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‘qualitative features.

ABSTRACT

Although

4

research examining the relationship
between writing apprehension and the writteﬁ product
énd\;heﬁﬁriting process is still in its infancy, a few
studieg haQe‘indiééted that attitudes toward writﬁng
may have an effect upon‘the writing growth of 'students.
Since elementary students are at the beginning stages |
of developing mastery in the skills required for gogd
writing, a comprehensive understanaiﬁg of the’
relationship between the writing apprehension construct
and the language product and the‘ﬁriting process may

/

serve as a useful aid to instructional practice.

The purpose of this study was tO-eQamine the
written p;dducts and the writing processes of high
apprehensive'writérs. Low apprehensivq writers were
éompared'to high, apprehensive writers.| The sample,
four high énd four low apﬁreheésive wr térs were
identified by means‘of the Wriﬁing Appl ehengion Test.

Té gather data on the relationshipr between the

construct and the written product, students were asked

"to write extemperaneously on a predetermined topic.

The data was analyzed for a number of!quantitative and

To gather data on the relationship between the



construct and the writing process, students were asked
to "think aloud" while composing. Each composjng
session was videotaped and audiotaped. The audiotapes
were transcribed and analyzed and the analysip resulted
in a coding scheme wﬁich-was then applied in a second
;nd third éqalysis;

Students were also asked to view the videotapes

and were requlred to cqmment retrospectively about the
w

one hlgh and one low apprehen51ve student. N

~Findings indicated that high épprehensiye‘writers 
tended to write shorter stories and that they were
evaluated less positively than low apprehensive l
wr;ters.

On the relationship between writing apprehension
and the writing process, it was found that both groups
demonstrated greatest concern for Planning which was
followed by‘Rehearsing. However, the nature in whiqh
"these major process categories were employed differed.
The study also concluded that glthough differences in
the way both groups employed the writing process could

‘be discerned, within group differences were also

apparent indicating that the writing process is

frequently unique to the individual writer.

vi-
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT

OF THE PROBLEM =~ . = Je
Overview .= =~ s

Thls chapter 1ntroduces the general npture and the
purpose of the study. It presents the problem, deflnes.

important terms, poses the research questlc 5 and

4
" articulates the llmltatlons -and s1gn1f1cance of the
study. The concluding section of this chapter presents

a general c”ervieWnof the thesis.

. | / .
. /

//’

Introduction

,/
/
/

That one-of the basic aios of most.langnage erts.
‘ programs is to promote tne wrltlng competenc1es of
students is ax1omat1cf’ Yet, the llteracy crisis, a‘
natlonal concern,.questlons the very adequacy with
which schools are meetlng the»wrltlng needs of
children. >While.many questionlthe'éxistence of the so
called "writing decline", denial of the problem does

not erase public concern. In fact, the plethora of

articles, books and public debates Iamenting the



2 o
g ' \
cin " £
writing competencies students. are indica rs that
the.pfoblemdisthoughtito be pervasive.
| In the wake of this furor, increasedﬁresearch
attention is being directeﬁ'towards a more
comprehensive understanding of the writing phenomenon.
, Recent-trends in writing research, for example, have
.examined.the written language products of'children for
‘a numher of quantitative indices and qualitative
components, 1nvestlgated the naturze of the wrltlng
process and have begun to couple concern for the above/
two dimensions w1th the 1nd1v1dual di fference varlables
-among writers. The last aqproach in ertlng research
attempts to develop an understandlng ot how people
dlffer and how these dlfferences affect the written
language product and the wrltlng process.\\
That children dlffer 1n thelr attltudes toward
writing has long beem‘recognlzed by teachers\and
parents. Hol laday’, (i981) suggests, however, that

teachers, for the most part ... have de- empha ized

0the 1mportant role attltudes p%ﬁy in learnlng to
wrlte.} (p,2). From recent research evidence Holladay
(1981) extrapolates her observation’that growth in
wrltlng is Xery much influenced by the partlcular

‘attltudes students hold toward wrltlng. Book (1976)

Daly (1985), GarCLa (1978) and Selfe (1984) ‘have



reiterated the inportance=of attitudes to learning to
write in their respectiue studies.

"Attitudes toward writing are generally
identifiable by students predispositions toward

o writing. When predlsp051tion toward writing is viewed
along a continuum, ranging from total writing ayoidance
to an eagerness to participate 1n the. writing
encounter, various shades of writing attitudes can b v/
discerned. Researchers have variously labelled
students who,display adnegative attitude toward writing‘
and'who, therefore, avoid situations requiring writing'
whenever pOSSible as reluctant writers, anxious writers
and/or apgrehen51ve writers. It is concern for the
reiuctant:or;apprehensiue;writer which has stimulated
the research:in'this’thesis.

Faigley, Daly anc Witte (1981) and others have
researched the writing‘apprehension construct and haVev
generally concluded that attitudes toward writing play
a powerful role in learning to write. These authors
have suggested that a negative attitude toward writing
‘may negatively affect the written language product
They also suggest that the writing processes of
students who view writing negatively differ from the
writing processes of students whobpossess positive

feelings about the writing encounter.



A panoramic review of the‘research exploring the
writiné apprehension construct indiCates that these
~studies have largely involved older students s\high
school and undergraduate students. If attitudes toward
writingtaffect the ianguage products and the writing
processes of these students, research must also come to
understand this relationship in the elementary student O
becauSe knawledge of this relationship provides a more
comprehen51ve understandlng of the wrltlng apprehen51on'
construct. Moreover, examining the construct in
elementary school aged chlldren may trace the onset of
wrltlng appréhen51on and prOV1de further 1n51ght into .
the relatlonshlp between the construct and the wrltten

7 -
;product and the writing process. '/R ‘

The Problem ' S~

The initial focus of this study”concerns an
exploratlon of wrltlng apprehension among grade six
.students. Current llterature 1nvestlgat1ng the
‘construct has suggested that writ1n§ apprehens1on
affects growth in writing and that‘negative attitudes
toward writing can he a debilitating handicap (Book,

1976; Daly, 1975; Faigley,‘Daly and Witte, 1981; Veit,

1980): Moreover, these«same\authors also sug@est that



attltudes toward wrltlng may also havﬁ?g;;effect upon

the written 1anguage product while Selfe (1984) has

found that writing apprehension affecés:the nature of
the writing process. Since the majority of etudies
which ﬁéQe,examined‘the writiﬁg apprehension'construct
have tended to focuslconcern upon.the high school aﬁg
undergraduate student, little is known. about the
relationship between wrltlng apprehen51on\\nd the
written product and the wrltlng process in: the
elementary student. To.thls end, therefore, the
present study extends previous reeearch on writing
epprehension by focussiﬁg upon the eleﬁenta:y'student
and‘explores the extent to which”attituaes toward
writing affeot the written product aod the writing-

prOCese‘ofbyounger students.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to examine high, «
. .} o

apprehensive grade six writers by describing,Janaiyzfﬁq‘

and interpreting the natuire of their written work' ‘and-

the nature of the writing process in which they ehgage.

Low apprehensive grade six writers are also examined in
a s$imilar manner and compared to high apprehensive

writers in order to further uhderstand high -



apprehensive writers.

Definitions

\
\

: ~ ™ ;
The following terms are defined as they are used

<

in the study.

i
i

Writing Apprehensibn: describes ... an individual

difference characterized by a general avoidance of
‘writing and situafions perceived by the individual to
. pdtentially require some amount of writing ." (Daly,

i

1979, p.37). :

High Apprehensive Wriﬁerﬁ: Those g;ade six students
‘who plaéed in the top ten percent on the Writing
Apprehension Test and whose‘teachers' ﬁerceptions and
observations support the view that these students

’ ugénerally tend to avoid situations requiring writing.

-

Low Apprehensiﬁe Writers: Those grade six students who

placed in the bottom ten percent on the‘Writing
- Apprehension Test and whose teachers' perceptions and

observations support the wview that these students g
: 84

generally tend to willingly approach situations

reguiring writing.



Introspective Comments: Overt verbalizations of covert
mental activity while engaged in the writing process.
! \

Retrospective Comments: Statements méde by students

'about their writing process after the completion of a
composing session when viewing a videotape of their

writing encounter.

T-unit: A basic unit of language which consists of an

independent clause with all its’modifiérs.

Research Questions

The following guestions were addressed by this %W”ﬁ"

e
£d

R I
¥

study.

The Written Language Product

IS

1. What is the nature of the written products
éroduced inhigh apprehénsive wfiters?
2. What is the nature of the writtén éroduéts
produced by low épprehensivé writers?‘

3. How are the written products of the two groups

'vsimiIAr and/or different?



The Writing Process

4., Wwhat is the n&ture of the writinq.process
employed by high apprehensive writers?
5. What is the nature of the writing process
employed by léw apprehensive writers?

6. How are the writing processes employed by the two

groups similar and/or different?

Relationships

7. 1Is there a relationship between the written
products and the writing processes of high .
apprehengive and low apprehensive writers?

®

Limitations of the Study

’

A number of factors limited this study in the following
ways: |
1. The small sample constrains generalizability.
2. 'Since the singular writing task is narrative in
naturé, the conclusions cannot be generalized to
other modes of written discourse.

3. The vouvnco age of the sample ray z2ffect thiir



-

verbalizations of the information required in the
"thlnk aloud" technique used in this study. |

4. The videotaping, the audiotaping and the presence
‘of the researcher mgy adversely affect the

performance of the ubjects. *

-)

¥

gﬁ%&lcance of the Study

wﬁ

f

? Qas linked concern for the writing
v',;}l .‘47
Eo ‘elementary school age children.
‘ oty
Most studies, instead, -ha e focussed upon the high school and

undergraduate student. While some of these studies have

* investigated the'effect of writing apprehension upon the
writing process, most studies have explored the r:lationship
between the cornstruct and the written ianguage product.

- This study- focusses ﬁpon writing apprehension in grade
six students by,combini?g concern for the construct with the
written languaae product and the writing process. To this
end, this study could help shed light not only upon the onset
of writing apprehension but also upon the relationship that
may exist between éhildren's attitudes toward writing, their
writing processes and their written language prodﬁcﬁs. In
coming to understand these rélationships, the’reseagch
findings may serve as a useful aid to instructional practice.

The procedures used in this study yielded a coding
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scheme for analyzing the writing processes of students. This
coding scheme delineates a number\of components which
constituted the writing processes @ the studengs who
participated in the present stuay. This coding scheme, with
some modifications, depending upon the group being
investigated, may be useful in other research projg‘ .

This study explored the effect of writing apprehension,
an attitudinal variable, upon the writing of graée six
students. It indicated that attitudes play a powerful role
in learning to write. To this end, the results of this study
‘may lead to further research examining the effect of the

i

affective domain on writing.

Organization of the Study

Chapter I outlined the general nature and the purpose of
the study. It introduced the writing apprehension construct
and the need for further research which focusses upon the
elementary school age child. The purpose of the study was
identified in relation to the questions with which the study
is conce?ned. It also defined terms in crder to make
explicit the study's frame of referenge. Moreover, it listed
the liﬁitations inherent in the study and indicated the
significance of the study.

-

Chapter II presents a survey of the literature pertinent



-

to this study. Th; content of this chapter 1s organized into
fou;'majdr sections. The first section introduces the
writing appfehension construct by’surveying related research
orientations and studies examining the individual difference
correlates of writing apprehension. The second and third
sections respectively examiné the relationship between the
ccnstruct and the written language product and the statements
made about the writing process. The final section presents
the chapter summary and a rationale for the study.

Chapter III presents the design and procedures used to
gather data in the study whichfwill yield insight into the
research questions posed in Chapter I. ‘

Chap;er IV discusses the method of analz&is. For each
major type of data gathered, this chapter reviews the methods
that were used to analyze the data.

Chapter V presents the results of the data which were
analyzed, «This chabter is organized into four’sections.
While the first section reports the findings.of the
relationship between writing apprehension and the written
product, the second section reports the find ngs of the
relationship between the construct andkthe statements made
about the writing process. The third section reports on the
relationéﬁib between the yritten product and the writing
proceSSJof high and low appréhensive writers. The final

section supplements answers to the individual research

11
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questions by profiling éne low and one high apprehensive

writer. ()
Cﬁapter VI presents a general summary bf the entire

study as well as the reseﬁfch conclusions, recommen&ptioqs

for further sfudy and instructional implications.



Chapter II'
SURVEY OF RELATED LITERATURE
Overview

The principa} goal of’this chapter is to present
a survey of the literatufe pertinenf to this study.
The discussion is érganized into four major secti&ns.
The first section introduces the writing apprehension
construct by surveying related fields of research and
reviewing studies whichgindicate that the construct
forms relationships wi§h a number of variables. This
section provides a broad dnd descriptive perspective
of the writing apprehension construct. The seé.gF and
third sections respectively examine the construc£ in
light of the written language proauctuand the writing
process. The final section provides a brief summary

and a rationale for the research. k

o

Research on Writing ‘Apprehension

While writing apprehension research is still in
its infancy, a number of studies designed to broaden

the theoretical underpinnings of the construct have’



LI . .
emergéd. Genera{ly, these studies have attempted to

. carry writing apprehension research forward by

k=4

correlating the attitudes students hold toward writing

with a number of other variables. In the main, the

_major“sample'forctheSe stud;és have been high school

and undergraduate students. To this end, therefore,

little is known about the relationship between writing

.apprehensiqn and eleméntary students.

Studies examining the effeéts of’anxiéty upon

échool;performance and research on oral communicatign
are cléseiyvrelated‘to, and.have prbvidéd‘the igéetus
for research .on writipg aﬁprehenéion. Many studies

ex;sting within the fielg of psycholbgy, for example,

A

have.éxplorédithe expectation that high anxiety levels

hegatively»affect school performance. These studies

have tended to find that there exists a negative
correlation befween»ahxiety and school‘perfbrmance
(Gaudry'and Bradshaw, 1971; Mccaﬁdles and Castenada,

1956; Palermo, Castenada and McCandles, 1956;

. Spielberger,1971).

Similar studies have been conducted in the area of
oral communication. Within this orientation anxiety is

referred to as communication apprehension and is

-~

defined by McCroskey (1980) as "...an individual's

leveél of fear or anxiety associated with either real or

gy
a
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anticipated‘(oral) communication with another person or
persons."'(p‘109) '-Generaily, these:studies'have
1nd1cated that high speech apprehension had a negatlve
effect upon school performance. That is , students
who feared ;ral communlcatlon generally performed

o @

.poorly on such school related subjects as wrltlng term

papers because they feared communlcatlons w1th their

S [ ™

teachers. The low speech apprehensives, on the other
~hand, frequently approached their teachers to'discuss
or clariff the writing of a term paper and these
‘students generally performed better than thelr hlgh,
- speech apprehensive counterparts (Boohar and Seller,
1984; McCroskey,1977). :

Taken tdgetner, the above studies‘have shown that
anxiety;ﬁay'affect school performance. Therefore, it
is reasonable to assume that writing anxiety may affect
written communication competence and/or school
performance. To thistend, research attention is being
directed towards broadening‘the theoretical
understandings of the‘writing apprehension construct.

. The emerging body of researchfon Writinq
.apprehension has attempted to examlne the relatlonshlp
between the writing apprehen51on construct and a number
of variables. It has also endeavoured to spec1fy the

relationship between wrltlng apprehension and various

N - "



%

scnool and writing,felated attitudes, expéctations and 'u

'_'vchoices} A séminal Study by‘ Daly and Miller (197S)

déQeloped a self-reportAinstrument, called the Writing
Apprehension Test (WAT), which has been used

extensively in.studies examining the writing

apprehension construct. These studies have indicated

Y

that Wﬁitihg apprehension“isynot only measurable“bufv

tﬁat it is aléo a felatively independent construct.
In their :eport_Daiy and Wilson (1983) summarize

thirteen separate inVestigations of writing

apprehenéion. The thrust of the research focussed on

. examining the relationship between»the construct and

measufes of self-esteem, personélity and
éubject~specific attitudes. The éampie, hundreds of
university students in campuses acréss’the United.
States, completed the WAT and various measures designéd

to assess -the variables underascrutiny. Findings

Y

indicated that "... writing apprehension is inversely

related to self-esteem, marginally .related to .some
personality measuresi inversely associated with math

anxiety and positively‘correlated with oral

‘communicatioﬁ and'réading," (p.327).

" m What is;pafticularly salient about tﬁese research’
finaings is the added observation that writing

apprehension is a relatively indepehdent'cbnstruct.

s
\

16



17

This is largely because no significant correlationpwas
found to exist between the construct and the various
_personaliﬁyAmeasures while high correlations were found
betweeh writing apprehensioﬁ and other measures of
writing attitudes. To this‘end, ﬁ}iting apprehension
research posits the basic expectation that high
apprehension levels may negatively‘affect dispositicn
toward writiﬁgjend/or writin% perforhanCe.

On the subﬁect of sex aifferences; Dal: and Miller
v‘(1975) utlllzed the WAT to identify the wrlelng |

apprehen51on levels of college students. Their

9

hypothe51s that ertlng apprehen51on scores for males
would be higher than females was supportedf Previous
research by Baker (1954) aﬁd Martin (1972) ha?e found
that females tended to receive higher\scores in their
compositions than males. To this end Daly and Miller
(1975) posited that the presence of positive
reinforcement in wrltlng for,females would contribute
to lower apprehension levels | |
Prbtotypicei‘high apprehensive writers have

varlously been descrloed in the llterature as dls11k1ng

wr1t1; 7, fearing evaluatlon of thelr wr¥$1ng and hav1ng
little confidence in their ablllty‘to write jBook,
1976; Fa;gley, Daly and Witte, 1981; Selfe, 1984). The

consequences of these attributes were tested by Daly



and Miller (1975). 1In a study inQolving 246
'ﬁndérgraauate students enrolled'in basicland remedial
writing courses, they formulated the following
hfpotheses: |

S

First, high apprehensives would be less willing to
enroll in other writing courses than low apprehensive
writers. Second, high apprehensives would report
significantly less success in previous writing
courses than low apprehensives (p.252).
Both hypotheses were validated;‘ For the-firét
hypothesis'the‘authors concluded that’writing apprehensiqn

affects "

... both succeSsvexpectations andeillingnesé to.
.Qake other coﬁrsesf"(p.254). For the second hypothesis, the
authorS'suggested that there may be a relationshié betwe§n:
the developmenﬁ of‘wr}ting apprehension and the negatiVé .
'experiences encountered by.higﬁ writihg apprehensives in
previous writihé courses. | ‘

Few.studies have invesfigated fhe causes of writing
apprehensioh. Dal{, (1985), ﬂoweVer, cites_a.study by
Harvle§—Feldér (1978) who used grade ten students as her
Sample in order to in?éstigate the factors which may
cohtribute to the development of writing.appfehension.
Followihg'the administration of the WAT, she adﬁihisteréd a
questionnéire‘which assessed ghe potéhtial éonbribhtory
causes_forHWriting anxiety. The research indicated thét
'

'...high appfehensives reported more punishment, less

positive reinforcement,and less communication seexing
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behaviours. than low apbré‘pnsiyes " (p.27)."

In summary, the research reviewed here génerally tehds
to support the thédretical expectétion that anxiety may
affect school performance. It has also described a number!of
relationships between attitudes toward wfiting and'variableéi$
that arebdireétly or indiféctly related to:Writing. One
study examinedvfhe development of writing apprehensibn_ahd
this study_noted SOmé_factors whiéh‘may éontiibuté to the
development’of writing appréhensioﬁ,' Thé utility of
understanding thé writing apprehension consfruct from the
bfbad pérspectiVe delineatedAherg resides in the usefulness
of understanding;the consfruct from a ffamework whi?h
ihdorporates a number of'variables.ﬁot directly related to
the.writtén language_pfoduct and the writing process. The
rélationshiplbetween7writing apprehension ahd fhe Qritgen
language product. and the writing proce$s wiIi_be discussed;in‘
subsequentbéecfions of this chapteﬁ. o "

| The literature surveyed he?e has dealt primarily with

_élaer studeﬁtsifggnérally.high scthl énd'ﬁndergraduate
students. 1In addition to deScribing the individual
difference correlates of apprehension, Fhe research Has
tended to describe high apprehensive‘writers as avbiding fhe.
wfiting encounter, fearing evaluation.ofltheir compositions
'aﬁd having feWer suCcess expecfations in writing courses. .

‘The extent to which the above findings are present in the



-elementary -school population has Yeﬁ'to be examined. Iy

Writing'Apprehension and the Written Language Product

A concern for the'written language product is not the
unique province of writing research in general. It has also
éaptu;ed the interest of researchers invéStigating‘ther
wfiting éppréhension construct. ;These researchers‘have
generally been guided by three apprbaches. The first
'appgoach'links writing abprehénsion to‘performanceJon
staﬁdardized testé. The second and.thirdvapproéches relaté
the quantitative indices and qualitative evaluations-of the
written product tb writing.apprehension; | | _

Faigley,Daly and Witte (1981) hypothesized that "...
high apprehensives woula pérform differently than low
apprehensiVes on standardized fests of 'writing rél§£ed
skiils." (p.16). Using 110 undergraduate students, they

" derived levels df apprehension from the‘scorés‘on'the WAT.
Eight standardizeé'measufeé 6f“wiiting compe%enqy were also
administered.  They found that high épprghensives scored
lower on tests of'writing;related skills than their loQ
apprehensivefcounterpafts. For all but two standardized
tests, the'differenceszere found‘to,be’significant.' In

their discusSion,lthé;authors further noted that "... high

20



apprehensives have less ¢ommand over matteré of usagé and
written conventions than low apprehensives." (p.19). |

In a sigiigé sthdy, Daly and Miller (1975) compared the
scores of-hiqh and low apprehensive writers on the
Self—reported‘section of the>Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT).
They found ﬁjstatistically significant, albeit small,
Qorrelation befween writing aprrehension and the sel:f
repOrted scores on the SAT.

én his discussion on the standardized correlates of
writiég apprehenéion,,Dély (1985) noted that "...one should
expecf no more than a modéstbrelatipnship between
épprehensibn and‘performgﬁce;(Pecause) the writing
apprehensiqn construct ... focJESes on a characteristié
different‘frém, but related tb actual inting behaviours.”
(p,jS); _To‘prevent misinterpretation of the.daté, he further
stated‘that no. causal relationship can be!derived from‘thee
data.‘:He indicated that "It woﬁld'be ihporrect to draﬁiany
conélusion'of the sort that writing apprehension '"causes”
‘performance deficits or altérnativelf that pefformance
deficits lead to.appfehension." (p.27);
| | Garcia (1978) guestioned whetler the syntactic
characteristics of written laﬁguage products would differ fbf
the high'and‘low apprehensive students. The 32 subjects
selected for the sghdy ranged in ége ffomj17 to 51 years.

After apprehenéion,;evels were'detgrmined‘by_the WAT, the

21
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studente produced a descriptive in-class essay-writing
assigsment. Seven linguistic measures designed to assess
‘syncactic maturity were used to identify the syntactic
characteristics of the composition. Although he found no

significant difference betueen the two groups on the

following five ‘syntactic variables: (1) words per T;unit, (2)

words per clause, (3) clauses per T-unit, (4) total T-units,
and (5) total words, he did find significant'differences
between the two groups on seven other synfactic variables.
These variébles.included the use of infinitives, participles,
gerunds, prepositional. phrases, adjective clauses, adverb
ciauses and noun clauses. On all these meesures»the low
apprehensine group scored significantly higher than tneif
‘high epprehensive counterparts. In a discussion of his
reeults Garcia (1978) concluded that "... lon apprehension
:Students ... demonstrated syntactic characteristics of mature
writers more.consistentiy than did high epprehension
students" (p.108). h | ‘

Faiéley, Daly and Witte (1981) also measured the ¢
syntactic development of 110 undergraduate students (55
students were low apprehensive and 55 students were high
appfehensive). The subjeCté were asked to write two esseys.
One elicited narrative and descriptive ‘writing, while the
Othef elicited afgumentativefdiscourse. The essays were

evaluated for overall length, several syntactic measures,
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including the mean nuhber of words per T-unit, and essay
quality. |

On overall length, findings indicated that high
apprehensives produce significantly shorter essays. The
syntactic measures showed that "... high apprehensives put
less information into each communication unit." (p.19). The
syntactic measures were calculated by the amount of
information .that was contained in each T-unit or clause. The
study confirmed that syntactic complexity was influenced by
the particular writing mode. That is, an argumentative mode
was found to have greater syntactie complexity than the
narrative/descriptive mode.for all students in the sample.
In other words; the impact of‘apprehension upon the
narrative/descriptive mode was found to 'be greater than the
impact of apprehensien upon the argumentative mode. Measures
assessing essay quality indicated that writing apprehen51on
has a negative impact upon the evaluations of the personal
narfative mode.  The argumentative topic, however, indicated
that there were no major differences between the two‘groups
in terms of the measures used to assess syntactic maturity ot
the measures'used to assess essay guality. .The authors
suggestea that " ..high apprehensive writers may have been
more anxious about expressing their'own feelings, attitudes

and experiences than they were about writing on a topie that

demanded they argue objectively for a particular point of



view" (p.20).

Book (1976), in.q study designef to examine whether or
not apprehension affects the structure, language use and
amount of information conveyed in the written language .
products of-40 college students, noted that high apérehenéive
writers produced three times fewer words as indicated by a
simple word count and conveyed four and one-half times less
information. Three grammatical patterns, the phrase, the
glausevand the sentence, were usedth'assess whether the
information conveyed contained a central idea. If the
gramma‘ cal pattern did convey a central idea it was counted
as one unit of information. Book's (1976) findings fit well
with the-theoretical speculation posited by Faigley, Daly and

Witte (1980) that high apprehensives are less willing to
,,‘

. disclose their own feelings, attitudes and experiences.

N

“r

Studies examining the relationship between apprehension
and bomposition quality"have generally tended to conclude
that high apprehensives are evaluated less positively than-
low apprehensives (Daly, 1977; Faigley,Daly and Witte, 1981;
Garcia, 1978). In one study, Daly (1977) found a significant
difference in ratings of message quality between the written
language products of undergraduate stu@ents who were
identified as either high or low apprehensive:writers. In
this study, message guality was determinéd by measures of
readability and several structural characteristics including

AY

LS
g
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lexical diversity, punctuation counts, words ending in4"ly"
(these words were thought to indicate the extent tovwhich
writers qualify their ‘'messages), word counts and statement
counts. This research evidence corroborates the findings in
other studies completed by Book (1976) and Faig}ey, Daly and
Witte (1981).

In summary, the performance correlates of apprehension
indicate that writing anxiety affects standardized test
measurements, the quantitative indices of compositions and
Fhe qualitativg evaluations of written language products.
Genérally, an inverse reldtipnship between writing
apprehension and the various performance correlates was found
to exist.

Attention has alsoc been dirécted tg‘the effects. of
writing apprehension upon the various modes Sf written
discourse. These studieé have indicated that high
aprehensive wfitefé do not perform as well in the
narrative/descriptive mode because in this type bf written
discourse writers disclose their own feelings, experiences
and attitudes which runs counter to the inélinations of high
apprehensive writers. Fewer differences betweeﬂ the two
‘groups were observed with respect to the aréumentative
writing mode. o l

In the main, writing apprehension can ge seen as a

debilitating handicap. This is not surprising in light cf



the fact that higﬁ apprehensive writers generally score lower
on standardized tests of writing related skills, are
evaluated iéss positively and demonstrate lesé mature
syntacfic characteristics in their writing than their low
apprehensive counterparts. The literature suggests that one
factor which may contribute to the low performaﬁce of high
apprehensive writers lies in their tendency to avoid writing
encounters which in turn offers them fewer opportunities for

developing their writing skills.

Writing Apprehension and the Writing Process

* major shift in the field of writing research is the
curr - emphasis on the writing.process ratmﬁr than the
analysis of the written product. Within this researchﬁ-
paradign, reseérchers essentia-Ly-amplify the importance of
learningvénd the writers' cognitive activities during the
wfiting act. The important relationship between
understanding the writing process and the teaching of wLiting
has been expressed by many (Britton, ‘urgess, Martin, McLeod
and Rosen, 1975; Gfaves, 1983). e

Researchle#ploring the writing4process has Atfempted to
identify thevcomponent dimensions of the writing process
(Emig, 1971; Graves, 1975; Nolan, 1978; Pianko, 1979),

@ , , ,
delineate the features of the revising process (Beach, 1976;
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Nold, 1981), identify the writing processes of skilled
writers (Stallaréd, 1975) and unskiiied writers (Perl, 1979)
and determine how students' perceptiohs of writing affect the
writing ‘process (Cannon, 1981). Few studies.have directly
examined the effects of writing aprehension ﬁpoﬁ the writing ‘
process. . | wl‘\

| A seminal study by Emig (1971) used the case study
approach to investigate the composing processes of eight
érade twelve students considered to be good writers. The
students were asked to prov: ie introspective commenés while ;
composing. This technique, commonly called the "think.aloud"
technique, requiredAstudents to provide overt verbalizaE}ons
of their coverf mentel processes‘while composing., The
rétionale underlying the use of the "think aloud" technique
resides in'ghe belief that insight‘into inner composing
broeesses will be reveale®. Nolan (1978) quoting Emig (1971)
statee;

The assumption here is that/composing eloud, a

writer's effort to externalize his process of

composing, somehow reflects, if not parallels, his

actual inner process. (p.13). °?

Subsequent to each compesing session, students were also
interviewed. These iﬁterviews provided the restrospective
cgmment data. Analysis of the data led to the identification@i
cf ten dimensiogs thought to comprise the writing proeesses

- g \
« ©Of the students who participated in Emig's (1971) stmdy.mnihg

-
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‘ten major dimensions as deliﬁeated by Emig {"1971) include:
context of composing, nature of stimulﬁs, prewriting,{
plapning, starting, comﬁbéing aloud: a characterization;
re?trmulation, stopping,$éghtemblation of product énd seeﬁing~
tteacher influence. Within each major diméhs;on Emig (19;1)
also specified a‘numberaof_smaller c?mponehts.
| Nolan (1978) also attempted to analyze the composing
uproceés of good stﬁdént writers. In hié.base, however, the
Sample consiéted of grade six students previously identified ’
as»good ytiters. His method inclpded the analysis of both’
introspective and retrospective commcntéﬂénd this vielded the
identifitation of three major cognitiveﬁéCtivities which hé~.'
1abelléq‘Thiﬁking'Ahead, Thihking Back -and. Spontaneous ‘
Thinking. Within these major categories, the 43 fac;ts of
composiné with which the children were concerned and the ten
subcategoriéstéf’thése facets were aiso identi ied‘and
defined}' What ié particularly salient about this study is
tﬁat Nolan (1978) not only identifiea the ngmeroué-dimensions
poséible in the writing process bﬁt that he also recognized
the'recu;sive; simultaneous and linear aépects of the
process. |

In ‘contrast to Emig (1971) and Nolan (1978), Perl (1979)
attempted to reveal the‘composing pfocesSesJof unskilled
writers. Using collgge students as her sample, she analyzed‘

. ‘ ¥
the student's written products and retrospective and s

By
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infrospective comments. Her method included the application

of a coding instrument to analyz%;the protocols. She noted

that all students exhibited consistent composing‘p:ocesses in

that "...thé behavioural subsequences (of) prewriting,
writing and editing éppeared in a sequential pattern that
were recognizable across writing sessioﬁs and across
studenﬁs"(p.BZB)., She also found that fecursiveimovementS'
occurred frequently and that although the composing process
was interrupted frequently by edi; j‘g behaviours, syntactic
| a;d stylistic broblems‘remained. ’

Whilélsome reseérch strands investigating the writing
process haveffocussed upon SRilled writers and some have
centered concern upon the unskilled writer, other
'orientation; have attempted to compare and‘coﬁtraét thé
writing processes of remedial and traditional writers. The
latter conéerﬁ was reflected iﬁ a stﬁdy conducted by“Pianko 
(1¢79). | |

| The 12 traditional and 12 remedial writefs selected for
_the study, all coliege freshmen, wefe requiredxto write five
essayé. One sessién involved the collection of observatioﬁ
trpes and interview data. Results indicated differences in
the amount of composing time, (2) the avefagé essay
length, (3)‘concern,for style, audience, purp@sé and message

intent. Comparisons of each variable favored the traditional

writer as opposed to théfremedial wfiter.“ From the data on
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the particular concerns of the'writér, Pianko (1979) surmised

that "... traditional college writers have a more fﬁlly

developed understanding of what contributes to good writing"

(p.14).

Drawing upon previous studles by themselves and others
and the informal analysis of many protocols, Hayes and Flower
(1980) have created a model whlch explicates their conceptlon
of the writing p#ocess. Within their multi—faceted»hodel,
they iabelled the major process cateéories, delineated the
orgahizatidn of these oategories and explicated the functions
of and the relatlonshlps between the various categorles

The three major process categories were labelled planning,

‘translating and reviewing. Subcategories comprising each of

the major categories were also identified. Previods research
tends ‘to support the motion that the writing process does ndt
always>occur in a linear fashion. In fact Pianko (1279)

stated that the writing process "_.. has proVen to be

- multi-faceted, with many of its elements functioning
. P \

simultaneously, recursively, and/or in a linear fashion."

(p.5). To this end, Hayes and Flower (1980) imposed one

caveat upon the use of their model. They suégest d that
although the%yriting process may indeed at timed occur in
I 5 , . :

sud@&hsive stages, their model should considered a

: < ‘
stage model but should instead be usgpd in light of the

research findings which suggest that the procees is ®™lso

4. -‘../



‘recprsive’and simultaneous.

While writing recearch in general has witnessed an
influx of studies examining the writing process, few studies
have coupled concern for thevwriting process to writing
apprehension. A few studies, however, have investigated this
issue. Y |

In her study involving.eight college students, four high
and four loW~apprehensive writers, Selfe (1980) attempted to
discern the nature of the predrafting proeesses present in
each group. Four 90 minute writing sessions ihvolved four
different data gathering techniques which included timed
codings of comnposing aloud 59551ons, retrospective and
introspective protocols and Videotapes of physical.
behaViours. The major conclusion derived from the study

noted that the two groups ...exhibited two very different

patterns of pred,ing activities" (p 48) .
" one of the differences which was noted involved the way
each o? the groups approached the writing task.: While the

low apprehensive group approached the task with confidence

and with high expectations of success, the high apprehensive

31

group did not display confidencg in approaching the writing
27

task. Another difference concerned the use of written
prefiguring and the length of time spent on local and global
planning , Written prefiguring, "in this study, involved the

overt planning of the writing task by delineating ‘on paper a
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variefy of concerns related to accomplishing thé‘compietion
of the writing task. Local planning was concerned with
planning‘the'ideas which would be used in the story at a
sentence or phfase lebei, while global plannipg involved
planning the overall structure of the writipg task. The
study found that low apprébensives sﬁéht a greater percentage
of their time on written préfiguring and used a vafiety of
means to accomplish this end. The high abprehensive group,
howeve;,'spént little time on written-prefiguring\énd when
they did engage ih this behaviour if was’generally‘done in a
very limifed way. For the local and global planhing
characferistics of the two groups, it was foUnd'that the hiéh_
appreﬁensives weré more concerned with casting the first
sentence. of théir product than they were in planning the
'overail structure. This was not found to be true for the low
apprehensive group.v‘Generally,‘this group did plan ahead
before they began the éctual writing.

Daly (1985) refers to a study céndu;ted”in 1981 by Hayes
in which he analyzed the retrospective protécols of one low
épprehensi#é student and one high apprehensive student. IHQ
comparing thé writing process used by each s?udent,_he
,diséoveréd‘that the high gpprehensive writerkwrote'fewer
words per minute,fspent less time on actual writing, pausea
more’frequentlyéénd completed fewer drafts than the low

anxious writer. Although this study suffers from an
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extremely limited sample, the degree,of fit bet&een these
findings and the resulté reported‘in similar studies is
favorable.

Taken togeﬁher, these studies have de;;;ibed the
multi—faéeted and &Yhamic naturevof the writigg proéess. The
number of component dimensions in the writing process énd the
deécriétions of these dimensions have-frequehtly varied from
one study to the'next.. Despite this diversity,?however,
fhere tended to exist an.element‘dfkcémmona;ity. Studiesv
have generally tended to recégnize the simuitaneous,
recursive and/or linear natqre‘bf the process.

‘Résearch hés also shown that there exists a gfowing
- recognition thét‘the writing process maf vary depending upon
the particular group being examined. The nature of the
writiﬁg processes emﬁldyed by gooa,‘skilled, unskilléd and -
appréhensive writers, for exampie, varied. That 35,
d&fferent'kinds'of Qrifers do not nécessérily make use of the
‘same dimensions of the‘writing ﬁrocesg'norvdo they,proéeed
through the process in identicél‘fasﬁions._ | |

. Research linking writing apérehension to the writing
process ﬁas genérally examined the effects of varying degrees
of writiﬁg appréhensién upon the writing process. These
studies héve‘tended to substantiate thaf grQupAdifferénces
can be discerned in the way high and low appréhensive wfiters

engage in the writing process.
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Summary and Rationale - - =

.Theloverarching purpose of this chapter has been to
" review the literature pertinent to this-study. To this end;
related fields of research such as psychology and oral
communlcatlon which have examlned the impact of anxiety upon
school performance were brlefly presented. .These studles
.have generally concluded that an inverse relationéhip between
anxiety and school performance fits the expectation.

Also preéented were a number of relationsnips between
. writing apprehension'and various school'andlwriting'reiated
attitudes, expectations and choicea.f Results of these
studies have indicated that writing'apprehension ié a
relatively independent construct which bearsta numcer va
relationships to various individuai Qifference‘variables.

Studies examining the relationshio between'writin%
apprehenSion and the written language product have indicated‘
-that predisposition towards wrltlng affects the quantltatlve
indices, standardized test measurements and the qualitative
evalgations”of the written'language product.‘ These studies,
for the most nart, tended to confirm that writing‘
apprehensicn may be a debilitating handicap becauae generally
an inverse relationship between writing apprehension and the

various performance, correlates was found to exist.
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The multi-faceted and dynamic nﬁture.of the yriting

. process has also been revealed. The pro?esg consists of mény
cqmponents which are used simultaﬁeously, lihearlyhand/Or
recursiVely by most writers. The fesearch also“shbggd that
high and low apprehensive wfiters differed not only iA the
types of proéess components they used but al§o in the nature
in which they proéressed through the process.

While a greéﬁ deal‘of research has been reviewed,
glaring gaps can be noted. For example, writing appfehension
research hés focussed almost entirely upon undergraduate aﬁd
high school students. Since writing apprehénsion has often
been ".;. conceptuaiized as a learned response by the
individual to the.wgiting encoﬁnter»(Daly, 1977,§.571)", it
is éntifely_possible that writing apprehension has its |
origiﬁs in the elementary grades. To advance a more
comprehensive and meaningful understanding, therefore> it

seems requisite that further research be undertaken to

examine writing apprehension in the elementary grades.



ek

Chapter III
THE DESIGN AND PROCEDURES
Overview
Thié chapter reporﬁs the design and the procedures

used in this study. A description of the design of the

study is presented followed by a discussion of the

" selection of subjects, the instruments used, the

writing task, the procedures for gathering data and a

report .on the pilot study.

The Design

The major purpose of this study waé to examine the
writteh language products and‘&he writing procésses of
high épprehensive grade six y£iters. "Low apprehgnsive
grade six writers were also examined in a similar
manner and were compared to the high apprehénsive
writers in order to contrast the written products and
the writing processes of the léw apprehensive and the
high apprehensive writers. ' To achieve £his,goal, a

revised version of the Wriﬁing Apprehension Test. (WAT)



was administered to 82 gradé six students in three
classrooms in one school. Responses to the WAT were
scored and the results were listed in descendiﬂg order
from the highest to the lowest scores. . Because
apprehension is not absolute, students scoring in the
top ten percent and students scoriné inffhe‘bbttom ten
percent were considered possible candidates for the
study. Teacher opinion figured prominently in the
selection of the sample because the teachers'

perceptions and observations of students' attitudes

about writing were taken into consideration. Once the .

subjgcts were selected a brief pilot study, using one
low and one high apprehensive student not part of the.
actual study, was undertaken. The students comprising
the sample were each familiarized .with the videotaping
and the nature of "thinking aloud" while wfiting. Each
student was asked to write about a predetermined topic
_and was requested to comment iﬁtrospectively while %
composing.‘ Retrospective data consisting of pomments
about the writing process were gathered immediately

- after each composing session.

Tapes of the introspective and retrospective

comments were transcribed and the written products were

collected. The initial analysis of the introspective

protocols led to a coding scheme which was then applied
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in a second and third analysis. To assure reliability
of the‘résults two‘raters were asked to code ten
percent of the data. Because the retrospective data
differed qualitatively from the introspective data, the
coding scheme was not applied to the former. Insteaa,
this analysis focussed on the types of writing
strategies upon whith the students relied while writing
their stories. ;

The stories written by the students were also
analyzed fof a numbey of guantitative indices.

Moreover, a qualitative evaluation for each piece of

writing also took place

Sample Selection

Eight grade six students and their respective
teachers participated in this study. Four students,
two males and two females, comprised the high

apprehensive group. The low apprehensive group
&
consxsted of three females and one male..

Subject selection was based upon the follow1ng

N
e

criteria: |

A. Students could be placed in eithefﬂ;ﬁé high

apprehensive or low apprehensive group if: .
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.

1. theirhséores on the Writing Apprehension
Test (WAT) fell within the top or bottom ten percent of
the total range of scores, and

2. their teachers' perceptions and v
observationS'subported the findings of the WAT. ,J

B. English was to be the students! first
language.

C. When compared to their'peers, students were to
be considered by their teachers as within the average
range qf achievement. | '

D. Both the teachers and the students who
participated in this study were to be volunteers.

It was felt that coupling the scores on the WAT
with the teachers' perceptions of the students'’
apprehension }eVelé would prbvide a valid intersect of
students who were either ldw or high apprehénsiQéﬁuﬁrw
writers.’

Imposing the English as a first language criteria
was considered“important because the qualitative |
evaluations ¢ the written language products could be
negatively affected if students Werebunfamiliar with
the language. Since the Sager Writing Scale focusses
one of its features upon vocabulary, it was thdught

essential that all students should have English as

their first language. This criteria did not pdse a



problem since all students initially considered for the
study spoke English as their first language.

On the issue of average achievement, some
difficulties were‘encountered. Perceptions as to the
‘meaning of "average" varied. To this end, standards
were imposed. The majo?ity of marks for each student
on their last report card must have been '"C" - in this
school system a letter grade of "C" denotes average
achievement. The students selected for the study
ranged from lqw average to high average. It was deemed
important to gmpose this criteria because either very
high or very low academic ability could“have some
impact upon the product analysis and/or the process

analysis.

An initial meeting with the principal of the

school helped the researcher gain his support. All
teachers vélﬁnteered to participate in this study after
a briefing designed to familiarize the teachers with
the purposes of the study. The students also |
volunteered and lettefs of consent were s;gned by the

parents.
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The Instrument

The Writing Apprehension Test

'

Writing apprehension research is very much
depepdent upon the proficient ang’accurate asseésment
of the writing apprehension construct. This task,
however, is the source of much frustration because

subjective constructs like apprehension or anxiety are

not particularly amenable to measurement (Oller, 1979).

Some studies have attempted to operation;I;;é\

Mriting apprehengiOH- The wfiting Apprehension Test

AT), devised by Daly and Miller (1975), is one such

. i
in a number of studies. b

The purpose of the test is to a;-ssess the *a
apprehension levels of writers. It is bésically a
self-report instrument wheré‘reSpondents are insﬁrucfed
to indicate the degree to,Which.they agree or disagree
with attifude statements concerning writing on a 5.
point Likert-tvpe scale, where responses range from
strongly agree to strongly disagree. Daly and Miller
(1975) report that the reliability and test-retest

reliability of the,instrumentcrespéctively are .940 and

>

measure and has been used extensively and with success |

o

R
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.923. Fagan, Jensen and Coqper (1985)‘maintain that . p
the instfuﬁent has both internal consistency and

predictive validity. bExamples,cited by phé authoré as
illustrating prédictive validity ihclude: m .

. 5} - :
(1) ... choice of academic majors and occupations

that'vary in writing.réquiréments,
(2) ... enrqligqgg in advanced writiqg courses,
(3) ... quality of writiﬁg. (p.172). |
.(' A slﬂghtly rejised version of the WAT was used in
tﬂig study to deté:mine the writing apprehension levels

of all students (82) in one school. Revisions occurred

basicaliy to accommodate *he language oI Grade six

°

| P <@ . P ’
students. While the languaye was altered slightly in

ten items, the intent of these items, remained the
vsame,‘ For example, in the original instrument several .
itepms refer to the term "composition clésﬁ".' In the

WAT administered,in.thé present study the word

' "writing" was substituted for the word "composifion' '

r

because these students had greater familiarify with the

‘term "writing class" than "composition class".

Before the test.was administerzd, students were advised
) o ‘ .

that "honesty" was important. To familiarize the

students with the format of the test, samples such as "

I eat spinach whenever I can were discussed orally.

£

. Once the researcher fel%ﬁassured that students



h
uﬁderstood the task, the testing session, which laéted
approximately 15 - éO minutes, begah.
| A disqyssion of the scoringvprocedures and the
range of apprehénsipé levels derived from the revised
version of the WAT is included in Chapter IV. A copy

of the test is included ih Appendix A.

a

The Writing Task

-

Barnes) Britton and Rosen (1971), in analyzing the

. different functions of language, have identified three

main categories of written languagé, the transactional,
the expressive and the poetic. The.underlying pgﬁpose
. : ~ -

of the transactional mode is to impart information. On

~the other hand, the intent. of the expressive and the

poetic modes of writtén discourse is ‘to disclose the
feelings and ideas of the writer. Whereas the

transactional mode imposes a certain structure upon the

-writing, the poetic and the expressive modes do not

impose a structure or a pattern on the writing.
In fhis study, the nature of the writing task was
designed to allow students free reign as to the

structure or patterns they wished to impose upon their

A »
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o

own writing for the fbllowing reasons:

&

(1) Martin, D,Arcy, Newton and Parker (1976)

suggest‘that expressive writing is nearest to speech.-

" Since all students appeared éqﬁally capable of

expressing théhselves orally, it could'be quite
reasonable to assume- that /differences found iﬁgthe
product and prqceés.analysis weré the function of
writing apprehension rather than the function of a
speech communiCation hanaicap.

- (2) It was deemed important to“allow the‘stﬁdents

free reign .as to the type of étructuﬁe they wished fo

impose upon the writing task. JAssigning_a writing task

with a pfedetermined structu;e, as is impqsed by _ ' o

transaétional writing, may héﬁe inhibited the writing

-

of some students. -
(3) Research seems to indicate that one

characteristic common to high apprehensive writers .is’

their unwillingness to disclosé their own feelin¢s and
& . ‘

®

ideas in théir writing. ByvasSigning a task which in-

some way demands disclosure, this theory could be put

to the test. - : R -~

o (4) It was felt that transactional writing such

. %, "Tell me all you know about the solar system'" would

test recall of a school learned subject or the

‘intellectual capacity‘of the student for recalling



facts and writing about them.

| The -task was also extemperaneous in nature.
Students were given a sheet with the assigned topic
explained and were then asked to write about the topic.
It was felt that a discussion of the topic prior to the
wrltlng could result in students including ideas in
their writing which may have originated with the u

. researcher. This method assured the researcher that

1 }?all students were preparéd £for the writing in a similar

manner.
The predetermined topic assigned to all students

&
in the sample is reported below:

"You and your best friend have\been chosen to be

about your adventure

9"

. Data Gathering Procedures
R , !

To achieve the purpose of the study and to satisfy .
2

the demands of the research question, three main types .
of data were gathered: N/ P

1, Data from the revised WAT was. gathered to

it

2



supp&&fscores on the apprehension levels of the

students .who were to participate in this study.

2. The written language product was collected to

facilitate a quantitative and qualitative analysis of
each piece of writing.

3. Verbal statements reflecting both introspective

and retrospective comments were audiotaped and

transcribed in order to analyze the writing processes
/

of the students in the sample.

[

The procedures for gathering the

three main types
® . i
of data are reported below.

Y
1.

The Writing Apprehension Scores

The revised version of the WAT was administered to
all.82 students in three different grade six classes in

one school iﬁia suburban community.

The major reason
for administering the WAT andfderiving‘apprehension

levels of the students was to help facilitate the

identificatibn of studehts who would be suitable
subjects for this study.

Only the students and the‘researchér were in the
room at the time of testing.

The students were told
that the researcher was interested in understanding how

children felt about writing. Directions were read and



then discussed with the students. Honesty in
responding to each stétement was stressed. Several
sample questions were reCOrded‘on the board and the
students as a group werertaken through the procedure.
‘Differences in their answers and the reasdns for these
differences were éxplored. Subsequent to this
pfoceauré, the test was then distributed. The whole
procedure lasted app?oximately 30 to 35 minutes, with‘
thé actual testing comprisiné a 15 to 20 minute time
segment No difficulties were encountered in the

admlnlstratlon of the WAT.

2. The Language Product

Following the selection of the sample, a]l
students on an 1nd1v1dual basis, wrote about a
' predetermlned toplc in an empty classroom of the
school. The follow1ng conditions for writing ex1sted
for each composing session:

(1) A time'limitation was not imposed.

(2) Length was not specified.

(3) All students were abundaﬁtly supplied with
lined paper. | | o

(4) All students sat at a desk that was to their

liking.



(5) No assistance was offered or given during the
actual writing.

Once the writing session was completed, each story

o ) | !

was photécopied and one copy was given to the student.

The original copy was kept by the researcher. The

students did not object to the researcher retaining'the

original copy of their stories.

N

3. The Writing Process

To gather data which would illuminate thé nature
of the writing process, three maimn procedures were
wsed. First, each stﬁéent was 3gzeotaped during the
composiég session. The videotaping occurred on an
individual basis. Second, to gather the introspective
comments which would provide insight into.the writing
p%ocess, séudents were asked té "think'aloﬁd" during
the composing process. Third, students were asked to
view the videotape of‘their composing sessionvaﬁd then
asked to provide further comments retrospectively about
their particular composing proéess. Each of the
progfdures used to gather data about the writing

pr~cess are reported below.

48



A. Videotaping Procedures

One Panasonic VHS camera positioned. on a tripod was
éngled over the writer's shoulder in order to film the
production of the story as it‘ﬁnfolded.- A "zoom" lens
allowed the researcher to close in on the actual words
being written ahd this technique was used frequently.
Because the sound equipment did not effe@fively record
the verbaa staﬁements made by the étudents; comments
were alSo audiotapéd with a Sony téperecorder which was
fitted with a lapel microphone. |

All students Qere familiarized with the equipment

prior to the actual recording and participated in a

trial recording to check the equipment.

-

"B. The Introspective Comments

‘
Prior to the actual‘étudy all students, on an
individual basis, were familiarized with the video
equipmént and the "think aloud" -technique. Patterning
Nolan (1978), the researcher prQVided the following
directions fér "thinking aloud": .
"That little microphone pinned to your clothes

will pick up and record anything you say while you are

?.
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wfiting. I will be videotaping and I would like you to
talk to yourself as you write. Say all the things that
are going through'your mind as you plan and write the
story. If you do this we will have a picture of you
writing and the words that are going through your mind.
So, talk to yourself, speak aloud what is going throughﬂ
your mind. After this we will watch a replay of the
videatape and we will be able to see and hgar how you
made up the story." (p.34).

The researcher did not model this technique since
the experience gained from the pilot study indicated
that studénts tended to "parrot'" the researcher rather
thén report their own unique thinking and writing
processes. |

Generally, the students did not encounter
difficulties with the "think aloud" technique. Some
students, however, were at tiﬁes reminded‘to tell what
they-were thinking. This usually occurred during long
pauses where the researcher felt SOmewﬁat assured of

,tﬁelfact that the student was thinking about part of

the story but was not verbalizing these thoughts.

C. The Retrospective Comments

After the composing phase was completed, the



students'were given about a ten minute respite to allow
them to relax. During this pime, the researcher
prepared the materials in order to gather data for the
retrospeétive comments. This involved rewinding the
tape, preparing thes videorecorder and photocopying the
story. Both the researcher and the student had access
to the story during this phase of the study. The
rationale for this procedure was‘to aceommodate
accessibility to the language product, both for the‘
student and the researcherf

The students were given the follow1ng directions:

"Now that you have written the story and talked
about Qhat was going through your mind, we will watch
what happened on the television screen

vFeel free to tell me to stop the videorecorder
anytime you have comments aéfut whaE you were thinking
VWhile you were writihg.

The microphone will record everything you say."

For all the students in the sample the whole tape
was replayed because.it was considered impo;tant to
maximize the gathering of retrospective data since this
offered additiongl glimpses into what the students were
thinking durihg the composing phase. |

Unlike Nolan (1978), who found that students "...

fesponded‘readily to the stimulus of a videotape



recording of their writing to discuss their composing
process" (p.35), this researcher found otherwise. For
the most part, students did not initiate further
comments either by requesting specific segmeﬁts of the
tapé'or by initiating requests to stop the tape in
order to supply additional data about the writing
process. This was also‘found po be true for the
students who participated in the pilot study.

Because the students experienced some difficulty
in initiating further comments, much qf the
retrospective data resulted from researcher initiated
questioﬁs about‘thg process. The questions developed
iargely on a spontaneous basis and were very much
dependent upon the unique statements and behaviours
exhibited by students as they wrote their stories.'

The comments gathered during this phase were later
transcribed. It was found tha; the' introspective and.
retrospective comments differed. For the introspective
comments the students responded spontaneously as they
engaged in the writing process. Their comments largely
reflected what they were thinking while writing. The
retrospective comments, on the other hani, were
prompted responses to researcher initiated questions
about the writing process. Neither the questions nor

the responses may accurately have reflected the
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Students’ thinking while wri-ing and to this end
qualitative differences between the two types of verbay

statements were found to exist.

The Pilot Study

A pilot was conducted in the séme school where the
actual researéh occurred. Oné high-apprehensive and
6he low apprehensive student, not part of the actual
study, participated.
. The purpose of the pilot studthas to achieve the
following objectives:
1. to test <=« credibility of the self-report

instrument as a means for identifyg>f4the low and high

apbrehensive writer,
2. to familiarize the researcher dlth the
videotaping techniques and procedures,
3. to test the suitability of the writing task,
4, to establish a time-frame for the study,
5.to examine the extent to which grade six
students were able to provide introspective comnfents
while composing ana retrospective comﬁents while
reviewing a videota?e of their writing, and

6. to allow for further direction and/or



modification with respect to the research design

itself. ' | ) : .

1 .Procedures

¥ ®
Each student was seen individually by the

researcher in an empty classroom within the school.
The s@hdent was told that the researcber was interested
in discovering how children wrote stories. Each
student wes familiarized with the videotaping and -
audlotaplng procedﬁres. The "think aloud" technigpe
was explained and modelled The purpose of revieJEng
the tapes and the need for commenting about the writing
process retrospectively was also explained. The task,
to Writeéabout the space adventure, was discussed
before the actuai"writing.'

1

One Panasonic VHS\camexa wag.used to v1deotape
A ,g*
each student. The camera Was angled oveg‘thb st




transcribed.

. Resulté

»

The objectives of the pith study were examined
and the'following conclusions resulted.

1. Thé self-report 'instrument was deemed to be an
adequate tool for identifying the writing apprehension
levels of students. Scores ranging from 127 to 38
indicatédvthat writing apprehension varied across the
students. The teaéhers' perceptions and observations
of students who were possible high and low apprehensive
candidates ‘supported the findings of the WAT.

‘Moreover, research studies have shown that differences

i

exist between the written language products and the

‘ertlng processes of hlgh and low apprehé ezwriters
”and the students part1c1pat1ng in the pllof‘dlsplayed
‘dey of these differences.

2. Several camera angles wefe tested by the
researcher and the most suitable position was found to
be one where the direction of the camera focusged upon
the written product. Hence, an "over-the-shoulder"
camera angle was ®emed the most suitable.

| 3. The pilot Eampie did not experience any undue

]
difficulty with the a551gned task or in understanding
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the purpose of the task. However, some difficulties
‘were noted with respect to the discu;sion befofé the N
astual writing. Students seemed to pattern their
stories sfter the discussion and included the ideas‘
presented by tﬁe reseaicher. Since the planniﬁg phsse
of the writing g{bcqssifbcussesjupbn thelgeneration of
‘ iggas by the writer, it was‘feft“tﬁat the
‘pgs—discussion should bs deleted,ffom the actuai study.
4;‘For'the most pgét, it appeared that either s
whole morning dr.a whole afternoon would be required in
order to compiete the'compdsing'phase and the reviewing
. phase of‘this study.’ To this end, permissibn‘fof
release’ time for each student was sought from, and
gr;;iéd by, the teacﬁersi
5. Thé students did not appesr tb“egperieﬁce any
V; difficulties commenhting while combosing.
7b§if—initiated refrospective comments occurred .
inff%quently and the résearcher posed ﬁany;quéstions to
gain further insight into the*stﬁdent's.éémposing ‘
_processes.
. 6. It was fbsng that s:anscribing the
introspective’comments‘from the videotape was an ’
sxﬁremeiy laborious task and that the, camera angle did
noi effectively record cbﬁmentsi To this end, allfi: .rﬁ

student talk was audiotaped on a transistorized Sony



taperecorder to facilitate an easier transcription

process.

. .

This_%tudy was désigned to examine the written

language products and the writing procassés of high and

low apprehensive grade six writers. Scores from a

. v . “ .
revised version of the Writing Apprehension Test,

coupled with ﬁeachers' percéptidns of st?dents'writing

' ;apprehension levels helpea select the sample. Students

were asked to write abogt aspredetermined topic, were

s

videotaped and audiotaped éﬁring the writing and were

réquired-to comment intnosbectively as they wrote. The
-introspective comment data provided insight into the

writing process.. After phe wfiting, students reviéwe@
the videotape of their wtiting and were audiotaped as

they commented retrospegtively about the writing

process.‘,Retrospective#comments resulted largely from
: / \ .
researcher initiated qqestions. A brief pilot study

set the stage for the actual ?esearch project.

The central focus of this chapter ﬁas_primarily
concentrated upon the rgsearch design. The next
chaptér, Chapter IV, will discuss the method of

analysis.

P L]
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Chapter IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Overview o

. 4 H
Three main types of data were gathered for this

study - scords from the revised WAT, the written
language product and‘verbal etatements or comments
which were obtained both inttoepectively”and‘
retrospeetively. The metheds used'to analyze the data

e

are discussed below:

\

THe Writing Apprehension Test-Revised

b
)The%%évieed version of the WAT, like thehorigiAal'
version, conSisted of 26‘statements. Each statementuiﬁ
the revised WAT'maiqtained the. meaning and intent.of
the original szztement; Not all statements were . -

altered, only ose where the language was eonsidered

Y .
inappropriate tor a grade six student. z

Scorlng the WAT was undertaken in accordance with
|
|

b



e
the formula provided bX Daly and Miller (1975)

"Writing Apprehen51on - 78 - Positive Scores +

Negative Scores." (p.246).

- Daly and Miller (1975) assigned either a positive or;
negative value to each statement imn the self-report
instrument. Item I, "I avoid writing", for example, was ”
eonsiéered "posifive"; The purpose of the test, is to
meaéure apprehension and to this end all statements that
indicate a negative attituge toward writing are given a
positive score. Of the 26 items in the tesf, one:half are .
" given positive values and the rémaining half are assigned
negative Galues; | o

- The utlllty of using the rev1sed WAT re51des in its
usefulness for fac111tat1ng the 1dent1flcation of writing
apprehemsion levels among-a group of students. Since,

‘ epprehehsion is not absolute, it was decided that students in
the top ten percent of the range ¢f scores would be
censidefed possible candidetes for selection in the high
apprehensive grouﬁ. Conversel?,igfgdenée in‘ﬁhe‘bottom ten
’percentJWere categorized as7;dw’ebp;eheﬁsives in a similar
manner to tHeiprocedUres'used‘byﬁSelfe (1984).

N

©

The Wfitten Language Product
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quantitative analyeis of the written language product. These"
included ndmﬁer of words, number of T-units, number of Qords
per T—uhit ahd average number of Words‘per T-unit.

A simple word count achieved the first objective. ‘For
the second objective, each sample was d1v1ded into T- unlts,
herein defined as any 1ndependent clause with all its
modifiers in order to obtain a standard unit which would
avoid ran—on sentences. In addition, the averaée number of

ES

words per T-unit was computed. ,
The Sager Writing Scale was used to derive the

qualltatlve measures of each wrltlng sample. This evaluation
scheme uses a ratlng scale whlch ranges from zero to three.
The specific features upon Wthh this scale focugfes are
‘vocabalary, organization, elaboration and structfre. Each of
the four features are defined and criteria for scoring are
explained. In this scale each feature is rated on a,four
point scale. Hence, ‘the 90551ble total for each feature is 3
points and the possible total. fqr;@ach wrltlng sample, when
“‘evaluated by one rater is 12 points. A copy of the Sager
Writing Scale is included in Appendix B. >

. Besides the researcher, th raters were alee asked ?o
pfovide a qualitative analysis of the productsvusing the
Sager Writing Scale. The raters evaluateé the writing

samples independently and the scores they assigned each

feature were added. For one written language product, for
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example, the three raterﬁ,assigned values of 2,2 and 3 to the
feature which focussed upon vocabulary. The total vocabulary
score for this writing sample is 7 points out of 9'§b§sible

total of 12 points. | . Se s

A

With the three raters, therefore, the total ﬁéééf;le
~ score .for each feature is 12 poihts, the'total possi ié score
for each writing sample is 36 points and tﬁe total ﬁgssible
score for each of the groups is 144 points. The scbrés for

each feature, writing sample and group provided insight as to

‘the qualitative nature of the language products.

~The Writing Process

Both the introspective and the retfospective comments

>

provided by the subjects were used as a means for gaining

AY

insight into the covert mental activities of the students
while composing. The utilgty of composing aloud and
commenting retrospec£ively.invorder td derive some
understanding of the cog%itive processes whiie writing has
been demonsfrated by many researchers ( Emig,; 1971; Nolan,
1978; Perl, 1979; Stallard, 1974).

Ih this study, both introspective and retrospective
comments were used td gain. an understanding of the writing
- processes of high and low"épnggensiée"students. The

. s ‘

analysis of the introspective comments and retrospective

A ) £
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commenté are dealt with separately in this chapter largely
because the comments differ gualitatively from each other.
The introgpective comments were all ;tudent“initiafed and the
coding scheme derived from these statements revealed
components of the writing process. The retrospective
comments, on the other handg, wefe for the most part,
responses to researcher questions and were segmented
according to ideational units and anaLyzed in te¥rms ofhthe

writing strategies upon which the children relied while

‘composing. ‘ »

A. Introspective Comments

While commenting introspectiveiy students were asked to
verbalize evérything that they thought as they composed.
Their verbalizations were audiotaped and transcribed. 2all
transcriptions were typed on 8 1/2'" = 11" paper where the
comments appeated on the left half of theyp%dé‘énd the right
half was resfrved for the actual gnalys;s gf thé data. )
The initidl examination of the‘ve;bél statements

oy

resulted in the identification of a number of discrete

|
2

components which appeared to constitute the writing process.
The components, defined here as '"stages of writing‘behav16Ur
during the composiné'of'a written language product" were

“listed tentatively and then examined for elements of

DO M
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'qmmonalit'y.

To facil:tate the production of a coding scheme, the
researcher parallelled the work of Neolan (1978) by following
his systematic approqéh to data analysis. Essentially, the
procedure used for the analysis of the introspective commeﬁts
involved three related but distinct stages.

The first phase invblved the syntactic segmentation of

the comments into statements which Nolan (1978)>defines as

"... segment(s) of a subject's introspective ... comments

consisting of aﬁ:indepenaent clause and its modifiers."
(p.48). ‘Eelow is an example of how. the syntactic
Segmentation occurred. The slashes separate one syntactic
unit from another.
"/What would I call the creatures there?/ Would
it be creatures or aliens or things?/ I think it
will be creatures./

The seeond phase involved the identification andv
labelling of the statements which resulted from the
§egmentation process. The statements about the writing
process which resulted from tﬁe segmentation of the language

~in the above sample, for example, were labelled in the
following manner. The first statement, "What would I call
the creatures there?", was labelled as Generatiﬁg/Naming
.because in this statement the student exhibits concern for

naming the characters in the story. In the second statement
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the student generated a number of lexical choices with
respect to the possible names sheycould attach to her
characters and to this end, therefore, this statement,was T e
labelled éenerating/Lexical Choices; In-the third statement
the student has decided upon a name for her character‘and her g
decision-making behaviour was labelled Selecting because the
student accepted rather than rejected an”idea that was.
prev1ously generated In labelling the statements ther
researcher always con51dered the larger context within Wthh
vthe statements occurred.

In the third phase, the statements were examined for
common elements in order‘to facilitate the identification of
‘the main categories aod-sub;categories. In the example above

A

A

the student verbalized a statemeqt about the writing process
which demonstrates concern for a decision—makihg behaviour. ;
This ttatement and others such as "probably dismal", "no,

that would be boring"” and "I think I'll take exclaimed" were
grouped together because these statements reflected
decision-making on the part of the‘student while writing.
Phases two and three were repea%&? ‘a ngmber of times and to.
this end occurred recursively until “the - categories reflected
the data and were inclusive of all introspective comments.

This three-step procedure was found to be an effective method
for developing the cgging scheme and classffyiog the’

: W

introspectlye verbql}étatements of the subjects.




Phase 1 - Segmenting the Language

The syntactic¢ segmentation of the language according to
- Nolan (1978) "... provided an objective means of reducing the
Qlanguage to small units which could then be examined for “
vtheir semantic intent." (p.48). Hence, the overriding
burpose of segmenting the language‘was to facilitate a
semantic analysis‘rather than a syntaétic analxsis._

The meaning of the statements resulting frém the

lsegmentation process were always examined in light of the
conteQﬁ within which it eéxisted. To this end, even
incompiete statements and single words could be anal?zed and
classified for'their semantic intent”

Drawing upon the work of Nolan (1278), the following
procedures were obse:ved in segmenting the iﬂtrospective
comments. |

First, very little language was(excluded from the
analysis. Single words and incomplete statements, for tﬁe
most part, were included because the researcher was’able to
diséern the semantic meanings of these ﬁnits based upon their
contextual'position within the transcript.

Second, the language that was excluded from the analfsis
included comments such as "you know, like, sort‘of".

'Statements such as ''that sure is a noisy bunch over there'" or

65
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"that is the recess bell" were also excluded from the data
analysis. Statements such as those described above were
considered irrelevant because they did not concern the
writing process. : , v

¢

Phase 2 - Labelling the Statements

The segmentation.process resulted in numerous -
-gtatements. These statements wére subsequently claésified and
definitions generated for categories of similar items. The
tentative list of process components which resulted ftom the
previous analyses of the data served as a basis for labelling
the stétements. Once the statements were labelled,
commonalities between groups of statements‘were discerned and
.categorized. The two following sfatements; “fMWAS thinking
of all the titles I could write down now' and “I‘ve got to
think of a title for ﬁy story", for example, were labelled as
"naming" because of the writers' concern;ig the writing
process for conéeiving a name for the story.
while Nolan (1978) refers to the term "component"| as

"element" and defines it as "

... a particular concern or
stage in the~overall composition of a story.' (p.52), t.c
commonalities between these two terms resides in their

concern for the identification of discrete behaviours which

constitute the writinghproceSS.
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.
'
»

The definitions were generated.from common clusters of
statements. In»defining the components of the writing
process, the researcﬂer relied heavily upon the nature of the
statements supplied by the children. The definition for
naming, for example, reflected the concerns of the writers

for conceiving ideas wﬁﬁch would name the story.

‘ T t

Phase 3 - Creéting,the Main and Sub-categories

The discrete components of the writing process, once
identified and classified, were arranged into seven main
categories and twelve sub—catégories.

Specific relationships among the various components were
identified and labelled. A number of components, fcr
éxample, focussed upon the writers' attempt to conceive ideas
for the storiés. These components were sub-categorized as
"generating behaviours" and included concern for conceiving
ideas to name the characters and/or-Fhe.story, ideas to
advance the plot developmenﬁ,'ideasnto‘generate the setting
and so on.

Reiationsﬁips among the suﬁ—categories were alSo
identified and labelled in'order to derive the main-
cateéories. For example, the sub-categories rereading,
considering form and considering content were grouped into a

main category labelled "Editing and Revising Behaviours"



g ’q
reflected concern for edltlng and/dy reV1si g %rrors.

o

The main category "Mlscellaneous Beh Viours" wasQ L
a ' ﬁ%‘ W - Sk e L “éﬁw "

specifically designed to;accommoda;e t wfub categorles which
did not adequately suit the deflh;tlons bf the remaining

categories. The "Miscellaneous Behav1our catego;y also

allowed for a degree of flexibility.

Definitions of Components in the

Writing Process

The analyses of the introspective comments resulted in
the identification of a number of components which
constituted the writing processes of the children

participating in this study. Each process component was

subsequently defined as simply and accurately as possible and’ f\

protocol examples were provided in order to illustréte and
clarify each definition. The coding scheme with definitions

appears below.

s -

A. Planning Behaviours: the process of generating
the ideas for both content and form for possible
inclusion in the story.

1. Generating: the conceiving of ideas which may
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L

o

o o
- aw

be 1ncluded in the written story. . *

1.1. Beginning: the generation of ideas to

commence writing the stofy. | ,{’

Kerri: I might start it by saying what
happened on the first day when e were in the
rocket or how to start when we're on the

"launching pad to get ready to go up into

space, s

1.2. Ending: the generation of ideas which

will conclude the writing of the story.

" Kerri: How wifll I end it, like maybe she went

back there some other time or they have fun.

1.3. Setting: the generation of ideas which

will articulate time references and/or places

within the story.

Sandy: What the planet is going to look like

when they find it.

1.4, Plot Develdpment: the generation of:

ideas and details which will describe and

advance the seqguence of events in the story.
L4 s

Jody: What will we do on this planet when we

* reach there? ’
9O

,1.5. Naming: the generagﬁon of ideas for

identifying the title of the story,.
identifying story characters and/or places

within the story. . N

Christa: I was.thinking of the titles that I-
could wrlte down now.

1.6. Lexical Items: the generaéﬁ%n of

\
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specific woigs which will adequately convey

the writer's thoughts and inteﬁtiens('

AY

. “Alana: Should I put cave or cavern or a house’
8 »or a thing I've never seen before?

< ) . : .
1.7. Characterizations: .the generation of:

ideas which will i;lustrate_eharacter feelings

r

; N : B .
and moods, character activities, character

. . ‘
- . \

 "diélogue and/or character desCriptions,v

‘Christa: I'm thinking of hg® they feel:when
they went ‘on to the ship._ . _ _

1.8 Generating/Noni§pecific:"the‘geheration

Jo/f' ideas which are not specifically delineated *
N . . . N Lo - i ., . . -;. . V'l m .
' in items 1.1 to 1:7. Lo ‘

‘Re;ri;i I'm thinking of what I can write next “w
- 'B. TranslatinngehaViours: ‘the process of rendering
- ot ‘ ’ ‘ N " /; ’ . ‘ 4 &
. the seleCted ideas-from thought to oral language in

'_prepagatlon for the actual wrltlng.

;“2 0 Rehear51qg_ the translatlng of ideas toA%ral

a

Ianguage whlch approxxmates Ehe wrltten text

2 1 Rehear51n9 Wlthout Elaboratlon. T m‘ . .

/

the rehearsal of selected ldeas W1th the 1deas

& .’«

L a‘g“" appear;ng verbatlm ;n the wrltten.text. vé’ﬁﬁ'
. v. B PN . “ o ", s Lo " .
( ' Lgnguage)protocok Yeé, we ll go.x SRR ,

Text Protocolz Yeé we 11 go.
', s N o Toe T ’ f

a s N . . ]

i (Chrlsta)

ol

Y4

N . - Al . I “ N .
. L T oo S g o ; ( , . :
R R . i N AT § - ) -
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2.2 Rehearsing With Elaboration: the

rehearsal of selected.ideas with.additional
. .

- -

1deas appearing in -the written text.

Language Protocol What the people are going - )
_ to look like. , | - L

~_Text Protocol: The people are going to look
., . almost like us, o : '

1

" (Barry)

2.3 Reheare&ng w£$g Trunoatlon. the rehearsal i
'of selected'aﬁea Qkiﬂg ome or more ideas . .

tdeleted 1n the wrltten text : ‘ ¢

4

Language Protocol all of a sudden he got
fried to death by electricity or somethlng
‘coming: out of hlS arm.

. Text Protocol: He got fried ta death.
R - (Merron)

L4

C Evaluatlon Behavlours. the process of appraising

s :ﬂu
’m :% the wrltlng o . R P
B#‘J LI K ﬁ‘" ' i

. 3.0, Assess1‘g . the evaluation of the written

text with respect to the form and/or cortent or
" - . | A

appraises his .or her bwn writing or his or her-

‘enjoyment of wrltlng.. . ' e *

E P 7 . » B A

3.1. Asse551ng Own ertlng. the evaluation,

'*-.i~A yelther p051%1vely or'negatlvely, of the

\.t.'wrltten product and/or the enjoyment Ofo .
P e _

L

O wrltlng. . . lm@*

Chrlstlne' I m ‘not. veéy good at wrtglng.
. - R v 3

R o - . g™y .e». Cy T
o : S ’ U o S AV_'Q”
. 4 . . . PR & \f‘} o e : :
S RS- O
. . . - PR B 4
: ‘ ) 5 .- PP AN »
. § - .
* By e E ’ .

LS
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/ 3.2. Assessing Form and/or Content: the

2L |

eVéluatiQn, either positively or negatively,
of the form, mechanics, lexical items or ideas
» 'in the written text. .

Kerri: I, think. that is pretty good.

D. Editing and Revising Behaviours: the checking and

altering of the form and/or content in the written .
‘story. ‘ . ' , : L //

4.0 Rereading:f_thé checking of the'writpeng;xt

for both content and/or form.

4.1. Rereading fof Content: the checking of
j@ the written text for lexical jtems and ideas

Carla: I'm jUSf'gbing to proofread the
" sentence to make sure it makes sense.

4.2. Rereading for Form: “the checking of the
.written text for thg formyanéfthe méchanics:
carla: . i'just read Ehé%;oﬁef and make sﬁre

g L they're ‘spelled right and they don't sound
' ‘funny ' » A “ /

4.3, Rereadiﬁgt/”Non—spécific:, the"chec’king’//~

 of the written text without inaicating a
particular reason for the act. ST

Sandy: I'm rereading.

]

5.0. Considering Form: the' editing and/or

Ty v, & ) F. -

72



)

[+

Cat

revising of both the content and the mechanics of

the written text. ' S T

5.1, Spelling; the editing and/or revising
of“the'words in the story according to
accepted usage.

Alena: I spelled that. wrong.

L
'5.2. ' Punctuation/Capitalization: the editing

and/or revising of the punctuation and/or
capitaliization in the story accerding to
accepted usage.

Christa: Then'I have put it in guotes

" 5.3, Gramﬁar: the. editing and/or revising of

-parts in the written text according to the
accepted rules of the English language.

Carla: I'm gonna add I wanted to be not I
"wanteq to.

5.4. Organizaﬁ@gn: the editing and/or
revisingfof the.etruCtufe of the written te-t.
Ehis could include the arrangement of
.paragraéhs, sentences, phrases or worde.

Carla: I'm trying to thlnk whether or not I
'should be putting that after say here. :

y

6.0, Conéidering Content: the editing and/or

rev151ng of 1ex1cal 1tems;and/or 1deab contained

in the wrltten text

73
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6.1.' Lexical Choice : the editing and/or
revising of lexical%ﬁtems used in the written
text.

Carla: I'm going to“thange Mom to Mother.

6.2, Shapinngeading: the editing and/or

revising of the ideas contained in the written
story.

©9 Carla: No I' m going ‘to change that
completely, I'm going to say they began their

rip.

E. Writing Strategy Behaviours: »thg‘methods and/or

\

. devices upon which the writer relies in the

production of the writtenwtexti

7.0. Generating Strategies: the strategies used

. (%} ) - L .

) bydﬁhe writer to conceive ideas. o
. kY

_ﬁ 7% 1 Gene;at1ngﬁWhlle ertlng. a stra‘tegyx

used to gengrate Eﬁeas ngle physfﬂa%@y
involved in the wrltlng act.

. Christa: While I'm wr1t1ng tﬁﬁs down, I'm -

. thinking of’ what else I can put ? the storya.

2

. 7.2, Rereadlng to Generate: a@strateay used

by the wrlter whlch 1nv61ves checklng the

wrltten text ‘to develop ‘new 1deas based upon -

what has already been written.

™» . Sandy: Usually, I just-:skim:read over it and

by rereading it brlngs nevw .ideas and more
ideas into my head. ‘

L4 T

7l
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7.3. Sources for Generating: a strategy used

v ,
by‘the writer for generating new ideas which

" rxeflects the use of bqﬁkgroUnd knowledge
and/or experiences.

Merron: They wouldn t 1Q0h anythlng like they
would in a book at all. .

F. Decision Making Behaviours: the process of

- choosing the fdeag,awhich will or will not appear in

>

o

& »

Selecting: -the decision to choose a

° partigular idea for inclusion +n the story.'

"Kerri: I think that we'll probably be
~excited. r :

8.2. ' Rejecting: the declsion to'discard ideas

T ’ whlch ‘had pre\uousl»y ‘been generated '

e R
Ccarla: I was thinking oféguttlng that they
gave up a pretty good’ f1g t but that wouldn't -
make any °sense.

F. Miscellaneous Behav1ours:;'are edditionald ' .
”T?” eémpohentsﬂof'the“writinggproéess whose'eCCurenee'is
eithef‘too lém{ted to warrant the'delineatiqn’oﬁ a:
‘wheie:qewlcategory or- whose eesence:doee'note

" adequatély fit the definitions previously

*



establlshed

9.0. Rev1eW1ngf the oral tecapitulatlon but not
the actual- readlng of the wrltten text.

Sandy. 0. K., they ve walked 1nto the forest but
they ve found nothlng.

10.0. Amblvalence.' the expression of . !

5

uncertainty felt" by the wrlter erther about Jther

""

o form or content of the story andlaf the process
N T . ”‘U‘ L ‘“Qw
of wr}tlng. , ‘ L ;"pf ;«‘%ﬁﬂgﬁ
Carla: I'm not really sure what to put next. S ff &;ﬁﬁ
- 3 i ’33\ B e
,1i 0. Productlon Concern. "-the expre551on of‘fﬂ “?‘“-1
t'\ ww S ‘

E ézgcern about the production of a partlcular
4 p .

ce.

LY

Kerri: 'Now, how will I phras¢ that?

”12.0; Non—Specﬁﬁic:

adequately f%he ma\] tegories or the
X t«- ‘- ' ’
components in thé miscellaneous category. - e

o

B. The Retrospective Comments:

o-"_, “

e

The-retrOSpective COmments were segmented according to

1@€atlonal unlts. Hence, syntactlc crlterla wez."é.i t

o 5

imposed. | Rather,_the segmentlng of the language into

1deat10nal unlts, in this study, 1nvolved separa ng the’
s

-language into unlts which expresseﬁ -one COmplete thought or

kS
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1dea related to &he writing process. To this end, statements
not related spe01f1cally to the writing process were deleted
from the data because tliey provided no further insight into

the cognitiiye aspects of "the writing process.}r

»"

Once the 1anguage was segmented into units, they were g
1dent1f1ed and labelled. The labelling did not involve the

-coding scheme USed for the categor121ng of the 1ntrospect1ve'

i

statements. Two reasons accounted for this decision. Flrst,

students did not 1n1t1ate retrospectlve 1nformatlon.

)

Instead . they relleo solely upon researcher 1n1t1ated

v e T
questlons to pTOVlde further 1n51ght 1nto thelr wrltlng ERSWARS

: & '4.' "ﬁ : ’Ky ' .. R, ‘EJ noe - ' . ‘“‘2 B .‘ .
processes. Slnce questlons, to a large extent, place

. &

;‘%arameters upon the responses,:the comments may not have been

a true reflection of cognltlve activities as delineated and

defined in the coding scheme used for analy21ng ;ntrospectlve
data. Secondly, even if the coding scheme‘was‘used analysis
cr the data for comparlng group results would nat have been
lmpartlal because the researcher did not pose the same
qtastions to each subject and to this end frequency counts
would have been affected. )

Nevertheless; all transcripts were segmented'and /
lahelled according to the "ideas" gbout writing which b o
appeared to be present in‘each unit. ‘Comments'provided

retrpspectively resulted in the identification of a number of

strategies upon which the students relied while writing.
BN - p \ :
C T ' "\, :, e -



These strategies resulted in a category labelled'" Strategies
for ertlng and reflected the "how! of writing. " While
commenting introspectively, the students also verbalized a
number of statements which reflected the "how" of writing but
these were not as detailed in their explana?‘ons as the
comments whlch were provided retrospectlvel;i Even though
all the transcrlpts were analyzed, only the data gathered
from two students were reported in the study and thlS was

largely to accommodate the deﬁcrlptlve proflles o§ one hlgh

apprehensive student and one low apprehensive student.'ﬁf

ﬁy

Summary

The Centrai purpose of this chapter'uas to report the
methods used to analyze the data gathered from the WAT, the

written language product and the writing process.

The scoring procedures for the WAT were delineated and.

its role in the selection of the sample ‘was explained.
&

The storles .were . analybed for quantltatlve and

;/2~gualitat1ve variables. Procedures for determlnlng number of

wordsy..number of T-units and'number of words per T-unit 'were
reviewed . Again, the T-unit as used in this study included

any independent clause with all its,modifiers. Qualitative
-~ . 8% > SR )



evaluations of the stories involved the use of the Sager

L] .
Writing Scale. The specific features upon which this

evaluation model focusses and the rating scale which it uses
were presented and exblained. -

Data related to the writing p;ocess,iﬁvblved a specific
focus upon the introspective and-retrospectivé commenﬁs made
by the students. A methpd for deriving a coding scheme‘which
was used inganal;;ing the introspective comments‘was ,
illustrated. This chapte: also includes the coding scheme.
The procedures for analyzing the ih%rospective and

retrospective comments differed. These differenéés‘weré

[
& it

explained. - -
Chapter V presenﬁs the results ojxthelétudy togethe;

with a discussion of these results. -

n

%



O Chapter V
9

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY -
Overview

This[ghapter contains a repdrt.of the findingé of
this study‘in terms of the research guestions noted in
Chapter I. Sﬂé@lementing:the answers to the individuél
'researcﬁ gquestions is a descriptive analyéis which
profileé one high and one’lfwmépprehensive writer. -

'his chapter is organized into four sections. The

first and s ctidns respectively deal with the

wgitten‘produét and‘the writing gro@essf ‘Thsﬂth{Fd
. N

" section prov1des the flndlngs related to the
S R o P

relationship between the wrltlng processég and the

written products of the two groups. ' The fcurth sectlona,
_ , y :

will present the profiles of two‘students. A \

discussion follows the preseﬁtation of results in each -

section.
L e . wa
f * & % %

The Written Language P*l-.o'du;%; )
. ¥ 0
%

This section addresses three major research

L
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\ V‘w ‘{V %.‘, ‘!k R' ‘8]%}.'\-
.v!’i - ¥ .J,, \m\ o i ]
R ’ ‘-'\N"« L ¥
‘ - L .
questions and presents the fipdiné% of each question. ' !
) . ¥
Wy 4
Research Question 1 i o R
What is the nature of the written products ) \
produced by high apprehensive writers? . ,
Table 1 shows three quantitativewﬁﬁdices used to -

analyze the written poducts of the high apprehensive
writers in the sample. Total story length ranged from
1¢€2 words tob303 words with the average story '

containing 243 words. The_tctal number of Tfunits

ranged from 24 to 42 with the average beithBZ. The . * ¥~
averace number of words per T-unit ranged from 5 to 9 ‘ |

- e 8 \t‘
with the average being 7. Table 2 shows the scoresvfor

the qualitative analysis of the writ‘;n 1ahguage

product. .The four features upon which the analysis
focussed are Vocabulary, organlzatlon, e/aboratlon and .

1 !

structure with %‘a't'ctal possible score Of_ H1 2 in each
category. Since three raters eValuated the written =

, S ey , S ‘ ‘
produétsgand pecause the scoresﬁof’these raters'were -
‘combiﬂed ‘the total possible‘sco;e'of gaéh feétqre in
the present stpdy was 36 rather than 1é Theﬂtetai A ' : {

2w

scores for the- four features ranged fnom 8 to 15
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Table 1

-

Quantitative Analysis of the Written'Products~-Hi§h Apprehensive Writers

kd

Average No.

Total No. i . of words
Student _ of words '+ per T-Unit
: (VGRS :
Cynthia : 162 ° 5.
Jason _ 291 6
Amber 219 9
Brent ’ 303 34 8
,.»-v/
L]
N y
.
Table 2 © . | .
Qualitaffve Analysis of the WrittenAProducts—-HighwApprehens;ve‘Writers
\ : . :\; . ) ‘
Student Vocabulary Organization Elaboration  Structure Total
. . ’ : ,
Cynthia =~ 1 I N 2 gy
J 2y 3. 4 o2 .1 \
| ason N , : s | . o | s T ¢ ay
« Amber - 22 ' L4 . R
* ‘Brent 3«7 3 2 2 10
LY N ; .. 4 . . .
i 6
‘."
" o 3 L
?} ‘.’9'~% v e‘w':'} y ! ) TN
: ’ o 5 i J Ty
AR S
RPN
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.oxder are 13 for organization, 12 for elaboration, 11
e} ' :

fér structure and- 8 for .vogabulary. -

« - : :
¥ = ,

Research- Question 2 Ty

It : L
What is the nature of the writtan products ¥

produced by low apprehensi?e,writers?

~Tables 3 and 4 respecéively parallel Tables 1 and
: ‘ : L
2 of the previous section but. focus attention upon the

low apprehensive_group. B "

For the low apprelensive group, story length
ranged from 299 to 1068 “oros pgr story with a group
average of 581 words. The total‘numS%r of T—units

ranged from 3T to 108 per story. The'ﬁroup average is

-~

56 T-uriits per story with the average riumber of words T

"per T-unit belng HO words. : e 4 L

The qualitative analysis of the wrlgfen produ#t - L

ot s

focussed ‘upon. four features, vocabulary, Prganlzatron,

elaboratlon and structgre. ' The. total range of scores, )

]

out of a possible of 36 varledxfrom 19‘to 34, /Scores

for features focus51ng upon organization 3da'tvwx;
. - ) ' - i \\v Lo
elaboration each totalled 28. Scores for vocabulalfy . - o
. ¢ - ' : - ¢ . R :
and. structure respectively ér§§26"and 25. T,

1
1



Table 3

‘Quantitative Analysis of the, Written Products—-Low Apprehensive Writers

Al .
Average No.

R Total No. . Total No. ~ of words’
Student . - + of words of T—Uhiés : per T-Unit -
Karen s ‘ - 299 - , 33 - 9
Sue v 1068 108 9
Mike : 356 o 231 ¢ N 11

Colleen - 604 54 1 .

Table 4

Qualitative Analysis of the Written Products——Low.App:ehensive Writers

“Student - Vocabulary Organization 'Elabbration‘v Structure Total
Karen . 7 8 | 7 7 39T
Sue 8 9 9 8 34
Mike 7 -7 7 4 25

Colleen . & 4 5 6 19
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Research Question 3

How are the[wrltten products of the two groups

M

~

similar and/or dlfferent? ' e

’
v 5
£

ﬁTabieSTS'and,6 respectively show the group
géomparisonsrfor the quahtitative ahd.qdalitative
'anaiysis;“The"rindings are reported below.

Whlle the total numbe\\of words per story for the

’hlgh apprehensive group ranged from 162 to 303 words

-

per story, the number of words per story for the low
apprehehsive group ranged from 299 to 1068. For the

high and low appreheh51ve groups the average number of

L4

'words per story respectlvely is 243 and 581 Hence,

wrlters in the,low apprehen51ve group tendedffoﬂgrite..

stories'that were @ore than twice as long las those
i ' o . ! )
produced by their high apprehensive counterparts.

. Similar findings were‘found te be true when the two

groups were compared for average number of T-units per

story"and average humber of words per T—unit For

these two measures the low apprehens1ve grodp
'con51scently scored higher. ) 3 B h : f>

The low apprehen51ve _group when compared to their
‘high apprehen51ve counterparts con51stently scored at
least tw1ce as hlgh on a;l_qualltatlve measures

y
\
}

\.



" Table 5

_Quantitative Analysis

of the

‘

Writtem Products-—High and Low Apprehensive

Groups ’ .

4

" Quantitative Measure

High Apprehensives Low Apprehensives

Average no.-of words

ta

per story 243 581

Average no. of T-units -

per story 32 56

’Averége no. of words E
7 10

per T-unit

Table.6

' Qualitative Analysis of-the‘Wsitten Products—High and Low Apprehensive

IS

~ N

| Grougsﬂ i
TotalFScores for Total Scores for
Feature High Apprehensives Low Apprehensives.
Vocabulary ' 8 o o 26
\\\Qrganizatioh 13. 28
T~ B
‘Elaboration_ 12y 28
Structure 11 25
o 4
Total 44 107

)
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Discussion

A\

evaluating the written language products.. Out, of a
possible tofal of 144 points, the low'apprehénéive
group scored 107 points and thé high aé%rehensive.group
scored 44 points. For measures featuring organization,
elaborétion and structure,‘the low*apprehenéﬁve group
scored twice as many points, while séoring tiree times

as many points for the vocabulary measure when compared

to the scoresAreceived by the high apprehensive group.

-

1

Y

Comparing the writteh language products of.the two

groups revealed two major differences.. First, the high
apprehensives wrote shorter stories containing fewer’

Téunits'of_shofter dufatidn._ Secondly, high

'apprehensive/writers were consisteﬁtly evaluated less

‘positively than low apprehensive writers on all

features examined.

On fhe_Subject of story length, the findinés-bf
the present study is supported in other research
studies, Book (1976) found that higﬁ apprehensivgs
producéd‘ﬁhfeé'timés;fewer wérds than low apprehensiQe
students. A study by Daly (1977) also found that high
apprehensives wrote significantly fewer words. One

factor 'which may account for story length differences




, : R ‘ :
is the tendency of high apprehensives to avoid the

writing encShnter. Hence, when confrohted with a
51tuatlon requlrlng writing, these students may
truncate the- wrltlng process, causing them to hurry and
to generate abb;ev1ated stories.-

The present study found that the average napber of

"Tfunlts per story fer the high apprehen51ves was less

than half thatlo§ their low apprehensive counterpa:ts;
Studies by Book: (1976)¥and Faigley, Daly and Witte
(19815 report similar findihgs.

The study also found that high apprehensive
writers inclkgded fewer words per T-unit. Faigley, Dely
and Witte (1981) fouhd that "...high apprehensives
wrote T-units and claﬁsep with significantly fewer-
words than their low‘apprehensive'counterparts."

0

(p.20). The authors of the foregoing study found this

_.to be particularly true for'narrative/descriptive

-.ﬁ;iting'as opposed to argumentative‘writing. o

While Faigley, Daly and Witte (1981) found that
differences in the numbeh of words per T-unit existed
between the two,groﬁps: Gareia.(1977) found otherwise.
In his stﬁdy'he conclué;d that there were ne
significant differehces between the number efhwords per

T-unit in comparing the two groups. The above

mentioned . studies both examined the written language

88
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products of apprehensive writers\at the undergraduate
level.: The present study focussed upon G:adé six
 students and found that low apprehensive wr;ters tended
to include three more words per T-unit when cbmpared té
their high~apprehensive’counterparts. What may account
for the difference is the tendency of low appfehensive
writers to lehgtheh T-units by including more dependent
clauses in their writing. |
The present study found that the errall qualizy
of the s£qries ;foduced by low'abprehenSive students
was évaluated more positivelyfthaﬁ the stories produced
by high apprehehsive students. Research evidence by
Book (1976), Faigley; Daly and Witte (1981) and Garcia
(1978) corroborates tﬁe findings\of the present study.
| The‘low apprehensive group scored three times as
many points for vocabulary as did the high apprehensive
groﬁp. This evaluative feature focusses upon the . .
writer's ability to articulatg thoughts and idea; using
both précision and variety in word choice. Thé low |
apprehensive group attended to precisé»vocabuléry by
naming obgedts, éharacters and piaces withih the story.
They usedﬁvivid expressions such as "£he rocket roared
to life'" and generatéd a variety of lexical choiceé.to

convey an intended meaning. In writing dialogue, for

example, they used many more exact words such as



/

/
"gquestioned", '"snapped" and 'replied" whenﬁcompared‘to

words such as sald" whlch were characterlstlc of the

dialogue in the stories produced by hlgh apprehens1ve‘)

Qnite;s.
Loban  (1963) .in.,examining the lenguage of
elemehtary school children found that students high in

AN

"..;grea;eruvariety,and

language proficiency used -a
exactness of vocabulary." (p.41). To this ehd,
students in the low apprehensive group, like students
high in ianguage proficiency, appear to be more capable
of generating and manipuleting language than students
in the high apprehensive group.
The three features, organlzatlgn, elaboratlon and

structure respectively focus upon the ability to
arrange ideas in loglcal order, to generate a number of
ideas which flow smoothly from one idea to the next and
’to use language forms which convey meaning; For all
three features, the high epprehensivé/group was rated
less positively than the 1§w apprehehsive grbup. |
Squire (1965) statea that research has indicated "...
that the ability to organize.is an important variable
in distinguishing between good and poor writers.,"
(p.23). To this end, students in the low apprehensive
group tend to.reflect the writing characteristics o:

good writers moreso than students in the high

L 4
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apprehensive group.

The Writing Process

i
The three major research questidns which this
section addresses focus upon ‘the relationship between
writing apprehension and the writing process. The

questions togethg{ with the findings are reported

-

RN ITETE S I

o £
below. WA i \
o -;“":M“» #s

Research Question 4

What is the nature of the writing process employed

by high apprehensive writers?

Table 7 presents the major process daﬁegories.as
delineated in the coding scheme included in Chapter IV
and shows the number and percentages of statements~in
each category. Table 8 provides the number and
percentages of statements of process components withiﬁ
eachag;;;f\bategory. These conponents reflect the
minor process categories. Both Tables 7 and 8 focus
upon the high apprehensive writer.

Table 7.presents the classification of statements

éccording to the major process categories. The high
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Table 7

Classification of Statements According to the Major Process Categories—-

High Apprehensive Group

Process Categories Number of Statements Percentage
A. Pianning : 87 . h 437
. B. Transiating 63 327
| C. Evaluation 2 ‘ 12
D. Editing/Revising | 10 o 5%
E. Writing Strategies | 2 17
F. Decision -Making 16 8%
G. Miscellaneous' ' o 16 8%




* q o
Table 8 | \

*$C1assifibation of Statements According to the Minor Process Cafegories——

High Apprehensive Group

Category Components Statements Percentage
Planning 1.1 Beginning 5 6%
' 1.2 Ending 2 22
(Total = 87 or 1.3 Setting 13 15%
43%) 1.4 Plot 38 447
1.5 Naming : 3 . 3%
/{ 1.6 Lexicon 3 3Z
1.7 Character ‘ 10 117
1.8 Non-Specific 113 15%
Translating 2.1 with elaboration .21 , 33%
2.2 without elaboration 25 407
(Total = 63 or 2.3 truncation : 17 . 27%

32%)
Evaluating 3.1 own writing 1 - 50%
(Total = 2 or 1Z) 3.2 formal content 1 Y 50%
Edit/Revising 4.1 rdg/content 1 10%
4.2 rdg/form Q\‘ -0

(Total = 10 or 5%) 4.3 rdg/non-specific 1 "10%
5.1 spelling 6 607%
5.2 punct/capit. 1 10%
5.3 grammar 0. 0%
5.4 organization 1 10
6.1 1lexicon 0 0%
6.2 meaning 0 0%
Writing Strategies 7.1 writing/generate 2 1007
7.2 rdg/generate 0 ‘ 0%
(Total = 2 or 1Z) 7.3 sources/generate . 0 0%
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Table 8, continued

Classification of Statements According to the Minor Process Categories——

High Apprehensive Group A ' .
Category Components Statements Percentage
" Decision-Making 8.1 selecting 11 697
8.2 rejecting 5 , 31%

(Total = 16 or 8%)

Miscellaneous 9.0 reviewing 2 13%
10.0 ambivalence 10 637

(Total = 16 or 8%) 11.0 production ' 0 0%
- .12.0 non-specific , 4 24%

.



apprehensive group verbalized 196 discrete statements
which offered insight into the nature of the w;iting
process; Tne most frequent class{fication of
statements reflected concern for the major category
labbelled "Pianniqq". Within this category students ;
exhibit concern for the ideas which caquld be used in
the story. ' L

Next to the Planning Categpry, the major process
category employed most fre&uéntly by this group
invqlved the Translating Category (32%). Within this
category étudevts orally rehearsed their ideas befcre
writing about them. The classification 6f statements
accordiﬁg to the major process caegories indicated that
High apprehensive students employed the Planning and
Translating Categories ﬁost frequently and that these
' two categories comprised 75% of Ehe statements
verbalized about the writing procéss. Hence, the
statements about the writing process reveal that high
apprehensive studenfs are concerned about generating
ideas which could be dsed in ‘their stories and that
they freguently transform these ideas into oral’
language before committing them to paper. \

While the Planning and Transforming categories
were employed most frequently, the‘rémaining major

r process categories were used much less frequently. The

—
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evaluation behaviours were seldom used (1%), indicating
that these students rarely appraised their own writing.
Students seldom verbalized statements which provided
insight into the type of writing strategies they r
employed (1%). Their verbal statements indicated that
they edited and/or revised infrequently (5%). The
remaining categories whﬁch reflected "Decision-makipg"
and "Miscellaneous" behaviours each comprised 8% o% the
. statements about the wyriting process.
| A number of cémponents‘br minor process categories
comprised each major process category. Table g
provides the number and percentage bf statements of the
minor process categories. :
‘Within the Planning category, high apprehensive
students were most concerned about generating ideas to
advance the plot of the story. The minor process
category, plot development, comprised 44% of the
statements withiﬂ,thc Planning category. ‘The component
concerned with articulatiﬁé time references and places
within the story together with the |
Generating/Non-specific component wefe the next highest
in terms of frequency and the distribution for both
these minor process categories were 13 or 15% of the

statements. Statements about the writing process

indicated that students were least concerned with
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generating ideas to end the sgory (2%).

'l

'Within{the~Translating cdtegory, the students asva
.éroﬁp'didrnot*barticularly favor one translating
-comnonent\over another;fvpercentages for rehearsing
without elaboration, with elaboration and with
truncation réspectéVely were 33%, 40 % and 213.

. While the group profile demonstrates a disposition
for employing the Translating-category: it was ebeerved
that thie‘waeulargely.the resuit of two male students
itwho:displayed a pronensity fzi using this category.

Brent generated a total number of 25'statement5-about

-

hiS'writing-process and 22.or -88% of these statements<"

e

fell within the Tréhslating‘category; vSimilarly,.gason
generated 23 Statements and 1 or 48% of these |

b , 2
statements were characteristic- of the behaékgurs in the
Traneiating_category. The two females, on the other
hand, tenged ‘to employ this'major category much less
frequently'preferring instead to uee the full range.of
proeess.categories.

Inigeneral the evaluatiOn categbry‘Was eeldom -
used‘ Only one student, Cynthia, demonstrated any
regard for evaluating the writing. " On t&o occasions
she appraised her ability to write and the contents of
‘the written story. ’Both eva%natlons werd’ appraised

«negatiVely.,ﬁ

------

N
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This group employed the Editinlg and Revising /f
Category 5% of the time.t'Generally ‘they demonstfated

econcern for the form and mechanics of the wrltlng\\\

&

" rather than the eontent of the story. They ;/
demonstrated concern for proper spelling, punctuation
and capltallzatlon more frequently than show1ng concern
for shaping the meanlng of the story. Perl (1979)
found that. unskilled colleée’writers’eéhlblted concern
for correcttformxin their-writing prgeess and this
frequently interfered w1th developlng the ideas in’ the
story._ When the qualltatlve scores, as agalyzed in the
previous section, are consldered with the concern for
form and mechanics, Perl's (1979) flndlng seems to

hold true in the present. study.

Only 16 statements or 8% of the total wrltlng‘

/

process of the group was devoted to dec151on maklng
/

/
behav1ours. Generally, this group tended to accept

{69%) rather than reject ideas (31%). A possible
, , ; ,

explanation mayvpe.in”the inability of this group to
discern¢among ghe ideas éenerateo'which are most
appropriate to/their’Stofies. Anotherwexplanation may
reside in the tendency of this group to4hutry through
the writing process and to avoid writing encounters.

To this end, it does not seem surprising that this

"group would accept rather than reject ideas because in
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rejectlng 1deas, additional writing wisld be requlred

Within the Mlscellaneous Category, this group

exhlblted concern for the-sub-category Amblvalence.‘ At

least 63% of the statements which fell in the.
Miseellaneous Category reflected uncertainty about the
writteﬁ product and the stﬁdents' abiiities to write.
Studies conducted by Daly (1979) and Selfe (1983) have

found that high apprehensives are unsure about writing

~and approach the task with a certain degree of

ambivalence. Toefhis end, the finding of the present

study is'supporﬁedein the literature.

Ly

Research Question: 5

wo !

What 1s the nature of . the writine process employed

by low apprehen51ve writers? C el

Tablesw9vaﬁd {Obfespectively parallei Tables 7 and
8 for the previous research qﬁestion‘but focus upon the
low apprehensive group.xgghe findings as illustrated in
Tabfes 9 and 10 are reported below.

The low apprehensive group verbalized‘567
statements which provided insiéht into the writing
process. The moet frequent classification of

statements (34%) re%lected concern for the major

99
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100

Classification of Statements According to the Major Process Categories—

Low Appfehensiye Group

Procéss'Categories | Statements Per¢entage

A. Planning‘ . : 191 34%

B. Translating - : 154 27%

C. Evaluation B o 9 12

D. _Editing/Revisin% | - ,f8_ ;/ 143

E: Writing Strategies : v _ 1 17

F. Decision Making ' 79 14%
10%

' G. Miscellaneous . : ' 55
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Table 10

Classification of Statements According to the Minor Pro;ess Categories—

Low Apprehensive Group ’ : )
Category Components _ Statements - Percentage
Planning. 1.1 Beginning ” -8 | 47
‘ 1.2 Ending 6 3z
(Total = 191 or 1.3 Setting 14 7Z
347%) 1.4 Plot 45 247
1.5 Naming 9 O s5Z
1.6 Lexicon 19 : 10Z
., 1.7 Character 68 36%
1.8 Non-Specific 22 12%
Translating 2.1 with'elabofation 58 | 387
' 2.2 without elaboration 42’ 27%
(Total = 154 or 2.3 truncation - 54 - 35%
27%2) | >
\ B
Evaluating - " 3.1 own writing 7 78%
(Total = 9 or 1%). 3.2 formal content 2 22%
Edit/Revising 4,1 rdg/content 10 . \\\\\\ 13%
' 4.2 rdg/form 1 ~ 12
(Total = 78 or 14%Z) 4.3 rdg/non-specific .- 40 S51%-
- 5.1 spelling 9 122
5.2 punct/capit. 1 12 o~
5.3 grammar 4 - 5%
5.4 organization 5 6%
6.1 lexicon 3 | ' 43
6.2 meaning 5 - 6%
Writing Strategies 7.1 writing/generate 0 0%
7.2 rdg/generate o1 . 100%
(Total = 1 or JAZ) 7.3

sources/generate 0 0%

™



102

Table 10, continued
Classification of Statements According-to-thé Minor Process Categories——

High Appfehensive Group

ke,

Category ~ Components Statements Percentage

' Decision-Making 8.1 selecting . 43 54
8.2 rejecting 36 . 467
(Total = 79 or 14%) » e
Miscellaneous 9.0 reviewing 14 25%
10.0 ambivalence. 13 247
(Total = 55 or 10%Z)11.0 production 27 497
.+ 12.0. non-specific 1 2% .
. l, 3 ;
S - >
- ' E s &-::
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category labelled "Planning". Hence, the stitements

about the writing process verbalized by this \group

demonstraed concern for generating ideas whick could be
used in their stories. . : \

\

Next to the Planning Category, the low

A

apprehensive group employed the Translating Category

(27%) mOSt'ffequently. The large proportion of {
.Statemeﬁts for the Tranélating Category reveal that low
apprehensive Studeﬁts,rehearse their ideas frequently
befOre committing them to éaper.

/ The Plaﬁning and Translating categories comprised
{61% of the statements aﬁout the writing process. This
indidates‘that these students were concerned ébout
generating ideas and frequently transformed these ideas
into oral language beford including them in their
written stories.

- The classification of statements according to the
majOr Process categories further iﬁdicated that low
apprehensive students seldom verbalized concern for the
evaluation of their written productsA(1%) nor did they
verbalize the strategies théy used wﬁile writing (.1%).
gtatements which revealed editing and/or revising
pehaviours comprised 14% of the‘statements and a

similar percentage was found to be true for statements <.

which reflected decision-making behaviours. Statements

103



comprising the Miscellaneous category fell to 10% of
the.total statements about the wrifing process.

Within the Planning Category, this group appeated
most concerned with generating ideas to illustrate the
characterizatioas in the story. The minor process
component, labelled "Characteritations“,.generated
ideas %hich would illustrate character descriptions,
feelings,‘moods, dialogue and character activities -and
comprised 36% of the statements within the Planning
gategory. The process component which generated ideas
to advance the plot of the story comprisad 24% of the
total Pianning Category. The low abprehénéive group |
appearé? least concerned wtth'generatiné ideas which

could be used to end the story.

)

Within the Translating Category,.there appeared to

by

lébe an almost equal distribution among the .three .6 R

104
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translating behaviours - rehearsing without elaboration-

(38%), rehearsing with elaboration (27%) and rehearsing
with truncation (35%). Some students appearédgto use
this category almost to the exclusion of otters.
Mike'a‘statements (82%), for example, reflected
frequent use of this category. The verbalizations ofd
other students, however, indicated that this categpry
was seldom used. Sue,‘for example, did not verbalize

any statements which reflected the use ofathis



category. Hence, while the group as a whole verbalized
numerous statements which reflected use of the
Translating process, individual differences within the
igroup indicate that some students rarély'verbalized
statements which focussed on-the Translating category.

The low apprehensive group did not exhibit a
concern for evaluaéing their writing as the category
labelled Evaluation Behaviours comprised only 1% of the
statements. Generally, therefore, students did not
appraise the form and/or content of their stories nor
did they appraise their abilities as writers. Two
students, Sue and Mike, did not engage in any
evaluation behaviours. Colleen and Karen, however, did
demanstrate some evaluation of their writing but only
to a limited extent. While Colleen engaged in

» ,
evaluation 1% of the total writing process, Karen
'eﬁgaged in this behaviouf only 2% of the time. The
evaluations these students offered were all positive.
They liked what they wrote and exhibited confidence in
their writing. The limited use of this category may
reside in several factors. First, this group exhibited
confidence in their writing and to this end accepted
that their writing was satisfactory. Secondly, grade
six students may be much more familiar with external

sources for evaluating their writing than the
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self-evaluation required in this category. Thirdly,
these students may have evaluated covertly without

verbalizing their thoughts.

-

The Editing and Revising Category comprised 14% of
. ) .
s About the writing process made by the
low apprehensive gtoup@ The statements revealed that

enerally' were more concerned with

uf?ing the content and mechanics of the

ﬂ‘ﬁttten text. For one student Sue,

#% reflected the use of this

category. The three remaining students, Karen, Colleen
and Mike, respectively made statements abouj the -
Editing and Revising Category 4%, 19%.end 0% of the
‘time. | ,
Within the low apprehensive group only one
student Sue, offered one statement which provided
insight into the type of writing strategy she used
while writing. Het statenent indicated that she relied
upon rereading in order to'generate ideas based upon
what had aiready been written.

The category labelled Decision-Making Behaviours
comprised 14% oflthe statements. The statements

indicated that selecting ideas (54%) and rejecting

ideas (46%) were almost evenly balanced.
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Within the Miscellaneous Category, the low
apprehehsive groﬁp demonstrated their concern for the
production of a written p:o . 49% of the time. Their
verbalizations indicated that they were interested in
phrasing pieces of text in a manner which would mbst
appropriately convey their intended meaning. This
group, too, reviewed parts of the written text without
specifically rereading tﬁe tgxt 25% of the time and
indicapgd’some ambivalence about the written product or
their wrlﬁing 24% of the time. For the lattep
sub-category, however, one student tended to be more
~ambivalent than the oéhers. Out of 13 statements whichv
indicated some degree of émbivalence, Col%een

verbalized 10 of them.

Research Question 6

How are the writing processes employed bw the high

and low apprehensive groups similar and/or different?

Table 11 represents the extent to which the
statements of the high apprehensive and low
appreheﬁsive groups were classified into‘the major
process categories. The findings as illustrated"in

this table. together with Tales 7, 8, 9 and 10 are



Table 11

-

£
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Comparisons of Statements According,to the Major Process Categories—

High and Low Apprehensive Group

High Group

Low Group
A. Planning 437 34%
B. Translating 32% 213
C. Evaluating 12 12
D. Edit/Rev. 5% 14Z ‘
E. Strategies 17 1%
F. Deciding 8% 147
G. Miscelléneousf 8% 10%
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reported below.

While”the high'apprehensi;e group vVerbalized 196 {)
discrete statements which offered insight into the
writing process, the low apprehensive grou%‘verbalized
567 statements. - %o this end, the low apprehensive
group generated almost three times'és many statements
when compared to their high apprehensive counterparts.
The greater number of statements made about the writing
process by the low appréhensive group may ref%ect
either greater language facility or a greqtef awareness
of their own writing.

Statements made about the Writipg.pfocess
indicatedvthat low inting apprehensives seemed to‘have
a slightly greater variety of concerns across the
categories.' For both groups, however, the major
Planning Category comprised the largest proportion of
statements about the writing process. Hence, the
writing processes of both groups revéaled concern-forv
generating ideas that could be iné}uéeq~{2dthe story.

. Even gh ugh both groups devoted much of their writing
processjtgxﬁhe Planning Category, the extent to/ which
they used<£héddifferent components within this‘category
differed. The high apprehensives were more concerned
Qith genefating iagas which'would advance the plol and

ideas which would articulate time references and places
' /
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within the story. The low apprehensive group, on the
other hand, were more concerned with developing the
characterizations within the story. This group, too,
demonstrated.concérn for generating ideas which would
devglop the plot but to a lesser extent than their high i
appfehensive counterparts. For both groups the
component concerned with generating ideas for
conclﬁding‘the story was employed leasf frequently.
For both groups statements concerned Qith
translating were the second most frequent type. The
high apprehensives demonstrated that they used the
Transléting Category 32% of the time compared to the
27% figure for the lo& aéprehensive group. The males
in both groups employed this categoryémore frequently
than the females in the sample. The ffequency
distribution for the three components within the
Translating Category for béth groups .appeared to be
almost equal. Hence, neither group appeared to favor
one component over the other.’ lr
Neither group exhibited much concern for the
Evaluation Cétegory. Both groups employed this
category only 1% of the time. However, students in the
low apprehénsive group who d;d engage in some
évaluation behaviour tended to appraise their writing
in a positive.manner while the nature of he appraising

»
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hand/or revise their written products much more

0

that ocairred in the high apprehen51ve group .reflected
negatlve appralsals

The low apprehens1ve group (27%) tended to edit

freguently than the high,apprehensive-group (5%).

While the low apprehensive group employed all the

sub-categories of Editing %nd,Revising Category, the
high apprehensive group demonstrated that they only
focussed upon the components which were concerned w1th
rereadlng and considering form. Both groups wdid exibit
that when engaged in editing: and/or rev151ng behaviours
they were, for the mos part, concerned with checklng.

1

the form and mechanics of the writing. The low

_apprehensive\group, however, when compared to the high

’apprehensive gfoup display greater concern for checking

the ideas in the story:

- Both the high apprehensive and the low

apprehensive groups verbalized only a limited number of

statements which shed llghg upon the strategies they
used whi}e ‘immersed in the writing process. While the
high apprehensive group OnLQIVerbalized two statements,
the”ldw apprehensive group verbal;zed'one statement. R
The nature of.the strategies that were verbalized
demonstrated concern for genérating ideas. These‘

strategies exemplified the "how' of generating of

g

S~
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ideas.

The lew apprehensive group exhibited more
decision-making behaviours (14%) than the high
apprehenSive group (8%). - Generally, both groups

accepted rather than rejected ideas. However, the low

/apprghen51ve group demonstrated that they were much
" more selectlve about the ideas-which would fit thelr

pstory since they rejected many more ideas than their

high apprehensive counterparts.

Four sub-categories comprised the major category

‘labelled "Miscellaneous Behaviours". lWithin‘this major

category, the low apprehensives reQealed that they’were
concerned about the production of a particular written
piece (49%). Statements such as "how should I phrase
this" were frequené, The high‘apprehensives, on tne

othér hand, did not exhibit concern for the production

of a writtén piece. Once an idea was generated and

selected, they tended to write the/idea without much

regard for intent or phrasing.

Discussion

’
i

The statements of students in both groups revealed
a concern for plannin§ and generating ideas which could
be included in the story. Selfe (1980) found that low

apprehensives used written prefiguring in planning
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their stories moré‘frequently than high apprehénsives.
In written prefiguring stgdents usé a variety of means
to plan their étorieé 6n“paper. The preéént study
found that- the students who pérticipated'in-this study
planned mentally. A partial'explanation which may
account for the different findihgs may reside in the
age levels ofvthe sample in either study. = Students,
comprising the saﬁple in Selfe's (1980) study were
college students and students in this study were af an
age level commensurate with grade six children.

Perhaps, older students who have had a greater. amount

of writing experience tend to make greater use of -

‘written prefiguring than younger students;

For both groups generating'generally tended to
occur while: pausing durigg the writing process. Since- ' .
43% of the statements of the high apprehensive group
reVealed»éoncern forxplanning the story compared to 34%
of the st&téments of the low.appréhensive group, the
writing process of the hi-n apprehénsive student may be
characterizéd as_donsisting of many pauses. The iow
apprehensive:group, on the other hand, e;hibited‘longer
péfiods of writing and fewer pauses. Several factors
may account for this finding. Firs?, high apprehensive

students may;be less sure about what to write next and

to this end pause more frequently in order to plan
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locally or at the phrase or sentence level. The higﬁ
frequency of verbalizations which express ambivalence
within the Writing process to some extent supports this
noﬁion. Low apprehen;ives, on the other hand, may have
generéted a number of ideas on‘a gloEgl level and are
therefore able to write for longer periods. Secondly,
the low apprehensive group, may generate ideas while
writing causing them to continue writing rathe; than tolA
pause and verbalize their.tgoﬁghfs;

The distribution of the Rehearsing Category
indicateé that both groups tended to rehearse idegs
before cohmitting them to:paper, For both groups,
however; the boys ténded to demenstrate reliance on
this category'hére‘frequently than the girls who tended
to employ the full fange of the categories. The bes,
on the other hand, used this category aluost to the
exclusion ot others.

Humes ({983) states that "Translating makes huge
demands on writers' cognitive processes-because
translating is so complex: Writers'must.put ideas into -
written language while they are also dealing Qith
¥%§:oblems of.discourse coherence and structure. ' .
Jb(p.ZOB). She also cites recent research by Gould

(1980) and Glassner (1980) which found that as the

writing process becomes more automatic less conscious
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attention is given to transiatiﬁg. Given the

foregoing, tﬁe automaticity of the writing process of
students cbmpriéing‘this sample, especially tbe boys,

has not been well developed. One student, Sue, who

wrote prolifically at home and at school did not employ
the Translating Category at all. She generated ideas- |
on a global level and did not transform mental images o »
to oral>lﬁnguage4before»writing about‘her ideas. ’Sue's
writing process may supporé the findings of Gould

(1980) and Glassnér (1980).

‘Bch groups employed the Evaluation Categofy to a
very limitéd e#tentl(f%). ﬁowever, when they'did
appraise their writing, the low'apprehensi&e grdup-’ ,
" tended to aépraise positively while the high _

apérehensive grégg~39ﬁagg/io appraise negatively. The
.limited extent to which these students employed the
Evaluétion Category may reside invthe fact that they
are either unfamiliér with the self-evaluation process
or that they preéfer external eQaluatio; sources such as
teachers or parents.:

The literature tends to support thé finding that
high apprehensives appraise negatiVely and that_low
apprehenSives'appraise positively. Daly ‘and Milier
(1975) have found that the self-confidence displayed by

low -apprehensive writers contributes to more positive
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appraisals. High %Fprehensive»writers, on the other

hand, have not experienced much success in writing and

in fact may have become apprehensive because of

negative appraisals about writihg by others and tp-this'

end, therefore, lack confidencte in their writing
abilities aﬁd assess their writing in a negative. .
manner. |

The low apprehensive group reQisad‘ahd edited with
greater frequency than thé high apprehensive group.
Corrections tended to occur continually during'ﬁhe
writing proéess; At times the cor?ections were paper
and pencil corrections which fequired that changea be
made to the writﬁen text. At other times the
corrections involved changing an idea that had been
éenerated Sut nqt yet written. .MosE frequentiy,
thever, cbrfections tended ﬁo'reflect the former. On

the whole, both groups displayéd concern for correcting

" the surface features of the'written text rather than

- _ S ‘ _ S
the meaning of the text. The findings in the present

study are supported in the literature which suggest

‘that young writers tend to be more concerned with

correcting the form and mechanics of writing than the
ideas contained in the text.’
The low apprehensive group tended to be more

selective about the ideas that would be used in the

et
PR
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sto#y in that they tended to.reject more. ideas than the
high apprehensive gfoup. Because low qpprehensive‘
students tend to write mofe, they might have developed
a better sense 6f audience and a better sense of Whiqh
ideas would fit their particular story schema. The
high apprehensives generally tgnded to accept raﬁher
“than feject ideas. The literatﬁﬁe indicates that the.
high apprehensive writer avoids‘writingvand hurries
through tHe wri;ing process. In accepting the ideas
that are fo:ged,‘the high apprehensive writer avoids
long writing sessions because fejecting ideas would
require more time to geheratg new ideas. Moreover, thé
literatﬁfe also indicates that high apprehensive
writers do‘nét have a well developed sense of audience.
Their w;iting,may be quite egocenfric in nature. That
is, if the idea mékes sense to them, it should maké
sense to others.

Thé’low apprehensive group tended to be much more\
' vcdncerﬁed about how to phfase a Specificvidea in the
written text. The high apprehensive writer, on the
~ other hand, did not exhibit similarvconcerns. To this
end, the low apprehensive grOup‘washnot only more
concerned abput the ideas in the story but alsé about

how these ideas would be expressed.

117



The Relationship Between the Written

Product and the Writing Process

. ‘:vf.‘f;\ i,

as

The major research question which this section
addresses focusses upon the relationship bétween the
writtefl product and the writing process for both
groups. The Tables used in the previous two sectioné
will be used in order to illﬁstrate the comparisons and

contrasts. The gquestions together with the findings

are reported below.

Research Questiion 7
. Vi
i /// ‘

Is there a relationship between the written
proaucts and the writing processes of high apprehensive

and laow apprehensive writers?-

The.low apprehensive group when'compared to their
high apprehensi?e counterparts not ohly verbaiized
twice as many statemerits about the writing process but
they élso wrote stories which contained twice as many
words.  With respect to length,kit was also found that
story_lengfh"was‘related to evaluations of the written

product. The low épprehensive group aVeraged twice as

many words per story and were evaluated more positively
‘ . o T
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across all features of the Sager Writing Scale.

On the relationship between statements about the
writing process and the length of a written product,
individual variations to the above findings, however,
did exist. In the low apprehensive group one student,
Sue, was the most prolific writer. Whileaéue wrote
1068 words in her story, she contributed the least
number of statements (47) when compared to ethen low
vapprehensive studentsn In the high apprehensive group,
Cynthia'story contained the least number ;; words -
(1Te2). "However, in her group she verbalized the
greatest number of statements (10]). Despite tﬁese
differencee, however, the general tendency illustrated
that the lenath ef the written product asicomputed by a
simple word count reflected'the number of
verbalizationsoof the writing process. ’

The frequeﬁcy distributionl of the Planninc
Category for both groups indicated that the high
apprehensive group (43%) employed this category .
" proportionately more frequently than the high
-apprehensive group (34%). Hence; even though‘the high
apprehensive group verbalized more stetements which
reflected concern for the generation of ideas when
compared to their low apprehensive counterparts, theic

@

stories were only half as long.
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The low apprehensive group tended to employ the
process component labelled GeneratinélLexical Items
more frequently than the high apprehensi?e group. Low
apprehen: ‘ves displayed concern for generating specific
words which would adequately. convey their thoughts and
intentiops, ‘The high apprehensive gfoup’did not
exhibit this same concern. The concern of the low
apprehensive group about the lexical items in their
stories is refleted in higher scores on qgualitative
analysis featuring vocabulary.

Similar trends were noted with respect to the
process components which highlighted naming and
characterizations. The low apprehensive group
exhibited greater concern fof naming the characters,
places and/or oblects in the story and the? also
attached gfeater importance te illustrating character
feelings, moods, activities, descriptions and dialogue
when compared to their high apprehensive counterparts.
‘Eecaus the low apprehen51ve group elaborated more
frequekf upon characterizations and were more
specific with\g;%ing, they also tended to use a more
irteresting and varied vocabulary in pheir stories.
%his,‘for the most part, helped contribute to their

‘higher vocabulary scores in the gualitative analysis of

their written products. To this end, it appears that



the process components which specifically relate to the

generation of a precise lexicon and the components

which spur the elaboration of ideas in the written text

have an impact upon the qualifatiVe features of the
written product, especially vocabulary. "

The high apprehensive gréup demoﬁstrated that they
‘were very much concerned with the process componeng
labelled Plot Development. - Within ﬁhe Planning
Category, they e#ﬁloyed this component 19% of the time
compared to the 7% for the low apprehensive group.
While the high apprehensive group exhibited greater
concern for generating ideas to develop the plot of the
story, their stories not only contained fewer words,
fewer T-units and fewér words ber T-unit but were also
rated less positively by‘three raters evaluating the
érganization and elaboration of the written text. By
and large the three raters generally felt that the
stories df the high apprehensive group were. not as well
developed as those stories written by the low
apprehensive groﬁp. To this end, greater proportional
:usage of the Plot Development Component did not
necessarily affect.the Qritten product in a positive
manner. , ) .

Both the high apprehensive and the low‘

a
apprehensive groups employed ®the major process category

-
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"Translating'" with similar frequencies. Both groups,
therefore, demonstrated that they frequently rehearsed
or transformed ideas into oral langudge before
comﬁitting these ideas to paper.

Daly (1979) and others suggest that high
apprehensive writers tend to exhibit truncation in-
their writing more freguently than low apprehensive
writers. For the "Translating Category” in the present
study, this was not found to be true. In fact, the
high apprehensive group tenaed to elabérate upon their
oral reohearsal in their writing more'frequently than
the low apprehensive group an&‘the latter group tended
to truncate their rehearsal in their writing more
~frequently thanlthe former group. In the pfesent study
it was found that the hature of the'truncatiéhsk
involved the synthesizing of rehearSals into more
precise language. A%his, in turn, was found‘to have a
positivé efféct upor/ the evaiuation of the written
product, especially the feature which focussed upon
“vocabulary.

The high apprehensive group tended to accept
rather than reject the ideas they generated. This was
trué for the low apprehensive group too. ]Howevér, the
latter gfoup demonstréted that they were much m#re

selective because they rejected more ideas than the
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former group. In rejecting ideas the low apprehensive
group revealed that relating one idea to the next was
importantf They also indicated concern for conveying
their particualr meanings ahd concern far reader
interest. On the latter, some students rejécted ideas
because they might have been "boring". Since the high
apprehensive group accepted most of the ideas they
generated, regardless of meaning, organization and/or
structure, their written language products were
frequently disjointed and the reader was left to infer
the intended mearing of the writer. These qualities
resulted ih less favorable evaluations.

In contrast to the low apprehensive group, who
exhibited concern for the production of a written
piece, the high apprehensive group displayed no concern
at all. They generally wrote the first idea they
generatea with&ut regard to stylistic concerns.
Because the low apprehensive yroup were more concerned
about writing style, their stories were more readable
and interesting from a stylistic point of view
resulting in more posigiVe ¢ aluations sy the three

L4

raters.



“*Discussion
. (.

In the presént study several relationships between
the writgen product and the writing process wereée found
to exist. Story length was found to bg related to the
number of verbalizations of the writing process. This
‘is not éurprising in light of the factvthat longer
stories to some extent involve the writer for longer
periods of ﬁime in the writing proéess and to this end
may result in more verbalizations about the prpcess.

Tne present study also found that longer stdries
tended to‘be evaluated more positively than shorter
stories. That 1is, tﬁe-longer stories written by Eﬁe
low apprehensive group were evaluated more positiveiy
than the shorter stories written by the high
apprehensive group.ﬁ!Faigley, Daly andIWitte (19¢61)
suggest that "Total length is one indication of the
invention skills of a writer." (p.19). To this end,
the longer stories written by low apprehensives may
have reflected their abilities to dévelbp ideas in
their written £exts.

A;though high apprehensives spent a greater
proportion of their }ime on generating ideas to devrloéut
the plot of“t?e story when compared to the low N

~

apprehensive group, the written products of the former.J



ywﬁere not as well developed. ItPWOulduappearnthat the
wfitten products Of student. who verbalized a gfeat
numbér of Statememts'which'reflected concern for
develoggng the plot.,of thé étory, would  be evaluated
. / .
more positively. ' In this étudy, however, this was not
found to be true. 1In faét, the gréater proportiohai
. usage of the minor process cat:gory lébeiied "Plot
fDe&eloément" did“not necessarily affect the written
product in a. positive manneg. What appears possible
for the high app:ehensive group is that_although they
séent a éreéf propprtion of theirﬂplégning time on
generating ideas to advance the pﬂbf of the story, they
were léSS suécessful‘in ihcluding and/or elaborating
Qéon thése ideas in their writing.
R

% Statements about the compohents of the writing

:process requiring specificity and/or elaboration on the

)

part of the writer were found to relate to the writterd

pgoducﬁ. Generally, the low appreheénsive éfoup
Ke}aborated ﬁore freguently and were much more concerned
about specific information iﬁ their writiné. Thesé
 spécifics,may Héve inéluded particuiar names used in
the Stbry or particular lexical choices which would
convey their intended meénings. ‘This relationship mayb

indicate that low apprehensive writers have greater

language abilitie§ﬂbeoause they are cabable of

EY
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gengrating names, various lexical choices to convey one
idea and capable of using descriptive vdcabulary. On
the othexr hand, the high a%prehensive group may also
exhibit similar abilities in oral language but their
concern for the form and the mechanics of thé writing,
as demonstrated by the large number of revisibﬁs and
editing behaviours 1in this category, may have inhibited

the type of behaviour displayed by the low apprehensi?e

group.. \ ' S
~.The low apprehensive é%éup generatéd a gfeater‘
number of stasements which reflected usage of the minor
process comgpnent labelied Rehearsing with Truncation.

The nature éf the truncations revealed‘that these
students frequéhtly synthesized their oradl language
into more precise vocabulary in the written text and
that this in turn,poSitively'affected‘the'qualitative
evéluatibns éf their‘stories. For example, the oral
rehearsal, "I tried to make ready some type of weapon'
was written as "I tried to cqnséruct a weapon''. By
comparing the transcripts with the written products ‘for
this group similar examples can be found.

Thé high'apprehensive group generally'did not
synthésize the ideas they ekpressed in théir orai

.languiage rehearsals. They elaborated in the writing

but gene:aliy di@ﬁgo by adding a word or phrase. For
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example, the rehearsal; "what the creatdgés are going
to look like," was written as "The creatureé are going
to lpbk‘like us.". The nabﬁre Qf the rehearsing
character;Stic of this group did not necessarily add to
the quality of the written:productf

Low apprehensives demonstrated that they were more
selecti§e about the ideas that would be includéd ih»ﬁ%e
story'than high apprehensives. The ability to reject
ideas résulted in language p:Qducts which'Were rated
more positiyely'because ideas generally were related
aﬁd flowed'smootﬁly frcr one iaea to the next. The
high appféhensivé group, on the othef_hand)‘tended to

write the’first idéa that was generated without much

‘regard for the relationship of the idea to the ideas

" already contaired in .the story. The degree of

ambivalence shown by the high apprehensive group may'be
a partial explanation for their tendeﬁcy_to accept
ratherfﬁﬁan'reject ideas. Hich qpprehen51Ves generally
demonstfated more uncertainty about the writing
process, content, mechanics and/or form of the story
than the low apprehensive group. Because higﬁ |

i

appre%ensives expressed ambivalence, they may also have

been uncertain about the ideas which would fit their

L
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The Profiles

To supplement the answers to the individual

research questions and to provide further'insight into

the writing processes of apprehensive writers, this

section presents the profiles of two student writers.
The first profile will feature one high apprehensive
writer, while the second section will feature one low

apprehensive writer.

High A:wrenhansive Writer: Cynthia

Cynthia was selected for inclusion into the high

apprehensive group for at least two reasons. First,

<

her score on the Writing Apprehension Test (70)

indicated that she was more apprehensive about writing

than« 90% ~her grade six counterparts. Secondly, her

. teachers, in particular her Language Arts teacher,

indicated that Cynphia avoided writing whenever
possibkble and that shé frequently avoided handing in
written assignmenté altogether.

Cyhthia's story contained 162 words inl30,T—units,
with an average of aprZXimately 5 words per T—unit;

Within her group, Cynthia Wrote the least number of

words with the lowest average number of words per
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T—ﬁnit.

Generally, Cynthia's sentences were of the simple
subject-predicate variety. Only two of her sentences
céntained subordinate clauses which were used to
indicate a time reference. |

Although Cynthia's story,centers upon the space

{ -

adventures of two characters, she neither names them

) ‘
nor does she provide a desgription of them. She merely

refers to them as "my,friénd and I". The fact that
Cynthiauavoidé both naming her characters and
elaboratiné upcen them ic charactefistic of her writing
in general. That is; her wrltlng generally lacks both
'spec1flclty\ana-elaboratlon.

'In developing the plot of the story,‘Cynthia
generally tends t? rely upon the dialogue tggt oCccurs
bethen the two characters. Ho&ever, the nature of the
dialogue is vagumhtﬁ/that she neither 1dert1f1ec the
, Speaker nor does the o;alocue Flow smoothly fxom one
ideé to the next. Instead, the dialogue appears to be
a simple cataloguing of statements made by the |
characters in her story. With reigeét to correct form,
Cynthia freqguently neglects to use guotation marks.

In the erxample below, Cynthia's characters have
arrived on the planet and are debating whether they

should enter.a hut they have encouhtered:
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Let's go in. 'Oh, I don't know. O.K. Come on. O.K.
‘See there's nothing in here. ‘

The dialoéue described above is typidal of the stéry written
by Cynthia. in her own mind she may have a clear
understanding of whd is talking and even what the characters
may be feeling but she does not elaborate upon these idéas in
her written work.and leaves the.reaggj to infer from what she
has written the particulars which(;urrOund the dialogue.

| Cn the-qualitative‘anglysis of the story, Cynthia scored
8‘points out of a possible total of 36; tﬁe least number of
points of all'stydents as evaluafed by three independent
raters. Orn the four features'énélyzed,~sh% scored the least
nﬁmberwof points for vocabuléry (1). Generally, Cynthiq used
ébmmon wérds and there was very little'variety‘owaord
chcice. The vagueness which surrounded he£ cdialogue was al%b ;
characteristié of her word choice in general. That is, shé
pn@ferred to use vague and general words more frequentiy tha%
specific and exact words. ‘For example, Cynthia merely
mentions the hut but makes no effort to describe‘the hut nbr‘
does she elaborate upoh the feelings of the characﬁers asl
they appréach or enter the hut.

-Cynthia>scored the most points for organization (3).

Although her‘stéry is not organized inté a number of} |

'paragraphé, the ideas are arranged in logical order. The

stery has poth an identifiable beginning and ending and the
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ideas contained in the story are all relevant fo the main / '
idea of the stofy and developed in sequence. Howevéf, while
the ideas, for fhe most part; are all related éo the main
idea of the story, these ideas are not developed enough to =
capture‘reader“interest because the elaboration of‘supporting
ideas or details is minimal. That is, ﬁhe ideas’are
organized inbo a number of discrete statements which’are all
related ﬁo the main idea of the stéry and to this endbthe
main'id;a is to some extent elgﬁorated upon but not the ideacs
Fhemselves. For example, in one senteﬁce( Cynthia wfites,
”Thé scientists were wrong.". This statemert i; related *c
the main idea of the story because her characters Have been
invited on a space journey buf in her story shelfails to
elaborate what it is the scientists were wrong abouf and h§w 
she derived this conclqsioh. ‘

While comrposing alodd, cyﬁﬁbia Verbalized‘101 statemen?é
which providec¢ insight inté the cohpoéing pfocess. 'The ¢'
majorify of her statements evpressed concern for %enerating
ideas which may be included in the written story (48

statements). Although Cynthia used the full range of

generating components, she used the component concerned with

N

'generating ideas to advance the plot of the story most:-
" freqgquently. (21 statements). While Cynthia appeérs to express
concern for the ideas in the story and in particular the

ideas which will advance the plot of the story, her written
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product does not :eflect this concern. In fact, her story
.containsg few,detailé and ve?y little.description about the
seguence of'évents in the story. Génefally; pynthia tends to
truncate her ideas while writing. A case }n pddnt is her
statement.about the ”scientists".i Whiie thinking aloud, she
states: |
Now I'm trying ta decide whether the écientists were
right that there were living organisms on the planet
beside the plants. 'So, I'm going to put that they
don't see any organisms around there. So, I'm just
gonna say that the scientists were wrong.
Even though Cynthia elaborates upon her ideas while
‘planning and éeneratingvthe ideas for inclusion in her story,
she does not bring these ideas to fruition in‘her writing.
Cynthia's inability to elaborate upon the iaeas in her
wri£ing, to some egtent, causes her stbry to be somewhat
dicjointed, leaviqg.gaps to be filled in by the reader.
Cynthia frequenﬁly transforms her ideasﬂinto oral
lqhguage before committing them to paper. Thirty percent of
hef sﬁatements indicate that she rehearses her ideas before
writing about them. Most frequently;the rehearsal is. a close
‘approximation of the written text. | |
While commenting retrospectively, Cynthia revealed‘that
she relied upon a number of 'strategies whi?; writihg. These
strategies generally reflected the "how" of wfiting; |

Naming her story appeared to be Cynthia's first concern

as she vrepared@ to write her story and her strategy for
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selectingia title revealed that the topic played a major
role. When -asked to explain how she derived the title of her

story, Cynthia states, "I called it A Trip Into Space because

that's what the story is about.'". This indicates that
Cynthia's strategy for selecting a title is to extrapolate
from the assigned topic an appropriateltitle.

Although the‘introspective comments exhibit limited
concern for naming and the specifics of the story, the
retrospective comments demonstrate some concern in this
regard. She chooses to name her planet Jupiter simply
hecause siie could not tlini: of otlher names. Sﬁe iﬁdicgtes,
héwever, that she did give some thought to naming the éranet
but because she was unable td genefate either a unique:naﬁe
or ‘another real name, she chooses to select the first idea
‘that came gg mind. With respect to naming her chéracters,
Cynthia indicates retrospectively that she did not attend
either to namin¢ her characters during the writina process or
to specifving the names of the speakFrs in the dialogue that
occurs in hervétory. ‘

o

Although the introspective comments yenerally express
most coﬁcern for planning on a local level, the retrospective
comments irdicate that Cynthia also plans on a global{leve'
In the introspective comments, for example, she frecuently
says, "I'm thinking of what I can put down next" and this

reveals her tendency to plan at the sentence or phrase level.
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However; when asked if she ﬁnew at the beginning how the
story would end, she answers, "I thought we would be ckay at
the end.". To this end, it appears thatICynthia's most
freguent concern is for the ideas that come next while
writing but that she is also cognizant of how she wishes the
story to develop on a more globalfievel. o ]
.Cynthia's retrospective comments provide further insight
into the strategies she employs during the writiné process.
' To generate ideas Cynthia generally relies upon three main
strétegies. These strategies inélude generating wh;le
writing, spontaneous idea develbpment and the use cf
background knowledce.

Generating ideas while writinyg is exemplafy of thre
simultaneous nature of Cynthia's writing process.
Retrospectively, she indicates that while writing she thinic
of other ideas that could come next in the story. The
forging of new ideas also appears to oécur spontaneousl.,

That is, when she consciously attends tc the dgeneratior of

new ideas, she states that "thoughts pop into her heai".
When Cynthia employs this strateqy, she generally ch
first idea tﬂat‘comes to mind without reflection upon the
suitability of the idéa to the story in general. Relying
upon background knowledge tc generate n;w.ideas is ancther
strategy employed by Cynthia. In her story shexwrites, "It's

good that we can breathe oxygen.". Retrospectively, she
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reasons that the j.lants on the plane€\9ive Sff oxyyen and
this enables then to breathe. When using this strategy,
Cynthia appears much more reflective about the types of ideas
.she generates and includes in her written story.

While composing aloud, Cynthia verbalized three
statements which indicate concern for editing and/or
revising. 2Althouagh her final.étory still has numerous
errors, she does revise errors much more frequently than the
three editing and/or revisinug statements would indicate
because she frecuvently corrected errors withoutvverbalizing
abot tnen., Tie strategy usea most frequently for correcting
errors is tc reread the written product and to correct errors
as she encounters then. Thig Stratégy exemplifies the
racursive naturece of her writiné process. Thet 1is, éhe writes
pért of her story and then goes back to correct errors.

While commenting retrospectively, Cynthia indicates that
she does not consider herself to be a good writer and that
she does not like to write. She further suggests that she irﬂ
concerned about beinc graded on her writir.g because such
marks inevitably appear on her report card. She appears to

3
have a good notion of what it is that good writers do when
asked £o comment upon this. She states, for example, that

.

gocd writers elalorate more, they inclide more detail and arc
“" \»,

. 4
much better organized. L
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Low Apprehengive Writer: Sue

Sue was selected for inclusion in the low apprehensive
group because her score on the Writing Apprehension Test fell
within the boﬁtom.10% of the total range of scores. This
indicated that when compared to many of her grade six
counterparts, Sue was less anxious about writing than other

students. Moreover, her teachers indicated that Sue\enjoyed

school sponsored writinéféhd that she engaged in
self-initiated writing frequently ét home. Rather than
avolding wrigiug, Sue approached writing willincly and with a
sense of enjoyment. | |
Of all the students that participated in the present
study, Sue's story contained the greatest number of words
(1068). Her story contained 108 T-units with each T-unit
averagingtalmost 10 words. What appears to contribute to the
overall length.of Sue's story is that when she geﬁerates an
idea, she both develops, and elaborates upon, the idea.
While in the spacecraft, for example, she includes three
major adventures that her characters experience. Each
adQenture centers upon one major idea and each idea is
developed with a number of related defails. Sue includes a
variety of sentences in her story. Becausé subordinat..

clauses are used frequently, she averages almost 10 words per

T-unit rather than the 5 words per T-unit averaged by Cynthia

<
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who tended to write sentepces of tae simple subject -
predicate~va£iety.

Three independent réters evaluated Sue's story very
positively. Out of a possible total of 36 points, Sue scored
34 points.- On features which analyzed organization and
elabdration, Sue was creditea with the full possible total of
9 points by the three raters.b For vocabulary and structure
Sue was credited with 8 out of a possible of 9 points{

Both the organiiaﬁion and elaboration within the story
indicated that Sue captured the interest of the reader by
ceveloping the mai; icdea of the story with a number of
supporting details which flowed smoothly from one idea to the
nexzt. The details whiéh Sue included all related to the main
idea of the story and specified character feelings and alsc
elaborated upon the events that occurred in the story.

While composing aloud Sue verbalized 47 statements about
the writing process. ler tendency to use exac£ rather than
vague languace becomes apparent in the analysis of the
various kinds of statements she makes about the writing
process. Mahy‘of the statements, for example,.exhibit
concern for naming. She specifies the names of all the
characters in the story, the naﬁe of the space center and the
name of the plénet. She also exhibits concern for generatin%

lexical choices which will convey her intended meaning. IO

. 1 .
severaﬁ@statements,\for example, she says, "What kind of
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words would give more meaning to what I want to séy?f.
Hence, as Sue writes and chooses the words’to convey the
ideas of the story, she’Tg concerned not only about the idea ;
but also about how best to word”the idea so as to reveal her
' intended meaning.
Statements about the writing proce#ss reflect d4n almostl

requal concern for planning or generating ideas for the storyﬁy

L

R

anarediting and/or revising parté of her story. Each of s
these categories comprise about 49% of the statements abo?t*fﬁ
the writing process. To this enc, therefore, it appearsyfﬁét
w.ile the dévelopment cf the story - is importanf to'SuQ, the

correctness of the story assumes equal importance.

Sue engages in a great deal of rereading while

# @

composing. This and thekfact that she revises while

composing illustrates the recursive nature of her writing

N - [

process. She does not simply progress in a linear fashion, - S
moving from one idea to the ﬁext. ‘Instead, ai!she records
her‘ideas on the pace she‘continually checks baakward to
compare her written ideas to the ideas she is planning.tonput
in the story.

While coﬁmenting retrospectively about the writing
process, Sue indicated that she relied upon a numﬁer of
‘strategies that weuld faciligéte the editing and/or revisinc

of her written story. Some of these strategies include

rereading parts of the written procduct to check for errors,
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editing and/or revising the first draft of the story and
relying upon external sources'sucH‘as parenfs and teachefg
for .errors that may need to be corrected. |

Tﬂe rétrospectivé comments also indicated that Sgé was

) ’ L

fully aware of the strgtegies‘she emploYed to generate ideas
fér inclusion in the story. Soﬁe of these strategies inclﬁde
relianée upor: background knowledge, generating while writing,
fefeading to:generate, spontaneous idea development and )
piénning on a,globél level. | |

She inaicatéd tr -t sl rélied upoanackground knowledge
to generaf~ iaeaé hich would add tc the realism of the

)
-

‘story. Sue freguer-lw generated while writing because there

{

were relatively few pcuses while she cdmposed indicaﬁing that

as she wrote, moreﬁideas /arme to her mind which allowed her
to continue writincg. She states, for exampie, that "As I

séart‘to write, Ifll get deeper and deeper into he story anc
Ythen it'll just kind of flow on the paper as-I write.". "She

<

also develops ideas spontaneously. She indicates that when

¥
LY

she needs a new idea, abgood idea will freéﬁently "pop" into
her head; ‘Planning the overalLWGevelopélht of ‘the storylc:.

- planning the story on a global level is a strategy upon;&hich‘.
;Sue relied while writing her story. Knowing‘beforehand how

she wished the story tO'géveloprallowed her to select and

generate the ideas and details which would fit the general

structure of her story. She knew, for eXaﬁple, that her

A 3
W
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31 ’ (l)
characters would have threq different adventures while in the

spaéecraft. The planning'of this beforehand allowed her to
111 in the ideas.and details as she came to each adventure.

Sue revéaléé’thét She/was greatly concerned aboutvthe
reader while she wrote. She states that one of her concerns
1is to "ﬁaké suie that the things that I'm writing are action
packed enngh for the reader to be interested in them.". Sﬁe
alsé indicated that the story shbﬁld.make sense to the reader
and that she makes an effort to relate the ideas that'are
contained in the story. Audience awareness, therefore, plays
a sicgnificant role for Sue while she writes.

Sue indicated that she both enjoyed writing and that shg
was confident in her writing'abiiities. She evaluated her
own writing positively and iﬁdicated_that she would likevto
continue writing as she grows older. _When Sue was asked to
particibate ip this study, she was involvediﬁﬁ publi%hing a

book of poetry which she created during her spare time.

Discussion

A'comparison-of the two profiles revealed that writing
~apprehension levels méy have several effects upon the written
~ language prodvct. It also divulged differences in the nature

of the statements made about the writing process anc

'attitudes“about wfiting in general.
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Whereas Sue, é low apprehensive writer,‘Qrote a lengthy
story containing 1068 words with 108 T-units which averaged
'almost 10 words per T-unit, Cynthia, a high apprehensive.
writer, wrote a otorybthat only contained 162 words with 30
T—units which averaged 5 words per T-unit. To this end,
.thereforo; it appears that wrltlng apprehen51on affects a
number of cuantltatlve indices. \ This flndan is corroborated
in récent research evidence by Book (1976), Daly (1977) anc
Faigley, Daly and Witte (1981). These studies have shown
that hich apprehensivés Qrite shorter stories containic fewer
T—units.of shorter Guration when‘compared ro the stories

written by their low apprehensive counterparts.

Three indepencent raters evaluated the written language

stories written by high apprehensive writers. Out
. o)

possible total of 36 points, Cynth:ia scored & pol

-

scored 34 ﬁoints. Faigley»Daly and wltte.(19o1) a

(1977) supporth the present research finding that low

)

4

.apprehensives tend to be evalnated more positivelyrtnan hign
-apprehensives. v .
Cnhthe‘wholey Sue's story tended to be better crganized
ﬁnnd.she elaborated upon her ideas by using a number of
supporting details which flowed smoothly from one idea to the

next. While Cyrithia's story reflécted some concern for story
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orgaplzatlon in that.her story had an identifiable beglnnlng,
mlddle and end, the ideas contalned in the story g#ere not
elaborated. Her story appeared to catalogue a number of
ideas which were written in 51mple sentences. Iu merely
llStlﬂg a number of ideas, Cynthia's story lacked the
Lelaboration of main ideas and this in turn affected the
extent tc which ideas flowed smoothly from one idea to the 3\
next, |

In contrast to Cyntbia, 6ue exhibited concern for
specificity and vocabulary usage. While Cynthia used vacue
ancg common words and did not attend to naming her characters
and places within the‘etory, Sue used words‘and phrases which

were vivid and which would@ convey her 1ntenoco meanlng.
nd

Whereas Sue- verballzed .7'statements about the writing

statemento. The creater

N
Y

process, Cyntbia verbalized
number of statements about the writing process verballzed by

Cynthla mey reside in her tendency to generate on a local

a

level rathey than a giobal/level. %Eynthla paused frequently
to‘forge new ideas. Sue, on the qther hand, wrote for long\
periods of'timebwithout pausing to verbalize her thoughts
because she/planned’on a global ievel and often‘generated

ideas while composing.

Statements about the wfiting process indicated thst hothr

1N

Cynthia and Sue were coucerned most\rrequentl§ about

generating ideas. Cynthia was most concerned aboutéy
il .

27
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* “ta's more concerned about generating names and appropriate

lexical choices. Sue's statements about the writing process

143

generating ideas to advance the blot‘of the story whereas Suc

were reflected in her story in that she used exact vocabulary

A 3

to convey her . ideas and named éxtensively in her story.
Cynthia]s concern for generating'ideaswtq advance the plot of
the story, hoWever, was not reflected in her written story.
While Cynthia verbalized a number of ideas that she
generates,'she only wr;tes an abbreviated version cf her
" ideas suggesting tpat she‘trunc§tes her ideas while writirg.
Sue, or the other hanc,‘vgibalized‘fow icdeas but writec
- e ’
prolifivallyvindicating that she elaborates upon her ideaSa%
while writing.
-y .

Statemenrnts about the writing process showed that'Cynthia
frecuently transformed her ideas into oral language before
recording therm on paper. The freguency with which Cynthié
rehearses tne written text may indicate an ambivalence cshe

experiqﬁkes as & writer and the uncertainty she feelé about
the composing process. ﬁ%eherally, Cynthia lacks writing
confidehce and rehearsing may help her tg transform abétract
ideas into more concrete terms befcre wrifing about them.
Sue's statements did not reflect the tendency to
: 4
rehearse icdeas. When Sue generated an idea, she generally

committed tne.idéa to paper without benefit of an oral

rehearsal. Sue's writing confidence perhaps allowed for ttre

¢
¢
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direct recording Qf abstract ideas.

While commenting retrospectively about the writing
process, both Cynthia and Sue indicated that they relied upon
a number of strategies to generate ideas¢ These strategies
exemplified the "how" of writing. Sue's retrospective
commenté demonstrated that she possessed a larger fepertoi;é
of writing strategies which she relied upon to generatelideas
than Cynthia. In talking about the writing strateéies upon
which she relied, Sue indicated concefn'for meaning and

concern for audience inter.st and focussinc her strategies

i

upon thgﬁe cchéerns ray have helped Sue write a stor, trat
‘was Dboth .nteresting and meaningful. Cynthia, on the other
hand; did not demonstrate these same concerns when she
explained the strategies she used to generate ideacs. Her
‘primary concern centeredjupon the ideas themselves rather
than the meaning these#ideas conveyed ‘to ﬁhé reader.

In the retrospective comments Sue indicated that s@g
wrote prolifically both at home and at school and that .
curreqtly she was attempting to have one of her poe&ry books
published. She foresaw 'a future in writing, indicating that
future employment would more than likely invelve writing.
Cynthia, on the q;her hand, revealed that she was an
ambivalent writer, did not pdssess confidence in her writing

. .
abilities, was not sure about the quality of her wraitten

roduct and that she avoided writing whenever pessible.
p g I
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Whereas Cynthia avoids writiné, Sue welcomes the challenge’of
the writing encounter. To this end, the increased exposure
to the writing situation experienced by Sue may have‘enabled
her to develop;the skills and writing strategies necessary V
for a successful writer. For Cynthia, however, her attitude
towérd writing may be a disabling characteristic in that
writing avoidance may not allow for the time and practice

necessary to develbp adequate writing skills.

summary

1

* Chapter V reported the findings of the study. Insight
R ,

.

inte the natureiof the wrigwen products pfoduced, and. the
writing process used, by low and high apprehensive writers
were revealed anc discussed. Findings related to the
relationéhip between the‘writing proéesses and the written
proaucts of the two groups were also presented and discussed.
Two prbfiles featuring one low and one high apprehersive
'writer supplemented the answers to the individual research
questions.

vOn the subject ofvthe written language products produced
Dy béth groups, it was found that high apprehensive writers:
>9wrote shorter storiec containing fewer T-units of shorter
duration. A qualitative‘analysis revealed that high

nrprehensive writers were consistently evaluated:-less



146

positively than low apprehénsive writers on all features ’
examined,

Statements about the writing process revealed that low
apprehensives verbalized almost three times as many |
statements as their high apprehensive counterparts. The
nature of the statements made about the writing process
suggested that low appreheﬁsives seemed to have a slightly
greater variety of concerns across all the process
categories. fhe high apprehensives displayed-greater concern
for some categories sﬁéh ac %lanning and Traﬁllating than <
othgr categories such as Evaluating and Eaiting and/or
Revising. | |

The majority of statements verbalized by both groups
indicated concern for generatjﬁg~ideas which could be
included in the story. However, the eifent to which the
iﬁdividual compcnents which comprised the Generating Category
were enployed by each group ciffered. The high apprehensive
group'expressed gréafer corcern for gener;ting ideas which
would advance the plot 'of the story and the low appreﬁensive
¢roup e¥pressed gréater concern for geng;ating approp:iate
names and lexical choices and generétiné ideas to develop the
characterizations within the story.

The Translat;ng Cafegory comprised the second largest

proportion of statements about the writing process. Hence,

both groups relied upon the transformation of ideas into oral .

éibf
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language before including these ideas in their storieé.
In vidual differences with réspect to this catégory,
however, were noted. That is some students employed this
category almost to the exclusion of others,(while other
students did not use this category at all.

Neithér group verbalized extensive statements which -
indicated concern for the evaluétion of their written
products. It was suggested that grade six students may rely
upon external‘sourcés to evaluate their written products
rather than the self-evaluation characteristic cf this
cateécry. L.cwever, findiﬁgs_did indicate tﬁat when studente
engaged 1in selfievaluétion, the high apprehensives evValuated
themselves negatively expressingnambivalence about themselves
asc writers and uncertainty about the adequaéy of their
written proaucts. The low apprehehsives, on the other hanc,
expressed confidenée both in their abilities.to Write and in
their written products and to this -end evaluated ¢hemsglves
positively. |

On the relationship between the written product and the
writing process for the ;wo,groups, it was found thatllow
apprehensives not only wfote longer stories but they alsc
verbalized a proportionately greater number of statements
about thé writiﬁg process. 'Findings in the present research
‘suggested that longer‘stories were evaluatédvmo:e positively

: %
than the shorter stories produced by the high apprehensive



148

‘gfoup. One {factor which nay contfibute to the above finding
may‘reside in the‘tendency of low apprehensive writers to
elaborate upon their ideas and the tendency of high
éppréhensdve writers to truncate their ideas in their
stories.

Statements made about the writing process revealed that
high apprehensives were less concerned with the specificity
of a story and that they were less concerned about the
lexical choices fheyyincluded irn their stories than their low
apprehehsive counterparts. 4For tte written proaucts of high
apprehensive writers tﬁis resulted in stories where comnmor
and vague language appeared to be the norm rather than the
exception. Because of the féregoing, the written products of
the high apprehensive crouvp were evaluated less positively
.than the written‘products produceq by the low apgrehensive
group.

Statements made abcut the"writing process indicatcd'thct
the writing process ié freguently unicue to the individual
writer. The profiles of one ﬁigh apprehensive writer and one
low apprehensive .writer support this notion.

The present study fodnq that attitudes toward writing
‘may affect writing growth. That is, the low apprehensive
writer apprcached writing with confidence and lockéd feorward
to the writiﬁg encounter. This was not found to be true for

high apprehensive writers. These students generally avoided



writing and lacked confidence in their abilities to write.
To this end, it was suggested that confident attitudes may
facilitate writing growth because increased exposure to
writing may help d'welop mastery of writing related skills.
It was also sucgested that the tendency to avoid writing may
be a disabling characteristic because infrequent exposure to
the writing encounter may diminish.opportunities for

developing writing skills.

2
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Chapter VI
SUMMARY
~ Overview ;" ‘

This concluding chapter briefly summarizes the
study, presents the majdr findings of the study as well
as the conclusiops reached from these findings.
Suggestions for further research and implications for

teachinc are also incluaed.

Sumnary of the Study

The = ;.0se of the study was to examine the

relationship between writin fprehension and the

o

written product and the writ process among high

-
apprehensive grade six writers. Low apprehensive grade
siy writers were examined in a similar manner and
comparec¢ to the high apprehensive writers.

The sample consisted of four students identified
as high apprehensive writers and four students ° B
identified as low apprehensive writers.'A\twofold

procedure was used to identify levels of writing

apprehension; the administration and scoring of the

150



Writing Apprehension Test and teachers' perceptions of
student attitudea toward writing.

To gather data for the analysis of the written
language product, students were asked to write
extemperaneou%gy on a predetern}ned narrative topic.ﬂ’

Data which provided insight into the writing process

involved the videotaping and audiotaping of students

. while composing aloud. Comments provided

reﬁrospectively about the composing session were
audiotapéd and analyzed for the writing strategies
employed by the studenﬁs»and were used to profile one
high apprehensive and one low apprehensive writer. AJl
audlotapes were transcrlbed |

The wrltten language products were analyzed for a
number of guantitative indices and for a nnmber of
qualitative featuresf The gquantitative indices
analyzeo the length oF the”story_by‘way.of a simple

-]

of T unlts, hegein, defined as
W Saip
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pt
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.employed while cdémposing a story.

at a final score for each feature that was anelyzed.
The four features upon which the analysis focussed
included vocabulary, organization, elaboration and
structure. -

Transcriptions of all the "think aloud" audiotapes
allowed for the analy51s of the statements made about
the writing process and resulted in the development of

Iy

a coding scheme which foeussed upon the major -
categyories, sgb—categories and‘components of the
writing process. Application of the codiné scheme to
the ”think aloud" protocols proviced insight into the
nature of tpe composing processes employed by high and
low apprehensive writers.

The audiotapes of the retrospective comments
students mede about the composing se551oﬁ were also

transcribed and analyzed for the st
/— M . @

egies students
joding scheme
developed for the analysjis -of the "think aloud"
protocols was not applied to the analysisiof the
retrospective comments because the tetrespective
statements were largely the result of researcher
initiated questions. Relationships between the
written product and thegawriting process for students
comprising the high and*low "apprehensive groups

involved the comparison and analysis of the =

!

-i
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quantitatiQe indices and the qualitative evaluations of
. 2 /
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-

the written products with the statements made about the

writing process. -

Conclusions

. This study involved a small sample, four high 7.
) apprehenSive and four low apprehenSive students, who
Lo
%ere\involved.in'One writing task. To this end, the
small sample and Ehe 51ngular writing task place
limitatione upon the generalizability of the findings o ;ﬂf%
.in the present study. However, a number of conclusions
were derived from the;present study. ilhese conclusions
~ are presented'in fonr sectionsr The first and second |
" sectibns recpective‘y Will present. concluSions related
to the written language product and the writing N
‘procecs. The third section prov1des the conclnsions:
about the relationship betWeen the written prpduct and -,
the writing procese and the fodrth,section will present @%
. the conclusions’which were reached as the resnlt of a
descriptive analysis_whioh profiled one high and one
low apprehenCive writer. Tho’conclusions reached about\
each of ‘the sections and their respective guestions are

presented below.
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The Written Language Product

»

%

This section explored three major research

¥t is the nature of the written products produced

by'. gh apprehenSive writers? .

2. ‘What is the nature of the written products produced
by low apprehensive writers?

3. How are the written products of the two groups
similar and/or different? - :

'
-

Discussion

In’compariné the written language products of the two

Sy

~groups, it was reVealed‘that the'high apprehensives wrote
shorter stories containing fewer ﬁeunits of shorter duration

and that they were consistently e§aluated less positively than

: . ”,/ . e /‘ .

their low apprehensive counterpants These findlngs are
/

corroborated in the research ev1dence prov1ded by Book (1976),
i

Eaigley, Daly and Witte (1981) and GarCia (197 ). Generaliy,

these studies have tended to conclude that an inverse

‘relationship exists between,wrytinq apprehension_and the

gquantitative and qualitative Variables of the written language

product. Hence, the extent to‘which writersfavoid or approach_

the writing encounter affects the overall length of their

‘stories, the number of T-units contained in the story, the
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average number of words per T-unit and the general guality of

the wfitten.product. |

| th;; Book (1976), Faigley, Daly and Witte (1981) and
Garcia (i977) focussed theif studies upon-the,undergraduate.
student, the pfesent study centered'upon the grade six student.
What is partlcularly sallent about the flndlngs of the presbnt
study is ‘that the inverse relationship that was found to ex1et '

between wrltlng apprehen51on and the quantltatlve and Lot T

/

gualitative variables of the written language producﬁs produced
. #

by older students was also evident for younger studdpts.u~Tov

this end, therefore, disposition towards writing seemsﬁgﬁ‘Q
5 , N
: -

affect a number of quantitative‘and,gualitatiVe variables\\\;x
related to the written produet in ybung writers as well as’

‘older writers.

Writing apprehension in this study has been defined as the
tendency to avoid situations reguiring writing. ' Daly (1979}

and others suggest that previous writing success mav enhance or

-~

1nk1b1t disposition tomaros future wrltlng encounters.

Moreove,

G

found that ".,r'highvapprehen51ves reported more punlshment,

¥
Daly {(1985) 1nc1cated that Harvley Felder (1978)

(and) Less positive reinforcement" (p.27). It seems,

therefore, that the negatlve ‘writing experlences reporteu b)

f

the high apurehensive writers may produce negatlve IeelanQ

about writing which may/ cause tﬁem.to avoid future writing
4 : | " N o
situdtions. Tc this enﬁ, it does not seem surprising that high-

. T

|
|
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- variables which determine the gualitative aépects of their'

4 %"‘ &

apprehen51ves write shorter storles because it llmlts their
involvement in a 51tuat10n which they peérceive negatlvely.
Moreover, in their attempt to rush through the ‘writing

encounter, high apprehensives may direct less attention to the

stories. - , )
Although story’ length does not bear a direct relatlonshlp

EY

with the qualitative assessment of the written product, shorter?

'stories may limit the organization and elaboration of the ideas- .

contained in the story and this in turn may negatively affect

the guality; of the written product as measured by such .

‘variables as vocabulary. To this end, the tendency for high

apprehensive writersmto a?oid the writing enoounter, to hurry

hile 1nvolved in the wrltlno 51tuatlon and to generate
abbrev1ated storles may be viewed as a debllltatlng handicap
for several reasons. First, infrequent writing encounters
offer fewer<opportunities to.develop writing skills. Secondly,
as the gap between their writéng growth and the ekpectations of‘
teachers>§iden as~chiidren.progress through the grades, greater
apprehension may result, reinforcing‘negative attitudes and
1ncrea51ng thelr aV01dance @f the wrltlng encounter.

‘Whether or. not poor;, wrltlng skills result in hlgh wrltlnc

'apprehen51on or hlgh wrltlng apprehen51on produces poor wrltlng

;skrﬂls is open to. guestlon. Research designed to explore these

‘k

W - a

gueﬁklons are, to the best Pnomledge of the researcher,u

£5

B,
N

7]
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extremely limited. Daly (1985) suggests that research

investigating<the causes and the conditions which maintain

writing apprehehsipn "... suffers from considerable ethical

problems (because this research would involve) ... the
systematic attempt to create writing apprehension"'(p.26).

Nevertheless, research evidenge does suggest that'higﬁ
writigg apprehensives generally exhibit not only poorer writing
skills but also‘less writing growth when compa:ed to their low .
aéprehen;ive counterpérts@ Unless ot' - factofs intervene,

- . Y .

therefore, onevcould suggest that tﬂe low apprehensive students
in the present study will continue to hone their writiﬁg skills

and wiil continue to e nibit writing grewth much more than the
' a I
high apprehensive students. ' o
Tlm
The written products of the low apprehensive writer$ in

the present study .tended to be twice as long and were evaluated

at least two times more favorably than the written producte of

their high dpprehensive couhterpefts. Hence; the writing
confidence exhibited by the %Pﬁ%apprehensive;writers may allow
them to elaborate’ upon theirlfginking in the written mode which
may resﬁlt in longer and better developed stgties. Moreover,
their willingness to approach the writing enceunternmay allow
for frequéntvopportunities to develop their wfiting skills., To
this end, therefore, low writing apprehension in the present.

study may be viewed as an enabling characteristic.

The low apprehensive group scored three times as many
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points for vocabulary as did the high apprehensive group.
.Generally, low apprehensive.writers demonstrated concern for
using precision, variety and vividness.in the lexicél choices
they used to articﬁlate'their ideas in writings ?ﬁgnce, low
aﬁprehensive writers dem;nstrated greater langﬁ%%%ﬁﬁfoficiency.
in fhat they generated more precise.language ané%Magipuléted

&

the language to convey their intended meanings ii)writing.

The Writing Process

This secticn investigated the following three research
* guestions:

/4. What ic the nature of the writing process employed
by high apprehensive writers? '

5. What is the nature of the writing process employed
by low apprehensive writers? and

®

6. How are the writing processes employed by the hign
apprehensive and low apprehensive groups similar and/or
different? '

.

Discussion

Statements made aboutvthe writing process revealed that
students comprising both groups were most cbncernéd about the
major category labelled "Planning". Within this category
students exhibit concern for the ideas wniéh éould be used in
the stéry. The next most gggguent élassification of stateménts

A
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reflected concern for the major category labelled
"Translatiné". Within this cetegory students orally rehearsed
their ideas before writing about them. While the Planniné and
Transiating categories comprised 75% of the statements made
about the writing process by the high apprehensive group, they
comprised 61% of the statmente made by the low apprehensive
group. Hence, the stetements made about the wfiting process
reveal that both high and low apprehensive students are

+

concerned about generating ideas which could be used in their

o

'stories and that they frequently transform these idgas into

oral language Db

)

fore committine them to paper.

The high apprehensive group verbalized fewer statements
related "o thelEditing and/or Revising Category (5%) thanvtheirhi
low apprehensive counte}parts (27%). For the most part,
students comprising both groups verbalized statements which
e%hibited concern for correcting the surface features of the
stcry. However, the low apprehensive‘gfoup did wverbalize ﬁorc
statements cOﬁcerned with correctiﬁg~the i@e%s containedG ié the
story than students in the high‘apprehquive group. Hence, low
apprehensﬂve students appear to be more concerned about the
correctness %f their stories, not only the surface featuree of
the stories but elsexthe ideas contained in tﬁe ste{ies than |

students in the high apprehensive group. Low apprehensive

. : ‘ ‘ G
students have confidence in their writing abilities and expect
to be evaluated positively and to this end,. therefore, they nay

. : -t
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/
focus increased attention upon peffécting the sﬁrface features
.of‘their stories and the ideas they include in their writing.

Statements made about the writing process indicated that
high‘apprehensive students exhibited less audienée awareness
and that they were less concerned about the production of a
written piece than low apprehensive stude;ts. Sevéral factbrs
account for this conclusion.. First, the high apprehensive
writers tended to accept rather than reject the ideas they
generatqd. Low apprehengive write:s, on the other hand,
frequently‘stated that they rejected an idea because it would
not make sense to ﬁhe reader. Secondly, high apprehensive
writers demonstrated- that once an idea was generated'and‘ i
selected .that they showed little cOnéern about how to pﬁfase
the idea. The lcw apprehensive~group frequently asked such
questions as "how should I phrase this?". These questions
demorisctrated that they were not only concerned with the idea
that would Le ihcluded in the story but they were also

concerned about the intent and phrasinc of the idez.

While statements made aboht the writing process revealed
little concern on the part of either group for evaluating ’
either the written product and/or the stude:ts' writing
abilities, differences in the types of evaluations that did

~

occur were discerned. For the most part, high apprehensives

~

appraised negatively and the low apprehensives appraised

positively. Hence, low apprehensive students tended to exhibit
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confidence in what they wrote and felt themselves to be capable
writers. The high apprehensives, on the other hand, lacked
confidence in their writing abilities and viewed their‘written

2 >

products in a negative vein, often indicating that their *ﬁ
stories would not be evaluated positively by others. What may
account for the differences in the types of appraisals g
exhibited by students compfising each of the g;pupé areetbe
previous types of writing encounters and previous types ,of
evaluations they experienced. Research has indicated that low
apprehensives have experieneed success in their wrifing and
tended to be evaluated positively for their writinc which mav
result in positive attitudes with respect to their own writing

abilities and the written producte they produce. 7To this end,

low apprehensives extend their experiences and expectations of
. - “ '

1}

suceess to other writing encounters. The same is not true tior
high apprehensive writere.' Generally, their wfiting d ,
ekperiences and the types of evaluations they'have encounterec
have many negative overtones which may cause them to view their
writing abilities and their written products in a negative

light.
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The Relationship Between the Written o

Product and the Writing Process

. This section explored one major research question:

Is there a relationship between the written products ,
and the writing processes of high apprehensive and low
apprehensive writers ? ‘

Discussion

The present study found that low apprehensive writers
wrote longer stories and were evaluated more positivelf{than
high apprehensive writers. Statements made about the writing
pr&?ess indicated that low apprehensives verbalized twice as
many stétements as hich apprehensives. To this end, story
lenagth ﬁay contnibute‘to the numbgr of statements tnat are made
about the writing process. That is longer stories may invite
more comments about the writing process than shorter stories.

VEQen though high éppnehensives verbalized more statements
which showed concern for the generation of ideas, they did not
include as‘'many ideas in their writing as indicated by the
number of T-units in their stories when compared to their low
apprehensi?e counterparts. = Moreover, the ideas containecd in
the stories ofjhigh apprehensives were not as well developed as

the ideas contained in the stories of low apprehensives.

Herce, the numper of statements exhibiting concern for the
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generation of ideas does npt seem tc ear a relationship with
the number of ideas that are contained in the story nor the
extent to which these ideas are developed in writing. Perhaps,
high apprehensives possess the ability tq generate ideds in the
oral mode but are less capable of expressingkghg§e ideas in the
written mode. The low apprehensive‘writer, on the other hand,
may have generated ideas covertly and in notbverbalizing these
ideas affected the.frequency counts of the statements that are
related to the generatiog of ideas. . -

Lo@ apprehensive writers verbalized more stétements whiclh
demonstrated concefn for the specificity and elaboration of
ideas than high apprehensive students.” Thislhad 3 positive
impact upon the qualitative evaluationé of the written language
products produced by low apprehgnsive.writérs. Hence, concern
for the specificity and the elaboration of ideas mayv result in
the positive appraisals of written languégé'pfoducts.
'Generally, low apprehensive_students elaborated upon major
events in the stor§ by including a number of supportiﬁg detaild
and they demonstrated concern for specifying character names
and places in the story. A number of statements also indicated
that low apprehensive students were concerned about including
lexical choices which would convey tﬁeir intended meanings
precisély.

Low apprehenéive students verbélizea more statements which

demonstrated concern for editing and/or revising their written
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work than high gpprehensive‘students. Although both groups
tended to revise the surface features of the written product,
. the low apprehgnsive group dempnstrated greater concern for
correcting the ideas of the st&ry. Concern for story content
by the low apprehensive group was also exhibited in the number
of ide;s they rejected. Moreover, the low apprehensive group
was evaluated more poé&tively for such features as
organization,velaboration and structure which(focus upon the
‘ability to affange ideas in logical order, to generate a number
of ideas which flow smooghly from one idea to the next anad tc
use language forrls which convey meaning. To this end,
tﬁerefore, the nuﬁber of statements which revea}ed concern fof
ccorrecting the ideas in the sf&ry and the number of statements
.
which demonstrated the abilityv to reject unaéceptable ideas may
be related to the cuality of‘the final written product. In
correé&ing ané rejecting unacceptéble ideas, low apprehénsive'
stﬁdents are more likely to produce stories with logical ideas
that flow smoothly from one idea to the next ekpressed in vivid
and appropriate word chéice. o .

‘ .

The Profiles

This section supplemented the findings with respect to the
individual researcn questions .and presented the profilés of one -

high apprehensive student and one low apprehensive student,
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In spite of the fact th&p‘grodghggmilarities and

differences can be discerned wiéh reééect to the written
products produced, and writing processés employed, by hich and
low apprehensive'wriﬁers, the profiles seemed to indicate that
differences within the group also exist revealing that the.
writing encounter is- also unigue to the individual writer. The
written producﬁsrand the statéments nadexébout the writing
-process of Cynthia, the high apprehensive writer,.and Sue, the
low apprehensive writer, exhibited many similarities w:ﬁh grou;
findings; However, a number of individual differences were

alsc noted. ‘ oL G

s
LI

Although Cynthia verbalized 101 statemenis about thé‘. :f
writing process, her story contained only 162 worgds. ‘SUé, Oﬁi'
the other hand, only verbalized 47 statements but her story E

contained.1068 words. Hence, a previously stated conclision
that story length influences the number of statements made ?.ﬂ}

v

about the writing process should be tempered with concern)for‘f »
‘the individual writer. The greater number of statements made
about‘the writing process by Cynthia may reside in her tendeh&y_ z'; 

to pause frequently while writing in order to generate t e next

idea. These ideas were, for the most part, verbalized ad

¢
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“iecluded i‘&tho frequency count of the number of statements .
made about the writing process. Sue, on the other hand, tended
. t” write.’ff,or long-r periods of time. She generated ideas as
she wrote and therefere verbalized fewer statemen%g‘about the
writing process. . -
Previously;'it had been suggested Ehat story length may
contribute to th: &jalitative evaluation of the written
product. This finding was also supported in the profiles of
the two students. Cynthja wrote fewer words and was evaluated
less'poSitivelyvthag Sue who wrote a lengthy etory containing
‘1066 werd:. lienca, the relationship between the qualitative
evaluation.of the written product and story length appears to
hold true for bofh greup comparisons and within group
comparisons. That, is, within her group Cynthia's story
ccntaihed the least number Qf words and was evaluated least
.positiVely.‘ Within her’groub, Sue wrote the longest story and
hef story was evaluatea mest positively. Perhaps lengef
stories‘allow for greater elaboratiomy of the gentral ideas that

are contained in the story or ele‘oration results in longer

G
. o,
stories. L e

n

Retrospective comments about the writing session indicated

v

that both students relied upon a number of strategies to
generate the ideas which could be 1ncluded in the storv. 1In
talking about the strategies they used, however, Sue exhibited’

£

a greater number of strategies and indig@fed greater cdncern
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for generatlno "ideas which would capture reader 1nterest fhis

was not found to b; true for Cynthia. The strategies she. used
demonstrated that she was’ most concerned. about generatlng any
klns of idea w1thout regard for the type of neader interest 1t
would generate. TQ thls end, therefore, both students relled»'
on strategles whlch would help them to generate ideas which
rcould be used in the story but the way in which these
sbrategles were used dlffered. S o

| hhlle Sue revealed that she relied uporn a‘number of.
Jstrategles to edit amd/or revise her uork; Cynthia did not

verballze sucn stratecies during the retrospectiveé comment

4

: phasej/’bynthia did correctierrors while composing but did not ¢
/“ ) - » . :g- . i . ﬁ . . .- “,

reveal'the types of strategies she used. .Sue, howeverx,

appeared;to be duite cognizant of the types of'strateg}es that
~Were'avarlable'to her'for producing a.guality story._ To this
'end) therefore; low apprehensive'students,_like/Spe, may *

"poSsess greater knowledce,nand.employ a greater variety, gf.

o

"edltlng and/or revrsrnm‘strategles.

U . : .
\Plank ,(1979) suggests that thc ertlnG process is llnear,
—2g ,

l

'ﬁ‘ ‘»recdrslve and 51multaneous in nature. K 51mllar concluslon ‘can

'“l

N

" be d%awn from the analy51s of the ertan proflles of Suetandl

""y

9 *

B aCyntnlaﬁ' Both students ind&cated 1n thelr statemeﬁts about th
s - k3

}K . S

R B 7 % N
\:yrltlnaxproeess that they @epenated 1deas whlle wrltlng,.,‘

,reveallno the 91multaneous nature of the” wrltlng process.vahe 5.
« N .. LY
process a1so*had a backwaro “and foreWard movement in that the

N .
~ ; ., i . y -
- : . 1 T
(. o . B

i
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edited and revised ideas recursively.  In addition, Sue
. J \ .

Y Loy . -
.frequently\reread parts of her story in order to generate new
\ S .

ideas. The\linear nature of the writing progess was

eremplified in thé types of statements which indicated'that
both Sue and Cynthia generated ideas about the beginning of na&\
story before generating ideas for the middle or,the end of the
story. To this 'end, therefore, it appears-that the students

used to profile one high and low apprehensive writer revealed

“a

the linear,,recurglve aﬁﬁ gimul¢aneous nature of the writing
£

proceaa.y e M%;.‘;’ - i9ﬂ~ o '

, Eoth students comriented retrOSpeotively abqut the role of
writing in their lives. Sue indicated thatlshe enjoyed writing
and "that she ‘wrote orolifically both at home anc attschOOlr

,She indicated that she was nOtsconcerﬁed about being evaluated

by others and that'she‘in fact welconed the challenge of having

otherc.read her work, ' Cynthia,,however, indicated that she dic’
N % :
,wg%Q;ruh_en]OY‘;fltln{ that s&e avoﬂded it and that she felt

3

.

uncertain about her writing abilities. Hence, Que a’'low’ &éﬁ;
" . N s "‘!
appreuenSive writer, tended to exhibit a positive attitude .

y ‘ T . e
'about=writing and- onfidence in her writing abilities.

¢ »

' Cynthia, however, exhibited negaﬂ&ve attitudes about writin °

¢

' choOSing to aVOid it whenever pOSSible and lacking confidence-

*in;herfwritlng abi%itiies.f To~this end, Sue and Cynthia”
eyhibit many of the characteriStics’ofwthe progoty ical lowwand

P . qutsv

"hion apprehenSive writer delineated in tﬂ% literature and

NS ' 2 . . -
S v

: T t A
[ ‘ L X .
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~very guickly affects the attitudes children develop about /”;t

found that highiépprehensive writers exhibit less writing

. students have about writing

169

research studies.

o
|
|
[ x

’. Implications For Teaching

The present study indicated that writing apprehension is
not simply peculiar to the older student as most of’ the
research seems to indicate. Writing apprehension also occurs

at ‘'a very younc age. This seems to suggest that from a very

younyg age children begin to internalize the types of

evaluations teachers make about their writing and- that this /

RN
i g

writing and that this alsc affects disposition towards future

writing encounters. Elementary stucents are at the beginning

)
& o

stages of developing mastery in the skills reguired for good

o Qe
+ N LN

writing and to this end, therefore, elementarv teachers should ///,a\
recognize and be aware of the writing apprehension construct.

-

Although research has not est@bliShed.that Qriting

R . T : , .
apprehension causes poor writipg skills,. the present study

» -

i

+mastery, than low apprehensive writers. Therefore, wh€én students

consistently exhibit poor writing skills, it'may‘wéll,be
B s \ . - »‘ .
eduéatignally sound to focus attention upon. the attitudes

[

rather than focusing attention upon

'
4

the writtén product as a means of developing writing skills.

In revéfsing.negative.attitudes,qstudenté‘may'begin to enjoy-

‘ .
: :
. T o ) :
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i3
the Writing encounter, write more frequently and therebyv

developn writing;abilities and improved products more easily and
" ‘ L ’

o

with less frustration.,

The analy51s of statements made about the wrltlng process
‘by each of the children who part401pated 1n this study |
indicated that differentfstudents focussed upon dlfferentvparte
'of the compoginy procesé. This insight became especially
apparent in the analysis of the writiﬁg profiles‘of‘tyo student
writers. To this’end, it may be vital fo§yteachers tc be awarc

R
‘not only of the various.components of the writing process but

s

alsc tho nature of each of the components. Moreover, it may

also be ‘important for teachers to become more. cognlzant about "

)

"
un@erstanolng he ;no;V1oual student in terms of hlc or her
disposition'towards WIiting and understand how attitudes toward
wrﬁting affectlthe written product and the wfiting process. In
ihcgfasing the understacding of the writing process and the
ffects of attitudes upgn the‘writiog process and the wfitten.
.product, teachers'may be able to impleﬁect'a writirg prograﬁ;
that focusses upon the indiQidual child and the process of
writing‘rather than the product of writing,. .. ? ) S
Focussing wrltlng tnstructlon upon the 1nd1v1dual student
an@)his'or,her attltudes toward writing may alse help teachets
/ ’ ‘ : ! _
to bécome more aware of”the strengths‘and weaknesses each child’
‘possesses. The preseot research, for example, has foundvthat

high apprehensivesgtend to truncate their ideas while thes
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‘write. That is, even though high apprehensives generate many

ideas and spend a large proportion of theif‘planning time on
generating ideas fo; inclueion in the story, these students
tend to write abbreviated versions of the ideas they have
generated. The low apprehen51ve students, on the oﬁHer hand,.
elaborates upon the 1deas they have generated while they wrlte
THe elaboraﬁion that'eccurs in the written products of low
apprehensive writers generally tends to result in more.positive
evaluations. To this end, therefore, it may be educationally

sounlakp‘model the elaboration of ideas while writiny for the

‘hiuh apprehercive stucent. S

Low apprehensive‘yrita's in this study were evaluated
. N gs ) ~ .
three times more“posith?lY'hhan the high;apprehensive writers

fer the feature whlc“ focﬁ%cea upon vocabulary usace. - This

®

tende§ to suggest fhat low apprehenclve wrlters were more ?

- cipable of manﬁp&latlng and generatlng language than thelr hlgn o
’i} W hs A S ™
~apprehensive counterparts. Slnce,‘the abl 1tle% of low

- apprenernsive writess to genenatefvlv1d words and.pnrases

2 :
resulted in more p051t1ve evaluatloms, teachers mayv wish to’
: i M
o ,

Gesxgn programs that would fac1lltat he development of theée
abllltles in high aoprehenqlve stuuents. rT‘hese'programs may-
1n1t1ally lnvolve a great deal of oral" language development,v~

In contract to the thh apprehenelves, low app;ehensnvaﬁ

exhiblted concern for_audlence. That 1s,fln,cemmedting about

their stories,low apprehensives. were concerned about -generatinc .
) . 3 ) Sl

o .
. * T -

'

N

. .
L
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stories that were interesting to the reader. They were also
concerngd about the logical sequence inherent in their stories

because they voiced concern that'if the story was not logical,
it would not make sense to the reader. The high apprehensive

o

writers, on the other hand drd not express 51mllar concerns.

£

Because low apprehensive’ wrlters wer*e concerned about writing

B stories which would be interesting to a reader, they wrote:

'
7

stories that were’nucl better developed and logical than the

igh apprehensive writers/ ,It would seern,

~ stories
- ' T . . N . ¢%¢_}§‘§«-’.‘J“
therefore apprehensive writers shouldprobably be
exposed 8 V&rlLtj of audlence( reac their wrlthg

nnow1nu beforehand that an audience’ such as a teacher, a parent
-,
S

or studerts in other grades will read thelr storles, ma) help

.stufents to QeveIOp a better sense of au01ence and write
o )

stories to,suit-that‘specific audience.
R ) '

Research evidence suggests that high apprehensive writers

s

avcia- writing and develop‘negative attitudes about writing
: - . R RN C L ~ .
bec¥tse of prior experiences in the wrltlng‘!hcounter. In their

. % . . . - . = . ) . Ty e N . . ‘ - ‘
experiences high apprehensive wgliters tended to be evaluated

-less positively and received more punishment thah their low

apprehensive couhterparts. To this end, it;appears that
T teachers' .comments and evaluations, of studenmts' written - . .

s . - . o

products cahrrﬁfldence the types of attitudes students develon

‘ ahout writing._ It .appears educatlonally sound, therefore, te -

N -

have teachers come to unaerstand the 1mpact thelr commentc

s [
ta
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.about students' writing may have upon the attitudes students

develop about writing;

: ¥ ,",.‘.\ ' \' RN I

Slnce hrgh wrltlng apprehen51ves have very little

confidence in thelr wrltlng abtlities, they tend to av01d the

-

writing encounter whenever p0551ble.' In av01d1ng ‘writing, they

. have fewer opportunltles to@evelop wr1t1ng skllls.’ To this

end, teachers should bulld confldence 1nﬁthe studéﬁts by

praising and rewarding WOrk that shov&;any klnd‘of 1mprovement
‘.4" L

Increasxng wrltlng confldence W1th1n student@amay help them to

build a better self- conceot about thelr wrltlng abllltleS and-?&‘l

“’QV

: m%&

this in»turn may p051t1vely affecb thelr dlSpOSltlon tbhards

2

kY

\\

not 51mpl‘ pecullar to the older stuoent as most of" the
reséarch seems. to*lndlcate..Q Writing'hpprehens1on also occurs
aty a'very'youn‘cl; % lhlS seems to. suggest that from a very
young age chlloren begin to 1n ernallze the types of |
evaluatlons teachers make about thelr wrltlng and that this
very culckly affects the attltudes chlldren develop about
writing and that thig also affects &QSpOSlthDQ s future

wrltlng encounters. ‘Elementary students are ‘at the beglnnlng

%Wstages of developlng mastery in the, skllls re&gﬁfed ‘or goou_.

ertan and to thlS end therefore, elementar teachers should

£y .

: recognize and be aware of . the wrltlng apprehen51on construct

Although research has not qstabllshed that wrltlng

-

vﬁf



174

' abpréhensibg causes poor Writing skills, 'the present study
found that higﬁ apprehensive writers»exhibit less writiﬁg
mastery than low apprehensive writers;'Théreque, when students
consi;tentlyvexhibit_poor writing skills, it may well be
educag?énally‘sounduto focus attention u§8% the attitudes
students have about writing rather thah focussing-attentibﬁ?
upon developing the writing skills themsel?es: in reversing
lnegative atfitpdés,‘students‘pay begin to enjoy the wfiting
encounteg,'wrife‘ﬁore'frequently énd thereby develop writing

skills more easily and with less frustration.

‘The analysis of statements made about the.writingf@r@g&g@ﬁ@;'

" e

by ‘pach of *the ‘oildrén-who participit®d zin,this &¥udy
indicated that different sfudents?focu%sed upon different parts
of the composing p:ocess.,;This insight became especially

apparent in the'analygis of the writing profiles of two student

writers. To this end, it may be vital for teachers to be aware -

¥y

not only of the various components of the writing process butrfa_
also the nature of each of the components. In understanding .-

the nature of the-writing process, teachers may bef%ble to
impiement'a'writing prbgram that focusses ﬁpon‘thefprocqss of ~

writing rather than the product of writﬁng. I



Recommendations For Further Research

This studyfexamined the relationship between writioé
apprehension and the written product and the writing process.
It focussed upon four high apprehensive ﬁpdents and four low
apprehensive studeénts at the grade six l€vel who were engaged
in‘a singular narrative writing task.

Faiglej,wpaly and wWitte (1981) concluded io their study
which involved undergraduate students that ﬁifﬁgrent,mooes of
written discourse revealed:different effects Jgonct%efwritteﬁ
,prodocts produced.bv ﬂiun end low apprehenségg erters.r‘Ip
this study only the narrative mode was used &%lac1ng 1nherent

limitations upon this stuoy. To this end therefore, future

research could compare and contrast the wrltten products anc

the writing processes‘of apprehensive students at ther
elementary Level by focussing upon a‘nu@per of different tYpesfﬁ'
of writing tasks; Insight into the’relationship'between
wrrting apprehension and the various tYpes of written discourss

. may help teachers to‘implement more effect;ve writing prourams
which reveal concern not only for the written oroduot and the
kd&ltlng process but al~0 ~he affective dimensions of young

‘ ’tstudent wrlters. ‘ h B '{ _ _

(//r\S\\“;'Research inyestigatigg the writinghapprehension;construct '

has‘priharily focussed upon high school  and undergraduate>

students. The' present stuoy indicates that wrltlng

TR

r’ .
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apprehension is also evident in students at the grade six
level. Since the development of writing apprehension is

B

thought to occur from the experiences of previous writing
encounters, future research miéht investigate the development
of this construct. One could, for example, follow a group of

students from grade one to gradé six and examine how and why

.

this phenomenon develops. This type of research could reveal
more explicitlys the developmental factors of writing

,ﬂ ) .
apprehension and suggest more,clearly the means for impeding

the onset of wrltlng apprehensxon 'in students.
Research ev1drnce suggests that one fébto;’which may

contribute to th'e development of the writingrapprehension’

construct is’the type of eQaluations teachers give to the
“ »
written products of students. To thls end therefore, future

researcn coula 1cent1f} a number of elementarv aged

>

apprehensive erters ang’ examlne how more pb51t1ve i

N
rei nforcenent for thelr wrltln* ‘hehavie

"y\‘

disposition tc future wrltlnj encounters dnd 1f their written

1 T W1ll influence. tHL*L

products show’increas masteryfof writing skills as a result.

Research evidence suggests that high writing apprehensivec

iack confidence in their wrifing abilities. ‘They have .

experf@nced negative feelings within the writing encounter and
to this endkavoid writing yhenever possible. Children witn e
pocr self—image or‘children‘possessing a negative.self—concepe

also experience and feel negative abogt.theméelves and the
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L

> .

. various kinds of abilities(ﬂhey have. To this end, therefore
further research could investigate the extent to which high

”

writing appréhensiq? is related to self-coﬂcept.

summary

This chapter summa?ized the conclusions about the
relationship between writing apprehen51on and the wrltten
product and the writing pr‘iess. It also revealed a num r of
1mpllcatlons for teaching and suggested a number of 1de§s far

future re:earc“;
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SELF-REPORT ' INSTRUMENT—REVISED ‘ D
Directions: Below are a>Series of statements about Qriting. -There are ‘t/

no right or wrong answers to these ‘'statemepts.- It is.very important to
be honest about your feelings. Some of ,the statements may seem

"

<

repetitious but answer each statement accordlng to how you, feel. Your - o
cooperation is very much appreciated. Than%ﬁyou! N
1. .I avaid writing. S ) ' e
‘1 Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree §_stfbng1y disagrisf’j::s\\\\
& ; . = e =
2. I have no fear of my writing being evaluated. . '
- ‘ $ 2

1 Strongly agree 2 agree éunbt sure 4 disagree ?_sthngly disagree
N L. o N , . . . ‘5.1,7 V \ . ) . ' . \
3. T like to write ﬁy ideas down on paper.

. o <
1 Strongly agree 2. agree 3 not sure 4 disagree 5 strongly disagree

# - ' : e

"4, I don't like writing When I know that I will be evaluated.

1 Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree ,0__5_' strongly dis.agree. _

"5.- Writing in class is a. frightening experience.
1 Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree- 5 strongly disag

6. I feel gOAd when I hand my writing-in to my teacher.

.l_Strongly_agfee 2 agfee 3 not sure _ﬁ‘disagree é_stpong;y disagree
N . . ' .

7. Whgh I start writing my mind goes- blank.

1 Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure & disagree’;é strongly disagree

-

8. It is a waste of time to write my ideas down on paper.

1 Strongly agree _g.agfee__g not sure 4 disagree §_st<2?gly disaéree

[



9
l_Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure ﬁ'disagfee‘ S strongly disagree

10

. I wouDd Wike to have my writing printed in a chlldren s maga21ne
like "Ranger Rlck" or "Highlights."

o I look.forwérd to writing my ideas down on paper.

ow

1 Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree 5 strongly disagre%,

11

. I feel good about hy ability to clearly expﬁpss my ideas in

‘writing.

1 Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree 5 strongly disagree

12

Y

. I like to have my‘&fiehd; read what I have written.

1 Strongly agree 2 agree g;not sure 4 disagree 5 strongly disagree

13

.. I am nervous about writing.
’

-1 Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree 5 strongly disagree

14

. People seem to eﬁjoxiwﬂat I write.

1 Strongly agree 2 agree _Q‘not sure 4 disagree 3 strongly disagree

15

1 Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree ‘5 strongly disagree

16

”

. I enjoy writing.

N\

. I never seem to be able to clearly write down my ideas.

1 Strongly agree . 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree 5 strongly disagree

17

. Writing is a lot of fun,

 l;Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree 5 strongly disagree

. 18.

"~ I know I will do poorly when I write even Sefore I begin.

1 Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure ﬁ{disagree 5 strongly disagree
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19.. I like seeing my tWoughts on paper.
. \ .
1 Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree 5 strongly disagree
20. It is an enjoyable -&xperience for me when I discuss my writing with
others.

1 Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree 5 strongly disagree

21. I have a terrible time organizing my’ideaé when I begin to write.

-1 Strongly agreeu 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree é'strongly/diéagree

22. When I hand in my writfing, I’know that I will do poorgy.’

1 Strongly agree  2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree- 5 strongly disagree

23, It is easy for me ;o;wriﬁe good stories.
1 Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree 5 strongly disagree

24, 1 don't think T write as well as the other children in my class.

LS

1 Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree 5 strongly disagree

25. I don't like having my wr1t1ng evaluated,

1 Strongly agree 2 agree 3 not sure 4 disagree

|l

strongly disagree

26, 1 am not good at writing.

I

i_Strongiy agree _g‘agree 3 not sure é_disagree 5 strongly disagree

. (Self-Report Instrument adapted from Daly and Miller, -1975)
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