 

ability which she reflects comes from a history of negative feedback. She was willing to 

work hard and not give up and though she found the workshop stressful, exhausting, 

and challenging she did experience some growth. Would that growth have continued if 

she had not been involved in a life-threatening car accident that actually caused some 

brain injury? I suspect it was her need to refocus her energy on overcoming the brain 

injury and getting back into the classroom that set back her growth as a writer as her 

journal entries after the accident focus on these struggles rather than her writing. Also, 

this participant’s goals for the workshop were unformed and vague, for example “I 

really need to work on my writing,” which may also be a factor in her level of growth as 

a writer. Similarly, while she noted she needed to work on her writing, she did not 

reflect on anything beyond surface-level issues of writing (such as spelling and 

grammar). 

 

Participant Five 

 Participant Five (P5) is a 35-year-old divorced mother of one elementary-school-

aged son. She is a special education teacher in an elementary school and has five years 

of teaching experience. She currently holds a bachelor’s degree and is working on her 

master’s degree. 

Table 4.21: Participant Five Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Five 78 97 105 109 112 109 
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 P5’s pre-workshop writing apprehension level was within the normal range and 

within 3 points of the average. The test at the conclusion of the workshop indicated that 

her apprehension level was now in the low apprehension range – although very near the 

normal end of the scale – and the difference between her score and the average score 

increased to 5 points. However, while the average writing apprehension level appeared 

to level off for the group, P5’s continued to increase during survey administrations in 

October, December, and March before leveling off, so she ended the follow-up year 31 

points higher than she began and 16 points higher than the average (see Table 4.21). 

 P5 reported a writing self-efficacy score of 94.3 and reported low confidence 

only in her ability in one area of creative writing. Her writing self-efficacy level and 

writing apprehension levels appear to be comparable.  

Table 4.22: Participant Five Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 9 6 

Comparisons 1 1 

Support 3 2 

Readiness 4 1 

Total 17 10 

 

P5 completed 17 journal entries between June 1, 2009, and April 14, 2010. My 

analysis of the journal entries identified 17 units of analysis that could fit within the 

identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The 17 units included: 

 nine references to mastery or performance experience;  

 one to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 three to social persuasions; and  

 four to her physiological or affective state.  
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During the workshop 10 units of analysis were identified which included six references 

to mastery or performance experience: one to the vicarious experience of observations 

and comparisons; two to social persuasions; and one to her physiological or affective 

state (see Table 4.22). 

The participant began the workshop noting “I really don’t consider myself a 

writer” but hoped to learn how to discipline herself and become more expressive. She 

reported enjoying the writing activities and hoping they would help “build up our 

writing muscles” and “I love actually having time to write.” She also enjoyed the 

opportunity for comparisons and feedback as she said “I like meeting with my groups 

and sharing our writing with each other” and “I really ejjoyed their feedback and reading 

their pieces.” 

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.23: Participant Five First Pass 

 

Writing 22 56% 

Teaching 12 31% 

Personal 5 13% 

 

 From her journals 39 units of analysis were identified that focused on the 

participant as a writer according to the impact on the participant as a writer (56%), 

teacher (31%), and person (13%) (see Table 4.23). 

Table 4.24: Participant Five Second Pass 

 

Confidence 13 59% 

Competence 5 22% 

Support 3 13% 

Emotion 1 4% 
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The units that focused on the participant as a writer were categorized according to the 

following topics: confidence (59%), competence ( 22%), support(13%),  and emotion ( 

4%) (see Table 4.24). 

Table 4.25: Participant Five Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Comp.  Both  

Deficiency 2 15% 2 40% 4 22% 

Change 5 38% 2 40% 7 38% 

Success 6 46% 1 20% 7 38% 

Pass 3 

The units that focused the participant as a writer were also classified as 

indicating a deficiency (22%), change (38%), and success (38%) (see Table 4.25).  

The writer began the workshop with a lack of confidence in her writing ability 

with early journal posts specifically stating variations of “I don’t consider myself a 

writer” while another early entry reflects discouragement with her writing ability and 

another expresses hope she can “learn how to be a good writer.” However, the 

participant made progress during the workshop saying, “I’m feeling so much better as a 

writer” and “I feel like I have grown as a writer” while other comments acknowledge the 

workshop as the cause of this change, for example “we are eased into being a writer” 

and finally acknowledging how much change has occurred with “I never viewed myself 

as a writer before.” Both during and after the workshop, the writer shares her 

excitement and enjoyment of writing as well as remarking on her success as a writer, for 

example “I have produced some pieces that I’m very proud of.” In addition, P5’s 

confidence as a writer and in her ability to write is also expressed when talking about 

future projects, such as “with a little work it could be a great poem.” 

Analysis of P5’s writing journal reflects what can be seen in the writer’s growth 

in writing confidence and writing self-efficacy not only during the workshop but also the 

following year. 
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Her continued growth might be attributed to her view of the workshop as an 

intense personal experience that allowed her opportunity to explore and grow in a safe, 

supportive environment. It appears from her journal that the support she found most 

impactful was that provided by experts rather than peers. She specifically references 

two leaders by name as well as naming one of the guest speakers when discussing 

feedback. Each of these individuals, and their advice and/or impact upon her immersion 

experience, was also cited more than once in the journal. She did make three references 

to receiving good feedback in general from her peer support group, but the emphasis 

for P5 seemed to be upon expert support and the overall workshop experience. This 

may be why her growth continued after the immersion and the peer support was no 

longer available. While the expert support was also temporary perhaps the advice and 

lessons provided a better launching pad, due to its focus on writing in general as 

opposed to the more content-focused advice of her group, for her solo writing activity. 

 P5 described personal benefits to writing both during after the immersion 

experience. She said she found it to be “therapeutic” and “healing” and in fact spent 

more than one entry discussing at great length a poem inspired by a guest speaker at 

the Summer Institute and her continued work on the poem months after the SI. She not 

only remarked on the personal benefits of writing through this “healing process” but 

also made plans to use this writing therapy to help others. This participant entered the 

workshop eager and willing to grow as a writer with specific goals to “learn how to be a 

good writer” including “*h+ow to make my feelings come alive on paper” and “learn to 

take the time each day to write.” It is clear from her journal entries after the workshop 

that she felt she achieved these goals and that may be the simple explanation for this 

participant’s decrease in writing apprehension. 
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Participant Six 

 Participant Six (P6) is a 52-year-old married grandmother. She is an elementary 

school teacher with three years teaching experience. She has an associate’s degree and 

a bachelor’s degree. 

Table 4.26: Participant Six Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Six 82 109  106 104 117 

 

P6’s pre-test writing apprehension level was within the normal range and 7 

points above the average for the group. The test at the conclusion of the workshop 

experience indicated that her apprehension level was low and her score was 19 points 

higher than the group average. No data was collected for this participant in October and 

in fact at this point the participant was considering dropping out of the program due to 

the stress of professional and personal problems. However, the program leaders 

convinced her to stay in. Her December score was 3 points lower than her post-

workshop score although it was still 16 points higher than the group average. Her March 

score dropped by two points but was 18 points higher than the group average. Her final 

score in May was higher than all other previous scores, increasing 13 points from March, 

and was 24 points higher than the group average (see Table 4.26).  

P6 reported a writing self-efficacy score of 95.7 and only reported low 

confidence in one area of creative writing. Her writing self-efficacy and writing 

apprehension levels appear to be similar.  

Table 4.27: Participant Six Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 
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Mastery 4 4 

Comparisons 3 3 

Support 0 0 

Readiness 1 1 

Total 8 8 

 

P6 submitted 14 journal entries between June 9, 2009, and April 2010. My 

analysis of the journal entries identified eight units of analysis that could fit within the 

identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The eight units included:  

 four references to mastery or performance experience;  

 three to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 none to social persuasions; and  

 one to her physiological or affective state (see Table 4.27).  

 The participant began her journal entries with specific goals including learning 

“to tell personal stories” and learning “to enjoy writing.” During the workshop she notes 

that she “absolutely love the writing activities” and “love the networking” and 

“interactions with others.” She comments that the “contact with seasoned, master 

teachers and writers is awesome.” She is “surprised that I’ve gotten so many filled 

pages” in her writing journal and “loved doing the personal pieces.” She notes these 

activities have helped her “think of myself as a writer.” 

I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4:28: Participant Six First Pass 

 

Writing 9 37% 

Teaching 10 41% 

Personal 5 20% 
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From these journal entries, 24 units for analysis were identified that referenced 

the impact of the workshop on the participant as a writer (37%), teacher (41%), and 

person (20%) (see Table 4.28).  

Table 4.29: Participant Six Second Pass 

 

Confidence 5 55% 

Personal 4 44% 

 

The units that focused on the participant as a writer were categorized according 

to emphasis on confidence (55%) and personal life (44%) (see Table 4.29). 

Table 4.30: Participant Six Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Pers.  All  

Deficiency 0 0% 1 25% 1 11% 

Change 1 20%  0% 1 11% 

Success 4 80% 3 75% 7 77% 

 

The units that focused on the participant as a writer were also categorized as 

indicating deficiency (11%), change (11%), and success (77%). Only one unit indicated 

the author’s sense of deficiency in her writing ability. At the beginning of the SI she said 

she doubted her writing would ever “move someone to tears,” but she hoped to use her 

writing to preserve family history.  Only one unit was identified as making a change with 

“I think one of the best things about the project was getting me to think of myself as a 

writer.” The workshop changed the writer as all the other entries focus on her 

enthusiasm for the immersion experience and writing. She uses the word “love” 

repeatedly to describe how much she enjoys writing during the experience and says she 

sees herself as a writer thanks to the experience. She also points out writing is 

important to her with “writing helps me put things into perspective.” She is, in fact, 
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surprised by how much she has written and expresses confidence that she can “craft 

some great pieces” that she is “definitely going to write” (see Table 4.30). 

 This participant went through a very difficult year and came close to dropping 

out of the program. After coming late to a teaching career she was traumatized to lose 

her teaching position and greatly upset not to find another for this school year. She also 

experienced some personal challenges, such as health problems in her family. Through it 

all she continued to write and worked to get back into the classroom. She joined a 

writing group and entered some writing contests with mixed results. Her success with 

one writing contest may explain why her writing confidence remained high and actually 

increased. Her previous success may indicate how she was able to say this after not 

doing as well with another contest “I’m still proud of my work and I’m not discouraged.” 

This participant entered the workshop ready and eager to learn and grow as a writer 

and possessed some definite goals for herself and in her journal reflected on her growth 

and development as a writer which I believe contributed to her growth in writing self-

efficacy.  

 

Participant Seven 

Participant Seven (P7) is a 25-year-old married woman with an infant son. She 

has a bachelor’s degree in elementary education and has three years experience as an 

elementary school teacher.  

Table 4.31: Participant Seven Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Seven 108 112 107 118  119 

 

 P7 came into the workshop with low writing apprehension that was 33 points 

above the group average and continued the trend throughout the testing period. Her 
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scores stayed within an 11-point range from pre-workshop to the final data collection in 

May. Her score increased by 4 points post workshop which put her 20 points above the 

group average. Her score dropped 5 points in October but remained 21 points higher 

than average. Her score jumped 11 points and was 28 points higher than average in 

December. She did not test in March. Her final score in May was her highest although 

only 1 point higher than in December and was 26 points above the average (see Table 

4.31). 

 P7 reported a writing self-efficacy score of 92.1 and reported lower confidence in 

two areas of creative writing. Her levels of writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy 

appear to be consistent.  

Table 4.32: Participant Seven Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 6 5 

Comparisons 1 1 

Support 1 1 

Readiness 1 1 

Total 9 8 

 

The participant posted nine journal entries between June 9, 2009, and Oct. 25, 

2009. My analysis of the journal entries identified nine units of analysis that could fit 

within the identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The nine units included:  

 six references to mastery or performance experience;  

 one to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 one to social persuasions; and  

 one to her physiological or affective state (see Table 4.32). 

The participant entered the workshop eager and excited to enjoy the experience 

but without a specific goal or focus. Many of her journal entries discuss her plans for 
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particular pieces of writing and her progress on those pieces, but do not focus on any 

growth or development as a writer. She did enjoy the opportunity to focus on her 

writing and both the modeling and feedback she received saying “I enjoyed sharing it 

with others and getting positive and encouraging words.” 

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.33: Participant Seven First Pass 

 

Writing 23 95% 

Teaching 4 4% 

 

From these journals, 24 units of analysis were identified that referenced the impact of 

the workshop on the participant as a writer (95%) and teacher (4%) (see Table 4.33). 

Table 4.34: Participant Seven Second Pass 

 

Confidence 7 30% 

Support 14 60% 

Emotion 2 8% 

 

The 23 units of analysis that focused on the participant as a writer were 

categorized into three areas: confidence (30%), support (14%), and emotion (8%) (see 

Table 4.34). 

Table 4.35: Participant Seven Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Sup.  Pers.  All  

Deficiency 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 4% 

Change 1 16% 5 83% 0 0% 6 26% 

Success 5 31% 9 56% 2 12% 16 69% 
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 The units of analysis that focused on the participant as a writer were also 

classified as indicating deficiency (4%), change (26%), and success (69%). The participant 

only identified one area of deficienty (4%) in her journal. She set a goal for herself at the 

beginning of the workshop to “become more comfortable with forming short stories 

and professional pieces.” P7 did make several references (26%) to the ways the 

workshop had changed her as a writer. She noted she had been “pushed” to become 

“more brave” and a “risk taker” with her writing. While she had been challenged as a 

writer, she did not feel judged as she pointed out it was the pressure free support that 

helped her make progress and feel more comfortable with her writing. 

 Reporting that she sees herself as “a decent writer” and that she loves to “work 

with words,” the participant noted many positive experiences (69%) at the workshop. 

She especially enjoyed working on poetry with one of the leaders and with a guest 

speaker. She was very enthusiastic about the public reading of her work at the end of 

the workshop as well as the group reading exercise within the workshop. She notes she 

really enjoyed the time to write she was given at the workshop and that it really helped 

her find a “groove” as a writer and produce work that was “pretty good.” She notes she 

has “learned to stray away from my comfort zone” and that her personal piece provided 

“a good bit of therapy for me.” She also notes she continues to write after the 

workshop. 

 We do not get a complete picture of this participant’s follow-up year as she 

ended her journal entries in October. This participant wrote extensively during the 

workshop about her trouble conceiving but announced that she was pregnant at the 

end of the workshop.  She delivered a baby boy in the spring. P7 had very low writing 

apprehension coming into the workshop with a score much above the group average. 

This continued throughout the follow-up  year although she missed the March follow-up 

due to her recent childbirth. She did not appear to be greatly impacted by the 

experience despite her overall positive view of it. Perhaps this could simply be because 

she did not feel deficient as a writer when she came in. It might also be that she did not 
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enter with any specific goals for herself as a writer and did not reflect on herself as a 

writer during the workshop. 

 

Participant Eight 

 Participant Eight (P8) is a 35-year-old married mother of two teenagers. She has 

an associate’s degree in accounting, a bachelor’s degree in elementary education, and is 

working on her master’s degree. She has been teaching elementary school for four 

years. 

Table 4.36: Participant Eight Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Eight 76 107 103 95 85 104 

 

 P8’s pre-workshop scores were in the normal range for writing apprehension and 

less than a point different than the average for the group. Her post-workshop scores 

rose 31 points to the low writing apprehension level and increased to 15 points higher 

than the group average. Her October score dipped 4 points but still remained at the low 

apprehension level and remained 17 points higher than the average. Her December 

score dropped 8 points into the normal range although still 5 points above the group 

average. Her March score dropped 10 points, remaining within the normal range, and 

falling below the group average for the first time, although by only 1 point. Her May 

score increased 19 points to the low apprehension level again and was again higher than 

the group average by 11 points (see Table 4.36). 

 P8 reported a writing self-efficacy of 87.4. She was highly confident in all areas 

except longer writing projects and spelling. Her writing apprehension and writing self-

efficacy levels seem comparable.  

Table 4.37: Participant Eight Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 
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SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 2 2 

Comparisons 1 1 

Support 1 1 

Readiness 3 3 

Total 7 7 

 

P8 wrote 10 journal entries from June 9-25, 2009. My analysis of the journal 

entries identified seven units of analysis that could fit within the identified sources of 

writing self-efficacy. The seven units included:  

 two references to mastery or performance experience;  

 one to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 one to social persuasions; and  

 three to her physiological or affective state.  

This participant entered the workshop “nervous about other seeing the flaws” in her 

work, but as the workshop progressed she reported “giggling and having so much fun” 

with writing that she felt bad that other people did not get to experience this kind of fun 

through their careers. She also enjoyed sharing her work with others because “it is 

wonderful to share your work with people you know support you” (see Table 4.37). 

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.38: Participant Eight First Pass 

 

Writing 4 44% 

Teaching 3 33% 

Personal 2 22% 
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 P8 wrote 10 journal entries from June 9-25, 2009, and from these nine units of 

analysis were identified that referenced the impact of the workshop on the participant 

as a writer (44%), teacher (33%), and person (22%) (see Table 4.38). 

Table 4.39: Participant Eight Second Pass 

 

Confidence 3 75% 

Competence 1 25% 

 

Of the units focused on the participant as a writer, 75% were focused on 

confidence while the remaining 25% focused on competence (see Table 39). 

Table 4.40: Participant Eight Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Comp.  Sup.  Pers.  All  

Deficiency 2 66% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 3 23% 

Change 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 2 15% 

Success 1 12% 2 25% 2 25% 3 37% 8 61% 

 

The units that focused on the participant as a writer were also classified as 

indicating deficiency (23%), change (15%), and success (61%). Three of the entries were 

focused on deficiencies identified by the writer. This included a lengthy entry where she 

said she would never describe herself as a writer. She said she had some confidence in 

her ability to write but dreaded sharing what she wrote because it “might lead to 

comparisons and/or fault finding.” Two units reflected her growth as a writer as she 

indicated that sharing her work during the workshop “really made it clear that the world 

does not end if there are errors in your writing” which is a change from her worry at the 

beginning of the workshop about sharing her writing.  She also marked her growth as a 

writer with “I have several good poems (imagine that…unbelievable).” She also notes 

that everyone who writes qualifies as a writer (see Table 4.40). 
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 This participant was enthusiastic about her profession and the workshop from 

beginning to end. Without journal entries for the balance of the year, I can only 

speculate as to why her confidence slipped slightly in December and then again in 

March only to rise back to her summer and fall level in May. However, one reason for 

the decline in December could simply be the stress and exhaustion of pushing toward 

the end of the semester as both a teacher and student. March’s decline could be 

attributed to test anxiety as she was responsible for preparing the fourth grade in her 

school for state testing. It should also be noted that she was leading a teaching 

demonstration during this meeting and might have been anxious about that as well. I 

could also speculate that the rise in May was the result of a very interesting job offer 

she received to lead professional development for a grant agency. At the end of our 

data gathering period she had not decided whether or not to take the job, but was very 

flattered to have received the offer.  

She entered the workshop clear about the deficiencies in her writing, specifically “lack 

of depth in my thought process” and “inconsistent construction.” She reflected 

throughout the workshop about how she worked through those deficiencies and was 

also able to put them in perspective as “the world does not end if there are errors in 

your writing.” I think the enjoyment she took from the experience coupled with the 

reflection on her writing before, during, and after the workshop were contributors to 

her growth in writing self-efficacy. 

 

Participant Nine 

 Participant Nine (P9) is a 48-year-old divorced mother of two teenagers. She is 

certified for K-8 and teaches primary school. She has 23 years of teaching experience 

and holds a Rank I. 

Table 4.41: Participant Nine Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 
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AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Nine 52 78 64 68 71 66 

 

 P9’s pre-test writing apprehension level was high at the beginning of the writing 

workshop and was in fact among the lowest of the group – falling 23 points below the 

group average. At the end of the writing workshop her writing apprehension was within 

the average range and her score had risen 26 points although still 14 points below 

average. During the four follow-up tests her writing apprehension level increases slightly 

but stayed within the normal range. In October her score dropped 14 points and fell 22 

points below the average. Her December score increased 4 points but was still 22 points 

below the average. In March, her score increased another 3 points while placing 15 

points below average. Her May score dropped 5 points and was 27 points below the 

group average (see Table 4.41). 

 P9 reported a writing self-efficacy of 86.5 with high confidence in all areas except 

creative writing and low confidence in one area of creative writing. Her writing 

apprehension and writing self-efficacy levels do not appear to match up.  

Table 4.42: Participant Nine Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 9 6 

Comparisons 2 2 

Support 1 0 

Readiness 3 1 

Total 15 9 

 

P9 posted 13 journal entries between June 7, 2009, and April 23, 2010. My 

analysis of the journal entries identified 15 units of analysis that could fit within the 

identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The 15 units included:  
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 nine references to mastery or performance experience;  

 two to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 one to social persuasions; and  

 three to her physiological or affective state.  

When studying only journal entries written during the workshop we find nine units in 

total with six references to mastery or performance experience; two to the vicarious 

experience of observations and comparisons; none to social persuasions; and one to her 

physiological or affective state (see Table 4.42). 

The participant entered the workshop with a clear idea of her deficiencies such 

as “I have good pictures in my mind but cannot get them down on paper.” Even though 

she was afraid to share her own writing, she enjoyed the opportunity to enjoy the 

writing of others in the workshop saying that some of the participants “amaze me with 

their writing.” However, she pointed out that as the workshop progressed she found 

herself thinking about writing a lot more and was inspired to write as a result. For 

example, she spends her long drive to the workshop thinking and then she sits in the 

parking lot after she arrives to write down her thoughts. As the workshop progressed 

she noted that “it is good to share” and that “writing is becoming a little easier.” 

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.43: Participant Nine First Pass 

Writing 26 59% 

Teaching 11 25% 

Personal 7 15% 

 

 From those journal entries 44 units of analysis were identified as demonstrating 

the impact of the workshop on the participant as a writer (59%), teacher (25%), and 

person (15%) (see Table 4.43). 

Table 4.44: Participant Nine Second Pass 
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Confidence 11 42% 

Competence 6 23% 

Support 8 30% 

Emotion 1 3% 

 

The 26 units focused on the participant as a writer were categorized according to 

emphasis on confidence (42%), competence (23%), support (30%), and personal impact 

(3%) (see Table 4.44). 

Table 4.45: Participant Nine Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Comp.  Sup.  Pers.  All  

Deficiency 7 70% 2 20% 1 10% 0 0% 10 38% 

Change 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 11% 

Success 1 7% 4 30% 7 53% 1 7% 13 50% 

 

The units that focused on the participant as a writer were also classified as 

indicating deficiency (38%), change (11%), and success (50%). Ten units of analysis, or 

38%, identified deficiencies described by the participant. She writes at the beginning of 

the workshop that she doesn’t think of herself as a writer, doesn’t have anything to 

write about that “would interest people,” and that one of the reasons she signed up for 

the workshop was to make herself “a better writer.” While she notes, often with 

surprise, during the workshop “I do feel I can express myself better than before” and 

“writing is becoming a little easier,” she says she still doesn’t feel like a writer and 

doesn’t feel as if she is “good at it.” She reports that she is frequently dissatisfied with 

her writing. Half of the units of analysis indicated that she felt the workshop had a 

positive impact on her writing. She reports she is not only less “nervous about writing” 

but is also eager to share her work with others – at least those in the workshop with 

her. She notes that sharing with the other workshop members “made me want to really 

perfect my writing when I knew the person sitting next to me was going to read it.” 
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While she still did not see herself as a writer, she did indicate she was writing about her 

life and events as well as to “exercise my writing muscles” and that she missed writing 

at the workshop for the encouragement and support she received as a writer saying, “I 

have to be encouraged or rather pushed to write.” 

 This participant experienced several personal challenges during the workshop 

year. Her marriage ended and she also lost her mother. But her journal entries show 

more evidence of the change than her scores indicate. While her overall writing 

confidence did not change dramatically, it does appear that her attitude toward her 

writing changed as she allowed herself time to write, understood that writers see the 

world differently, and came to appreciate the importance of an audience and support to 

nurture writing. Perhaps most important was her understanding that everyone can be a 

writer and that “everyone has things to write about.” This participant entered the 

workshop with a clear idea of her deficiencies and also reflected a great deal about 

writing throughout the workshop in her journal. 

 

Participant Ten 

Participant Ten (P10) is a 25-year-old divorced woman with no children. She has 

a bachelor’s degree in elementary education and is working on her master’s degree as a 

reading/writing specialist. She has three years experience teaching primary school. 

Table 4.46: Participant Ten Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Ten 89 105 99 110 96 101 

 

 The participant entered the workshop with a writing apprehension score in the 

normal range that was slightly higher than the group average. Her post-workshop score 

was 16 points higher, placing her in the low apprehension range, and was 13 points 
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above the group average. Her October score dropped 6 points but was still 13 points 

above the group average. In December, her score increased 11 points and was 20 points 

higher than the group average. Her March score dropped 14 points, dipping her back 

within the normal range although it was at the high end, and was still 10 points above 

the group average. Her May score rose 5 points which was enough to bring her back 

into the low writing apprehension range and place her 8 points above the group average 

(see Table 4.46). 

 P10 did not report a writing self-efficacy score.  

Table 4.47: Participant Ten Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 8 4 

Comparisons 1 1 

Support 2 1 

Readiness 4 0 

Total 15 6 

 

P10 submitted 18 journal entries between June 4, 2009, and April 2, 2010. My 

analysis of the journal entries identified 15 units of analysis that could fit within the 

identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The 15 units included:  

 eight references to mastery or performance experience;  

 one to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 two to social persuasions; and  

 four to her physiological or affective state.  

When studying only journal entries written during the workshop, we find six units in 

total with four references to mastery or performance experience; one to the vicarious 

experience of observations and comparisons; one to social persuasions; and none to her 

physiological or affective state (see Table 4.47). 
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The participant began the workshop saying, “I am not at all confident in my ability to be 

a writer.” She reflects during the workshop that she enjoys “just having quiet time to sit 

and really focus on my writing.” She also finds many of the workshop activities inspiring 

and also likes sharing with others because “everyone was very supportive.” 

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.48: Participant Ten First Pass 

 

Writing 31 86% 

Teaching 5 13% 

 

From these journal entries, 36 units of analysis were identified that indicated the 

impact of the workshop on the participant as a writer (86%) and teacher (13%) (see 

Table 4.48). 

Table 4.49: Participant Ten Second Pass 

 

Confidence 15 48% 

Support 11 35% 

Emotion 5 16% 

 

The 31 units of analysis that focused on the impact of the workshop on the 

participant as a writer were divided into three categories: confidence (48%), support 

(35%), and emotion (16%) (see Table 4.49). 

Table 4.50: Participant Ten Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Comp.  Sup.  Pers.  All  

Deficiency 2 66% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 3 23% 

Change 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 2 15% 
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Success 1 12% 2 25% 2 25% 3 37% 8 61% 

 

 The 31 units of analysis that focused on the participant as a writer were also 

classified as indicating deficiency (23%), change (15%), and success (61%).  

The participant indicated several deficiencies (22%) in herself as a writer. She says prior 

to the workshop that she is “not at all confidence” in her ability “to be a writer.” She 

says writing is “tricky” and that her writing is “rambling” and full of “junk details.” While 

she admits she is her own “worst critic,” she is also “extremely nervous” about others 

reading her work. She also says “mostly my writing is for me only.” P10 notes that she 

“definitely grew as a writer” and that she “got a lot accomplished” in the workshop in 

29% of the units of analysis. She notes that it was “the interaction with my peers” that 

helped her the most so that she not only overcame her reluctance to share her writing 

she was even “eager to share.” The majority (48%) of the units of analysis that noted 

positive aspects of the workshop experience which included having a “connection with 

my audience” and “writing with some guidance” and “quiet time to sit and really focus 

on my writing” (see Table 4.50). 

 The participant’s journal entries reflect more impact than her scores might. 

While her pre-workshop score indicated an average level of confidence, the writer 

identified many areas of concern with her writing. The participant notes that she has 

continued to write after the workshop although mostly in her journal where she has 

been able “to pour a lot of angst out.” She divorced her husband during the follow-up 

year and clearly found some release in her journaling. She notes, “I have been able to 

pour a lot of angst out into my journal” and that she continues to journal although 

mostly for herself. 
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Participant Eleven 

 Participant Eleven (P11) is a 53-year-old married mother and stepmother. She 

teaches elementary special education and has been teaching for six years. She currently 

holds a bachelor’s degree in special education. 

Table 4.51: Participant Eleven Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Eleven 72 88 82 93 89 89 

 

P11’s scores remained within the normal range through the period of the study 

with no dramatic changes although there was an increase from the pre-workshop score 

and none of the follow-up tests scored lower than 10 points above the pre-workshop 

score. Her scores were consistently within a few points of the group average. Her pre-

workshop score fell 3 points below the group average. Her post-workshop score rose 16 

points and fell 4 points below the average. In October her score dropped 6 points and 

again fell 4 points below the group average. Her score rose 11 points in December and 

was 3 points above the group average. In March, her score dropped 4 points although it 

remained 3 points above the group average. Her May score stayed the same although 

the group average increased to 4 points above her score (see Table 4.51). 

P11 reported a writing self-efficacy of 96.5 and identified lower confidence only 

in her spelling ability. Her writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy levels seem 

slightly off.  

Table 4.52: Participant Eleven Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 2 1 
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Comparisons 1 1 

Support 0 0 

Readiness 7 5 

Total 10 7 

 

P11 completed 10 journal entries between June 11, 2009, and April 2, 2010. My 

analysis of the journal entries identified 10 units of analysis that could fit within the 

identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The 10 units included:  

 two references to mastery or performance experience;  

 one to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 none to social persuasions; and  

 seven to her physiological or affective state.  

When studying only journal entries written during the workshop, we find seven units in 

total with one reference to mastery or performance experience; one to the vicarious 

experience of observations and comparisons; none to social persuasions; and five to her 

physiological or affective state (see Table 4.52). 

This participant began the workshop anxious and worried about sharing her 

writing with others but found the workshop experience, even that sharing that made 

her so nervous, to be very enjoyable and rewarding. She notes, “perhaps the best thing I 

have learned is to just write.” 

I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.53: Participant Eleven First Pass 

 

Writing 13 56% 

Teaching 7 30% 

Personal 3 13% 
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P11 completed 10 journal entries between June 11, 2009, and April 2, 2010, in 

which 23 units of analysis were identified that demonstrated the impact of the 

workshop on the participant as a writer (56%), teacher (30%), and person (13%) (see 

Table 4.53).  

Table 4.54: Participant Eleven Second Pass 

 

Confidence 4 30% 

Competence 3 23% 

Support 3 23% 

Emotion 3 23% 

 

The units that focused on the participant as a writer were categorized according to the 

emphasis on confidence (30%), competence (23%), support (23%), and personal impact 

(23%) (see Table 4.54). 

Table 4.55: Participant Eleven Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Comp.  Sup.  Pers.  All  

Deficiency 2 66% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 3 23% 

Change 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 2 15% 

Success 1 12% 2 25% 2 25% 3 37% 8 61% 

 

The units that focused on the participant as a writer were also classified 

indicating deficiency (23%), change (15%), and success (61%). Almost one-quarter of 

these units of analysis, or 23%, focused on deficiencies identified by the participant. She 

was “anxious” about the workshop and especially sharing her work. She was 

“intimidated” by the idea of “having to share my thoughts with others” because “writing 

for me has always been a personal journey.” She wondered if she would “have to give 

up some of myself to become the writer I will need to be to guide my students.” For this 

participant the anxiety was caused by her perceived lack of creativity and concern about 
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sharing personal writing. Another 15% of the units described the participant’s growth as 

a result of the workshop experience. She noticed she “felt better about writing” as the 

workshop progressed. While she notes “this has been so much more than I expected,” 

she also feels she has “not yet completed” her journey as she has “so much more to 

learn as a writer.” The remaining 61% of the units of analysis noted that she had “grown 

as a writer” and she was “thrilled” with her progress. She noted that she continued to 

write regularly even after the workshop, although most of that writing was in a journal. 

She saw this writing as “therapeutic” and “cathartic” (see Table 4.55). 

The impact of the workshop experience on this participant is demonstrated 

more fully through the journal than through the writing apprehension scores. While the 

scores did rise and stayed within a fairly consistent range, the fact that she was 

“thrilled” with her growth and felt that growth had allowed her to not only view writing 

differently but also to recognize that her continued development as a writer would be a 

long-term project is more important than the impact on her confidence. However, she 

did note in her journal and conversationally that the confidence she gained in herself 

through the workshop allowed her to take on a leadership role in her school that she 

would not have accepted before the workshop. 

 

Participant Twelve 

Participant Twelve (P12) is a 30-year-old married woman with a preschool-age son. She 

has a bachelor’s degree in elementary education and seven years experience as an 

elementary school teacher. She is currently working on her fifth-year certificate.  

Table 4.56: Participant Twelve Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Twelve 60 64 62  69 75 
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 This participant began the workshop at the very bottom of the normal range for 

writing confidence and was 15 points below the group average. She remained in that 

low-normal range at the post-workshop survey and only gained 4 points, so she fell 28 

points below the group average. In October her score dropped 2 points and fell 24 

points below the group average. She did not complete a December survey. Her March 

score was 7 points higher and was 17 points below average. Her final score in May was 

her highest after rising 6 points, placing it 18 points below the group average (see Table 

4.56). 

 P12 did not report a writing self-efficacy score.  

Table 4.57: Participant Twelve Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 6 4 

Comparisons 0 0 

Support 2 0 

Readiness 5 4 

Total 13 8 

 

P12 wrote 13 journal entries from Jun 7, 2009, and March 4, 2010. My analysis of 

the journal entries identified 13 units of analysis that could fit within the identified 

sources of writing self-efficacy. The 13 units included:  

 six references to mastery or performance experience;  

 none to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 two to social persuasions; and  

 five to her physiological or affective state.  

When studying only journal entries written during the workshop, I found eight units in 

total with four references to mastery or performance experience; none to the vicarious 
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experience of observations and comparisons; none to social persuasions; and four to her 

physiological or affective state (see Table 4.57). 

The participant began the workshop without great confidence in herself as a 

writer, and she admits to struggling at the beginning of the workshop. However, as the 

workshop progressed she found she was “writing more and being more creative than I 

thought I could be.” She says many of the workshop activities got her “creative juices 

flowing” so she was “writing more.” 

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.58: Participant Twelve First Pass 

 

Writing 13 54% 

Teaching 10 41% 

Personal 1 4% 

 

P12 wrote 13 journal entries from Jun 7, 2009, and March 4, 2010, and from these 24 

units of analysis were identified that demonstrated the impact of the workshop on the 

participant as a writer (54%), teacher (41%), and person (4%) (see Table 58). 

Table 4.59: Participant Twelve Second Pass 

 

Confidence 7 53% 

Support 6 46% 

 

The 13 units that referenced the participant as a writer were categorized 

according to emphasis on confidence (53%) and support (46%) (see Table 59). 

Table 4.60: Participant Twelve Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Sup.  All  
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Deficiency 5 71% 2 33% 7 53% 

Change 1 14% 2 33% 3 23% 

Success 1 14% 2 33% 3 23% 

 

 The units that focused on the participant as a writer were also classified as 

indicating deficiency (53%), change (23%), and success (23%). The largest group of units 

were those identified as deficient by the participant who says early in the workshop 

“when I think of myself as a writer, I laugh.” The participant says she is not sure she 

considers herself a writer even in the midst of her involvement in a writing workshop. 

She says she does not ever remember being encouraged to write. She found writing, 

especially sharing her writing, stressful because it was “totally outside” her comfort 

zone and she didn’t think “any of it is any good” (see Table 60). 

 However, through the workshop the participant felt herself inspired to write 

more and was compelled to write in “random places” as she took her journal places “I 

never thought I would.” She also found herself more open to write as she saw “there is a 

story in everything” and “everybody does have something to say.” She wrote the second 

week: “I wrote more this morning than I think I did all last week.” She noted after the 

workshop that she missed writing even though she continued to journal a lot.  

 P12 began and ended the project with a low normal range of writing 

apprehension that remained consistently below the group average. Her final score was 

her highest score of the entire collection period. Reading her journal entries gives us the 

portrait of a person never encouraged to write and one whose storytelling ability is 

questioned by those closest to her. It appears not so much that she questions her ability 

to write correctly – just that she lacks the ability to write something coherent and 

interesting to others. The workshop inspired and encouraged her to continue writing. 

Perhaps the reason her reported confidence increased slightly at the end of the 

collection period is that she finally became able to trust her sense of herself as a writer. 
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Participant Thirteen 

 Participant Thirteen (P13) is a 46-year-old married woman with children. She is 

an elementary school teacher with eight years of experience. She currently holds a 

bachelor’s degree and is working on her master’s degree. 

Table 4.61: Participant Thirteen Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Thirteen 48 92 70 58 76 88 

 

 P13’s pre-workshop writing apprehension level was high and fell 28 points below 

the average for the group. The test at the end of the workshop indicated that her 

apprehension level was within the normal range, rising 42 points, and matching the 

group average. However, during the follow-up year her scores dropped 22 points by the 

October follow-up to fall 16 points below the group average, although still remaining 

within the normal range. Her December score dropped back into high apprehension 

range, although it was still higher than her original score, by 12 points to within 5 points 

of the group average. In March, her score began to rise again, going up 18 points and 

placing 10 points below average. Then it rose again in May by 12 points to within 5 

points of her pre-workshop score (see Table 4.61).  

 P13 did not report a writing self-efficacy score.  

Table 4.62: Participant Thirteen Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 2 2 

Comparisons 1 1 

Support 0 0 
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Readiness 5 2 

Total 8 5 

 

P13 submitted nine journal entries between June 2, 2009, and Aug. 18, 2009. My 

analysis of the journal entries identified eight units of analysis that could fit within the 

identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The eight units included:  

 two references to mastery or performance experience;  

 one to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 none to social persuasions; and  

 five to her physiological or affective state.  

The journal entries were made primarily during the workshop with the different of three 

references made to her physiological or affective state in journal entries before or after 

the workshop (see Table 4.62). 

The participant begins the workshop stating, “I don’t think of myself as a writer” 

and hoping to feel more confident about her own writing and the teaching of writing. 

She notes that she greatly enjoys sharing writing with others during the workshop. She 

notes that the workshop “leaves you with a sigh…like after a hard cry and you are 

recovering…it leaves you drained emotionally but somehow feeling better.” She also 

notes how rewarding she finds the time to write and complete pieces during the 

workshop. 

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.63: Participant Thirteen First Pass 

 

Writing 9 75% 

Teaching 1 8% 

Personal 2 16% 
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From these entries, 12 units for analysis identified the impact of the workshop 

on the participant as a writer (75%), teacher (8%), and person (16%) (see Table 4.63). 

Table 4.64: Participant Thirteen Second Pass 

 

Confidence 5 55% 

Competence 2 22% 

Support 2 22% 

 

The units that focused on the participant as a writer were categorized according 

to emphasis on confidence ( 55%), competence (22%), and support (22%) (see Table 

4.64). 

Table 4.65: Participant Thirteen Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Comp.  Sup.  All  

Deficiency 4 80%  0% 1 50% 5 55% 

Change 0 0% 1 50%  0% 1 11% 

Success 1 20% 1 50% 1 50% 3 33% 

 

The units that focused on the participant as a writer were also classified as 

indicating deficiency (55%), change (11%), and success (33%). Five of those units were 

focused on the writer’s perceived deficiencies the writer saw in her confidence and skills 

as she made comments such as “I do not think of myself as a writer” and, I don’t think I 

will ever be able to do that type of writing” and “I envy those who can write and write 

well.” Only one comment indicated change during the immersion and that referenced 

help from her writing group. Three units indicated her growth as a writer and successful 

writing group member such as, “I find that I am doing things in writing that I never 

thought I would be able to do” and “I know now that I can write when I need to” as well 

as her ability to offer “valuable feedback” (see Table 4.65). 
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 P13’s journal entries support the indication of her WAS scores that her writing 

apprehension level changed greatly as a result of the immersion. Unfortunately, she did 

not update the journal after August, so we cannot use journal entries to understand 

why her scores dropped in October and then again in December before rising again in 

March and still more in May. We also do not know which factors of the SI/immersion 

experience that P13 found most important and effective – impactful. I do know that P13 

experienced a family crisis in the fall that drew much of her time and attention from her 

professional work. It could be the resolution of that crisis that allowed her to focus on 

her strengths again that accounts for this change. We cannot do more than speculate. 

The participant had one simple goal for herself as a writer coming in to the workshop. 

She wanted to gain confidence and understanding the writing process more. She did not 

reflect in any depth on the lessons she learned, but she did note enjoying mastery 

experience, social comparisons, and receiving feedback on her writing during the 

workshop. 

 

Participant Fourteen 

Participant Fourteen (P14) is a 24-year-old single, childless woman who is newly 

married. She has a bachelor’s degree in middle grades education and is working on her 

master’s degree as a reading/writing specialist. She teaches middle school language arts 

and has two years experience as a teacher. 

Table 4.66: Participant Fourteen Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Fourteen 87 95 87 91 91 93 

 

 This participant’s pre-workshop score was within the normal range for writing 

apprehension and above the group average by three points. Her score rose 12 points at 
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the end of the workshop, although not at the same rate as the group average, placing 

above the group average by three points. Her four scores during the follow-up year 

were consistently close to the group average. Her October score fell 12 points to the 

same level as her pre-workshop score, falling 1 point above the group average. Her 

score rose 4 points in December and was again 1 point above the group average. Her 

score remained the same in March, placing her 5 points above average. Her final score 

in May rose to 2 points and was the same as the group average (see Table 4.66).  

 P14 did not report a writing self-efficacy score.  

Table 4.67: Participant Fourteen Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 3 3 

Comparisons 1 1 

Support 0 0 

Readiness 4 0 

Total 8 4 

 

P14 posted nine journal entries from June 2, 2009, through Feb. 27, 2010. My 

analysis of the journal entries identified eight units of analysis that could fit within the 

identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The eight units included:  

 three references to mastery or performance experience;  

 one to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 none to social persuasions; and  

 four to her physiological or affective state.  

When studying only journal entries written during the workshop, I find four units in total 

with three references to mastery or performance experience; one to the vicarious 

experience of observations and comparisons; none to social persuasions; and none to 

her physiological or affective state (see Table 4.67). 
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The participant entered the workshop unsure of whether or not she could 

consider herself a writer and worried about writer’s block. She stated during the 

workshop that she “had a lot of fun writing” and “loved the read-around.” She noted, “I 

am learning so much about myself as a writer” but did not share what she has learned in 

the journal. 

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.68: Participant Fourteen First Pass 

 

Writing 12 70% 

Teaching 5 29% 

 

P14 posted nine journal entries from June 2, 2009, through Feb. 27, 2010, and 

from these 17 units of analysis were identified that demonstrated the workshop’s 

impact on the participant as a writer (70%) and teacher (29%) (see Table 4.68).  

Table 4.69: Participant Fourteen Second Pass 

 

Confidence 7 58% 

Support 5 41% 

 

The 12 units identified as demonstrating the workshop’s impact on the 

participant as a writer were categorized according to emphasis on confidence (58%) and 

support (41%) (see Table 4.69). 

Table 4.70: Participant Fourteen Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Sup.  All  

Deficiency 1 33% 2 66% 3 25% 

Change 4 80% 1 20% 5 41% 
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Success 2 50% 2 50% 4 33% 

 

 The units that focused on the participant as a writer were also classified as 

indicating deficiency (25%), change (41%), and growth (33%). The participant made 

several references (25%) to deficiencies in her performance as a writer. Prior to the 

workshop, she said she was not nervous about the workshop, but was concerned about 

“writer’s block” and a lack of creativity. After the workshop, she noted more than once 

that she was not doing any writing. P14 described the workshop as a “roller coaster” 

and also noted that she was struggling with comparing herself to other writers. She 

noted that her definition of a writer changed due to the workshop and now believed 

“anyone can be a writer.” She also notes she feels she has more work to do. She 

reported that she enjoyed the workshop with “I am loving my time here.” She also 

remarks on several positive experiences such as “I have had a lot of fun writing my 

personal piece,” “I loved the read-around today,” and “I am excited about the walking 

writing thing tomorrow” (see Table 4.70). 

 While this participant says she had a positive experience with the workshop in 

her journal, her scores do not indicate a great deal of change. This could be simply that 

she never really stretched herself as a writer either during or after the workshop. There 

does not seem any indication that she had a definite goal for herself or that she was 

working to improve. She engaged in the activities and enjoyed the experience but did 

not seek to grow or change. It could simply be that she did not enter the workshop with 

any specific goals for herself or note any deficiencies in her writing. 

 

Participant Fifteen 

 Participant Fifteen (P15) is a 39-year-old mother of one teenager. She divorced 

her daughter’s father and has since remarried. She teaches elementary school and has 

four years experience. She currently holds a bachelor’s degree and is working on her 

master’s degree. 
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Table 4.71: Participant Fifteen Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Fifteen 55 96 88 89 85 90 

 

 P15’s pre-workshop writing apprehension level was in the high range and was 20 

points below the average for the group. The test at the conclusion of the workshop 

showed a change of 41 points bring P15 4 points above the average for the group and 

placing her at the top of the normal range. Her scores during the following year dropped 

slightly but always remained at least 30 points above her pre-workshop score and 

stayed within a few points of the group average. In October, her score dropped 8 points 

to 2 points above the group average. Her December score rose 1 point and placed 1 

point below the group average. In March, her score dropped 4 points and placed 1 point 

below the group average. Her final score in May rose 5 points and placed 3 points below 

the group average (see Table 4.71). 

 P15 reported a 80.4 writing self-efficacy score and reported low confidence in 

her ability to write longer creative projects. Her writing apprehension levels and writing 

self-efficacy levels appear to be consistent.  

Table 4.72: Participant Fifteen Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 3 2 

Comparisons 1 1 

Support 1 1 

Readiness 8 2 

Total 13 6 
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P15 completed 13 journal entries between June 3, 2009, and April 26, 2010. My 

analysis of the journal entries identified 13 units of analysis that could fit within the 

identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The 13 units included:  

 three references to mastery or performance experience;  

 one to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 one to social persuasions; and  

 eight to her physiological or affective state.  

When studying only journal entries written during the workshop, I find six units in total 

with two references to mastery or performance experience; one to the vicarious 

experience of observations and comparisons; one to social persuasions; and two to her 

physiological or affective state (see Table 4.72). 

At the beginning of the workshop the participant noted that she “feared” writing 

and felt very “insecure” about it to the point she was “nauseous” when she thought 

about sharing her writing. However, as the workshop progressed she felt “really good” 

about her writing and felt that sharing her work with others was a “very productive” 

experience. 

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.73: Participant Fifteen First Pass 

 

Writing 9 90% 

Teaching 1 10% 

 

 P15 completed 13 journal entries between June 3, 2009, and April 26, 2010, and 

I identified 10 units of analysis from these entries that reflected the impact of the 

workshop experience on the participant as a writer (90%) and teacher (10%) (see Table 

4.73). 

Table 4.74: Participant Fifteen Second Pass 
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Confidence 5 55% 

Support 4 44% 

 

The units that focused on the participant as a writer were categorized according 

to emphasis on confidence (55%) or support (44%) (see Table 4.74). 

Table 4.75: Participant Fifteen Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Supp.  Both  

Deficiency 2 40% 1 25% 3 33% 

Change 2 40% 3 75% 5 55% 

Success 1 20% 0 0% 1 11% 

 

The units that focused on the participant as a writer were also classified as 

indicating deficiency (33%), change (55%), and success (11%). At the beginning of the 

workshop experience, indicated a “lack of confidence” in her ability to be a writer which 

made her “afraid of being critiqued” by her peers. During the follow-up year, she 

indicated her confidence was “fading fast” away from the SI and her peer support 

although her scores do not indicate this was the case. Five of the nine units reflect her 

change as a writer during the immersion experience. These include comments such as “I 

have come so far as a writer” while also acknowledging she still has “tons to learn.” Her 

journal entries indicate it was the support she received during the SI that contributed to 

her growth saying her writing group was a “tremendous help” and one of the leaders in 

specific gave her “great ideas” to help her improve her work. After the SI she comments 

on missing the support of her group. She only has one entry out of nine that indicated 

confidence and success, but it was written in all caps to indicate her exuberance for this 

idea – “I AM A WRITER” (see Table 4.75). 

 It would appear that the social support of her group combined with expert 

support were key to this participant’s growth. It is interesting to note that she felt her 

confidence slipping away from the SI and this support group when this was not in fact 
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the case. It would indicate that she places more credit on others for her gains. This 

participant entered the workshop with a clear goal to “not fear writing” and looked 

forward to receiving help and support for this process. In her journal she notes several 

instances where this help and support made a difference in her writing. 

 

Participant Sixteen 

 Participant Sixteen (P16) is a 41-year-old married grandmother. She is a special 

education teacher with nine years teaching experience. She has taught at the 

elementary level and currently works in a middle school. She has a bachelor’s degree 

and recently completed her master’s coursework. 

Table 4.76: Participant Sixteen Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Sixteen 57 94 70 74 68 84 

 

 P16’s pre-workshop writing apprehension levels were high and fell 18 points 

below the average for the group. Test at the end of the workshop indicated her writing 

apprehension levels were at the high end of the normal range and were, in fact, 2 points 

higher than the average. However, the October test indicated a 24 point drop in 

confidence. Her score was still within the normal range but was a low normal and was 

16 points lower than the group average. Her December score increased by 4 points and 

was 16 points below average. In March, her score remained in this area with a 6-point 

drop that was 18 points below average. Her score rose 16 points in May and fell 9 points 

below the group average (see Table 4.76). 

 P16 reported a writing self-efficacy of 87.4 with less confidence in her ability to 

use proper written English such as spelling, punctuation, and parts of speech as well as 
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write longer creative projects. Her writing self-efficacy appears to be slightly out of 

alignment with her writing apprehension.  

Table 4.77: Participant Sixteen Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 7 6 

Comparisons 2 2 

Support 0 0 

Readiness 8 3 

Total 17 11 

 

P16 submitted 15 journal entries between June 1, 2009, and April 11, 2010. My 

analysis of the journal entries identified 17 units of analysis that could fit within the 

identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The 17 units included:  

 seven references to mastery or performance experience;  

 two to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 none to social persuasions; and  

 eight to her physiological or affective state.  

When studying only journal entries written during the workshop I find 11 units in total 

with six references to mastery or performance experience; two to the vicarious 

experience of observations and comparisons; none to social persuasions; and three to 

her physiological or affective state (see Table 4.77). 

The participant began the workshop believing she was not a writer. While she 

claimed to be a storyteller, she worried about “the mechanics or rules of writing.” She 

was often “stressed” during those early days of the workshop but then began to enjoy 

the writing activities and found inspiration in both personal narrative and poetry. She 

surprised herself with her poetry writing saying, “I would never have believed when I 
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started this writing project that I would want to write poetry.” She also notes enjoying 

sharing her writing with her group and feels she is making definite progress as a writer. 

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.78: Participant Sixteen First Pass 

 

Writing 15 53% 

Teaching 6 21% 

Personal 7 25% 

 

 I identified 28 units of analysis from these entries that indicated that the impact 

of the workshop on the participant as a writer (53%), teacher (21%), and person (25%) 

(see Table 4.78). 

Table 4.79: Participant Sixteen Second Pass 

 

Confidence 8 53% 

Competence 2 13% 

Support 3 20% 

Emotional 2 13% 

 

 The units that focused on the participant as a writer were categorized according 

to emphasis on confidence (53%), competence (13%), support (20%), and emotional 

impact (13%) (see Table 4.79). 

Table 4.80: Participant Sixteen Third Pass 

 

 Conf.  Comp.  Sup.  Em.  All  

Deficiency 3 37% 1 50% 1 33% 1 50% 6 40% 

Change 4 50% 1 50% 1 33% 1 50% 7 46% 
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Success 1 12% 0 0% 1 33% 0  2 13% 

 

 The units that focused on the participant as a writer were also classified as 

indicating deficiency (40%), change (46%), and success (13%). At the beginning of the 

immersion, P16 was emphatic that while she was many things and possessed many skills 

– she was not a writer – repeatedly stating that in her journal entries and explaining that 

she has the imagination but gets “caught up in the mechanics of rules” so “when I try to 

put it on paper it does not come out right.” However, as she continues she identifies 

changes as she begins to feel more like a writer and begins to share more with her 

writing group saying, “I think I am growing.” She admits that when her group can’t meet 

she feels left on her own and helpless. She identifies three key turning points. One was 

reading their work in a public venue. While this caused her extreme anxiety before the 

event, she admits afterward that “reading our own writing did make us feel more like 

writers.” The second was the realization that “everyone writes different” and “there is 

no one right way.” The third was the realization that she loved poetry and was 

determined to continue writing it after the immersion with “I never would have believed 

when I started this writing project that I would want to write poetry.” P16 concludes 

that while she is not meant to be a great professional or academic writer, she will write 

poetry (see Table 4.80). 

 The participant did go through some professional challenges during the school 

year and the extent to which these interfere with her ability to pursue her goal of 

working on her poetry might be one cause for the dip in confidence during the winter. In 

her journal, she does talk about missing her writing and the fact that is has been “almost 

nonexistent lately.” She did persevere and continues to write. The participant entered 

the workshop with a definite goal for herself as a writer and thought a great deal about 

her writing throughout the workshop as well as the follow-up year. 
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Participant Seventeen 

 Participant Seventeen (P17) is a 32-year-old divorced woman with an infant 

child. She has a bachelor’s degree in elementary education and is working on her 

master’s degree. She has been teaching for three years. 

Table 4.81: Participant Seventeen Writing Apprehension Scores 

 

 PRE POST OCT. DEC. MAR. MAY 

AVE 75.76 92.71 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

Seventeen 110 104 105 109 108 118 

 

 The participant’s scores were consistently within the low apprehension range 

and were well above the group average. Her pre-workshop score was 35 points higher 

than the group average. Her post-workshop score dropped 6 points but was still above 

the group average by 12 points. Her October score rose 1 point to place 19 points above 

the group average. In December, her score rose 4 points and was 29 points above the 

group average. In March, her score dropped 1 points and was 22 points above the group 

average. Her final score in May rose 10 points and was her highest score at 8 points 

higher than the next highest score which was her pre-workshop score and 25 points 

higher than the group average (see Table 4.81). 

 P17 reported a writing self-efficacy of 99.6 with high confidence in all areas. This 

is in line with her level of writing apprehension.  

Table 4.82: Participant Seventeen Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy 

 

SOURCES ALL JOURNAL ENTRIES WORKSHOP JOURNAL 

ENTRIES 

Mastery 4 3 

Comparisons 2 2 

Support 1 1 
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Readiness 9 3 

Total 16 9 

 

The participant wrote 11 journal entries between June 7, 2009, and Jan. 15, 

2010. My analysis of the journal entries identified 12 units of analysis that could fit 

within the identified sources of writing self-efficacy. The 12 units included:  

 three references to mastery or performance experience;  

 four to the vicarious experience of observations and comparisons;  

 two to social persuasions; and  

 three to her physiological or affective state.  

When studying only journal entries written during the workshop, we find nine units in 

total with two references to mastery or performance experience; three to the vicarious 

experience of observations and comparisons; two to social persuasions; and two to her 

physiological or affective state (see Table 4.82). 

This participant enjoys the writing activities and loved the feedback she received 

on her writing saying, “there’s something about peer feedback that validates you.” 

 I also studied the participant’s journal entries for other aspects of the workshop 

experience that impacted writing apprehension and self-efficacy. 

Table 4.83: Participant Seventeen First Pass 

 

Writing 13 76% 

Teaching 1 5% 

Personal 3 17% 

 

From those entries, 17 units of analysis were marked that indicated the impact 

of the workshop on the participant as a writer (76%), teacher (5%), and person (17%) 

(see Table 83). 

Table 4.84: Participant Seventeen Second Pass 
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Confidence 3 23% 

Support 10 76% 

 

The 13 units of analysis that focused on the participant as a writer were divided 

into two categories: confidence (23%) and support (76%) (see Table 4.84). 

Table 4.85: Participant Seventeen Third pass 

 

 Conf.  Sup.  All  

Deficiency 1 100% 0 0% 1 7% 

Change 2 66% 1 33% 3 23% 

Success 0 0% 9 100% 9 69% 

 

 The writing units were also divided into three categories – those indicating 

deficiency (7%), change (30%), and success (69%). At the beginning of the workshop, the 

participant stated in her journal “I want to be a writer”. During the workshop she 

pointed out “I am learning.” She described one of the lessons that she learned is that it 

is OK to make mistakes during that process. The participant seemed to feel the most 

positive experience of the workshop was the support and feedback it provided for her 

writing. She was effusive about the feedback and repeatedly used the word “love” when 

talking about it. She called the feedback “soooo helpful” and noted how “fortunate are 

we” to have this support (see Table 4.85).  

The participant makes it clear that she enjoyed the experience of the workshop 

but was not very impacted by it in terms of writing apprehension. She clearly felt the 

benefits of writing in a supportive atmosphere. This participant had a very difficult year. 

She wrote during the workshop about  her painful first marriage and divorce and about 

finding love again and remarrying. During the follow-up year, her second marriage fell 

apart and she went through a difficult pregnancy and delivery while also divorcing her 

husband. Now she is a single mother with an infant. It is not surprising that she did not 

keep up her journal during these challenging times, so we cannot get a glimpse into her 
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state of mind. This participant did not note any writing concerns or challenges when she 

entered the workshop, and although she did want to become a writer she did not 

appear to have any definite goals. She did appear to enjoy the experience and learn 

from it but did not reflect on growth or changes in her writing as a result. 

* 

In Chapter 5, I will present my analysis of these findings and their implications for 

my research questions as well as two additional questions that arose during my study. 

Close attention will be paid to the individual cases represented within the two groups in 

an attempt to understand what factors might contribute to some participants 

experiencing a dramatic change as a result of the immersion while others experience 

little to no change. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

In previous chapters I introduced the problems facing writing studies and then 

explained these issues in greater depth. I then introduced my study which was intended 

to explore how immersion in a learning community impacts writing apprehension and 

the sources of writing self-efficacy and then reported my findings. Now I will address my 

search for the meaning of these findings and the implications for fostering the growth 

and development of writers. I will begin by addressing each of my research questions in 

turn. These include:  

 

 What is the impact of immersion on writing apprehension? 

 How does immersion influence the sources of writing self-efficacy? Specifically: 

 performance or mastery experience;  

 vicarious experience, such as observations and social comparisons;  

 social persuasions;  

 and physiological state. 

 What other aspects of the immersion influenced writing apprehension and self-

efficacy? 

 

The participants of this study are 17 teachers who participated in the 2009 

Morehead Writing Project Summer Institute and the subsequent follow-up year 

activities. The 17 women ranged in age from 23 to 52 with an average age of 35.29 at 

the beginning of the Summer Institute workshop. Most were elementary school 

teachers with only two teaching at the middle school level and only one of those a 

subject area teacher. Their experience ranged from first-year teachers to a veteran of 23 

years with the group possessing an average teaching experience of 4.82 years.  

My belief was that immersion in a learning community would have a positive 

impact on writing apprehension and the sources of writing self-efficacy. I expected 
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writing apprehension would decrease as a result of immersion, but then would gradually 

increase again as more time passed following the immersion experience. I expected that 

writing apprehension would eventually plateau and hoped that plateau would be at a 

level of writing apprehension below the starting point so that the positive impact of 

immersion would have a long-term as well as short-term positive effect. 

 

What is the impact of immersion on writing apprehension? 

The group took the Miller-Daly Writing Apprehension Survey (WAS) on the first 

day of the workshop (June 8, 2009). The average writing apprehension score for the 

group was 75.7 which falls near the middle of the normal range and includes scores 

from 60 to 96. Five of the participants fell within the high writing apprehension range of 

26 to 59, 10 had neither low nor high writing apprehension, and two possessed low 

writing apprehension which ranges from 97 to 130. Whatever their score on the Miller-

Daly WAS, most participants agreed on one thing as exemplified by highly-apprehensive 

writer P13: “I do not think of myself as a writer.” In fact, P13 scored as the most 

apprehensive writer in the group. Even though P5 was within the normal apprehension 

range, she expressed exactly the same sentiment. Another highly apprehensive writer 

P15 expressed that sentiment even more strongly, stating that she fears writing to such 

an extent that she is “nauseous” just thinking about it. P17 began the workshop with 

low writing apprehension, but still did not consider herself a writer although she noted, 

“I want to be” and that she was “ready” to become one. These pre-workshop scores and 

beliefs are consistent with the findings of both Wachholz and Etheridge (1996) and 

Lavelle (2006). Lavelle’s writers described a “paralyzing fear of writing” and general self-

doubt regarding their writing skills (p. 76). 

The Miller-Daly WAS was administered again on the last day of the workshop 

(June 26, 2009). As expected, the average writing apprehension score after the 

workshop rose which indicated overall lower apprehension levels. The average 

increased 17 points to 92.7 which moved the group average from just below the 
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midpoint to near the high end of the normal range. Most notable was the fact that no 

one scored as highly apprehensive, and the number of participants possessing low 

writing apprehension increased to six. The participants noted the changes in 

themselves, even those writers who began the workshop as highly-apprehensive 

writers. P13 was the most apprehensive writer at the beginning of the workshop. P13’s 

writing apprehension score increased 44 points and moved from high apprehension to 

normal. She notes that she grew as a writer as well and said, “I find that I am doing 

things in writing that I never thought I would be able to do.” Also moving from the high 

apprehension to normal apprehension range, with a score change of 41 points, P15 

reflected, “I have come so far as a writer.” In fact, P15 moved from feeling “insecure” 

and “nauseous” about her writing to simply stating: “I AM A WRITER.” P5 moved from 

normal apprehension to low apprehension, a difference of 19 points, and comments on 

how she has “grown” and now views herself “as a writer.” She attributes this change to 

the fact she now enjoys writing. P17 was still a low apprehensive writer at the end of 

the workshop but said she was “learning” and “growing” thanks to the feedback and 

support she received in the workshop. This increase in confidence and decrease in 

apprehension is consistent with the findings of others (Pajares & Johnson, 1994; Lavelle, 

2006). Downs and Wardle (2007) found in their qualitative study that “nearly all 

students reported newfound confidence in their abilities” (p. 573). In contrast, Garcia 

and de Caso (2006) found that their “treatment” had little to no effect on writing self-

efficacy, but speculated their treatment period was not extensive enough to effect a 

change.  

My expectations were again fulfilled when the WAS was administered again four 

months (Oct. 31, 2009) after the workshop concluded. I found the average score for the 

group dropped to 86.2, a decrease of 6.5 points, which falls near the center of the 

normal range. Despite this overall decrease, there were still no participants who 

experienced high writing apprehension, and the number of those reporting low writing 

apprehension only decreased by one. P15, whose score dropped from 96 to 88, felt her 

confidence “fade” away from the support of the workshop which gave her newfound 
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resolve to provide such support for her students. P13, whose score dropped from 92 to 

70, says, “I know I can write” but admits there is “no time” for it. P17, whose score went 

up by 1 point, also admits to missing the workshop especially the feedback, time to 

write and reflect, and inspiration it offered. P5 also missed the workshop, but found the 

time to write, even if it was not as much as she wanted, by writing with her son. Her 

score actually rose from 97 to 105. 

At this point my study ventured into new territory as no other studies of writing 

apprehension and writing self-efficacy have looked at long-term effects. I expected 

writing apprehension scores would continue to drop, but hoped the decline would be 

gradual, and so I was surprised to discover that after the initial drop in October, the 

average scores seemed to stabilize. At the second follow-up event, on Dec. 12, 2009, the 

average score actually rose 3.8 points to 90 with one score in the high writing 

apprehension range and the number of those possessing low apprehension remaining 

the same at five. At the third follow-up, on March 6, 2010, the average score dropped 

3.5 points to 86.5. No one reported high writing apprehension, but the number of those 

reporting low writing apprehension dropped to three. At the final data collection on 

May 1, 2010, the average score rose again by 5.8 points to 92.3, higher than the post-

workshop score, with one participant reporting high writing apprehension, and the 

number of those reporting low writing apprehension increased to seven (see Table 5.1). 

P15’s score rose from 55 before the workshop to 90 at the end of the follow-up year. “I 

have come so far as a writer,” she said. “Before MWP I lacked the confidence needed to 

become a successful writer. I still have tons to learn but I am ready.” P11’s score rose 

from 72 before the workshop to 89 at the end of the follow-up year. “This has been one 

of the most enriching activities in my life,” she said. “I have grown as a writer.” She goes 

on to say that she is “thrilled” with her progress as a writer and she is “enjoying the 

journey” as she continues to grow as a writer. 

Table 5.1: Writing Apprehension Survey results 
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Pre Post Oct. Dec. March May 

High apprehension 5   1  1 

Normal apprehension 10 11 10 10 13 9 

Low apprehension 2 6 5 5 3 7 

Average Score 75.76 92.7 86.2 90 86.5 93.47 

 

Clearly, the workshop had an impact on the participants’ level of writing 

apprehension. As P6, whose score changed from 82 to 117 over the course of the year, 

noted “one of the best things about the *SI+ was getting me to think of myself as a 

writer.” P16’s score changed from 57 to 84 and she declared “I want to write, I will 

write.” Not only did the group’s writing confidence increase as a whole, but also the 

number of people experiencing high writing apprehension decreased while the number 

with low apprehension increased. This was what I had expected to find (although 

perhaps not to this degree), but what did surprise me was the long-term impact of the 

workshop on writing apprehension. While there was variation and fluctuation during the 

year, by the year’s end the group average and the number of low apprehensive writers 

remained close to the post-workshop numbers (see Figure 5.1). In her journal, P5 notes 

that “a little encouragement goes a long way” and this may explain, at least in part, the 

lasting impact of the workshop experience on these writers. Hidi and Boscolo (2006) say 

that the writing self-efficacy of older writers is predictive of their intrinsic motivation to 

write. As evident by their journals, these writers felt motivated to write and less 

apprehensive about writing. 

These results suggest that the impact of the immersion experience is both 

stronger and more long-lasting than I originally expected. My review of other studies of 

writing self-efficacy has not revealed any comparable results because no one else seems 

to have studied the long-term impact of immersion on writing apprehension and writing 

self-efficacy. Wachholz and Etheridge (1996) describe the existing research about 
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writing apprehension as “insufficient” with the “cures” still undetermined (p. 16). 

Fifteen years later, there is still not much information available about writing 

apprehension. Wong’s study is longitudinal but only focused on collecting results during 

the test and at its conclusion without looking at long-term post-test results. Garcia and 

de Caso (2006) only tested a month and a half after the treatment period but looked no 

further. All the other studies I reviewed focused on the period of the treatment or 

study, usually a semester or less, and did not look at the long-term impact.  

However, the findings of others do agree with mine. Garcia and de Caso (2006) 

found enhancing writing self-efficacy had a powerful impact on writing production and 

quality. Pajares (2003) argues that self-efficacy mediates between prior influences and 

subsequent behavior.  Wachholz and Etheridge (1996) shed some light on why this 

might occur. They found that low apprehensive writers mention success more often 

while high apprehensive writers reference failure more often (p. 17). It could be that 

this specific workshop experience provided enough success to overshadow previous 

experiences of failure that contributed to the high apprehension the writers brought 

into the workshop. Another reason may be the fact that this was a learning community 

with all the participants sharing the same profession and many common experiences. 

Lavelle (2006) found that writing self-efficacy rose as teachers explore their stories and 

connected to the experiences of other teachers. The group that I studied certainly 

shared a similar experience. 
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Figure 5.1: Change in average WAS 

 

Ultimately, the post-immersion apprehension levels were much more consistent 

than I expected. The overall post-immersion average lies within the center of the 

pattern of the five post-immersion averages. Perhaps we have come further toward 

finding the “cure” for writing apprehension that Wachholz and Etheridge (1996) called 

for. In the 15 years since they made that call, numerous theorists and researchers have 

called for a different approach to teaching writing that includes teaching composition as 

an introduction to writing studies (Downs & Wardle, 2007),  using writing workshop in 

classrooms (Pajares, Johnson & Usher, 2007) , and forming collaborative writing groups 

(Pajares & Valiente, 2007) . Each of these different suggestions involves teaching writing 

in the “open system” Anson (2008) advocates which can be found in a learning 

community. These open systems allow participants the agency to set their own goals 

and direct their own path for achieving those goals. I found these results to support my 
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belief that participation in a learning community can have a positive impact on writing 

apprehension. 

 

How does immersion influence the sources of writing self-efficacy? 

 Bandura (1997) tells us that self-efficacy beliefs are constructed from four 

principal sources of information (p. 79). These include mastery experiences that provide 

evidence of capability; vicarious experiences that offer comparison with others; social 

influences that offer feedback about capability; and physiological and affective states 

also known as our mental and physical status (Bandura, 1997). Pajares, Johnson and 

Usher (2007) report that research studies of the sources of writing self-efficacy have 

yielded “inconsistent” results (p. 79). They point out that while it has been established 

that the sources of writing self-efficacy influence performance, there is little known 

about how the sources of writing self-efficacy take hold and are developed. 

In order to understand the influence of immersion, or writing workshop, on the 

sources of writing self-efficacy, I studied the writing journals kept by the study 

participants. The participants were asked to begin their journal prior to the workshop 

(which began June 8, 2009) and continue through the final follow-up on May 1, 2010. 

However, seven participants did not continue their journals through the entire follow-up 

year. Although two of those did at least contribute journal entries into 2010, the other 

five ended their journals in the summer and fall. As a result, in order to answer this 

question I focused my quantitative study of the sources of writing self-efficacy on 

journal entries written during the workshop (June 8-26, 2009). All 17 participants 

completed journals during that time period. I also thought focusing my study of the 

journals on this specific period would be the most meaningful for the purpose of 

answering my question as each participant was experiencing the same events during 

this time period which would not be true after leaving the workshop and returning to 

their normal schedules. I did study the other journal entries to determine what else 

could be learned from them, and gleaned some qualitative information as well, but for 
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the purposes of this question only the journal entries written during the workshop are 

included. 

Table 5.2: Writing Self-Efficacy Units of Analysis 

 

UNITS MASTERY SOCIAL SUPPORT PREP 

JOURNALS 17 14 8 16 

AVERAGE 3.35 1.57 1.25 2.44 

TOTAL 57 22 10 39 

PERCENTAGE 45 17 8 30 

 

 I coded each participant’s journals specifically for references to the four sources 

of writing self-efficacy. These sources include mastery experience or actual writing; 

vicarious experience or studying and comparing their writing to the writing of others; 

social persuasions or the feedback received about their writing from others; and their 

physiological or affective state or their actual physical and mental reaction to thinking 

about writing. Within the 17 journals, I found 128 units of analysis that referred to one 

of the four sources of writing self-efficacy with the participants posting 7.5 units on 

average (see Table 5.2). Looking at the group as a whole, it is clear that mastery or 

performance experience had the most impact on the participants with 57 total 

references or 45% of the total units. Every participant made at least one reference to 

mastery experience and the group average was 3.3. Physiological or affective state, in 

other words the participant’s sense of physical and mental preparedness for the 

experience, had the second highest impact on the participants with 39 total references 

or 30% of the total units. All but one of the participants made at least one reference to 

physiological or affective state, and the group average was 2.4. Both vicarious 

experience and social persuasions did not receive nearly as much attention from the 

participants. Vicarious experience received 22 total references, or 17% of the total units, 

with three of the participants making no reference to this source for a group average of 

1.5 references. Social persuasions appeared to have the least impact with 10 total 
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references or 8% of the total units with eight of 17 participants making references for a 

group average of 1.2. 

Performance or mastery experience 

 Bandura (1997) describes mastery experience for writing self-efficacy as the 

actual act of writing. Mastery experience is the most influential source of efficacy 

information because it provides the most authentic evidence (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 

2003; Pajares and Valiente, 2006; Pajares, Johnson & Usher, 2007). Bandura says writing 

successes contribute to belief in writing efficacy while writing failures will undermine it 

– especially if those failures occur before a sense of efficacy is firmly established (p. 80).  

 During the workshop, participants wrote daily. Writing activities included 

personal journal entries and reflections (separate from the writing journals analyzed for 

this study), response to writing prompts, and work intended to meet the workshop 

requirements which included three pieces of polished writing and a research proposal. 

The polished pieces of writing were slated for publication in a workshop anthology with 

one selected to be shared through group and public readings.  

It is clear that all this mastery experience had a powerful impact on the 

workshop participants as 45% of the units of analysis, or 57 of 128 total, were 

references to this source of writing self-efficacy. Many participants noted mastery 

experience was important to them in their journals. Low apprehensive writer P17 said 

she enjoyed “working on her writing” and “growing as a result.” Normal apprehensive 

writer P5 said, “I love actually having time to write” and noted it felt like “we are eased 

into being a writer.” Not all the participants felt eased. High apprehensive writer P16 

notes that she felt pushed but was glad for that push because “I would never have 

believed when I started this writing project that I would want to write poetry.” She was 

also panic-stricken at the idea of reading her work before an audience, but after the fact 

says, “reading our own writing did make us feel more like writers.” The mastery 

experience offered by the workshop also led to changes in the writers. Normal 

apprehensive writer P11 noted, “I have learned to just write.” 
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Vicarious experience 

Another effective source of self-efficacy, according to Bandura (1997) is vicarious 

experience. He describes this experience as having others model the activity or 

performance (p. 86). Pajares and Valiente (2006) stress comparisons with peers are an 

important determinant of self-efficacy (p. 165). Bandura (1997) notes the ability to 

compare capabilities with others is especially important for activities with no “absolute 

measures of adequacy” (p. 86). Pajares, Johnson, and Usher (2007) argue that while 

mastery experience is more influential, vicarious experience is more important when 

writers are uncertain or have limited experience.  

It would seem from Bandura’s stress on the importance of modeling as well as 

the findings of Pajares, Johnson, and Usher that a writing group or learning community 

experience would have a strong impact on writing self-efficacy as “competent models 

transmit knowledge and teach observers effective skills and strategies” (p. 88). The 

workshop included many opportunities for vicarious experience, such as observations 

and social comparisons, for the participants. These experiences included reading or 

hearing the work of the leaders, guests, selected writers, and other participants. These 

vicarious experiences took place in a variety of settings including the full group, smaller 

groups, or individually, and every participant experienced these models on a daily basis.  

However, my study of the journals indicates the participants did not consider this 

experience to matter as much as might be expected—with much less notice than either 

writing experience or their physical and mental states. Vicarious experience received 22 

total references, or 17% of the total units, with three of the participants making no 

reference to this source for a group average of 1.5 references. Normal apprehensive 

writer P6 notes she loved the “networking” and “interactions with others” and thinks 

the “contact with seasoned, master teachers and writers is awesome.” Normal 

apprehensive writer P5 said she enjoyed working with other writers and “reading their 

pieces.” Low apprehensive writer P17 notes that reading and hearing the work of others 

was important to her. Normal apprehensive writer P11 said reading the work of the 

others in her writing group informed her own writing. 
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Social persuasions 

 Bandura (1997) also describes social persuasions, the comments others make on 

performance, as another important source of self-efficacy (p. 101). According to 

Bandura, social persuasions are more than “fleeting pep talks” or superficial flattery. In 

fact, it is the existence of that type of superficial social persuasion that limits the power 

of social persuasions as “skepticism develops from personal experiences that often run 

counter to what one has been told” (p. 104). Social persuasion is at its most effective 

when “within realistic bounds” (p. 101). Pajares, Johnson, and Usher (2007) found that it 

is easier to weaken self-efficacy through social persuasion than it is to strengthen it (p. 

107).  

The workshop included many opportunities for social persuasions. Every group 

writing activity included the opportunity to share although not every participant chose 

to take this opportunity. Also, each participant was placed within a writing group 

intended to read and respond to their work. The workshop leaders also met individually 

with participants to provide feedback on writing. Participants were strongly encouraged 

to contribute pieces to the online writing community provided by the national 

organization and all did so, although participation in this online community varied. 

Finally, social persuasions were also offered whenever there was a group or public 

reading of their work.  

Despite all the activities offering feedback, social persuasions had the least 

impact with 10 total references or 8% of the total units with eight of 17 participants 

making references for a group average of 1.2. More than half the group made no 

reference to social persuasions. P15 says working with a writing group was a 

“tremendous help” and sharing her work with others was a “very productive” 

experience. P5 said she liked meeting with her group and “sharing our writing with each 

other” because “I really enjoyed their feedback.” P8 said “it is wonderful to share your 

work with people you know support you.” P17 wrote four journal entries about the 

value of the feedback she received during the workshop. “It wasn’t all good but 
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definitely constructive. How wonderful to have people help you better deliver your 

message.” 

 

Physiological or affective state  

The physiological or affective state of the participants, in other words the 

participant’s sense of physical and mental response to the experience, is not something 

that can be linked to any one specific activity but is instead a state that the participant 

bases on past experience and adjusts as new experiences bring new information to 

bear. Bandura (1997) says that when judging capability, people rely partly on 

information conveyed by their bodies about physiological and emotional states (p. 106). 

He notes that people are more likely to expect failure when they are “tense or agitated” 

and that “stress reactions…generate further stress” (p. 106). Bandura notes that it is not 

only physical reactions that impact self-efficacy but also mood (p. 111). Pajares and 

Valiente (2006) say that anxiety, stress, and mood help writers gauge their degree of 

confidence. Pajares, Johnson, and Usher (2007) agree stating that “strong emotional 

reactions provide cues about anticipated success or failure” (p. 107). However, it is clear 

that the workshop had a strong influence on the physiological or affective state of the 

participants as it was the second highest mention in the journal entries with 39 total 

references or 30% of the total units. All but one of the participants made at least one 

reference to physiological or affective state and the group average was 2.4. As 

previously noted, just thinking about their writing, let alone sharing it, made P15 

“nauseous” and P16 “stressed,” but as the workshop progressed they expressed very 

different sentiments. Not only did they announce they had become writers, but they 

also noted the only pains they felt were growing pains as P16 writes “I am growing.” P13 

does point out that the workshop experience is challenging both physically and 

emotionally as she says the workshop “leaves you with a sigh…like after a hard cry and 

you are recovering…it leaves you drained emotionally but somehow feeling better.” P5 

notes that she found the experience “therapeutic” and “healing.” P17 is “frothing at the 
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mouth” waiting for feedback but also “jittery” about sharing. At various points P11 is 

“stressed,” “nervous,” and experiencing “anxiety” about her writing, but she is also 

“excited” by writing at the end of the workshop. 

Before considering what other aspects of the immersion experience have 

influenced writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy, we should consider the 

relationship between writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy. Twelve of the 17 

participants took the writing self-efficacy instrument. There appears to be a positive 

correlation between writing apprehension and writing self-efficacy when the two scores 

for each participant are placed on a scatter diagram. The actual correlation is 0.71 which 

is moderate verging on strong. These findings are similar to those of other studies 

(Martinez, Kock, & Cass, 2011; Klassen, 2002; Daly and Wilson, 1983; Pajares and 

Johnson, 1994). 

 This was to be expected. After all, it makes perfect sense that as the writing 

apprehension score rises (which means that actual writing apprehension is decreasing) 

then writing self-efficacy will also rise. Other have also found this inverse relationship to 

be true (Martinez, Kock, & Cass, 2011; Klassen, 2002; Daly and Wilson, 1983; Pajares 

and Johnson, 1994). However, the degree of correlation was interesting as we know that 

confidence and self-efficacy are not interchangeable terms. It is also interesting to 

reflect on the correlation when considering the differences between the two 

instruments. Both instruments involve self-reporting on the part of the participant. Due 

to the length of the WAS and its complex scoring formula, however, participants are not 

likely to have a clear picture of their writing apprehension level without scoring their 

own WAS. On the other hand, the writing self-efficacy instrument is a direct reflection of 

the participant’s views of their writing self-efficacy. This means the WAS is indirect self-

reporting while the writing self-efficacy instrument is direct self-reporting. That is one 

reason why I was happy to see such a strong correlation between the results of the two 

instruments as that increases the reliability of my findings. 
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What other aspects of the immersion influenced writing apprehension 

and self-efficacy? 

 After testing my supposition and answering my first two research questions, I 

considered what else could be learned from my study.  

 While I found these results to be interesting, they only confirmed what I 

expected to find. There was one question that continued to haunt me as I studied my 

results: Why were some writers more impacted than others by the immersion 

experience? The more I studied the quantitative and qualitative data I collected for my 

study the more curious I grew about why some participants experienced a dramatic 

change in their writing apprehension level, which further suggests a similar change in 

their writing self-efficacy level, while other participants experienced very little change.  

In order to better understand the impact of the workshop, or immersion, 

experience on the participants as writers, I divided the 17 writers into four groups. I had 

already considered both the full group and individual results and wondered if searching 

for patterns within smaller groups might offer information I had not gleaned from the 

group and individual results. I organized the groups according to the degree of change in 

their WAS score and writing apprehension level. I hoped studying subgroups would help 

me gain a better understanding of the larger group. 

Table 5.3: Participants sorted by impact level 

 

P13 P15 P16 P5 P6 P8 

 P9 P11 P12 P1 P10 

  P4 P14 P17 P7 

    P2 P3 

 

  The group that experienced the greatest change, which also happened to be the 

largest group, was color coded green. The group that experienced the second most 

significant change was color coded pink. The group that experienced a small positive 
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change was color coded orange. The final group, which experienced a minimal negative 

change, was color coded yellow (see Table 5.3). 

Table 5.4: Green Group 

 

PARTICIPANT CHANGE WSE  WAS 

13 40  88 

15 35 80.4 90 

6 35 95.7 117 

5 31 94.3 109 

8 28 87.4 104 

16 27 87.4 84 

 

The first group of six writers, which I color-coded green, experienced the most 

dramatic change in confidence with their writing apprehension level changing between 

27 and 40 points on the Miller-Daly WAS and every writer moving from one range of 

writing apprehension to another. This group saw an average increase in confidence of 

35 points. Three moved from low confidence to average confidence, and three moved 

from average confidence to high confidence. Five of the six took the writing self-efficacy 

instrument and reported writing self-efficacy levels ranging from 80.4 to 95.7 with an 

average writing self-efficacy of 89. It was interesting to note that when ranking the 

participants by change in score, they naturally divided along writing apprehension levels 

as well. This was also fairly true for writing apprehension score as well (see Table 5.4). 

Table 5.5: Pink Group 

 

PARTICIPANT CHANGE WSE  WAS 

1 20 97 98 

11 17 96.5 89 

12 15  75 
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9 14 86.5 66 

10 12  101 

 

The second group of five writers, which I color-coded pink, also experienced a 

significant change in confidence, between 12 and 20 points, on the Miller-Daly WAS. 

This group saw an average increase in confidence of 15 points. Two members of this 

group did not change levels but three did. Two moved from the average confidence to 

high confidence range. One moved from the low confidence to the average confidence 

range. Three of the five completed the writing self-efficacy instrument and reported 

scores ranging from 86.5 to 97 with an average of 93.3 (see Table 5.5). 

Table 5.6: Orange Group 

 

PARTICIPANT CHANGE WSE  WAS 

7 11 92.1 119 

4 8 43.9 59 

17 8 99.6 118 

14 6  93 

 

The third group of writers, color-coded orange, included four writers who 

experienced a smaller change than the first two groups with that change ranging from 6 

to 11 points. This group saw an average increase in confidence of 8 points. All four 

stayed within the same range – one in the low confidence range, one in the average 

confidence range, and two in the high confidence range. Three of the four participants 

took the writing self-efficacy instrument and reported scores ranging from 99.6 to 43.9 

with an average of 78.5 (see Table 5.6). 

Table 5.7: Yellow Group 

 

PARTICIPANT CHANGE WSE  WAS 
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3 -1  93 

2 -5 85.2 86 

 

The fourth group of writers, color-coded yellow, included two writers who 

experienced a negative impact on their confidence as a result of the workshop as they 

actually dropped in confidence by 1-5 points. This group saw an average decrease in 

confidence of 3 points. Both writers stayed within the average confidence range despite 

the drop. Only one writer completed the writing self-efficacy instrument and reported a 

score of 85.2 (see Table 7). 

 A closer study of these four groups and the individuals who comprise them is 

necessary to understand why some writers benefit from the immersion experience 

while others do not. More study is also necessary to learn why there is such a variation 

among those who benefit. I hope this study will benefit teachers of writing as well as 

writers and the professionals who work with them. Before narrowing my focus on each 

group I would like to look at the performance of the group as a whole.  

 At first glance the yellow group has a great deal in common, but a study of the 

full group quickly makes it apparent that this commonality is superficial at best as others 

fall within this same age group and level of experience. What is striking about this group 

is that these two participants did not identify any deficiencies with their writing nor did 

they set any goals for themselves upon entering the workshop. While P2 hoped to 

regain her creativity and P3 reported a case of writer’s block, neither instance could be 

fully qualified as a writing deficiency. Similarly, neither noted any issues with their basic 

competence as a writer. While both participants did lose some confidence they stayed 

within the average apprehension range. 

 One important fact is immediately apparent upon first look at the participants in 

the orange group. Three of the four participants were outliers when the group was 

sifted according to change in apprehension level. First of all, just as with the yellow 

group, each of the four stayed within the same range – one in the low confidence range, 

one in the average confidence range, and two in the high confidence range. However, 
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while the yellow group stayed in the center of the overall group, two of the orange 

group were at the extreme high confidence range and one at the extreme low 

confidence range. In addition, just as with the yellow group, the participants did not 

note any deficiencies or goals. While P7 and P17 hoped to improve their writing, they 

did not note any major worries or goals. P4 was worried about grammar but did not 

have any specific goal either. Also, P4 suffered a major brain injury after the workshop, 

so it is uncertain how much of her lack of progress was due to that and how much due 

to other factors. P14 identified a case of writer’s block, but did not allude to any other 

deficiencies or goals. 

 In contrast to the minimally impacted groups, every participant in the high 

impact groups of pink and green identified a deficiency and at least half noted specific 

goals for their writing. Studying these findings makes me consider that the self-

awareness of the writer might be key to her growth and development as a writer as well 

as an increase in their writing self-efficacy. In addition, I believe that setting goals is 

important as is focusing on the big picture and long-term goals. This view is supported 

by Wachholz and Etheridge (1996), Bandura (1997), Lavelle (2006), Downs and Wardle 

(2007), Wardle (2007), and Pajares, Johnson, and Usher (2007). I was surprised to 

discover that the supportive workshop environment was not key to the improvement of 

these writers and similarly that stress did not appear to be a detriment. 

 In an attempt to further understand the results of my study, I then sorted the 

participants by age to determine if age was a factor in the impact of the workshop on 

the participants. 

Table 5.8: Participants Color-coded and Sorted by Age 

 

14 7 10 4 2 3 12 17 5 8 15 16 13 1 9 6 11 

 

One trend immediately became apparent when studying the group sorted by 

age. The group could be divided in half. All the green participants, those who 

experienced the most dramatic impact, were among the older members of the group 
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with an age range of 35 to 52. In fact, all the older members of the group, ranging in age 

from 35 to 53, were either in the green group or the pink group, who also experienced a 

large impact. There were no green participants in the younger group, which ranged in 

age from 24 to 32, but there were two pinks who fell within the younger group. The 

average impact of the workshop on the younger group was 6.75 points compared to 

27.44 for the older group and 17.7 for the group as a whole (see Table 5.8). 

 It is also interesting to note that with one exception all the members of the 

younger group possessed average or high levels of confidence coming in to the 

workshop whereas in the middle of the group, those aged 35 to 48, four members 

moved from low confidence to average confidence. This would suggest that age might 

not be the factor in terms of change that it first appears to be. The younger members 

entered the workshop more confident than the older participants which meant that the 

older members had more room to experience change than the younger writers. So 

perhaps it is not that age leads to greater increases in confidence as a result of 

participating in the workshop, but that age may have an impact on confidence level 

without the workshop. Pajares (2003) reports that childrens’ writing self-efficacy 

appears to level off in high school. My findings suggest that after this leveling off writing 

self-efficacy may actually begin to diminish over adulthood. This is an area where more 

study is needed. 

 I also attempted to sort the group by teaching experience, but no patterns 

emerged from this effort. I then sorted by success, change, and deficiency.  Sorting by 

deficiency did not appear to offer any insight as the greens and pinks, the groups 

experiencing the most change, were all over the spectrum while the orange had no high 

levels being equally divided between medium and low and the two yellows falling in the 

middle. Sorting by change did offer clearer patterns but not one that led to greater 

understanding with the yellows falling at the low end, the orange falling middle to high, 

pinks falling in the middle, and greens all over the spectrum. Similar results resulted 

from sorting by success with the greens falling in top, middle, and bottom and pinks and 

oranges tending to occupy the center and the yellow falling at the high and middle. 
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However, in order to fully understand the impact of immersion writing 

apprehension, we must look more closely at the impact of the workshop on the 

individual participants. For example, two participants who consistently demonstrated 

low writing apprehension remained quite consistent with their scores throughout the 

year of study. Similarly, two participants who reported high writing apprehension at the 

beginning of the study rose to the normal range and then, despite an initial drop at the 

first follow-up data collection, their scores stabilized at that level for the remainder of 

the data collection. In addition, another participant scored as possessing neither low nor 

high writing apprehension at the beginning and then possessing low writing 

apprehension at the conclusion of the workshop. Her scores continued to rise during the 

next three data collections before stabilizing. 

 I also attempted to compare the impact of the four sources of writing self-

efficacy on individual participants within each group to determine if there were any 

patterns. I sorted the participants according to each of the four sources as well as the 

total number of units. Sorting according to color (or rather the degree of change in 

writing apprehension) yielded no patterns for those who were greatly impacted, the 

green and pink groups. Similarly, there was no pattern for the orange group, or those 

with a very small impact. The yellow group, the participants with no impact, did stay 

grouped together however I sorted, but I could not decide what, if anything, that told 

me. 

 When I sorted by the number of writing self-efficacy sources referred to by the 

participants, I did learn something interesting. In three of the four groups of 

participants, all those who were positively impacted by the workshop to some degree, 

at least 40% of the participants referred to all four sources of writing self-efficacy. 

Neither member of the yellow group referred to all four sources of writing self-efficacy 

,which might explain in part why the members of this group were not impacted by the 

workshop. 

After all this sifting and sorting I began to suspect the answer to my question of 

why some writers were more impacted than others by the immersion experience 
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remained within the individual results, but the study of the smaller groups had given me 

a stronger indication of what to look for to find to my answer. I returned again to the 

individual results but this time to look specifically for journal entries that indicated the 

writer was thinking about writing. The immersion experience of the Summer Institute 

involved a great deal of thinking and talking about writing as well as actual writing and 

writing-related activities. After studying the participants’ journals in an attempt to 

understand why some writers experienced a greater response to the immersion 

experience than others, I have come to believe that this aspect of thinking and talking 

about writing contributed to two participant behaviors that separate the two groups. As 

I read the journals, I repeatedly encountered two particular types of journal entries – 

those that involved goal setting and those that involved metawriting (writing about 

writing). Not all journal entries included goal setting or metawriting and some 

participants did not include either in any journal entry. After considering Bandura’s 

(1997) goal theory, which is “the capacity to exercise self-influence by personal 

challenge and evaluative reaction …to one’s own performances” I looked at the journal 

references to goal setting and metawriting more systematically (p. 128).  

Table 5.9: Goal setting and Metawriting 

 

PARTICIPANT WAS CHANGE GOAL SETTING METAWRITING 

13 40 X  

6 35 X X 

15 35 X  

5 31 X X 

8 28 X X 

16 27 X X 

1 20 X X 

11 17 X X 

12 15  X 
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9 14 X X 

10 12 X X 

7 11   

4 8 X  

17 8 X  

14 6   

3 -1   

2 -5   

 

Twelve of the participants included goal setting in their journals. Some of these 

goals were general, such as becoming a writer or feeling like more of a writer, but six of 

the 12 were very specific goals such as improving depth, organization, or focus in 

specific pieces of writing. This type of goal setting is important because it enhances 

motivation, guides action, and improves performance (Bandura, 1997). According to 

Bandura, goal setting plays an important role in self-beliefs because “explicit challenging 

goals enhance motivation” (p. 128). Explicit goals are important as both an incentive and 

a guide for action (Bandura, 1997, p. 133). This should not be surprising that “strong 

interest and involvement in activities is sparked by challenges” (p. 133). Bandura further 

notes “those who set no goals of improvement achieve no change and are 

outperformed by those who set themselves the challenging goal of bettering their past 

accomplishments” (p. 218). Pajares (2003) says that setting goals and self-recording 

progress toward those goals are linked to self-efficacy (p. 147). 

Nine of the participants included metawriting, or writing about their thinking 

about writing as Wardle (2007) describes it, in their journals. This metawriting did more 

than simply report what they were writing, most journals included that information, but 

these writers discussed process, revision, and changes in process or thinking about 

writing. Pajares, Johnson, and Usher (2007) point out that this “self-assessment” and 

“self-awareness” are both key to growth in writers (p. 116). Lavelle (2006) also agrees 

that “self-knowledge” is important to writing mastery (p. 79). Others, such as Anson 
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(2008) and Downs and Wardle (20007) have argued that this “self-reflection” is an 

important step toward the “mindfulness” that leads to growth and development in 

writers. Wachholz and Etheridge (1996) point out the lack of this metawriting is typical 

of apprehensive writers who “do not view writing as a process” (p. 20) and therefore do 

not believe they have the power to improve their writing – which means they do not 

plan for it or think about it. Therefore, the presence of metawriting is representative of 

the lessening of apprehension in the writers as well as a factor in their growth and 

development as writers. 

Eight participants included both goal setting and metawriting in their journals. 

For example, P5 discussed a poem she has just written and notes specific areas to 

address during revision and concludes with “with a little work it could be a great poem.” 

This writerly goal setting and planning is a long way from her statement “I don’t 

consider myself a writer” at the beginning of the workshop. P16 notes in her journal 

“ideas” that she needs “to expand on” and remarks she has learned a great deal about 

putting in details and creating images. Some participants, such as P15, stated one of 

their goals was to “not fear writing.” However, many others were more concerned with 

surface-level errors. P8 said that was one reason she was afraid to share her work 

because she was “nervous about others seeing the flaws” in her writing. However, P8’s 

workshop experience led her to realize “the world does not end if there are errors in 

your writing.” P8’s journal entries reflect her realization that good writing is not judged 

by perfect grammar, spelling, and punctuation but something more which, I believe, is 

an indication of her growth as a writer. P11 also learned this lesson as she reports she is 

not worried about “getting it right” and instead is “thinking about ideas” and how to be 

“more expressive.” 

I consider this goal setting and metawriting a natural outcome of an increase in 

writing self-efficacy as it requires both a highly developed sense of standards and 

knowledge of your ability to set goals and actively reflect on your progress toward 

achieving those goals. Goal setting and metawriting are also important steps toward the 

self-regulation necessary to become a writer. The need to focus on progress rather than 
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product is particularly important for “individuals convinced of their personal inefficacy,” 

according to Bandura (p. 128). Hidi and Boscolo (2006) tell us that “writing requires self-

regulation” (p. 150). Four participants included neither goal setting nor metawriting in 

their journals. Not surprisingly, the four participants who did not include goal setting or 

metawriting in their journal entries were among the least impacted by the immersion 

experience.  

 Ultimately, I am left to conclude that the strongest factors that made the 

workshop, or immersion experience, more meaningful for some writers more than 

others is connected to the issue of goal setting and metawriting – or rather self-

regulation. Social learning theory, which emphasizes that individuals are proactive and 

self-regulating, may explain why immersion in a learning community and other open-

learning systems has such an impact on writers (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2003). In the 

end, it does not appear so much that a specific intervention, in this case a writing 

workshop, is what effects a change in the writer, but what changes the writer effects in 

herself. I would argue that certain pedagogies and writing environments are more likely 

to foster the self-awareness (Pajares, Usher & Johnson, 2007); self-knowledge (Lavelle, 

2006), or mindfulness (Anson, 2008; Downs & Wardle, 2007) important to achieving this 

self-regulation and high writing self-efficacy, but I think the key is for writers to have the 

agency in an open, flexible system. 

 If the field of writing studies is indeed looking for a new pedagogical tool to 

foster writing growth and development, then my study demonstrates that immersion in 

a learning community has been shown to have a positive impact on writing 

apprehension and the sources of writing self-efficacy as well as increasing goal setting 

and meta-awareness necessary for self-regulation. In addition, social cognitive theory 

offers a tool that can be used to measure growth and change – where it should be – in 

the writer. 

In the preceding chapters, I introduced the problems facing the field of writing 

studies and explore those issues in greater depth before outlining my research study. I 

then reported on my findings and then in this chapter discussed those findings. In the 
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final chapter, I will discuss the implications of these findings as well as the limitations of 

my research and suggest directions for future research. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

At this point, I have introduced my argument that writing growth and 

development are best fostered within an open writing community due to the effects of 

diminishing writing apprehension, attending to the sources of writing self-efficacy, and 

increasing self-regulation. This theory, advocating open systems such as learning 

communities, is supported by current research and theory in the field of composition 

and writing studies as well as social cognitive theory and research in the fields of 

psychology and education. My use of mixed methods and nonprobability purposive 

sampling is justified as the best choice for extending our knowledge of this theory and 

addressing my research questions focusing on the impact a learning community has 

upon writing apprehension and the sources of writing self-efficacy. Finally, my findings 

support the idea that working in a learning community focused on writing has a long-

term, positive effect on writers by decreasing writing apprehension; attending to the 

sources of writing self-efficacy; and fostering self-regulation. Now I wish to address the 

implications and limitations of these findings for writers and those who work with them 

as well as suggest directions for future research.  

 

Fostering Writers 

I deliberately use the word “fostering” rather than “teaching” because I believe 

my study has as much to offer for the growth and development of writers in the 

professional world as it does to those in the academy and education. I hope that all 

those who work in this area will attend to the writing apprehension of the writers they 

work with and support the sources of self-efficacy in order to help those writers become 

confident, competent, and self-regulating. The results of my study provide support for 

fostering writing in more open systems such as writing groups, writing workshops, and 

learning communities.  
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I began my study with the question of how can we foster the growth and 

development of writers. I have defined that “we” by casting a wide net that includes the 

many titles I can claim—writer, editor, teacher. Clearly this question and my findings 

have implications for teachers of writing at all levels of education, but I also know as an 

editor, mentor, and professional writer that these lessons have implications for 

professionals who write as well as the professionals who work with them. Written 

communication continues to be essential to learning, working, and living in our 21st-

century world. For these reasons, I believe “we” should all be concerned with the 

growth and development of writers—and it is not just a problem for educators or 

technical communicators. 

How do we foster writers? Russell (1997) argues for doing so within “activity 

systems” and Anson (2008) builds on that theory to contend that writing is best fostered 

in an “open system.” Anson further argues for fostering writing in a “cognitive 

apprenticeship which has also been theorized by Smit (2004) as “immersion” in a 

particular “discourse community” (Beaufort, 2000). This immersion should focus on 

writing within that particular system or community (Beaufort, 2000; Downs & Wardle, 

2007; Russell, 1997; and Smit, 2004) with the understanding that writing is not a 

“general portable skill” (Beaufort, 2000) but instead complex and context-driven (Anson, 

Beaufort, Downs & Wardle, Smit). My research builds on this theory and research to 

demonstrate how this open-system immersion in a specific learning community can help 

foster the growth and development of writers by decreasing writing apprehension, 

attending to the sources of writing self-efficacy, and increasing self-regulation. 

Fostering writers must begin by attending to their writing apprehension and self-

efficacy (Lavelle, 2006; Pajares, 2003; Pajares, Johnson & Usher, 2007; Pajares & 

Valiente, 2006; Wachholz & Etheridge, 1996). This means we must provide our would-be 

writers, whether inside or outside the classroom, with the sources of writing self-

efficacy as well as the agency necessary to act upon them. Research suggests that 

beliefs about writing processes and competence are instrumental to one’s ultimate 

success as a writer (Bandura, 1997; Downs & Wardle, 2007; Hidi & Boscolo, 2006;  
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Pajares, 2003; Pajares, Johnson & Usher, 2007; Wachholz & Etheridge, 1996). In 

particular, writing apprehension interferes with the development of writing skills 

(Bandura, 1997; Daly & Miller, 1975; Hidi & Boscolo, 2006;  Pajares, 2003; Pajares, 

Johnson & Usher, 2007; Wachholz & Etheridge, 1996). In order to foster writing growth 

and development, we must attend to this apprehension. An effective way to reduce 

writing apprehension is to increase writing self-efficacy (Martinez, Kock, & Cass, 2011; 

Klassen, 2002; Daly and Wilson, 1983; Pajares and Johnson, 1994).  Not only will 

increasing writing self-efficacy decrease writing apprehension, but decades of research 

in diverse fields have also shown that self-efficacy beliefs are a more consistent 

predictor of behavioral outcomes than are other self-beliefs. This is because self-efficacy 

beliefs influence an individuals’ chosen course of action, perseverance, resiliency, sense 

of optimism or pessimism, and reaction to stress and depression (Bandura, 1997; 

Pajares, 2003).  

 Bandura (1997) defines self-efficacy beliefs as a person’s belief in her capability 

to produce the desired effect through deliberate action. In order to possess high writing 

self-efficacy, a person must believe she has the ability and knowledge to deliver 

effective writing. Self-efficacy beliefs influence an individual’s chosen course of action, 

perseverance, resiliency, sense of optimism or pessimism, and reaction to stress and 

depression. This means the writer with high writing self-efficacy is more likely to do 

what is necessary to properly perform the writing task, work through difficulties, and 

push to overcome challenges. Simply possessing high writing self-efficacy then increases 

the writer’s chances of performing well because high writing self-efficacy means the 

writer is ready, willing, and able to do the work necessary. Writers who possess low 

writing self-efficacy are more likely to choose the path of least resistance, become 

discouraged so they are less likely to follow through with the necessary work, or just 

give up altogether (Bandura, 1997). I suspect every teacher of writing and anyone who 

works with writers can recognize the truth in those statements. Writing apprehension 

interferes with the development of writing skills, and highly apprehensive writers 

seldom freely engage in writing which further hampers writing growth and development 
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(Wachholz & Etheridge, 1996, p. 20). My study has demonstrated how immersion in an 

open system can reduce writing apprehension by fostering the sources of writing self-

efficacy and increasing the self-awareness that leads to self-regulation. 

 

Increasing Writing Self-Efficacy 

Helping writers develop writing self-efficacy means attending to the four sources 

of writing self-efficacy: actual writing experience, models for study and comparison, 

feedback, and mental and physical stress (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2003; Pajares, 

Johnson, & Usher, 2007). This process begins with offering writers many and varied 

opportunities to write so they can develop their skills and strategies.  This writing should 

also be meaningful and purposeful within a specific context. The would-be writers must 

also be exposed to the work of other writers in this same context, and this writing must 

include comparable peers engaged in the process of developing a piece from conception 

to polished final draft. The writers must also have real and meaningful feedback, from 

multiple sources at various stages of the work, which provides guidance as well as 

appraisal. Finally, the writers must be made to feel ready—physically, mentally, and 

emotionally—to write.  All of these sources combine to increase writing self-efficacy as 

well as mitigate the writing apprehension which often contributes to debilitating 

emotional and physical reactions to the apprehension (Bandura, 1997, p. 106).  

 Perhaps the most important source of writing self-efficacy is performance or 

mastery experience (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2003; Pajares, Johnson, & Usher, 2007).  Of 

course writing classes have long offered this experience, but the key is not simply 

offering writing practice. My research demonstrates that a key aspect of this mastery 

experience is writing with a purpose in a supportive discourse community. It is  

“guided mastery” experience in writing that provides “authentic evidence” of the 

writer’s capability (Bandura, 1997, p. 80). In my study, the participants were writing 

about issues, challenges, and questions connected with their professional and personal 

lives. This is also common to writing classes, but this was not simply writing about 
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something that interested them–it was writing to demonstrate and/or gain expertise in 

a subject important to the writer that gave this writing meaning. Even more important, 

this writing was intended for a specific professional audience that shared the same 

concerns and questions. It was purposeful writing intended to be shared which is in line 

with the theory and research of others (Beaufort, 2000; Downs & Wardle, 2007; Lavelle, 

2006). 

 My research demonstrates that working with a learning community or writing 

workshop can play an important role in this development and growth. I had long 

thought the power of the writing workshop is in giving writers the opportunity to 

develop their writing muscles, but after studying social learning theory I have come to 

realize that its benefits are more than simply increasing writing fitness, but also in giving 

writers that performance, or mastery experience, so necessary to developing writing 

self-efficacy. This point was brought home to me again and again as I studied the 

journals of my study participants. Having the opportunity to write as well as being 

treated like a writer is important to the workshop experience. While other sources of 

writing self-efficacy were found in their comments, writing or mastery experience was 

found in the journal of every participant and none of the other sources came close to 

the number of mentions. Again and again the participants pointed to mastery 

experience as being the most meaningful part of the writing workshop, and it was that 

experience that helped them feel like writers. However, it was more than simply writing 

that was important. It was also writing within a community of people who shared the 

same interests and concerns and the same focus. It was purposeful writing within a 

specific context. 

Closer study of those journals also keys into the type of mastery experience 

necessary to writing self-efficacy. It is more than simply generating a lot of writing; it is 

purposeful writing that pushes writers to stretch beyond their safety zone, created in a 

supportive nonjudgmental writing community, with coaching and mentoring easily 

accessible, which provides a real audience. 
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During the Summer Institute that I studied, participants wrote every day 

including personal journal entries and reflections (separate from the writing journals 

analyzed for this study), responses to writing prompts, and work intended to meet the 

workshop requirements. While many pieces of writing were never completed or even 

fully formed ideas, the simple act of writing every day was repeatedly mentioned by 

participants in their writing reflection journals as playing an integral role in their 

development as a writer. Furthermore, the fact that all of that writing had meaning to 

their professional roles was also important. Even the personal writing exercises and 

prompts were intended to prepare the teachers to use those prompts in their 

classrooms and so had meaning beyond personal exploration. Finally, the participants 

knew that they were expected to produce several polished writing pieces which also 

gave their writing purpose.  

Vicarious experience offering writers the work of others for comparison as well 

as important information about skills and strategies is also important. The Summer 

Institute also provided many models for participants to learn from as well as many 

opportunities for vicarious experience, such as observations and social comparisons. The 

writers read professional literature every day as well as more personal writing, such as 

published poems and short stories. In addition, the workshop leaders and guest 

speakers shared their writing – both polished pieces and work in progress – with the 

group. Finally, they were able to read or hear the work of their fellow participants as 

well as to read the work of previous Summer Institute participants and the work of 

Summer Institute Fellows at other Writing Project sites around the country. All these 

experiences played an important part in the development of the participants’ writing 

self-efficacy as it allowed them to compare their work to the work of others and gave 

them models for their own skill and strategy development.  

Feedback, or social persuasions, played an important role in the Summer 

Institute. Every day participants were offered the opportunity to share at least a 

selection of their work, and every week offered opportunities for group and individual 

feedback on their work. This feedback included the spontaneous reaction of the group 
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to a writing prompt or activity response, the deliberate assistance of their writing group, 

or individual response from a peer or leader.  Bandura (1997) says that skilled efficacy 

builders don’t just give “pep talks” or praise, but also cultivate people’s beliefs in their 

capabilities and structure activities that bring success and avoid situations which will 

bring repeated failure (p. 106). Pajares and Valiente (2006) say that regular feedback is 

one way to increase self-efficacy and writing competence. 

Bandura (2006) points out that stress reactions typically generate further stress 

(p. 106). It is important, according to Bandura, for efficacy builders to reduce the stress 

of writers and correct the misinterpretations that lead to stress reactions. The 

physiological or affective state of the participants, their reaction to the physical or 

mental stress of writing, was more important to the participants than I expected. This 

meant the attempts made by leaders to reduce writing apprehension were very 

important. While most of the participants were nervous and a bit uncertain about their 

readiness or ability to write during the workshop, I believe the simple act of reflecting 

on this readiness placed the writers in the proper affective state to improve writing self-

efficacy.  Also, the immersion experience seemed to quickly impact the participants’ 

affective state. Attending to the sources of writing self-efficacy—providing writing 

experience, models, and feedback—all worked to reduce writing apprehension and the 

accompanying mental and physical stress reactions. 

 

Increased self-awareness 

Those who work with writers can take several lessons away from this project. 

First, is the knowledge that intervention can make a difference in whether or not a 

person becomes a writer. Second, we gain insight into some of the strategies that can 

be used for that intervention and that these strategies can be used to work with student 

writers or professional adults. Third, and most important, is the understanding that the 

level of intervention must be low rather than high to allow the writer the agency to set 

her goals and reflect on her growth and development as a writer. There is still a clear 
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role for the teacher and editor as the experienced writer and mentor. Not only can they 

provide an important model for how writing should be done as well as examples of work 

in progress and completed work, but they can also share their successes and failures to 

illustrate their own growth and development as a writer. Perhaps the most important 

contribution the teacher or editor can make to assist in the process of the writer 

becoming a confident and skilled writer is to help shape the immersion or workshop 

experience that offers not only the sources of writing self-efficacy but also makes the 

agency for full growth and development to take place. 

I think the key here is that an open system allows for less pushing, or direct 

instruction, and more pulling, drawing the writing out. It also matches much more 

closely not only the sources of writing self-efficacy but also the core properties of 

agency. Bandura (1997) says the core properties of agency are intention, forethought, 

self-regulation, and self-reflection (p. 3). We cannot foster writing self-efficacy with a 

more traditional classroom format nor can we foster agency with a traditional classroom 

format, but an open system, such as a learning community or writing workshop in all its 

infinite variety of approaches, can foster both writing self-efficacy and agency. The open 

system offers mastery experience, vicarious experience, and social persuasions as well 

as guiding writers to become intentional planners in addition to requiring self-regulation 

and self-reflection. 

Goal Setting and Metawriting 

In addition to fostering writing self-efficacy, two other important ingredients to 

the process of transforming a writer are goal setting and metawriting. Hand-in-hand 

with fostering self-efficacy is increased self-regulation. Key to this is goal setting and 

metawriting. Hidi and Boscolo (2006) say writing requires self-regulation and that goal 

setting and metawriting improve writing skill and the text it produces. Downs and 

Wardle (2007) also stress the importance of self-reflection on writing. Wardle (2007) 

argues that this “meta-awareness” of writing is one of the most transfer-encouraging 

behaviors. Pajares and Valiente (2006) say process goals increase self-efficacy and 
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writing competence. Pajares, Johnson, and Usher (2007) say frequent self-assessment 

leads to more successful writing. They also suggest writers need self-awareness to set 

goals and document their growth. Bandura (1997) argues goal setting enhances 

motivation and improves performance. Metawriting regulates performance, enforces 

personal standards, and guides purposive action (Bandura, 1997). Bandura (1997) says 

this goal setting and metawriting are “anticipatory self-regulation” that is displayed by 

good writers (p. 128). The writer must be engaged not only in writing and activities 

focused on developing, revising, and editing that writing but must also be engaged in 

actively thinking about and planning her future as a writer. This means reflecting on 

what she knows about her writing and where her strengths and weaknesses lie so she 

knows where they need to improve; setting goals to specifically work on weak areas as 

well as overall progress as a writer; and reflecting on what she wrote as well as her 

successes and failures as a writer. This conscious focus on her actions and choices as a 

writer and not simply at the local level of the piece of writing are a necessary part of 

growing and evolving as a writer. Of course, in order to make this possible the writer 

must have the agency or capacity to act. She must be allowed the freedom to act in her 

own interest as a writer as well as be encouraged to believe in her agency and accept it.  

 

More Agency 

Bandura emphasizes the fact that agency and self-efficacy are interdependent. In 

order to make the decision to act, people must believe they have the power as well as 

the capability to act. So what does that mean? It means adopting a type of open system 

(Anson) such as an interactive workshop (Pajares, Johnson & Usher) or collaborative 

writing group (Pajares and Valiente) in a community of learners (Hidi and Boscolo). 

Pajares, Johnson, and Usher (2007) argue that in order for writers to grow they must be 

actively “engaged” and not simply going through the motions of writing. Anson (2007) 

says authentic learning situations lead to the true cognitive apprenticeships in which we 

want writers to take part. This type of engagement is more likely to occur, according to 
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Pajares and Valiente (2006), when writers are given autonomy in their writing choices 

and goals. Bandura (1997) also says selecting their own goals is key (p. 218). Bandura 

further stresses those goals should be focused on progress and not products (p. 218) 

which is in line with current writing theory. Wachholz & Etheridge (1996) say it is 

instruction focused on creating error-free products that convinces writers they cannot 

write. Anson (2008) argues this type of closed system focused on error-free products is 

“unprincipled” and “wrong-headed.” Perhaps one of the most important messages for 

those working with writers is that there needs to be less “teaching” and more power 

granted to the writer. Many of the activities that fostered the four sources of writing 

self-efficacy that I studied do not require heavy teacher or editor involvement and can 

just as easily be organized in a professional environment as a classroom environment. 

Writers do not need to be made in the classroom. What is important is some form of 

supportive community workshop experience that makes it possible for the writer to 

have access to the four sources of writing self-efficacy, but also grants the writer the 

agency to explore, experiment, and progress at her own direction. We need less 

emphasis on teaching as this all too often leads to micromanaging the writing process 

and more emphasis on fostering, supporting, and guiding. It is also important to 

emphasize just how essential the writer’s own commitment and thought processes are 

to this process. The writer must develop a meta-awareness of herself as a writer and set 

meaningful, appropriate goals for her writing. No one else can set these goals for the 

individual, they must come from within the writer. 

 

Where To Go From Here 

 While I learned a great deal from my study and hope these findings will benefit 

the field of writing studies, the findings also have limitations. Perhaps most important is 

that we cannot generalize the data and findings due to the size of my sample and its 

localized nature. In addition, both my quantitative and qualitative data involved self-

reporting by the participants. Although my very specific sample of adult female teachers 
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engaged in a National Writing Project Summer Institute offers great potential for 

replication, it is also a limitation as we do not know how changing some of these factors 

would impact the findings. Future studies including men in the community, including a 

different professional group, or a less willing population would help us determine the 

scope of these limitations. 

 While this study has informed my original research questions, there is still much 

work to be done in this area. Pajares, Johnson and Usher (2007) suggest we need to 

know more about how these beliefs take hold and are developed. Lavelle (2006) argues 

we need to know more about teacher self-beliefs. Pajares (2003) says we need to know 

more about how to nurture self-beliefs. Wachholz and Etheridge (1996) note we still do 

not understand enough about the facts that contribute to writing apprehension and the 

cures for it. Wardle (2007) suggests we need more long-term research concerning 

transfer. Hidi and Boscolo (2006) say we need further research into writing within a 

community of learners. One important focus for future research would be to look 

further into the issues of goal setting and metawriting to learn more about the role they 

play in the process of becoming a writer and how they can be fostered in the classroom, 

in the workplace, and beyond. We must also explore different types of immersion and 

workshop experiences to understand how variation in the immersion experience 

impacts the development of writers. In particular, I am interested in immersion 

experiences outside school settings.  

 

Coming Full Circle 

Now my work has come full circle to the beginning of my research where I asked 

how I could share the message of the power of the workshop or learning community 

experience. What I learned far exceeded my expectations in so many ways. I not only 

discovered that I can quantify the power of the immersion experience, but I also 

understand a great deal more about the forces behind that power. Perhaps most 

important for me as a writer and teacher is that I discovered a lot more about how 



Texas Tech University, Deanna DeBrine Mascle, August 2011 

161 

 

people become writers.  As a writing teacher, I ask myself every day what we should be 

doing to improve the teaching of writing, and I have come to the conclusion that we are 

simply focusing on the wrong things. 

 Far too much focus in the teaching of writing is on the end product – the writing. 

This appears to be the only focus of administrators, non-writing teachers, and the 

general public. This attitude then drives what developing writers think is important and, 

more often than I care to think about, drives what my fellow teachers of writing think is 

important. This, of course, runs counter to everything we know about how people learn 

to write and how good writers become good writers, but in our numbers-focused world 

it is much easier to focus on a test score (as if any standardized test can give us any 

information of value when it comes to writing) or final grade or number of errors. That 

is the easy way out. That is the easy way to evaluate writing. Never mind that all these 

methods are completely useless when it comes to evaluating writing. Never mind that 

these methods are counterproductive when it comes to evaluating writers. 

 Of course, in the past, the focus on writing process has been equally 

problematic. While an important part of becoming a writer, focusing on process alone is 

not the answer to making someone a good writer. In addition, process has been rather 

haphazardly taught in many writing classrooms and in many writing textbooks. Quite 

simply, a focus on process is not a solution to the problem of teaching writing. 

 So what is the solution? I believe the solution to the problem of teaching writing 

is to focus on a different sort of end product – the writer. Not that I believe a writer is 

ever “done” but focusing on the writing rather than the writer is treating the symptoms 

not curing the patient. Every good writer that I know did not become a good writer by 

fortuitous accident. They may have been blessed with a good ear, quick mind, or strong 

support system, but it takes diligent practice and study to capitalize on those blessings 

and become a good writer. It takes even more perseverance to overcome the lack of 

these blessings to become a good writer. We do not do enough in school, and definitely 

not out of it, to help would-be writers capitalize on their blessings, or overcome their 

lack, and we do very little to help would-be writers actually become writers. For 
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centuries we have depended on the individual drive to become a writer to struggle and 

persevere to learn, grow, and develop as a writer, but offered no consistent, effective 

plan to help people become writers. 

 Perhaps the battle cry for our revolution could be adapted from Bill Clinton’s 

1992 presidential campaign – It’s about the writer, stupid. We cannot prepare writers to 

meet every future writing situation when we focus on the writing. However, helping 

individuals develop and grow into self-efficacious and self-regulated writers can prepare 

them as writers to handle whatever the future brings.  If we focus on the writer and not 

the writing then, and only then, we will see an improvement in writing in the long-term, 

but even more important our students will become Writers – and that, after all, is the 

goal. 
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Appendix A 

Daly-Miller Writing Apprehension Survey 

 

5 Strongly Disagree 4 Disagree 3 Uncertain 2 Agree 1 Strongly Agree  

 

 

(1) I avoid writing.    5     4     3     2     1 

(2) I have no fear of my writing's being evaluated.   5     4     3     2     1 

(3) I look forward to writing down my ideas.   5     4     3     2     1 

(4) I am afraid of writing essays when I know they will be evaluated.   5     4     3     2     1 

(5) Taking a composition course is a very frightening experience.   5     4     3     2     1 

(6) Handing in a composition makes me feel good.   5     4     3     2     1 

(7) My mind seems to go blank when I start to work on my composition. 5    4    3    2    1 

(8) Expressing ideas through writing seems to be a waste of time.   5     4     3     2     1 

(9) I would enjoy submitting my writing to magazines for evaluation and publication.    

      5     4     3     2     1 

(10) I like to write down my ideas.   5     4     3     2     1 

(11) I feel confident in my ability to express my ideas clearly in writing.   5     4     3    2    1 

(12) I like to have my friends read what I have written.   5     4     3     2     1 

(13) I'm nervous about writing.   5     4     3     2     1 

(14) People seem to enjoy what I write.   5     4     3     2     1 

(15) I enjoy writing.   5     4     3     2     1 

(16) I never seem to be able to write down my ideas clearly.   5     4     3     2     1 

(17) Writing is a lot of fun.   5     4     3     2     1 

(18) I expect to do poorly in composition classes even before I enter them.    

5     4     3     2     1 

(19) I like seeing my thoughts on paper.   5     4     3     2     1 

(20) Discussing my writing with others is enjoyable.   5     4     3     2     1 
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(21) I have a terrible time organizing my ideas in a composition course.   5     4     3    2    1 

(22) When I hand in a compostion, I know I'm going to do poorly.   5     4     3     2     1 

(23) It's easy for me to write good compositions.   5     4     3     2     1 

(24) I don't think I write as well as most other people.   5     4     3     2     1 

(25) I don't like my compositions to be evaluated.   5     4     3     2     1 

(26) I'm not good at writing.   5     4     3     2     1 
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Appendix B 

Writing Self-Efficacy Instrument 

 

Please rate your degree of confidence by choosing a number from 0 to 100 using the 

scale -- 0 (cannot do at all), 50 (moderately can do), 100 (highly certain can do) 

 

(1) Please rate how certain you are that you can fill out a job application. 

(2) Please rate how certain you are that you can write a 1-2 sentence answer to an essay 

test question. 

(3) Please rate how certain you are that you can write a 1-2 page answer to an essay test 

question. 

(4) Please rate how certain you are that you can write a 4-page term paper. 

(5) Please rate how certain you are that you can write a 20-page term paper. 

(6) Please rate how certain you are that you can write a short note (or email) to a friend 

or family member. 

(7) Please rate how certain you are that you can write a short note (or email) to your 

boss. 

(8) Please rate how certain you are that you can write a letter to your local paper. 

(9) Please rate how certain you are that you can write a newsletter for your church or 

club. 

(10) Please rate how certain you are that you can write a report for work. 

(11) Please rate how certain you are that you can write an article for a popular magazine 

such as Newsweek. 

(12) Please rate how certain you are that you can write an essay expressing your view 

on a controversial topic. 

(13) Please rate how certain you are that you can write a poem. 

(14) Please rate how certain you are that you can write a short story. 

(15) Please rate how certain you are that you can write a novel. 
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(16) Please rate how certain you are that you can correctly spell all words in a one-page 

passage. 

(17) Please rate how certain you are that you can correctly punctuate a one-page 

passage. 

(18) Please rate how certain you are that you can correctly use parts of speech (nouns, 

verbs, adjectives, etc.). 

(19) Please rate how certain you are that you can write a simple sentence using proper 

grammar and punctuation. 

(20) Please rate how certain you are that you can correctly use plurals, verb tenses, 

prefixes, suffixes. 

(21) Please rate how certain you are that you can write compound and complex 

sentences using proper grammar and punctuation. 

(22) Please rate how certain you are that you can organize sentences in a paragraph so 

as to clearly express a theme. 

(23) Please rate how certain you are that you can write a paper with good overall 

organization. 
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Appendix C 

Exit Interview 

What kinds of writing do you do (professionally and personally)? 

What was the expectation in your family (when you were in high school) regarding high 

school graduation? 

What was the expectation in your family regarding college? 

How many members of your family have earned (or are earning) a bachelor's degree? 

Did you experience professional challenges this year?  

Did you experience personal challenges this year? 
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Appendix D 

TTU Summer Institute IRB Approval 
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Appendix E 

TTU Exit Interview IRB Approval 
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Appendix F 

MSU IRB Approval 

 


