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Abstract
of
IS WRITING A SELF-PERCEPTION PROBLEM? SELF-EFFICACY AND STUDENT
SUCCESS IN FIRST-YEAR COMPOSITION

by

Parvati Ryan

This study focused on the factors that affect student perception and their success
in a first-year composition course at a community college. The purpose of this study was
to uncover the factors that led to successful writers with a focus in self-efficacy and
collegiate writing, namely introductory college composition. Subsequently,
recommendations were made in order to improve the pedagogical practices within the
community college institution to help students improve their writing.
The study used a purely quantitative research method to analyze the two research
questions. Quantitative data was collected from one college using a seven-point Likertscale and dichotomous variables. Research Question 1 was answered with a statistically
significant Pearson Correlation Coefficient at the 0.01 level, while Research Question 2
was answered using descriptive statistics. The research showed that a student’s selfperception in their ability to succeed in introductory composition was a factor in the
student’s self-efficacy in introductory college composition.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Background
All college students are required to take an introductory, first-year composition
course to fulfill his or her writing requirements. Introductory composition is classified as
a gateway class and a general education course in higher education, meaning that without
the successful completion of the class, students cannot earn their two-year or four-year
degrees. According to Davies-Vollum and Greengrove (2010), a gateway class is one
with three objectives. First, to help ensure that all students, regardless of their educational
pathway, are exposed to, and have experience in, the skills necessary to successfully
advance into their upper division courses. Second, to clearly communicate the
expectations of the program to students. Third, to reduce the need for faculty teaching
upper-division courses to review these gateway skills. While the authors discuss the
definition of gateway courses in the scientific fields, this definition also translates into the
field of writing and composition.
This dissertation researched the self-efficacy of students in their introductory
freshman composition course at a northern California community college called Gardenia
College.1 The study drew from two major educational theories, and three sub-theories, to
help create a richer research perspective. The main theories utilized in this research were
Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1986) and Ogbu and Simmons’ cultural ecological
theory (1998). According to Bandura, social cognitive theory is a theory on self-efficacy,
1

The name of the college has been changed for the sake of anonymity for the students surveyed.
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where a person’s belief of their ability to perform a given task is an influential arbiter in
human agency (Bandura, 1986). The second theory, by Ogbu and Simmons, was
formulated from the performance of minority students in schools and examines the
culturally specific ways in which minority students perceive and behave in the world, as
well as their ecological setting or environment. The theory is based on two parts: the
system and the community forces. The system is defined as the ways in which minorities
are treated in education based on the policies, pedagogy, and a return on their investment,
while the community forces focus on the way minorities perceive and respond to this
treatment (Ogbu & Simmons, 1998). Together, these two theories blend to focus on a
one’s belief in oneself and one’s educational background and experience, which can
influence one’s self-efficacy. The three sub-theories, further discussed on page 11, delve
into culturally relevant pedagogy, social-emotional learning, and social justice.
Hetthong and Teo (2013) define self-efficacy as the confidence one has in his or
her ability to perform a task, and they go on to explain how self-efficacy helps one
determine the amount of effort, persistence, or resilience that is required for a task in an
academic context. The combination of high self-efficacy and low anxiety leads to more
successful writers. This dissertation delved into whether it is a student’s belief, behavior,
talent, teaching, or another variable that lead to successful writers, and focused on student
self-efficacy and perspective on prior teacher effectiveness in freshman composition.
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Problem Statement
This dissertation studied two issues. First, what factors contributed to successful
writing in introductory college composition. Second, whether learning to write
successfully was related to, and influenced by, those factors. In order to gain perspective
of this issue, students at Gardenia College were surveyed during their Spring 2016
semester with predetermined questions that presented a series of factors impacting selfefficacy as related to writing capacity, as well as the student’s perspective of prior teacher
effectiveness. This research examined how students felt about their ability and interest in
introductory college composition as they began the course. The survey anonymously
gathered self-reported, subjective data from the student’s perspective.
The reason why it was critical to study a student’s self-efficacy in writing was
because even if they successfully completed their first-year composition course, they
would still be expected to build upon their writing skills in order to earn their associate’s,
and potentially bachelor’s, degree. In fact, Caron (2008) concluded that writing students
often times have a thinking problem over any type of writing problem.
Self-efficacy affects far more subjects than just introductory composition. As seen
in the literature review, self-efficacy is a struggle for people in more ways than just
writing, such as with the teaching of social work (Petrovich, 2004) or teacher efficacy
(Rahgozaran & Gholami, 2014). By studying self-efficacy as it related to introductory
collegiate writing, this research examined the underlying factors leading to a student’s
capacity to succeed in freshman composition and to continuously excel in his or her
ability to communicate in written language.
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First-year composition classes are typically the first writing intensive course a
student attends in college. It is a general education requirement, making it a mandatory
class for every single student, other than those who tested out with an Advanced
Placement English exam score of 3+ or higher, at Gardenia College to take. Students who
tested below the introductory composition course for their writing ability are required to
take a remedial course before being allowed to take the first-year composition class.
Using quantitative research, the study anonymously surveyed students who had
just begun their introductory composition course at Gardenia College on their feelings on
writing and their perception of their last composition class instructor and course
materials. The variables that were quantifiably measured in this study were: the student’s
perception of prior teacher effectiveness, their self-apprehensiveness, their self-assessed
level of preparation for college level English, their race, whether or not they were a first
generation college student, the student’s self-reported gender, whether or not the student
was a first or second-generation immigrant, whether or not the student was from a nonEnglish dominant speaking home, whether or not the student wrote for pleasure outside
of course curricula, and whether or not the student read for pleasure outside of course
curricula.
The need for increased understanding of this issue is essential. If higher selfefficacy helps students become more successful in their educational path with writing,
then this research will help students discover that they can, and will, succeed in their
first-year composition class, as well as with their college careers in general. This research
was designed to help educators better understand whether or not writing was a problem of
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self-perception for students enrolled in an introductory composition class at Gardenia
College. The research variables also helped determine what the effects of low or high
self-efficacy were for first-year students in their introductory composition class at this
institution.

Nature of the Study
This study focused on student self-efficacy and other factors related to
development of successful writing skills. During this quantitative research methods study,
students at Gardenia College were surveyed during their Spring 2016 semester on their
introductory composition course expectations and beliefs. The hypothesis was that
students might have a low self-efficacy, which relates more to their self-perception of
their ability to write, as opposed to truly having a writing problem. Since self-efficacy is
such a personal subject, all the data was self-reported, and writing competency was
measured through the student responses to survey questions. This research examined a
student’s perception as it related to their confidence in writing and introductory
composition, and split the variables into two groups: Variables A, which were from the
student’s perspective, and Variables B, which were the student’s demographics and
interests. According to Wachholz and Etheridge (1996), a student’s apprehensiveness of
writing can result not only in their ability, or lack thereof, to write, but even in their
career choice and other decisions of consequence (Wachholz & Etheridge, 1996). By
focusing on building one’s efficacy, it was hypothesized that students would improve
their writing solely because of their belief in their ability to write.
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The research questions were:
1. To what extent do the following variables, which make up aspects of
self-efficacy, affect one another?


Variables A (student perspective):
o Student’s perception of prior teacher effectiveness
o Self-apprehensiveness
o Self-assessed level of preparation for college level English

2. Which, and to what extent, do the following variables affect selfefficacy?


Variables B (student demographics and interests):


Race



First generation college students



The student’s self-reported gender



Whether or not the student is a first or second-generation
immigrant



Whether or not the student is from a non-English dominant
speaking home



Whether or not a student writes for pleasure outside of
course curricula



Whether or not the student reads for pleasure outside of
course curricula
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According to Gay (2010), culturally responsive teaching not only empowers, but
also enables, students to become more successful at learning (Gay, 2010). The 2004 U.S.
Census Bureau showed that while most teachers in the United States are from the
dominant culture of where they serve, the students they teach may be from a more diverse
cultural, socioeconomic, and linguistic background (Bui & Fagan, 2013). Students from
another culture or linguistically different background may come in with varied
expectations on how a classroom is being conducted or course work is taught, which
could build a cultural dissonance between the student and the teacher, leading to
implications for the classroom environment as well as how the course instruction is
delivered. However, by practicing a culturally responsive teaching method, educators
could more effectively teach students from different cultural, linguistic, or socioeconomic
backgrounds that are different from their own (Bui & Fagan, 2013). McCollin and
O’Shea (2005) explained that when educators use multicultural literature, it could
increase student motivation as it activates a students’ background knowledge (McCollin
& O’Shea, 2005). And several other researchers such as Bell and Clark (1998), Rickford
(2001), Spears-Bunton (1992), and Willis and Johnson (2000) have studied the effects of
multicultural literature, finding that it increased the engagement, motivation, and reading
comprehension of students of color.
By delving into these research questions, the study provided data related to the
level of self-efficacy as it related to writing skills, as well as providing insight related to
other variables that may affect a student’s success with writing. The research objective
was to uncover what factors contribute to the struggle some students experience with
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writing. Additionally, it provided insight as to the factors that promote student success in
their writing. The factors were contextualized within larger topics related to teaching, a
negative self-perception, or even behavior. These topics are further discussed in Chapter
3.
The purpose of this study was to discover whether or not the process of writing
was more than just something one can teach, and explored the domain of self-efficacy as
it related to other subjects and relationships. This was because self-efficacy is about more
than just one’s belief in their ability to write well; self-efficacy is about one’s belief in
their ability to master, or study, any subject (Bandura, 1986).

The Theoretical Frameworks
The theoretical framework was grounded in social cognitive theory, which
according to Bandura (1986) defines the effect of self-efficacy as the most consistent and
reliable predictor of a student’s performance of a task (Bandura, 1986). The conceptual
framework for the quantitative study consisted of surveying students on their
expectations for their first-year composition course with close-ended questions from
multiple classes at Gardenia College. The theoretical base, or conceptual framework, was
that of the social cognitive theory and fell under a social justice framework. The theories
that support this research - Bandura’s social cognitive theory and Ogbu and Simmons’
cultural ecological theory - offered a lens by which to examine social emotional learning,
culturally responsive pedagogy, and social justice. This dissertation was deeply rooted in
social cognitive theory as that theory focused on the self-efficacy of a person and their
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success with a particular task performance. Cultural ecological theory tied into this since
it focused in on how a student’s experience was impacted by whether he or she is part of
a minority, the majority, or cultural group in between such as an autonomous minority or
a refugee (Ogbu & Simmons, 1998). By tying both theories together, this dissertation
delved into the self-efficacy of students on their perception of their introductory
composition course at a community college classroom in northern California.
Ogbu & Simmons (1998) argue that in minority communities, there are two types
of minority groups: the settler society, or voluntary immigrants, and caste-like minorities,
or involuntary immigrants. These two classifications of the two types of minority groups
did not include certain minorities such as refugees, migrant or guest workers,
undocumented workers, and binationals who were also discussed as a separate
classification. Ogbu further defined the various groups as being: the autonomous
minorities (Ogbu, 1978), such as the Amish, Jews, and Mormons, who, while they might
suffer from some amount of discrimination, do not experience the same level of
oppression that results in a documented achievement gap of any sort. On the other hand,
the refugees, migrant/ guest workers, undocumented workers, and binationals, who all
were defined as neither voluntary nor involuntary immigrants, typically leaned more
towards the involuntary immigrant outlook based on the cultural ecological theory (Ogbu
& Simmons, 1998). The definition of voluntary and involuntary immigrants does,
however, document a reason as to why certain minority groups may have better academic
success than others. When viewed through the cultural ecological theory lens, voluntary
immigrants were those who came to the United States with the belief that the country
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would better improve their life, if they followed society’s expectations (Ogbu, 1998),
while nonimmigrant minorities were brought to the United States by way of being
conquered, colonized, or enslaved, and thus lost all expectation of a better life by
following society’s way (Ogbu, 1998). The populations who were most affected by this
as involuntary immigrants are typically from low socio-economic households and are
students of color.
Due to the theory building introduced in this dissertation, the researcher designed
a theoretical framework, called the R-Model. The R-Model was based on a self-efficacy
framework and the social cognitive theory. The framework took the self-efficacy of
writing and the student’s perception of his or her prior teacher’s effectiveness, and
viewed how both factors led to student outcome. The student outcome is based on the
student’s self-reported belief on what his or her grade in his or her introductory
composition course will be, while the student’s self-efficacy showcases variables A and
B, and the student’s perception on prior teacher effectiveness focuses on the three subtheories of this dissertation: culturally relevant pedagogy, social-emotional learning, and
social justice.
The theory building allows for a richer research of self-efficacy, synthesizing
Bandura’s social cognitive theory and Ogbu and Simmons cultural ecological theory as
the two major theories that influence this framework. Culturally relevant pedagogy,
social-emotional learning, and social justice are further incorporated into the framework
for a more in-depth view of the subject. The reason the researcher has created a
framework with five lenses - two major theories, plus three sub-theories – is to create a
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more specific frame in which to focus on for students in introductory composition
courses who are struggling with low confidence levels in writing. Bandura’s social
cognitive theory (1986) delves straight into the heart of self-efficacy, being the most
reliable predictor of student performance (Bandura, 1986), while Ogbu and Simmons
cultural ecological theory focuses in on a student’s educational experience based on their
cultural group (Ogbu & Simmons, 1998). Together, these two theories help educational
researchers better understand why certain student populations may have lower selfefficacy and higher self-apprehensiveness when it comes to academic writing in college.
The three sub-theoretical frameworks continue to enhance the researcher’s lens,
with Ladson-Billings (1992) culturally relevant pedagogy paving the way for teachers
choosing to use cultural resources which interest students (Ladson-Billings, 1992), socialemotional learning with a focus on choosing to educate the whole child, not just the
academic writer within each student, and social justice, which, according to Kellner
(2003) and Therborn (1996), is defined as a critical theorist’s goal to continue to set free
and empower those who are oppressed by society.
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Figure 1
The R-Model: A Self-Efficacy Framework (Ryan, 2015)

Operational Definitions
The technical, operational term used in this dissertation is Ryan’s Motivation
Theory. This dissertation theory builds upon five well-known theories in academia –
Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1986), Ogbu and Simmons’ cultural ecological theory
(1998), Ladson-Billings’ culturally relevant pedagogy (1992), social-emotional learning,
and social justice theory – which, when blended together, create Ryan’s Motivation
Theory and the theoretical framework, the R-Model. Ryan’s Motivation Theory theorizes
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that low-risk assignments, defined in this dissertation as short academic readings and
short writing assignments such as free writing and journaling, combined with positive
teacher feedback, instruction that students are interested in, and a focus on the student’s
background, home life, and culture, will positively impact the student’s academic success
by improving the self-efficacy of the student because the educator comprehends the
student’s self-beliefs and interests.
Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1986) is at the heart and the start of the theory
building for this dissertation due to the need to find the student’s self-efficacy, while
Ogbu and Simmons’ cultural ecological theory (1998) adds another layer by focusing on
the students’ cultural and familial belief in their student success. The three sub-theories
add to the richness of Ryan’s Motivation Theory, with Ladson-Billings’ culturally
relevant pedagogy (1992) focusing on what pedagogical practices and assignments will
peak and maintain a students’ interest, the emphasis on social-emotional learning and
teaching learners the skills, knowledge, and dispositions that allow them to go from the
classroom to becoming an engaged, responsible citizen (Cohen, 2006), and social justice,
focusing on equalizing the unequal educational opportunities and successes that reflect a
student’s gender, ethnicity – such as African-Caribbean boys and Pakistani and
Bangladeshi girls – and whether or not they are from a lower socioeconomic class
(Archer, Hutchings, & Ross, 2005).
The hypothesis behind the low-risk reading and writing assignments is that since
the best writers are often considered to be avid readers and writers, low-risk assignments
promote a students’ capacity to build on their writing skills. By having students read and
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write more low-risk assignments, they won’t experience high-anxiety levels that are
created by having to complete two major essays that are worth the total grade for their
semester. Trand and Eberly (2009) discuss the need to promote reading in a student’s
first-year course because reading is a subject that is either ignored completely or taught
by non-reading degreed faculty, meaning that what passes for reading instruction is
answering a few questions after finishing a chapter or book (Trand & Eberly, 2009).
While Singleton and Newman (2009) explain that brief writing assignments such as
journaling guarantees that the student’s reflection and information processing occurs
(Singleton & Newman, 2009). And Wyrick (1996) adds that short writing assignments
also help students overcome their fear of the written word and the blank page (Wyrick,
1996). And the theory building showed a mixture of boosting student self-efficacy,
looking into social justice at the community college level, and teaching the whole child
based on their academic interests, lifestyle, and cultural beliefs.

Assumptions, Limitations, Scope and Delimitations
As with any study, there are a plethora of assumptions, limitations, scope, and
delimitations. Since self-efficacy is such a personal subject and all the survey responses
were self-reported by the students, a major assumption made is that the participants of
this study are being one hundred percent honest with themselves and the researcher.
Potentially, students may want to project a particular image of them and his or her writing
abilities if they feel the researcher may want a certain answer. Because of this, students
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only met the researcher for a few minutes when given the survey and were informed that
the survey was completely anonymous and would only be viewed by the researcher.
The limitations were that this was a small quantitative study and the researcher
did not have the time or monetary ability to focus on multiple schools for a larger student
population with more diverse backgrounds. Also, since self-efficacy is such a personal
subject, a student could have potentially biased their response because they believed the
researcher was looking for someone who was more or less confident in their ability to
write. Another limitation was that students who tested out of the introductory course, and
thus were in the more advanced writing course that was not to be surveyed to give a
broader student population base. The scope of this research was that it would explore the
self-efficacy of first-year college students at a community college in Northern California
with writing and introductory composition course.
The delimitations of this study was that it focused on just the self-efficacy of
students with introductory composition course, the student demographics only focused on
students from one community college in Northern California, and that the research would
have a limited amount of time in which to administer the survey and collect the data. As
with any study, there were facts that were assumed to be true and that were not verified,
as well as potential weaknesses. Since self-efficacy is subjective, one of the main
assumptions the researcher makes is that the participant is able to be unbiased with their
own response. The participant could have potentially biased their answer because they
believed that the researcher “wanted” a particular answer from them. As a researcher, it
was integral to not let the participants be aware of what the hypothesis was for this study.
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The Significance of the Study
The significance of this study was that educators may gain greater insight as to the
factors contributing to student success as it relates to developing their confidence and
capacity to write at a level that promotes their ability to excel in college level
coursework; thereby, enabling students to complete their college degree. This was a
social justice matter as it addressed the pathway that could be impeded when students felt
discouraged, the curriculum was not engaging, or teachers who had low expectations
dissuade them. The latter factors related to culturally relevant teaching and factors into
the variable of the student’s perception on prior teacher effectiveness. This study may
even have provided a greater understanding as to what a student’s needs are and help
educators further understand the psychological aspects of self-efficacy and freshman
composition.
This was a fundamental issue for educational leadership and for educational
leaders to understand since it provided greater focus on what needs to be changed in
order to create the conditions that promote student success: how we teach a subject or
how we teach students to feel about the said subject. If self-efficacy is what is behind the
lack of student success with writing, then educational leaders may recognize the integral
aspect of it from the P-12 start, and teachers may gain a greater focus on social-emotional
learning and try to teach the whole child. According to Bierman (2004), Crick and Dodge
(1994), Elias et al. (1997), and Nowicki and Mitchell (1998) social-emotional learning is
defined as the ability to learn and utilize both the skills and knowledge needed to express,
maintain, and understand both the social and emotional information that are associated
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with social behaviors such as building and managing positive relationships, determining
ones emotions, and making decisions one is accountable for (Davis, Solberg, de Baca,
Gore, 2014).
Social-emotional learning is especially integral for students who do not receive
these supports at home, and according to Hamedani and Darling-Hammond (2015) the
failure of meeting the psychological, social, and emotional needs, particularly of lowincome students and students of color – will continue to broaden the opportunity and
achievement gaps for these students who are being underserved by their schools
(Hamedani & Darling-Hammond, 2015). As with social-emotional learning, culturally
responsive teaching also believes in teaching the whole child (Gay, 2010). According to
Ladson-Billings, culturally responsive teachers use cultural resources to teach children
knowledge, skills, values, and attitudes, while also developing their intellectual, social,
emotional, and political learning (Ladson-Billings, 1992). There wass the implication for
social and organizational change with whether or not the research showed that it was selfefficacy that caused the lack of student success in introductory composition since this
would have conveyed to educators about whether teaching methods or students’ beliefs of
their own abilities need to be changed. While the former might have been far more
obvious in terms of social, organizational, and academic modifications through
adjustments in teaching methods or curriculum for introductory composition, it still
required an examination of self-efficacy if this was the factor most responsible for the
lack of student success in community college writing. Subsequently, educators would
have had to address the self-efficacy needs of students from P-12 through higher
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education. In fact, De Witt (1992) cites that a national assessment of student writing
quality revealed major deficits in the skill (De Witt, 1992), while Zimmerman and
Bandura (1994) add that because of this, the process of governing writing course
attainment is an extremely important subject (Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994).
The methodological approach for examining this issue under study focused on a
quantitative research method. Students responded to close-ended questions that evoked
their perceptions and feelings about their introductory composition course, while also
examining their academic abilities for writing at the collegiate level.

Conclusion
To conclude, the research for this dissertation examined variables related to what
promotes successful writing for students who are at the first stage of their commitment to
further their post secondary education. Students at Gardenia College, who were enrolled
in the introductory composition course, in the Spring 2016 semester, were surveyed on
their experience in that class to measure their self-efficacy. Since self-efficacy is such a
personal subject, the data took into account the biases that could be formed by the
students themselves, the researchers’ biases, and the limitations of the posed questions.
The findings determined that the hypothesis was accurate and that writing is primarily a
problem related to self-perception for students versus an actual teaching problem. The
remainder of this dissertation delves into the literature review in Chapter 2, the
quantitative research methodology in Chapter 3, the research findings in Chapter 4, and
the conclusion in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction
This dissertation examined the factors contributing to successful student writing
and the level at which student self-efficacy affected a student’s perceived writing ability.
The content of this literature review expanded on the effects of teacher preparation and
professional development for teaching writing, the influence of self-efficacy on
elementary school students’ writing, self-efficacy and self-evaluation and writing,
correlation between self-efficacy and predicting writing performance, and the selfefficacy beliefs of high and low-apprehensive writers. The literature presented research
related to a person’s overall self-efficacy, their self-efficacy with writing, and finally their
self-efficacy with collegiate writing.

Review of Research and Literature
The organization of this literature review first showcased the broadest research in
self-efficacy, showing research on the self-efficacy of teachers and how that can affect
student success, followed by self-efficacy in subjects other than writing, and then selfefficacy and writing for P-12 students. Finally, it focused on research for writing selfefficacy at the collegiate level. The strategy used for searching for this literature was to
identify peer-reviewed articles and journals, searching through citations from the articles
that seemed most relevant, and searching through online library databases.
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Teacher Pedagogy and its Impact on Student Self-Efficacy

In the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) article, Position
Statement on the Preparation and Professional Development of Teachers of Writing,
Review of Research and Literature, the authors of the Conference on College
Composition and Communication’s (CCCC) (1982) research delved into the importance
of preparing teachers for teaching writing. The article, written by the CCCC Task Force
on the preparation of Teachers of Writing, began by explaining how to provide effective
instruction in writing for students of any age or academic level. It indicated that teachers
needed to develop two areas of expertise: experience in writing and theoretical
knowledge that helps to guide their classroom practice (CCCC Task Force, 1982). The
article, then, broke down each of the characteristics needed for a successful writing
teacher, explaining what sort of writer, reader, and responder is ideal for the teacher, such
as experiencing writing as a way of learning (CCCC Task Force, 1982) and being able to
study writing in relation to other disciplines (CCCC Task Force, 1982). The second part
of the article delved into the second aspect that the CCCC recommends for a writing
teacher of any grade level. Specific to college professors, it states that those who teach
literature courses and expect students to write should be required to also provide
guidance and support. This assistance should include probing their responses and
encouraging students to look at writing as a lens of learning literature and reacting to
literature (CCCC Task Force, 1982).
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Teacher Impact on Improving Student Self-Efficacy & Motivation

Margolis and McCabe (2006) wrote the article Improving Self-Efficacy and
Motivation: What to Do, What to Say. Brophy (1998) and Pajares (2003) stated that many
struggling learners believe they do not have the ability to succeed in academia (Brophy,
1998; Pajares, 2003), and thus tend to give up more easily with difficulties with their
academics compared to their higher efficacy peers. Thus the authors focused on three
sources of self-efficacy – enactive mastery, vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion
– as different ways educators can help strengthen a student’s beliefs in their academic
talents (Margolis & McCabe, 2006).
Brophy (1998) asked the question about what teachers need to do to motivate a
student with low self-efficacy to work on their school work when they believe that their
failure in it is inevitable (Brophy, 1998), while Ormrod (2003) added the question, how
can a student’s belief in their inability for success be transformed into realistic successes
by their teachers (Ormrod, 2003). Margolis and McCabe (2006) believe that the answer
for these questions lie in the teacher’s ability to know what to do as well as what to say
(Margolis & McCabe, 2006). The authors added that motivational issues are caused by
this self-belief a student possesses in their inability to succeed, and in the long term, low
self-efficacy can impede school success and create a self-fulfilling prophecy of failure
and devastate the student’s psychological well being. The authors added that when the
low self-efficacy begins to affect other subjects than the original, it may worsen and
create new difficulties in school such as low grades, teacher conflicts, a lower track
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placement, placement in special education, failure on tests with high-stakes, and even
retention (Margolis & McCabe, 2006). Pressley et al. (2003) added that the key most
often to help engage struggling learners is by motivating them to believe they can
succeed (Pressley et al., 2003). Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003) explained the essence of
self-efficacy by stating that research has shown that students are motivated by having a
high sense of self-efficacy and the belief that they can successfully accomplish the task at
hand (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003).
Alderman (2004), Ormrod (2003), Pajares (2003), Pintrich and Schunk (2002),
Zimmerman (2000, 2001) explained that students get their self-efficacy from their task
performance, or mastery, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological
reaction or state (Alderman, 2004; Ormrod, 2003; Pajares, 2003; Pintrich & Schunk,
2002; Zimmerman, 2000, 2001). Margolis and McCabe (2006) add that teachers who
understand and utilize these sources are likely to be able to influence a struggling
student’s self-efficacy (Margolis and McCabe, 2006).
The authors stated that enactive mastery is the student’s identification of what
degree it is by which they succeed on a said task. Vicarious experiences, on the other
hand, refer to the model of student’s observing their peers and gaining direct guidance for
success. While verbal persuasion delivers students with information to interpret and
assess, which can then affect the learner’s self-efficacy. And finally, physiological
reaction or state indicates how the learner feels before, during, and after a task. The
authors chose to focus on the first three out of four sources in this article to help teachers
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conclude what to do and what to say to bolster the student’s self-efficacy (Margolis and
McCabe, 2006).
The authors provided recommendations for teachers as to what they can do to
help strengthen a struggling learner’s low self-efficacy. Margolis, McCabe, and Alber
(2005) explained that teachers with students who have exorbitant and high levels of
anxiety and low academic self-efficacy should be referred to a counselor to work together
(Margolis, McCabe, & Alber, 2005). Self-efficacy researchers also add that a way to
strengthen a student’s low self-efficacy is by giving tasks that aren’t overly simple, and
either bores the student, shames the learner, or corresponds that the teacher does not
believe in the student’s abilities (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Pintrich & Schunk, 2002;
Pressley et al., 2003), by instead giving the learner work that they view as moderately
challenging and thus are willing to supply the time and energy required in their class
work and cultivate the persistence required for meaningful achievement (Stipek, 1998).
The moderately challenging assignments are key for low self-efficacy students since two
factors that negatively affect self-efficacy and motivation can set in. Pintrich and Schunk
(2002) explained that for one, fatigue occurs when a continued excessive effort is
required, and two, tasks that require said herculean effort are typically too difficult for the
student, and thus further imply the student’s belief in having poorly developed skills
(Pintrich & Schunk, 2002).
Alderman (2004), Maag (1999), Pintrich and Schunk (2002), and Schunk (2001)
added that using peer models is a strong strategy to help struggling learners watch their
peers do well with certain tasks (Alderman, 2004; Maag, 1999, Pintrich & Schunk, 2002,
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and Schunk, 2001). Schunk (2003) added that by observing the coping model, students
with low self-efficacy may find it particularly effective due to Zimmerman’s (2000)
theory that since the coping model will showcase student’s overcome errors and help the
struggling learners realize that, as Schunk (2001) explains, if a peer is successful at an
academic task, the struggling learner who watches him or her work through it will believe
that then they are capable of succeeding as well. Yasutake and Bryan (1996), who did a
cross-age peer tutor experiment in Chicago public elementary and middle school students
with learning disabilities, found that students had a deep-seated impact on each other
(Yasutake & Bryan, 1996).
Margolis and McCabe (2006) added that culturally relevant pedagogy is another
aspect of increasing student self-efficacy, because by involving students with low selfefficacy in the conversations which they relate to, educators will help increase the
likelihood of strengthening their self-efficacy (Margolis & McCabe, 2006). Pintrich and
Schunk (2002) further explained that choice is a strong motivator, while Linnenbrink and
Pintrich (2003) added that interest, along with choice, helps promote student engagement
and advance student learning.
Another way to boost a student’s self-efficacy, according to Alberto and
Troutman (2003) and Heron and Harris (2001), is when teachers recorded and charted a
student’s progress (Alberto & Troutman, 2003; Heron & Harris, 2001). This method
created a visual and permanent way to give struggling learner’s feedback on their
progress, which could strongly influence the learner’s self-efficacy (Schunk, 1999, 2001;
Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997). Heward (2000) added that teachers should straightaway
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provide students with a response to correct and educate students on an error in their work
so as it does not become ingrained (Heward, 2000). Salend (2001) added that there are
five methods for teacher feedback recommended: corrective feedback, prompting,
process feedback, instructive feedback, and praising (Salend, 2001). However, Pintrich
and Schunk added that unearned praise actually enfeebles the educator’s credibility and
curtails the potency of future praise (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002).
Finally, the authors stated that dysfunctional attributes are negative, and thus
many low-achieving students with a low self-efficacy for academia tend to inundate
themselves with such attributions and convince themselves of their lack of ability needed
to succeed (Margolis & McCabe, 2006). Fortunately, research indicated that the negative
attributions can be transformed into functional, optimistic ones (Kozminsky &
Kozminsky, 2003; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002, 2003; Ring & Reetz, 2000; Robertson,
2000; Shelton, Anastopoulos & Linden, 1985), as well as that these positive changes
often times is advantageous for those learner’s who have a low sense of self-efficacy
(Fosterling, 1985; Kozminsky & Kozminsky, 2002; Robertson, 2000).

Teacher’s Low Risk Writing & Self-Efficacy

In the Modern Journal of Language Teaching Methods (MJLTM) article, The
Impact of Teachers’ Reflective Journal Writing on their Self-Efficacy, Rahgozaran and
Gholami (2014) discussed how teacher self-efficacy, which originated from Bandura’s
social cognitive theory can affect effective teaching and shape a student’s educational
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experience (Rahgozaran & Gholami, 2014). The article discussed how a teacher’s sense
of self-efficacy is as important a variable for the research on teaching as anything else. It
further stated that the most integral aspect of teaching was that teachers must be reflective
in order to handle the uncertainties that affect a student’s progress and to be an effective
teacher (Rahgozaran & Gholami, 2014). The article went on to assert that ten percent of
the teachers, or two teachers, in this research on Teacher Perceptions toward Reflective
Journal Writing, disliked the journal writing, while the majority of the teachers actually
found reflective journaling to be helpful.
The research article began by stating how a proven variable in effective teaching
is teacher efficacy, and that over the past two decades, self-efficacy for teachers has
become a highly effective predictor of a teachers’ success and learning (Rahgozaran &
Gholami, 2014). Teacher self-efficacy, according to Bandura (1977) and TschannenMoran, Hoy, and Hoy (1998) is the belief a teacher holds relating to their capabilities of
affecting a student’s learning outcome, even when a student has a low motivation for
learning or a low ability to learn. Bandura (1977, 1986) added that teachers who have a
high sense of self-efficacy tend to make more of an effort to overcome any issues they are
faced with, as well as the ability to maintain these efforts for a longer period of time
(Bandura, 1977, 1986). Tschannen and Hoy (2001) also note that even amongst teachers
who have high and low self-efficacy beliefs, there are differences between whether or not
they choose to incorporate new techniques or with giving feedback to their students who
have a learning disability (Tschannen & Hoy, 2001).
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Ross and Bruce (2007) stated that an important source of information to gauge
teacher self-efficacy is by having a teacher self-assessment on their effect on student
achievement. This assessed their belief on how successful their instructional goals were,
and how satisfied they are with the end results (Ross & Bruce, 2007). While Farrell
(2008) added that reflective journal writing is another integral self-assessment strategy
for both reflection and decision-making (Farrell, 2008). Hiemstra (2001) added that there
are a myriad of potential benefits for teacher journaling such as increased self-expression,
self-discovery, and reduced stress. This inspired Rahgozaran and Gholami’s research to
delve into the connection between a teacher’s reflective journal writing and the possible
impact it has on the teacher’s self-efficacy (Hiemstra, 2001).
Romi and Leyser (2006) explained how teacher efficacy is a cyclical influence
that affects the teachers’ instructional methods and decisions. Subsequently this shaped
the educational experiences of each student, and thus affects the academic development
outcomes (Romi & Leyser, 2006). Ashton and Webb (1986) further divided teacher
efficacy into two dimensions: a general teacher efficacy, which refers to a teacher’s belief
of his or her own individual ability to affect and influence a student’s achievement and
learning, and a personal teaching efficacy, which is the belief concerning to what extent
teaching can overcome an external influence on the student (Ashton & Webb, 1986).
Rahgozaran and Gholami linked teacher efficacy as being a crucial variable when it
comes to the research on teaching since teacher efficacy is linked to, and teacher
behaviors are known to, affect a student’s academic achievement (Rahgozaran &
Gholami, 2014).
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Larrivee and Cooper (2006) stated that an effective teacher is one who can engage
in critical inquiry and thoughtful reflection, while understanding the complexity,
ambiguity, and the dilemmas that are characterized in the classroom today (Larrivee &
Cooper, 2006). Rahgozaran and Gholami added that potentially, the most integral
characteristic a teacher has is the ability to be reflective to deal with the everyday
uncertainties that can affect a student’s progress (Rahgozaran & Gholami, 2014). Avalos
(2011) added that in the professional development for teachers, reflection is what is seen
as an instrument for change, self-assessment, and the involvement in research (Avalos,
2011).
Rahgozaran and Gholami used a mixed method approach to gain both a
quantitative and qualitative response to their research questions in this small study. The
researchers used Bandura’s self-efficacy questionnaire as their pre and post-test
instrument for the study. They then proceeded to draw data from the analysis of teachers’
ideas on the reflective journal writing (Rahgozaran & Gholami, 2014). The result, as
mentioned earlier, found that the majority of teachers (90% of the teachers in this study
of twenty teachers) enjoyed the reflective journal writing and found it helped with both
their teaching and learning process, as well as assisted in identifying the errors and
weaknesses in their teaching (Rahgozaran & Gholami, 2014). Due to the results of
Rahgozaran and Gholami’s research, the authors of this study conclude that the majority
of the teachers found that this sort of reflective journal writing was beneficial towards
their career development and that this practice of reflective writing for teachers enhances
a teacher’s self-efficacy (Rahgozaran & Gholami, 2014).
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Student Perception of Teacher Quality

This dissertation focused on two sets of variables – Variables A, the student’s
perspective, and Variables B, the student’s demographics and interests. One of the
variables in Variable A’s group – the student’s perception on prior teacher effectiveness –
was added to the R-Model as an influence towards both the student’s self-efficacy in
writing and the student’s overall success. Onwuegbuzie et al. (2007), wrote the article,
Students’ Perceptions of Characteristics of Effective College Teachers: A Validity Study
of a Teaching Evaluation Form Using a Mixed-Methods Analysis, focusing on their
CARE-RESPECTED Model of Teaching Evaluation in a sequential mixed-methods
analysis. The CARE-RESPECTED Model focused on four meta-themes – communicator,
advocate, responsible, and empowering – as well as nine themes – responsive enthusiast,
student centered, professional, expert, connector, transmitter, ethical, and director – that
were generated by the perceptions of the college students surveyed (Onwuegbuzie et al.,
2007). The study, that featured 912 undergraduate and graduate students, or about 10.7
percent of the student body, at a midsize public university in a mid southern state, found
that graduate students were statistically significantly more likely to consider an instructor
who is a director or deemed an expert in his or her field to be a characteristic of effective
instructor compared to their undergraduate peers. While pre-service teachers were
statistically significantly less likely to support student centeredness as an aspect of
effective instruction or that being a director was a representation of effective instruction
(Onwuegbuzie et al., 2007). Onwuegbuzie et al. (2007) also found that in the descriptive
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statistics portion of this study, nearly 59% of the sample endorsed the theme of student
centered, followed by expert and professional, each with over a 40% endorsement rate,
enthusiast, transmitter, connector, director, and ethical, each with a endorsement rate of
20% to 30%, and finally, the least endorsed being prevalence with a rate of
approximately 5% (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2007).
According to Guthrie (1954) and Kulik (2001), teaching evaluation forms (TEF)
were first administered in the 1920s at the University of Washington (Guthrie, 1954;
Kulik, 2001). Seldin (1993) added that higher education institutions, in this era of
standards and accountability, have increased their student rating scales in the use of the
evaluative component of the teaching system, however TEFs also receive the most
analysis from the faculty and administration compared to any other measure of teaching
effectiveness (Seldin, 1993). Washburn and Thornton (1996) added that the sole measure
of teacher effectiveness is often a TEF (Washburn & Thornton, 1996).
The TEF ratings are very difficult to show sufficient evidence of substantive
validity since researchers are lacking the knowledge of the actual process student use
when responding to their teacher evaluations (Ory & Ryan, 2001). In fact, several factors,
such as academic discipline (Centra & Creech, 1976; Feldman, 1978), or the course level
(Aleamoni, 1981; Braskamp, Brandenberg, & Ory, 1984) can cause differences in TEF
ratings that make the documented association between student achievement and that,
invariant across all contexts, and thus make it difficult to generalize with and requiring
more evidence (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2007).
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Ory and Ryan (2001) further stated that while there is a plethora of research on an
array of variables that are deemed to be characteristics of effective teaching, the bulk of
this research has been based on the perspective of the faculty and administrators, over the
students (Ory & Ryan, 2001). In fact, Greimel-Fuhrmann and Geyer’s (2003) found that
undergraduate students’ perceptions of their instructors and teaching quality was based
on, and influenced positively by: clear explanations of the subject content, responsiveness
to student questions and viewpoints, creative approaches towards the instruction, an
instructor’s sense of humor, and balancing and maintaining a fair approach towards
classroom discipline.
Onwuegbuzie et al. (2007) had similar findings to Witcher, Onwuegbuzie, and
Minor (2001) and Minor, Onwuegbuzie, Witcher, and James (2002) whereby the studentcentered theme received the greatest endorsement. In this study, 58.9% of the students
provided a descriptor that typified a student-centered configuration, while Witcher et al.
(2001) and Minor et al. (2002) represented a 79.5% endorsement rate and a 55.2%
endorsement rate, respectively. All three studies represent very large effect sizes strongly
suggest that student centeredness is considered to be the most essential characteristic of
effective teaching at the elementary, secondary, and postsecondary levels (Onwuegbuzie
et al., 2007).
The research further clarified that when looking at the demographic variables and
the several themes and meta-themes, the relationships suggested that administrators
interpreting student responses contained in TEFs should acknowledge the demographic
profile of the underlying class. According to Schmelkin, Spencer, and Gellman (1997),
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this is not the current practice. However, since women tended to put a greater weight on
student-centeredness than male students, Witcher et al. (2001) theorized that a
predominantly female-centered class might further scrutinize an instructor’s student
centeredness to a greater degree than a male-centered course. Or, according to Minor et
al. (2002), a majority Caucasian American class was far more likely to assess the
professor’s enthusiasm level than a class that was predominantly containing minority
students. Seldin (1999) concluded that despite the mixed interpretability of TEFs, the
majority of universities continue to use it as a student’s ratings and responses towards
valid and reliable teacher effectiveness. However, Onwuegbuzie et al. (2007) added that
the issue with this is that there is a clear gap between what students perceive has effective
teaching and what the TEF developers consider to be the characteristics of an effective
teacher. Thus the researchers of this study concluded that the next step they were taking
on was to design and score validate an instrument that is based on the themes and metathemes that emerged from this study: the CARE-RESPECTED Model of Teaching
Evaluation (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2007).
While this dissertation did not delve into TEFs, students were asked two survey
questions on their perception of their prior composition instructor’s effectiveness, which
was inputted into the R-Model. However, while Witcher et al. (2001) theorized that a
class with mostly female students would make for a more scrutinized instructor rating,
this dissertation found that most students did not actually put much weight into their prior
teacher’s effectiveness. Students with both low and high self-efficacy surveyed that their
last writing teacher was highly effective, and female students in this survey population
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actually rated their prior professors even higher than their male peers. This could have
been due to the lack of survey questions – two out of the thirty-seven questions dealt with
the student’s perception of their prior instructor’s effectiveness - for this variable.

College Student Perception on Teacher Qualifications

Okpala and Ellis (2005) researched the qualities and qualifications two hundred
and eighteen students enrolled in the school of business at a Historically Black College
and University in the southeastern United States perceive teachers should possess
(Okpala & Ellis, 2005) since the research concluded that the students provided with high
caliber teaching learn more than their peers who are not exposed to the same quality of
instruction (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Goldhaber & Brewer, 2000; Stevenson & Stigler,
1992; Wang, 1998). According to Gillies (2002), research also showed that students
benefit both socially and educationally from concerted, small-group interactions with
their peers and their teacher (Gillies, 2002).
Research showed that while a quality teacher is essential, the components that
make for one are mixed (Hanushek, 1997; Sanders & Rivers, 1996; Darling-Hammond,
2000). Richardson (1996), for example, highlighted that the educational pedagogy should
be propelled by the student’s beliefs; while Hart (2002) added that the college student’s
belief should be taken into account when it comes to transforming the pedagogical
practices. Brophy (1991), however, concluded that it is the pedagogical knowledge a
teacher holds that can be the powerful force that transforms their teaching practices.
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Okpala and Ellis (2005) defined teacher quality as a span between what the
instructors know, what the instructors do in the classroom, and how the learner obtains
the knowledge. They further added that a high caliber teacher must also use an
assortment of instructional techniques to meet the needs of the students by focusing on a
culturally relevant pedagogy. The study also showed that students felt the most important
components of teacher quality were: the instructor’s care for their students and student’s
learning, their teaching skills, content knowledge, their dedication to the profession, and
their verbal skills. In fact, the majority of students felt an instructor with a terminal
degree was no more helpful than a teacher without one (Okpala & Ellis, 2005).
Shulman (1987) noted seven areas of professional mastery for pedagogical
quality. The seven areas are the knowledge of the academic subject, teaching strategies,
curriculum programs and materials, teaching subject-specific skills for special students,
characteristics and cultural background of the students, the comprehension of the
classroom environment, and the grasp of the purposes and goals of instructing (Shulman,
1987). Eby (1994) agreed with Shulman, stating that intentional teachers follow a
culturally relevant teaching method, or Shulman’s fifth area, by using a wide array of
pedagogical methods, experiences, class assignments, and materials (Eby, 1994).
Reynolds (1995) added that quality teachers have the capability to execute all the tasks
involved in effectual pedagogy (Reynolds, 1995). Anderson et al. (1995) and Floden &
Klinzing (1990) stated that a high caliber teacher would also be an analytical intellectual;
while Schmuck (1997) emphasized that an effective teacher must comprehend the
developmental needs and level of the students. The study result showed that students are

35
most interested in teachers who have a commitment and care for their learning, over their
degree qualifications (Okpala & Ellis, 2005).

Perceptions and Usage of Resources for Improving Writing & Writing Self-Efficacy

Kamenetz (2015) wrote the article, The Writing Assignment that Changes Lives,
which discussed Jordan Peterson’s Maps of Meaning course. Peterson, a psychology
professor at the University of Toronto, has nearly erased the achievement gap for gender
and ethnic minorities for seven hundred students over the past two years (Kamenetz,
2015) by helping students to reflect and write about their past, and create specific goals
and strategies for their future. By having students “self-author” their goals and dreams,
students found greater success in school whether it’s because they have a plan in motion
to reach their goals or because they have their goals written down on paper that help
connect their daily practices to their dream (Kamenetz, 2015).
Kamenetz began by asking the reader a set of questions on what their passions
were, why it was that those were the dreams we chose to chase, and where our happy
place existed (Kamenetz, 2015). Then, Kamenetz introduced Peterson and explained that
he was the researcher who believed that answering these questions could be
transformative for students (Kamenetz, 2015). Peterson spent decades fascinated by the
effect of writing on organized thoughts and emotions, seeing that experiments even from
the 1980s have produced results that show that writing can be both therapeutic and
expressive by reducing depression, increasing productivity, and even cutting down the
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number of visits a person makes to see the doctor (Kamenetz, 2015). Goal-setting theory,
which promotes writing down a specific, concrete strategy and goal, could help a person
vanquish their obstacles and achieve their goals. It is what promotes this written
reflection that could help identify and resolve any underlying stress or anxiety
(Kamenetz, 2015).
Peterson took interest in how mental motivation related to a student’s academic
achievement (Kamenetz, 2015). He set out to determine whether writing could be
demonstrated as a variable that affects student motivation. That idea sparked his
undergraduate course, Maps of Meaning, where each student completed a set of
expressive writing exercises combined with goal-setting. He further divided the
assignments into two parts: past and future authoring. In one study at McGill University,
which is located in Montreal, Peterson’s course showed a positive effect on at-risk
students as measured by a reduction in dropout rate and an increased academic
achievement (Kamenetz, 2015).
Self-authoring became Peterson’s new focus. He was seeking a larger audience
for his curriculum with a for-profit company who was selling a version of the curriculum
online. There was international interest in the Netherlands, such as at the Rotterdam
School of Management, where all first-year students since 2011 had a mandatory,
shortened version of self-authoring. The overall results of the self-authoring for the first
complete class of freshman who used the curriculum resulted in improved number of
credits, increased likelihood of staying in college, and after two years, both the ethnic and
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gender differences in any school performance among the students had all but disappeared
(Kamenetz, 2015).
While racial oppression was different in the United States and the Netherlands,
the European country also struggled with enormous differences in both monetary and
educational attainment among the majority and minorities. One-fifth of minority students
in this research were first and second-generation immigrants from Africa, Asia, and the
Middle East (Kamenetz, 2015). In fact, at the Rotterdam School of Management, it was
the students from the minority population, who typically earned less credits than their
majority peers: earning eight fewer credits in their first year, and four fewer credits by
their second year. What was uncovered was that students who followed these writing
assignments were able to help bridge the achievement gap by dropping down to just five
fewer credits in year one and just a quarter less of one credit by year two (Kamenetz,
2015).
Peterson credited self-authoring as a success due to the fact that formal goalsetting could help minority students look past and reject a damaging belief of a stereotype
that their ethnic-group’s academic performance and achievements would become theirs
as well (Kamenetz, 2015). Melinda Karp, the assistant director for staff and institutional
development at Columbia University’s Community College Research Center at Teachers
College, has a theory that the reason self-authoring was successful was because at-risk
students chose to engage in self-defeating behavior by not doing their work in an attempt
to protect their reputation, not because they are not just as academically inclined as their
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peers, while self-authoring helped students find their internal motivation and helped
students discover their true goals and passions (Kamenetz, 2015).

Student Self-Apprehensiveness and Writing

Wachholz and Etheridge (1996) wrote, Writing Self-Efficacy Beliefs of High- and
Low-Apprehensive Writers, for the Journal of Developmental Education. In the article,
Wachholz and Etheridge discussed how both self-efficacy and writing anxiety were tied
to the writing performance, how a student’s apprehensiveness could result in a poorer
writer and could influence career choices and other important decisions of consequence,
and teacher influence over a student’s self-efficacy of their writing. This actually
influenced the variable of self-apprehensiveness in Variable A of the R-Model in this
dissertation. Wachholz and Etheridge added that while not all low apprehensive writers
enjoyed the process of writing, they still expected to write successful papers, while high
apprehensive writers often claimed to be poor writers with talents in other subjects
(Wachholz & Etheridge, 1996).
King (1979) explained that before performance came the attitude that would
affect the performance. These attitudes, however, were rarely ever measured and
analyzed (King, 1979). In fact, McCarthy, Meier, and Rinderer (1985) determined that
writing performance tied back to both self-efficacy as well as writing anxiety (McCarthy,
Meier, & Rinderer, 1985). Pajares and Johnson (1993) defined writing self-efficacy
beliefs as being a person’s belief of their competence in writing (Pajares & Johnson,
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1993). While Daly and Wilson (1983) defined writing apprehension, a term coined in
1975 by Daly and Miller (1975), as an individual’s tendency to try and avoid a situation
that required writing due to a certain amount of perceived evaluation (Daly & Wilson,
1983).
Wachholz and Etheridge composed a ten-week long research to document
students’ perceptions of their writing competence. Following a mixed methods approach,
students were surveyed, interviewed, and had their writing samples analyzed in order to
assess the students’ self-efficacy and apprehensiveness due to prior writing experiences
(Wachholz & Etheridge, 1996). Pajares and Johnson explained that even though there had
been little correspondence between a students’ writing performance and their writing
apprehension, writing apprehension and self-efficacy beliefs have been negatively related
(Pajares & Johnson, 1993). Daly and Miller added something that research confirmed is
true: high-apprehensive writers perceived their writing experiences in the past as being
less successful than their low-apprehensive peers did, making the high-apprehensive
writing students believe and feel that their writing would be criticized and negatively
rated compared to their lower-apprehensive peers (Daly & Miller, 1975a, 1975b). Daly
(1979) added that since teachers tend to equate achievement and motivation, highapprehensive writers are perceived not just by themselves, but also by their teachers, as
being less successful and less likely to succeed in the future (Daly, 1979).
Selfe’s (1984) case study cited that high-apprehensive writers believed that part of
the apprehension students have to writing besides their previous writing experiences were
the limited opportunities to practice writing in their previous classes and insufficient
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preparation (Selfe, 1984). In fact, while both high and low-apprehensive writers did find
an expressed uneasiness when it came to writing for a grade, the discomfort was far
greater when it came to the higher-apprehensive writers. In fact, low-apprehensive
writers did not always enjoy the writing process, but they still managed to write
competent and successful papers when given an academic task to complete (Wachholz &
Etheridge, 1996).
It has been found that high and low-apprehensive writers even have different
ideas on what makes for a good writer. While low-apprehensive students defined a good
writer as someone who has a strong imagination, writes clearly and with variety, and can
develop ideas skillfully, high-apprehensive writers viewed good writing by its surface
elements such as grammar, spelling, and neatness. In fact, low-apprehensive writers were
more likely to view themselves as being a good writers, while high-apprehensive writers
claimed that writing was their weakness and that they had talents in other areas besides
the art of the written word (Wachholz & Etheridge, 1996).
Pajares and Johnson reported that there was a significant relationship between a
person’s self-efficacy and their performance. More specifically, they discovered that the
confidence a student had in their own writing skills accounted for the correspondence
between their writing beliefs and performance (Pajares & Johnson, 1993). In fact, in this
study alone, at least half of the high-apprehensive writers did not view writing as being a
learning process, did not achieve a sense of power through writing, did not mention it as a
goal, or discuss any plans of writing outside of the classroom. Part of this great difference
that the interviews from this study showed between high and low-apprehensive writers
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was the fact that high-apprehensive writers also viewed writing with a misconception that
being a good writer was an innate quality, rather than a process that required a lot of
effort (Wachholz & Etheridge, 1996).
While the most cited source of a student’s self-efficacy belief stemmed from their
previous success or failure with writing, it was interesting to note that children’s
enthusiasm with writing could be witnessed early. Preschoolers, for example, produced a
plethora of written messages since writing was a game to them in which they experienced
pleasure. However, it was the childhood enthusiasm for the subject that was replaced
with age by concerns of the form, margins, and mechanics (Wachholz & Etheridge,
1996). Bandura (1989) and Bandura and Schunk (1981) explained that when students
viewed themselves with a higher level of self-efficacy and lower level of apprehension in
a certain subject, students were more likely to work harder to achieve success in that area.
This led Wachholz and Etheridge to conclude that a writing teacher should discourage
students from the perception of their inability to write, which could be accomplished by
consistently demonstrating to students that they are capable of being successful writers
through their words and actions since positive teacher feedback is critical. In fact,
Wachholz and Etheridge provided two suggestions for writing teachers: to be positive
about a student’s effort in their class and to correct surface structure errors sparingly
(Wachholz & Etheridge, 1996).
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Characteristics of Help Seeking Behavior

Williams and Takaku (2011) wrote the article, Help Seeking, Self-Efficacy, and
Writing Performance Among College Students for the Journal of Writing Research. The
authors stated that help seeking behavior, which was linked to the goal-orientation theory,
was actually a sign of independence (Williams & Takaku, 2011). Linnenbrink and
Pintrich (2003), Nelson and Ketelhut (2008), Paulsen and Feldman (2005), Pintrich and
Zusho (2007), and Tan et al. (2008) connected self-efficacy to help seeking behavior by
explaining how students with a higher self-efficacy were far more likely to manifest a
higher help seeking behavior.
Bouchard, Bouffard, Goulet, Denoncourt, and Couture (2005), Lent et al. (2008),
Pajares (2003, 2006), Pajares and Usher (2008), Usher and Pajares (2008), and
Zimmerman and Bandura (1994) added that both help seeking behavior and self-efficacy
have been found to be a predictor of academic success. However, Anderson and L.
Williams (1996), Cleavenger, Gardner, and Mhatre (2007), Madni (2008), and Ryan et al.
(2001) stated that some students who do have a high sense of self-efficacy would avoid
any help seeking behavior, even when they need the help. But, Williams and Takaku
added that a reason for this could be due to the fact that some students overestimate their
sense of self-efficacy (Williams & Takaku, 2011). Ryan et al. (2001) added that
sometimes this is the case because students attributed their difficulties to outside factors
that are outside their locus of control (Ryan et al., 2001).
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Williams and Takaku continued to explain how some research shows that this
issue of an overestimation of self-efficacy might be ubiquitous in writing classes. Igo
(2002) explained that a cause of this overestimated sense of self-efficacy could be related
to the lack of appropriate, correctional feedback, as well as the excess praise and reward
students receive in high school for just participating in the writing process versus
producing good work (Igo, 2002). Alexitch (2002) also found that gender plays a role in
help seeking behavior since female students are far more likely to seek assistance
(Alexitch, 2002).
Brislin (1993) and Triandis (1994, 1995) found that cultural orientation could be
an influencing factor that effects help seeking behavior as well. In fact, the findings for
this study were unexpected since the lower self-efficacy English as a second language
(ESL) students were active help-seekers, confirming Williams and Takaku’s hypothesis
that students with lower levels of self-efficacy were more likely to seek out help, contrary
to previous findings the researchers had found showing that students with lower levels of
self-efficacy tended to avoid seeking help. The researchers suspected that this result was
subject to the ESL students’ Asian cultural backgrounds (Williams & Takaku, 2011).
Williams and Takaku explored, in-depth, the topic of writing centers, the history
of the writing center, and the benefits and consequences that came with writing centers.
Boquet (1999), Carino (1995), and Yahner and Murdick (1991) explained that writing
centers began to emerge in the 1970s with the goal of enabling teachers to focus on he
rhetorical rather than the structural issues in the classroom, while also shifting
remediation out of the composition class. However, according to the 2007-2008 Writing
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Center Research Report, the majority of public university writing centers relied on peer
tutors, such as graduate students, over professional tutors, or someone with an advanced
degree (such as a MA or PhD) and who were otherwise not affiliated with the university
(Williams & Takaku, 2011).
Another issue was that writing center visitation was a voluntary process, meaning
students who were not help seekers might not get the help they need. Bizzaro and Toler
(1986) and Garner (2005) also added that another consequence among educators is the
tendency to view students who are help seekers when associated with writing centers as a
sign of dependency, which left a decades-long stigma for students and center directors.
Conroy, Lerner, and Siska (1998), Lerner (2002), Newman (2000), and Shapiro (1983)
also added that faculty and students who did not visit the writing centers nonetheless
perceived writing centers as places where students go to have their writing “fixed”.
Writing centers also supported students with limited English proficiency due to
the existing cross-cultural research, which found the differences between a help-seeking
behavior for collectivist and individualistic cultures. Cogie, Strain, and Lorinskas (1999),
Gadbow (1992), Powers (1995), Harris and Silva (1993), and Silva, Leki, and Carsons
(1997) explained that it is the above mentioned differences that made it difficult for some
students to benefit from the tutoring at writing centers, such as a lack of agency seen
among Asian students. This tied back to Gay’s culturally responsive teaching and
teachers – as well as tutors – teaching students based their cultural, linguistic, and
socioeconomic backgrounds.
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J. D. Williams et al. (2006) conducted a study over four years on examining
writing center efficacy, concluding that on the basis of the finding, writing centers did
have the ability to improve both native and nonnative student’s writing performance, as
long as they sought the help they needed (Williams et al., 2006). However, Lerner (2001)
and Thompson (2006) were just two examples of challenging the notion that a student’s
writing skills could be improved due to tutoring at a writing center. Jones (2001) also
argued that since there were no two writing centers or tutoring sessions that were
identical, and because scholars could not come to an agreement on what makes writing
good or shows growth in writing proficiency, the quantitative study of writing center
efficacy was invalid (Jones, 2001).
Williams and Takaku argued that while prior research on writing achievement and
self-efficacy did suggest that students who sought help at a writing center tended to
receive higher grades in their composition classes compared to their peers who were not
help seeking, the real question that needed to be asked was not whether a student’s
writing performance was tied to the tutoring at the writing center, but rather the helpseeking behavior of the student, whether it was frequent, and was based on perceived
need. Thus, Bandura (1977, 2001), Holden (1991), Maddux (1995), and Stajkovic and
Luthans (1998) concluded that both self-efficacy and adaptive help seeking behavior was
not just central to human agency, but it was critical for growth.
Williams and Takaku delved into their research on help seeking and self-efficacy,
modeled on the research of J. D. Williams et al. (2006) to find the relationship between
help-seeking behaviors, self-efficacy, writing center tutoring, based on the number of
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visitations by the student, and the success, measured by the student’s grade, in the
composition class (William et al., 2006). The study, which was based in a private liberal
arts college in Southern California, used tutors who were part of the three to four percent
of public university professional tutors (Williams & Takaku, 2011) who had earned a
minimum of a master’s degree and had three years of teaching experience (Williams &
Takaku, 2011).
The results Williams and Takaku found indicated that the number of writing
center visits made by a student was a mediator between the student’s writing self-efficacy
and their grade in the composition class, while the comparatively lower self-efficacy held
among the ESL students tied back to more of the help seeking behavior due to their more
frequent writing center visitations (Williams & Takaku, 2011). Williams and Takaku also
found that contrary to the previous findings that students with a lower self-efficacy – such
as the ESL students with a limited English proficiency - tended to avoid seeking help as
much as their higher self-efficacy peers, the ESL students in their study were active help
seekers (Williams & Takaku, 2011). Williams and Takaku concluded that the tutoring at
writing centers seemed to be especially valuable to ESL students since, if generalized,
students with a minimal English proficiency made significant progress towards mastering
academic writing, when the appropriate help was available. The international ESL
students also received the same tutoring that was in no measurable way different than
what their domestic peers received showed that a student’s cultural differences did not
hinder the effective tutoring provided for them (Williams & Takaku, 2011).
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While Williams and Takaku discussed help seeking behavior in the sense of
writing center visitations, they did not delve into the effect of what could happen if a
student sought help from their professor or someone outside of a writing center instead.
While this dissertation did not delve into the influence of a student’s help seeking
behavior and the number of writing center visitations a student tallied up per semester,
one of the variables in Variable A, and that influenced both the student’s writing selfefficacy and overall outcome was the student’s perception of their prior instructor’s
effectiveness.

Factors Contributing to Variance in Student Self-Efficacy

Graham, Schwartz, and MacArthur (1993) wrote, Knowledge of Writing and the
Composing Process, Attitude Toward Writing, and Self-Efficacy for Students with and
without Learning Disabilities, for the Journal of Learning Disabilities. In the article, the
authors researched self-efficacy for students with learning disabilities and their general
education peers. The mixed methodology research methods included individual
interviews with eight open-ended questions (Graham, Schwartz, & MacArthur, 1993) that
focused on declarative knowledge (knowing what), procedural knowledge (knowing
how), and conditional knowledge (knowing when and where) (Graham, Schwartz, &
MacArthur, 1993). The students were also given two quantitative scales: an attitude scale
on the student’s enjoyment of writing and a self-efficacy measure on the student’s belief
in their ability to write. Both groups of students defined good writing by referring to
either the form or substance of the composition (Graham, Schwartz, & MacArthur, 1993).
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Interestingly, general education students and older students focused far more on
the substantive details of a paper compared to their peers with a learning disability or
those who were younger in age (Graham, Schwartz, & MacArthur, 1993). While both
groups of students stated that they would either ask for assistance or engage in a
substantive activity if they had difficulty with an assignment, the students with learning
disabilities were far more likely to choose the former while the general education
students were more likely to choose the latter (Graham, Schwartz, & MacArthur, 1993).
Students with learning disabilities even focused more on the mechanical errors with
writing such as spelling, neatness, and punctuation/ capitalization with writing, while
their normally achieving peers suggested that good writers focus more on strategies for
planning and revising (Graham, Schwartz, & MacArthur, 1993).
This tied back to Wachholz and Etheridge’s (1996) research that showed highapprehensive writers tended to view good writing with surface details such as grammar,
spelling, and punctuation, just like the students with learning disabilities felt in this study.
The authors defined a student with a learning disability as meeting the criteria of being
identified as learning disabled by the school district they attend, an IQ score between 84
and 116, academic achievement one or more standard deviations below the mean on a
standardized measure for reading performance, an absence of any other conditions that
could be handicapping and interviews with the student’s special education teachers that
indicated significant composition problems (Graham, Schwartz, & MacArthur, 1993).
The study results showed that while students with a learning disability were less positive
about writing than their normally achieving classmates, they were just as positive as their
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peers when it came to their belief in their ability to carry out important composing
processes and the ability to write stories and reports. However, as seen in this study and
prior studies from Englert et al. (1988) and Wong et al. (1989), students who did suffer
with a learning disability had a less mature concept on the writing and composing process
than their normally achieving peers, resulting in a focus on the mechanics of writing over
substance for their revision process.

Self-Efficacy and Writing in P-12

While this dissertation focused on self-efficacy and community college
composition, the truth is a student’s self-efficacy begins during their formative school
years before entering college. Pajares and Valiante (1997) discussed in their article,
Influence of Self-Efficacy on Elementary Students’ Writing, in The Journal of Educational
Research, the source of student self-efficacy. They indicated that written composition
was not an area of self-efficacy that has been well researched. They sought to examine
the relationship between self-efficacy and gender apprehensiveness in writing for fifth
grade students. Pajares and Valiante stated the purpose of the study was to test both the
predictive and mediational role of the fifth grade student’s self-efficacy when it came to
their writing abilities (Pajares & Valiante, 1997). The author researchers concluded that
while the relationship between writing and writing apprehension were inconsistent, boys
tended to be more apprehensive about writing, while girls tended to have a lower
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confidence in their writing ability, even though both genders had the same aptitude and
performance (Pajares & Valiante, 1997).
Bandura (1986, 1997) explained that self-efficacy theorists believed that it was a
person’s belief of what they can accomplish that was the influential and powerful
determinant of their behavior, and Pajares and Valiante (1997) added that self-efficacy
was what helped to explain how and why students who had a similar ability could still
have such markedly different results. However, the strongest source of efficacy came
from the results of a student’s interpreted efforts. In fact, researchers stated that a high
sense of self-efficacy that one is a good writer would not truly increase a student’s
writing competence. Rather, a higher sense of self-efficacy would help create a greater
interest in writing, a more sustained effort, and produce a greater sense of perseverance
and resiliency, even when there were obstacles that got in the way of completing the task
(Pajares & Valiante, 1997).
Meier, McCarthy, and Shmeck (1984) reported that a college student’s writing
performance was predicted by writing self-efficacy, while Bandura (1986) argued that a
student’s perceived efficacy was determined greatly by the anxiety the student
experienced with an academic task and the student’s perceived usefulness of said task.
McClelland (1985) and Rotter (1982) also added that when viewed under the lens of the
expectancy-value theory, the primary result of an individual’s belief about the results of
their actions, as well as the value they place on those said outcomes, came directly from
motivation, being a reason that a student’s perceived usefulness of writing has also
become a focus in writing research.
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In Pajares and Valiante’s research, they focused on fifth grade students in three
public schools, two in the south and one in the southwest (Pajares & Valiante, 1997). The
instruments used were writing performance, writing self-efficacy, writing apprehension, a
scale of the perceived usefulness of writing, and writing aptitude (Pajares & Valiante,
1997). The author researchers discovered that the self-efficacy perceptions of elementary
students directly influenced their writing apprehension, the perceived usefulness of
writing, and essay-writing performance (Pajares & Valiante, 1997). It was also interesting
to note that Pajares and Valiante (1997) found that fifth-grade girls reported a higher
sense of self-efficacy, lower apprehension, and they perceived writing to be more useful.
This was in contrast to the results Pajares and Johnson (1996) reported that while ninthgrade boys and girls did not differ in their writing performance, the boys reported a
higher sense of self-efficacy. Bandura (1997) and Scheier and Carver (1993) explained
the significance of these findings since the effects of a low self-efficacy belief may have
differed by age and gender, the results were still likely to be the same: a result in lessened
effort, decreased persistence and perseverance, and lower levels of optimism.
Hackett and Betz (1989) noted that self-efficacy beliefs of college students were
so strong that they could influence a student’s choice of major and eventually their
career, adding that often it was an inaccurate self-perception of one’s ability that
influenced the avoidance of a course or career over the person’s actual skill in the subject.
Pajares and Valiante (1997) added that some researchers on the topic of self-efficacy
have even suggested that teachers should pay just as much attention to a student’s
perception of their own competence in a subject as the student’s actual competence in
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that subject, for it was the perception that would more accurately predict a student’s
motivation and academic choices. This was important to note because if the research
Pajares and Valiante found was accurate, that meant boys have a lower sense of selfefficacy during early, elementary age, while girls’ levels of self-efficacy erode as they get
older, meaning teachers should assess a student’s writing competence and confidence
level over time (Pajares & Valiante, 1997).
Bruning, Dempsey, Kauffman, McKim, and Zumbrunn (2011) co-wrote the
article Examining Dimensions of Self-Efficacy for Writing in the Journal of Educational
Psychology. Bong (2006) explained that those with higher self-efficacy levels tended to
have lower anxiety and more positive outcomes such as setting higher goals and using
more effective learning strategies. Bandura (1997, 2006) added that there are few
perceptions about us that are more integral than our self-efficacy, which was defined as
the confidence one had in successfully performing in a particular domain. Bruning et al.
(2011) built on the wealth of prior research on the subject of self-efficacy through a new
perspective on writing. The authors used a multifactor perspective on writing selfefficacy in two studies: one with six hundred and ninety-seven seventh, eighth, and ninth
grade students from four middle schools in a Midwestern city and the second with five
hundred ad sixty-three eleventh and twelfth grade students from two public high schools,
also in a Midwestern city. Both studies focused on testing the adequacy of a three-factor
writing self-efficacy model: ideation, or generating ideas, conventions, or expressing
ideas using writing’s language-related tools, and self-regulation, or managing writing
decisions and behaviors.
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The researchers added that research on writing self-efficacy goes back all the way
to the mid-1980s showing a relationship between that and multiple writing-related
variables such as writing quality and standards or level of writing apprehension. They
added that since self-efficacy is a domain-specific construct, there cannot be any type of
all-purpose measure for a person’s core belief in their ability (Bruning, Dempsey,
Kauffman, McKim, & Zumbrunn, 2011).
The writers used four assumptions about the act of writing and the self-efficacy of
writing to guide their framework. The first assumption was that writing is complex and
has high demands on working memory, the second that the development of writing was a
slow process, the third that writers form strong impressions of their own writing
experiences, and lastly that writers group their writing-related experiences into
psychologically meaningful categories (Bruning, Dempsey, Kauffman, McKim, &
Zumbrunn, 2011). These four assumptions helped create the writing self-efficacy
framework using the three-factor model Bruning et al. used to survey the middle school
and high school students in Study 1 and Study 2, respectively.
The Self-Efficacy for Writing Scale (SEWS), was a sixteen question quantitative
survey first utilized in a study of college students during a poster presentation at the
American Educational Research Association in Denver, Colorado (Dempsey, Bruning, &
Kauffman, 2010). The survey was used in both Studies 1 & 2 due to the three-factor
model on writing-related experience and student self-efficacy. Students surveyed in this
article were given fifteen to twenty minutes to complete the survey in their English
language arts class. Study 2, focusing on high school students, also included a five-point

54
Likert scale Liking Writing Scale (LWS), with four questions on student experience and
belief in writing. Students also self-reported their writing-related grades in Study 2. This
dissertation requested students self-reported what grade they believed they would receive
in the course instead. And lastly, students in Study 2 were also given a statewide writing
assessment approximately a month later.

Self-Efficacy and College Writing

Woodrow (2011), a faculty member from the University of Sydney wrote College
English Writing Affect: Self-Efficacy and Anxiety, for SciVerse ScienceDirect on the
writing self-efficacy of students at four different universities in a major Chinese city.
Woodrow explained that in China, English was perceived as a necessary second language
for everyone, meaning students in K-12 were required to pass an examination in English
to get into college, students in college had to pass an examination in order to graduate,
and students looking to enter graduate school or most jobs, whether or not the job
requires fluency in English, needed to pass a third examination. Due to the large scale
settings for these university exams, a student’s English ability was not focused on speech,
but rather on writing, even though the stakes for both educational and employment
opportunities relied on success in the language (Woodrow, 2011).
Woodrow used Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1986) and self-efficacy, or a
person’s perception of their ability to perform an action at a particular level, to inform her
research (Bandura, 1986). Bandura (1989, 1993) argued that it was self-efficacy that
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could determine performance to a far greater degree than a person’s inherent ability
(Bandura, 1989, 1993). Additionally, research from Bong (2002) and Pajares (1996)
found that self-efficacy tended to be a strong predictor of a student’s academic
performance. Woodrow added that research was emerging that stated that self-efficacy
was a critical motivational variable when it came to language learning (Woodrow, 2011).
Mills et al. (2006, 2007) found correlations with self-efficacy and learning French
were related to three variables: high grades metacognitive strategy use, and selfregulation (Mills et al., 2006, 2007). This related back to Woodrow’s data that showed
that the highly anxious group, who studied between one to twenty hours per week and
perceived themselves as not studying very hard, and the high efficacy group, who studied
between one to sixty-two hours per week and perceived themselves as hard working,
were far more successful with more hours spent studying than their peers.
The data also showed that the more anxious group chose to study due to the worry
of failing an exam or being able to communicate with more people, while the more
confident group found an inherent desire to learn the language for themselves (Woodrow,
2011). While the mixed method study found that both self-efficacy and anxiety were
important variables with writing English as a second language, one of the most
significant aspects of this education psychology research was that it supported Schunk et
al.’s (2008) view that self-efficacy was not something that was fixed, but rather that could
be manipulated inside the classroom (Schunk et al., 2008).
Hetthong and Teo (2013) wrote the article, Does Writing Self-Efficacy Correlate
with and Predict Writing Performance? for the International Journal of Applied
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Linguistics and English Literature. In the article, Hetthong and Teo cited how selfefficacy determined a fourteen percent variance when it came to academic performance
(Hetthong & Teo, 2013) and that according to Pajares (1996), a person’s judgment about
their ability was a better predictor than their actual ability to do a subject or task (Pajares,
1996).
The writers stated that self-efficacy, in recent years, had been declared to be an
essential contributor to the success of English language learning (Hetthong & Teo, 2013).
Bandura (1997, 1994) added that, according to the social cognitive theory, self-efficacy
has proven to become the most dependable predictor of a student’s task performance
since self-efficacy beliefs directly impact a person’s ensuing behaviors, thus making selfefficacy a better predictor of performance than factors such as a person’s actual ability or
prior accomplishments (Bandura, 1997, 1994).
Hetthong and Teo argued that the significance of their study stemmed from the
fact that self-efficacy was a prominent motivational construct, but it needed more
research to help shape the insight among both researchers and educators (Hetthong &
Teo, 2013). According to Schwarzer and Fuchs (1995), writing self-efficacy negotiated
the thoughts, feelings, and actions of a writer, which was why Hetthong and Teo added
that whether a person was a great or a poor writer, having a high sense of self-efficacy
would manipulate the person’s perceptions towards writing and push them to work harder
through the challenges that could arise during their practice or performance of the task.
This is why it could be implied that self-efficacy played a critical role in learning
(Hetthong & Teo, 2013).
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Chen (2007), who did a study supporting Bandura’s (1997) claim about the ability
to predict self-efficacy over language performance was investigated by the impact of
four, independent variables: English listening self-efficacy, English listening anxiety,
perceived value of the English language, and perceived value of English culture on
English. Chen found that among the four independent variables, the strongest predictor of
listening performance was English listening self-efficacy (Hetthong & Teo, 2013).
In Hetthong and Teo’s study, they used fifty-one third-year students, who were
majoring in English at Prince of Songkla University, Hat Yai Campus and were given a
paragraph writing test and a questionnaire for writing self-efficacy (Hetthong & Teo,
2013). The correlation implied that between the overall writing self-efficacy and the
overall writing performance, a significant and strong relationship existed. The
questionnaire for writing self-efficacy functioned as an independent variable, while the
written paragraph text functioned as the predictor (Hetthong & Teo, 2013).
The findings Hetthong and Teo found were consistent with Shah et al. (2011),
who’s research discovered that Malaysian students writing ability in mechanics,
punctuation, and spelling yielding a low positive correlation with their writing selfefficacy in this study, but moderately positive correlation in Shah’s study (Hetthong &
Teo, 2013). The author researchers suggested that from a pedagogical perspective, they
recommend teachers conducted a questionnaire on self-efficacy before starting class,
recognized and personalized student learning, and not rely too much on the traditional
teachings of writing that focused on grammatical errors and marking up early drafts of
student work (Hetthong & Teo, 2013).
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McCarthy, Meier, and Rinderer (1985) explained in their article, Self-Efficacy and
Writing: A Different View of Self-Evaluation, for the College Composition and
Communication journal about what self-efficacy was, along with two separate studies on
self-efficacy and anxiety when it came to writing. They started out by explaining how
self-evaluation was an important part of the writing process that was beginning to
become recognized for its value. While many authors have focused on self-evaluation
being based on judging a piece of work against a set syllabus, McCarthy, Meier, and
Rinderer argued that there was a second type of self-evaluation that also played an
important role: the assessment of an individual’s ability to effectively write (McCarthy,
Meier, & Rinderer, 1985).
Next, they explained Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy, which he formulated to
help change human behavior, such as anything from maintaining your weight to
alleviating a fear (McCarthy, Meier, & Rinderer, 1985) and concluded with the results
that students with stronger self-efficacy and less anxiety were better writers, leading to
the question of whether or not writers who had a strong self-efficacy behaved differently
than students with a weak self-efficacy (McCarthy, Meier, & Rinderer, 1985). Bandura
suggested that for an individual to perform a task successfully, the person needed to
know that a particular behavior would produce a desired outcome and also view him or
herself as being capable of performing those necessary behaviors. And while there is no
causal link between self-evaluation and performance, it has been suggested by
researchers such as Shaughnessy that when performance improved, self-efficacy
increased, and when self-efficacy increased, performance improved (McCarthy, Meier, &
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Rinderer, 1985). This “Pygmalion Effect” has been noted by researchers, such as,
McCarthy, Meier, and Rinderer, who stated that if a self-belief could influence human
behavior so strongly, then not only was the theory of self-efficacy something that had
powerful implications for student writing, but an integral factor for improving student
writing would be to strengthen a student’s efficacy expectations about his or her writing
capabilities (McCarthy, Meier, & Rinderer, 1985).
The authors’ purpose for this research was to examine the strength of efficacy
expectations and the individual’s quality of writing, as well as a more complete picture of
the three psychological variables that related to effective writing: anxiety, locus of
control, and cognitive style (McCarthy, Meier, & Rinderer, 1985). Bandura connected
each of these variables to self-efficacy, with high anxiety levels correlating with low
efficacy expectations (McCarthy, Meier, & Rinderer, 1985), a locus of control being
defined as an individuals belief as to whether or not the rewards and punishments in their
life are controlled by them or by external factors such as fate or other people, and
cognitive style that has been show through research that deep processors tend to be more
successful in academia. This led students to have higher self-efficacy expectations with
writing based on their past successes, and thus to become stronger writers (McCarthy,
Meier, & Rinderer, 1985).
In their research, based at the Southern Illinois University, during the fall term,
137 freshmen in the introductory writing courses were given two in-class essays to write
and asked to fill out various questionnaires as close to the session where they wrote the
essays. The research showed that students with a stronger sense of efficacy did write
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better essays than their peers with a lower sense of efficacy (McCarthy, Meier, &
Rinderer, 1985). However, due to problems with the testing conditions at the post-test,
the researchers re-ran the experiment in the spring term with a population of sixty
students. The second experiment showed that both a stronger efficacy strength and lower
anxiety level were significantly related to a student’s performance with writing being
better at the pre-test, while efficacy strength was the only significantly related tie to
performance at the post-test, showing that efficacy strength has the strongest tie to
writing in both of these studies (McCarthy, Meier, & Rinderer, 1985).
The authors did state that another important question that needed to be examined
was whether or not an accurate assessment of self-efficacy was what predicted an
individual’s writing performance since there were writers, especially at the introductory
level who either over or under-rated their writing performance. Researchers needed to
determine which students made these inaccurate evaluations of themselves, as well as
what these assessments did for those individuals (McCarthy, Meier, & Rinderer, 1985).
The researchers concluded stating that their case studies indicated that a person’s writing
performance was related to their perceptions of their writing abilities, making it integral
that this concept of “self-evaluation” was expanded to include a person’s evaluation of
their own writing abilities as well as an assessment of their writing work (McCarthy,
Meier, & Rinderer, 1985).
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Self-Regulatory Influences and College Composition

Zimmerman and Bandura (1994) co-authored the research article, Impact of SelfRegulatory Influences on Writing Course Attainment. According to Zimmerman (1986,
1990), the academic self-regulation aspect of the social cognitive theory, students
regulated their motivational, affective, social determinants, and cognitive aspects of their
intellectual functioning (Zimmerman, 1986, 1990a, 1990b), or, simply put, that even after
controlling for other potentially influential factors, students who were good at selfregulating were more academically successful than their peers who struggled with selfregulation (Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). Bandura (1986, 1991) explained that in the
social cognitive theory, self-regulation is operated through psychological subfunctions
(Bandura 1986, 1991b) such as Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons’ (1986, 1988, 1990) list
including the self-monitoring of one’s activities, applying personal standards for one’s
performances, enlisting self-reactive influences to help guide and motivate, and
employing strategies to help achieve success (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986, 1988,
1990).
Zimmerman and Bandura stated that one of the most influential factors for writing
course attainment in one’s perceived self-efficacy (Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994).
Multiple researchers, such as Bandura (1993), Bouffard-Bouchard, Parent, and Larivee
(1991), Collins (1982), and Schunk (1984), added that children with a high self-efficacy
in their academic abilities tended to set higher goals, apply them more persistently even
during difficult times, exert a better control over their time for working, were more
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flexible with testing problem-solving strategies, and had greater success with academia
than their peers who had a lower level of self-efficacy.
Another factor Simon (1979) added was self-dissatisfaction due to substandard
performances served as another reason some students were more successful in writing
attainment and academia, due to their self-satisfaction only with superior attainments and
thus exerted a greater effort in writing and revising written composition (Simon, 1979).
Zimmerman and Bandura added that since goals operated mainly through self-processing,
both a person’s perceived self-efficacy and their self-evaluative standards could affect
their aspirational goal setting, and that the higher the sense of one’s personal efficacy, the
higher the goals that they set for themselves (Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). In fact,
Bandura (1991) and Locke and Latham (1990) added that with a higher sense of selfefficacy and the higher the goals that one set for oneself, the firmer his or her
commitment to seeing it through was (Bandura, 1991a; Locke & Latham, 1990). As well
as the fact that both personal efficacy and self-evaluative standards influenced even one’s
response to a performance that fell short of their adopted goals (Bandura & Cervone,
1983, 1986).
In this study, Zimmerman and Bandura surveyed both introductory and advanced
composition college freshman at a four-year university, and used their final grade in the
course as the outcome measure (Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). This dissertation utilized
one of the two scales used in that study, the Writing Self-Regulatory Efficacy Scale, but
focused the target audience with first-year community college students in the
introductory composition course only since the majority of existing research on self-
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efficacy and writing focuses on P-12 or four-year university students. Therefore, this
dissertation focused on community college students due to the lack of representation of
students from a two-year university in existing research on the subject. The Writing SelfRegulatory Efficacy Scale contained twenty-five items that assessed a student’s perceived
capability with writing from a) being able to execute strategic aspects of the composition
process such as planning, organizing, and revising work; b) recognizing the creative
aspects of writing such as composing an interesting introduction and generating a topic of
interest; and c) executing behavioral self-management such as that of time and motivation
(Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994).
The study itself had a total of ninety-five freshman students surveyed in eight
composition courses, with forty-seven students attending the regular composition course
and forty-eight students enrolled in the advanced course. The four male and four female
instructors who agreed to have their class randomly selected for the study had not
previously taught any of the students and provided the student’s final grade at the end of
the semester. The enrollment in the advanced class was also only possible with an SAT
advanced placement score of a 4 or a 5. The study also utilized a seven-point Likert scale,
as did this dissertation, with one being the belief of not being able to perform the
designated activity and seven being the being that one believed they could perform the
activity very well (Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994).
The second scale, the Self-Evaluative Standards Scale, allowed students to rate
how satisfied they would be for each of the twelve grades spanning from A through F on
the same seven-point Likert scale of very dissatisfied being one and very satisfied being a
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score of 7. Students were also asked what academic grade they were striving for in the
course, with the grades ranging between a B- to an A. Zimmerman and Bandura found
that the perceived self-regulatory efficacy for composition was an influencing factor for
both the student’s perceived self-efficacy for academic achievement and self-evaluative
standards, both of which linked back to the student’s grade goal. The authors also added
that the finding suggested that verbal aptitude could potentially contribute to writing
enhancement by raising a student’s standards for their writing quality and academic
aspirations. They further explained that a student’s perceived academic self-efficacy
affected their writing course grade due to its effects on goal setting both directly and
indirectly. Zimmerman and Bandura finally concluded that the study results have
important pedagogical implications for college composition instructors since a student’s
self-regulatory efficacy belief is directly tied to their perceived efficacy for success and
indirectly with their final grades. They added that college writing professors should
consider making a diagnostic assessment of a student’s self-regulatory efficacy at the
start of their course, and that different facets of perceived self-efficacy play a key role
when it comes to student success in college composition attainment (Zimmerman &
Bandura, 1994).

Literature-based Descriptions
The quantitative research variables that will be used, as cited in the theoretical
framework seen in Chapter 1, are the student’s perception of prior teacher effectiveness,
self-apprehensiveness, and their self-assessed level of preparation for college level
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English, race, first generation college students, the student’s self-reported gender,
whether or not the student is a first or second-generation immigrant, whether or not the
student is from a non-English dominant speaking home, whether or not the student writes
for pleasure outside of course curricula, and whether or not the student reads for pleasure
outside of course curricula. By viewing these variables, the reader and the researcher
derived a comprehensive understanding of the students’ self-efficacy beliefs and
enjoyment of writing.
This study used a quantitative research methodology. Students were anonymously
surveyed on their beliefs in their writing. Since self-efficacy is subjective, many prior
researchers have used mixed methodology for their research. However, by quantitatively
surveying students only, this research gained a broader student perspective by using a
larger student population. By surveying the participants during the course, the researcher
was given insight into how the factors impacting student perceptions about one of their
first writing-intensive courses in college.

Methodology
The methodology used for this study was a quantitative research method. Students
were surveyed with close-ended questions. Research Question 1 was a Pearson
Correlation Coefficient, which is a very powerful statistic, shows a co-relation, or
correlation, that one variable corresponds with a variation of a second variable (Urdan,
2010). Research Question 2, on the other hand, was a descriptive statistic, which involved
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using a summarization of the distribution of the scores by using a visual presentation such
as a graph that computes the descriptive statistical indices (Green and Salkind, 2014).
This dissertation employed a purely quantitative research method. By focusing on
a quantitative-only research method, a wider population of students was surveyed for the
data, allowing for the research to focus on a broader student perspective. A quantitative
approach could also make it more likely for policy changes and implementations to
occur, such as potentially changing our pedagogical approach for writing if there is a
large enough population of students who responded to the survey data and showed
statistical significance between student self-efficacy and their writing outcome.
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Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to contribute to the research on whether or not selfefficacy affects student writing, specifically in community college composition classes.
This chapter provides an overview of the research design and data collection used for this
dissertation. Using a quantitative research method, students at Gardenia College were
surveyed on their self-reported self-apprehensiveness, perceived writing abilities, and
perception of prior teacher effectiveness. The variables that were split into two groups –
variables A and B – were to be quantifiably measured and included race, first generation
college students, gender, the student’s perception of prior teacher effectiveness, selfapprehensiveness, whether or not the student is a first or second generation immigrant,
whether or not the student is from a non-English dominant speaking home, if the student
writes for pleasure outside of course curricula, if the student reads for pleasure outside of
course curricula, and their self-assessed level of preparation for college level English.
The data collection process, analysis, and instruments will be explained further in this
chapter, as well as the role of the researcher in this study, and how the participants were
protected.

Research Design
This research study utilized a quantitative research methodology with a Pearson
correlation coefficient for Research Question 1, as well as descriptive statistics for
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Research Question 2. A seven-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagreeing to the
ability of performing the designated activity (a score of 1) to strongly agreeing that the
student believes they can succeed in the activity very well (score of 7), were used to
collect quantitative data, which were, in turn, used to address both Research Questions 1
and 2.
The researcher chose to use a quantitative survey to measure the relationship
between a student’s self-efficacy and collegiate writing by using a survey Zimmerman
and Bandura (1994) used on four-year university students to measure their self-efficacy
in writing course attainment. The study was designed to provide statistical evidence
related to the stated variables and whether or not there was significance between a
student’s self-efficacy in their writing skills/ abilities. The survey did have a limitation
since it followed the look that Zimmerman and Bandura (1994) used, only listing the
seven-point Likert scale with one being strongly disagree and seven being strongly agree.
Since the survey left two, three, four, five, and six without a label, each student may have
viewed their level five as being on a different scale than one another’s.
This study surveyed community college students who are enrolled in their firstyear composition course at Gardenia College on their self-efficacy and writing,
measuring their experience on how they perceive their ability and preparation to
successfully write at the college level for that course. The goal of the study was to
examine whether or not a student’s self-efficacy or other variables, such as their interest
in reading and writing or their parent’s education level, could potentially affect their selfefficacy, and thus affect their writing skills/ abilities. These variables were selected based
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on the current research on self-efficacy and writing as demonstrated in the literature
review in Chapter 2.

Role of the Researcher
The researcher hand delivered the survey to students at Gardenia College who
were enrolled in their introductory composition course and whose professors had a
preexisting agreement to allow their students to be surveyed. While the researcher did
have direct contact with the participants and the professor in each situation, the researcher
made sure that all professors were aware that it was completely voluntary to allow their
class to be surveyed, and that students were informed that responding to the survey was
completely optional. However, while students also had the choice to retract their response
at any time, since the survey was anonymous, it would have been difficult to find an
individual student’s survey answers if the need had risen.
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software was used to
conduct the analysis of the raw survey data to confirm that it was valid and reliable. Once
the researcher confirmed that the data was reliable, the researcher moved forward with
the findings. All of the raw data and any personal identifiable material collected from the
survey participants will be destroyed within three years of collection. And the data was
only available to the researcher via a password-protected computer and a lock box and
key.
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Research Questions


Research Question 1 (quantitative): To what extent do the following variables,
which make up aspects of self-efficacy, affect one another?
o Variables A:





Student’s perception of prior teacher effectiveness



Self-apprehensiveness



Self-assessed level of preparation for college level English

Research Question 2 (quantitative): Which, and to what extent, do the following
variables affect self-efficacy?
o Variables B:


Race



First generation college students



Student’s self-reported gender



Whether or not the student is a first or second-generation
immigrant



Whether or not the student is from a non-English dominant
speaking home



Whether or not the student reads for pleasure outside of course
curricula



Whether or not a student writes for pleasure outside of course
curricula
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Research Question One utilized a Pearson Correlation, while Research Question
Two utilized a descriptive analysis. The data was processed using SPSS.

Setting, Population, and Sample
Gardenia College is a two-year community college located in Northern California.
The Gardenia Community College District covers over three thousand two hundred
square miles and serves the Northern California counties of Placer, Nevada, El Dorado,
and Sacramento. It is made up of their main campus in Rocklin, CA, as well as campuses
in Roseville, CA, Truckee, CA, and Grass Valley, CA. The district serves 25,720 students
and graduates 2,332 students with degrees and certificates every year. According to their
Fall 2010 headcount, there were 13,925 students taking for-credit classes at their main
campus in Rocklin, CA, 2,415 students at their Roseville Gateway campus, 2252 students
at the Nevada County campus, 579 students at their Tahoe-Truckee campus, and 3,414
students taking off-campus courses either online or on the TV. There also were 11,000
students taking non-credit, community-education courses.
The student demographics from Fall 2012 at one of their locations consist of 70%
Caucasian, 12% Hispanic/ Latino, 5% Asian, 4% African American, 3% American
Indian/ Alaskan Native and decline/ unknown, 2% Filipino, 1% Pacific Islander, and 0%
multiple out of the 18,809 students. The students who were surveyed for this dissertation
consisted of first year, introductory composition course students at this location. Out of
all the classes surveyed, students met with the researcher who introduced the research
topic, explained the participant protection, and informed the students of the anonymity
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and ability to remove their response from the research at any given time. The quantitative
data was derived from two hundred and fifty-three students from the school.
Students who were enrolled their first-year introductory composition course were
chosen because the researcher wanted to examine their perception of the course and
quantitatively analyze their self-efficacy in collegiate writing for a mandatory course that
all students required for graduation. Introductory college composition course instructors
who were willing to allow the researcher to come into their class and have their students
surveyed, helped reflect the diversity of the college and showed a sampling of the larger
campus community of the two-year university in northern California.

Data Collection and Instrumentation
The researcher collected survey data on first year, introductory composition
course students at Gardenia College during the Spring 2016 semester. The raw data
provided insight into the student’s belief in their own abilities and skills to succeed in
college writing, namely their introductory composition course class. The seven-point
Likert scale survey utilized for this research has been adapted from its original source so
that it is appropriate for this dissertation and is located in the appendix (Appendix B) of
this dissertation, alongside the five additional questions utilized in this research with their
construct, variable, and source (Appendix C). The survey was designed using Qualtrics.
Students received the survey in class from the researcher, alongside the Informed
Consent Form, which is also located in the appendix of this dissertation (Appendix A).
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Research Question 1 utilized a Pearson correlation coefficient to find statistical
significance between Variables A. A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient is
the most commonly used correlation coefficient in social science research. This powerful
statistic allowed the researcher to determine whether or not the values of one variable
corresponded with the score of a second variable (Urdan, 2010). In this dissertation, the
researcher correlated the values between the three self-efficacy variables in Variables A:
self-apprehensiveness (SA), self-assessed level of preparation for college level English
(SALPCE), and student’s perception of prior teacher effectiveness (SPTE).
On the other hand, Research Question 2 utilized the seven dichotomous variables
describing the student’s demographics and interests, against the Likert-scale self-efficacy
variables. Out of the three self-efficacy variables, SA was measured using seven
questions such as I can find a way to concentrate on my writing even when there are
many distractions around (Question 8) and I can find ways to motivate myself to write a
paper even when the topic holds little interest for me (Question 20). These questions were
selected since they helped measure a student’s apprehensiveness with writing college
composition. SALPCE utilized the majority of survey questions, asking students twentyone questions such as I can start writing with no difficulty (Question 2) and I can revise a
first draft of any paper so that it is shorter and better organized (Question 22). This
variable asked the majority of the survey questions since a student’s self-efficacy is so
closely related to the student’s perception of their self-assessed preparation for the
course. And finally, the SPTE was measured using only two questions: Did you find the
literature engaging in your previous English/ composition class? (Question 27) and Did
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you feel your last English/ composition teacher made your class interesting and
challenging? (Question 29). These questions were added on to the survey to review
whether or not students at Gardenia College felt that their prior writing instructor – be it a
remedial course at Gardenia College or another community college or from high school –
provided them with culturally relevant literature, kept the class interesting and
challenging, and kept the student feeling engaged during the class.

Data Analysis
The quantitative data reflected whether or not there were significant relationships
among the pre-determined variables. Research Question 1 analyzed the data as a Pearson
Correlation, while Research Question 2, analyzed the data as descriptive statistics,
looking at self-efficacy variables in two groups. Group A had variables that were
influenced by a student’s perception, such as: the student’s perception of prior teacher
effectiveness, self-apprehensiveness, and their own self-assed level of preparation for
college level English and writing. While variables in group B, were the student’s
demographics and interests, and focused on nominal, or categorical, variables such as: the
student’s self-identifying gender, race, and whether or not they are a first generation
college student, as well as descriptive statistics such as whether or not the student is a
first or second generation immigrant, whether or not they are from a non-English
dominant speaking home, whether or not the student writes outside of the course
curricula, and whether or not the student reads outside of the course curricula. The
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researcher did not take into account the student’s age, since the majority of students will
likely fall into the same age bracket.

Protection of Participants
The protection of participants was provided in three ways. First, the participants
were provided anonymity and their class section was randomly selected for the study.
Second, the participants signed a consent form, informing them of what the study
requires of them. And lastly, the consent form informed the participants that they are
allowed to withdraw from the study at any time they wish.
The raw data and survey answers will be destroyed within three years of
collection, and after the data analysis has been completed. The data is kept on a
password-protected computer and handled by the researcher alone. The participants were
also never asked for any personal, identifiable information at any time during the
research. Also, the community college district, site, and the researcher’s university’s
Internal Review Board for Human Subjects approved the research before the researcher
began gathering any survey data or consent forms from the participants. The participants
were also informed that their participation is completely voluntary and that they could
withdraw from the study at any time with no consequences.
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Chapter 4
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction
This chapter includes a detailed description of the data result for this study’s
quantitative survey data for Research Questions 1 and 2. The first section of this chapter
describes the Likert-scale survey questions for Research Question 1’s Pearson
Correlation Coefficient. The second section of this chapter describes the dichotomous
variables for the survey population, followed by a further analysis of the data. Chapter 4
concludes with a summary of both research questions.
The primary purpose of this study is to examine the factors that affect a student’s
self-efficacy and success in their introductory composition class at a community college.
Subsequently, recommendations are made in order to examine and improve the
pedagogical practices within college composition courses. The study attempted to
determine what student perceptions affect the student’s success when it comes to
introductory college composition. The study used a quantitative research method to
statistically analyze the data. Specifically, the study attempted to answer the following
research questions:
Research Question 1: To what extent do the following variables, which make up aspects
of self-efficacy, affect one another?
o Variables A:


Student’s perception of prior teacher effectiveness



Self-apprehensiveness
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Self-assessed level of preparation for college level English

Research Question 2: Which, and to what extent, do the following variables affect selfefficacy?
o Variables B:


Race



First generation college students



Student’s self-reported gender



Whether or not the student is a first or second-generation
immigrant



Whether or not the student is from a non-English dominant
speaking home



Whether or not the student reads for pleasure outside of course
curricula



Whether or not a student writes for pleasure outside of course
curricula

Report of Quantitative Data
The quantitative data from the survey addresses both Research Questions 1 and 2.
A Pearson Correlation Coefficient was conducted to discover statistically significant
relationships between the three Likert-scale variables for Research Question 1.
Descriptive statistics was used for the seven dichotomous variables for Research
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Question 2, and allowed “one to summarize the characteristics of a data set” (Tanner,
2012, p. 8) and employ the use of figures and graphs to represent the survey data.
Research Question 1 used variables from the student’s perspective SPTE, SA,
SALPCE. Research Question 2 used variables from the student’s demographics and
interests: race (Race), first generation college students (FirstGeneration), student’s selfreported gender (Gender), whether or not the student is a first or second-generation
immigrant (Immigrant), whether or not the student is from a non-English dominant
speaking home (NonEnglishSpeakingHome), whether or not a student writes for pleasure
outside of course curricula (WritesforPleasure), and whether or not the student reads for
pleasure outside of course curricula (ReadsforPleasure). The research data was gathered
from ten introductory composition classrooms and two hundred and fifty-three students at
Gardenia College.

Analyses of Research Question 1
Research Question 1 utilizes a Pearson Correlation Coefficient. The three, Likertscale variables focus on the student’s perspective when it comes to college composition
and are: the student’s perception of their prior teacher’s effectiveness, selfapprehensiveness, and the student’s self-assessed level of preparation for college level
English.
Research Question 1: To what extent do the following variables, which make up aspects
of self-efficacy, affect one another?
o Variables A:
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Student’s perception of prior teacher effectiveness



Self-apprehensiveness



Self-assessed level of preparation for college level English

The correlation for all three variables is statistically significant at the 0.01 level.
According to Urdan, a Pearson correlation is a statistic, which indicates the direction and
strength of two variables (Urdan, 2010). The symbol r represents the Pearson correlation
coefficient ranging from -1 to +1, while the effect size (Cohen’s Scale) describes the
strength of the correlation: .3 = low; .5 = medium; and .7 = high, and “the significant test
for r evaluates whether there is a linear relationship between two variables in the
population” (Green & Salkind, 2011, p. 256). According to Cohen’s Scale, the correlation
is low for the student’s perception of prior teacher effectiveness and the student’s selfassessed level of preparation for college level English and with degrees of freedom at two
hundred and thirty-eight. It is low to medium for the student’s perception of prior teacher
effectiveness and self-apprehensiveness and with degrees of freedom at two hundred and
thirty-eight. And it is high for self-apprehensiveness and the student’s self-assessed level
of preparation for college level English with degrees of freedom at two hundred and fiftyone. The APA write-up for each of the variables is as follows: r(N-2) =.300, p < .01, r(N2) = .396, p < .01, and r(N-2) = .730, p <.01.
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Figure 2 – Cohen’s Scale
.3 - Low

.5 - Medium

.7 - High

Table 1 – Pearson Correlation Coefficient

Student’s perception of prior

Sig

Effect Size

.300

p<.01

Low

.396

p<.01

.730

p<.01

teacher effectiveness and
student’s self-assessed level of
preparation for college level
English
Student’s perception of prior
teacher effectiveness and self-

Low to
Medium

apprehensiveness

Self-apprehensiveness and
student’s self-assessed level
of preparation for college level
English

High
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Table 2 – Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
Descriptive Statistics
Mean

Std. Deviation

N

SPTE

5.05

1.648

240

SA

4.40

1.186

253

SALPCE

4.45

1.114

253

Correlations
SPTE
SPTE

Pearson Correlation

SA
1

Sig. (2-tailed)
N
SA

SALPCE

Pearson Correlation

SALPCE

.396

**

.300

**

.000

.000

240

240

240

**

1

.396

.730

**

Sig. (2-tailed)

.000

N

240

253

253

**

**

1

Pearson Correlation

.300

.000

.730

Sig. (2-tailed)

.000

.000

N

240

253

253

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Research Question 1 inquires as to what extent the variables SA, SALPCE, and
SPTE correlated with one another. Cohen’s scale showed that there was a low correlation
between SPTE and SALPCE, a low to medium strength correlation between SPTE and
SA, and a very high correlation between SA and SALPCE. The correlation was
significant at the 0.01 levels.
The Pearson correlation shows that the relationship between selfapprehensiveness and self-assessed preparation for college level English was a very
strong correlation, while the student’s perception of prior teacher effectiveness with the
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two other self-efficacious variables was far weaker. This could be due to the number of
survey questions for each variable – twenty-one questions for SALPCE, seven questions
for SA, and only two for SPTE, or because SPTE was simply not as correlated a variable
as the other two.

Analyses of Research Question 2
Research Question 2 utilizes descriptive statistics and cross-tabular data analyses
(crosstabs). The seven dichotomous variables focus on the student’s demographics and
interests such as their race, whether or not they are a first generation college student, their
self-reported gender, whether or not they are a first or second-generation immigrant,
whether or not the student is from a non-English dominant speaking home, and whether
or not the student reads and/ or writes for pleasure outside of course curricula.
Research Question 2: Which, and to what extent, do the following variables affect selfefficacy?


Variables B:
o Race
o First generation college students
o Student’s self-reported gender
o Whether or not the student is a first or second-generation immigrant
o Whether or not the student is from a non-English dominant speaking home
o Whether or not the student reads for pleasure outside of course curricula
o Whether or not a student writes for pleasure outside of course curricula
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Race
49.6% or 125 of the students surveyed at Gardenia College were Caucasian out of
a population of the 252 students who listed their ethnicity. The next largest ethnic group,
Hispanic, was nearly half as much as their Caucasian peers at 21.4% and 54 students.
They were followed by other, at 12.3% or 31 students, Asian, at 10.3% or 26 students,
African American, at 4.0% or 10 students, Pacific Islander, at 2.0% or 5 students, and
finally, Native American, at .4% or 1 student. The APA write up for the descriptive
statistics for race is M = 2.63, SD = 2.042.

Table 3 – Race
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Descriptive Statistics
N

Minimum

Race

252

Valid N (listwise)

252

Maximum
1

7

Mean
2.63

Std. Deviation
2.042

First Generation College Students

Out of the 253 students surveyed at Gardenia College, 47.4%, or 120 students,
were first generation college students, while 52.6%, or 133 students, had a family
member attend college before them. The APA write up for the descriptive statistics for
first generation college students is M = 1.53, SD = .500.

Table 4 – First Generation College Students
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Descriptive Statistics
N

Minimum

FirstGeneration

253

Valid N (listwise)

253

Maximum
1

2

Mean

Std. Deviation

1.53

.500

Gender
Out of the 252 surveyed students who listed the gender they identified with, a
little over half of them, 53.2% or 134 students, self-reported as being male, while 46.0%
or 116 students self-reported as being female. There also was a small population who did
not identify as being either male or female, with .8% of the population or 2 students. The
APA write up for the descriptive statistics for gender is M = 1.48, SD = .516.

Table 5 – Gender
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Descriptive Statistics
N

Minimum

Gender

252

Valid N (listwise)

252

Maximum
1

3

Mean

Std. Deviation

1.48

.516

First or Second-Generation Immigrant
The majority of the students who were surveyed at Gardenia College selfidentified as not being a first or second generation immigrants, with 77.4% or 195
students out of the 252 students who responded. However, a little over one-fifth of the
students surveyed did identify a being an immigrant at 22.6% or 57 students. The APA
write up for the descriptive statistics for first or second-generation immigrants is M =
1.77, SD = .419.

Table 6 – First or Second-Generation Immigrant
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Descriptive Statistics
N

Minimum

Immigrant

252

Valid N (listwise)

252

Maximum
1

2

Mean

Std. Deviation

1.77

.419

Non-English Dominant Speaking Home
While the majority of students at Gardenia College identify as being native
English language speakers with 69.6% of the population, or 176 students, around onethird the students said that they came from a home where English is not the dominant
language spoken, with 30.4%, or 77 students, out of the 253 participants. The APA write
up for the descriptive statistics for students from a non-English dominant speaking home
is M = 1.70, SD = .461.

Table 7 – Non-English Dominant Speaking Home
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Descriptive Statistics
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

NonEnglishSpeakingHome

253

1

2

1.70

.461

Valid N (listwise)

253

Writes for Pleasure Outside of Course Curricula

The majority of the 253 students surveyed, 69.2% or 175 students, do not write
for pleasure outside of their writing class curriculum. However, around one-third of the
students, 30.4 %, or 77 students, do enjoy the art of the written word. And one student, or
.4% of the population listed that he or she writes sometimes. The APA write up for the
descriptive statistics for writing for pleasure outside of course curricula is M = 1.70, SD =
.468.

Table 8 – Writes for Pleasure Outside of Course Curricula
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Descriptive Statistics
N

Minimum

WritesforPleasure

253

Valid N (listwise)

253

Maximum
1

3

Mean

Std. Deviation

1.70

.468

Reads for Pleasure Outside of Course Curricula

While more than half the students surveyed do not write for pleasure, the majority
of students, at 65.2%, or 165 students out of the 253 participants, do read for pleasure
outside of course curricula, while 34.4%, or 87 students, do not read for pleasure outside
of school. And .4% of the population surveyed, or 1 student, reads outside of class
sometimes. The APA write up for the descriptive statistics for reading for pleasure
outside of course curricula is M = 1.35, SD = .487.

Table 9 – Reads for Pleasure Outside of Course Curricula
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Descriptive Statistics
N

Minimum

ReadsforPleasure

253

Valid N (listwise)

253

Maximum
1

3

Mean
1.35

Std. Deviation
.487

Further Analyses
To further study the relationship between variables A and B, the researcher
performed a Crosstab analyses using SPSS to find significance between race, first
generation college students, gender, immigrant status, and students from an English or
non-English dominant speaking home and the student’s self-assessed level of preparation
for college level English, their self-apprehensiveness, their perception on prior teacher
effectiveness, and whether or not they read or write for pleasure outside of course
curricula. This analysis allowed the researcher to view the data through the R-Model.
While Variables A were divided between influencing the student’s self-efficacy of
writing and the student’s overall success in their introductory composition course,
Variables B were shown directly influencing the student’s writing self-efficacy. The
research results showed that for this survey population only certain variables affected the
student’s self-efficacy and/ or overall outcome. . It is important to note that in this
research there were a high number of Caucasian students, while some racial groups had
only a handful of responses. This could have skewed the data for students from an ethnic
group who were not very well represented in this data.
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Race

Race & Self-Assessed Level of Preparation for College Level English

As per the Crosstab analysis, students from all races in this survey had a similar
rating for their self-efficacy with their self-assessed level of preparation for college level
English. However, as stated above, there were a far greater number of Caucasian students
in this survey population, which could have skewed the results for the less represented
ethnicities. For example, only ten students in this survey self-identified as African
American, five students identified as Pacific Islander, and there was only one Native
American student, which made for a numerically insignificant result in this dissertation.
The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of race and SALPCE is X2 (36, N = 252) =
34.292, p = .550, phi = .369.
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Table 10 – Race and SALPCE
Crosstab
Count
SALPCE
Strongly

Somewhat

Disagree

Disagree

0

6 (4.8%)

Somewhat

Disagree

Neutral

White/

Agree

Strongly
Agree

39
42 (33.6%)
(31.2%)

African

Total

24

9 (7.2%)

Caucasian

Agree

125
5 (4.0%)

(19.2%)

(49.6%)

3
0

1 (10.0%)

10

1 (10.0%)

American

3 (30.0%)

2 (20.0%)

0

(30.0%)

Hispanic

(4.0%)

20
0

2 (3.7%)

54

8 (14.8%)

19 (35.2%)

5 (9.3%)

0

Race

(37.0%)
Asian

(21.4%)

11
1 (3.8%)

2 (7.7%)

26

3 (11.5%)

9 (34.6%)

0

0

(42.3%)

(10.3%)

Native

1
0

0

0

0

1 (100.0%)

0

0

American

(0.4%)

Pacific

3
0

0

5

1 (20.0%)

Islander

1 (20.0%)

0

0

(60.0%)

Other

(2.0%)

8
0

2 (6.5%)

31

7 (22.6%)

9 (29.0%)

5 (16.1%)

0

(25.8%)
Total

(12.3%)

84
1 (0.4%) 13 (5.2%)

36

29 (11.5%)

84 (33.3%)
(33.3%)

(14.3%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance
Value
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases

df

(2-sided)

a

36

.550

36.032

36

.467

7.269

1

.007

34.292

252

a. 36 cells (73.5%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .00.

252
5 (2.0%)
(99.6%)
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Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by

Phi

Nominal

Cramer's
V

N of Valid Cases

Significance

.369

.550

.151

.550

252

Race and Self-Apprehensiveness

Again, students of all races that were surveyed in this dissertation have a similar
level of self-apprehensiveness when it comes to their writing self-efficacy. However, as
noted above, nearly half the survey population were Caucasian students. A more diverse
demographic could tell the researcher if there truly is no real difference between race and
writing self-apprehensiveness. The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of race and
SA is X2 (36, N = 252) = 21.868, p = .969, phi = .295.
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Table 11 – Race and SA
Crosstab
Count
SA
Strongly

Somewhat

Disagree

Disagree

Disagree

White/
1 (0.8%)

Somewhat
Neutral

17

41

(13.6%)

(32.8%)

African

1
0

29

125

(23.2%) (20.0%)

(3.2%)

(49.6%)

1

17

(4.0%)

8

2

54

(31.5%) (14.8%)

(3.7%)

(21.4%)

5 (9.3%)

Asian

9
2 (7.7%)

0
(10.0%)

20
2 (3.7%)

10

4 (40.0%)

(37.0%)
Race

Total

4

(20.0%)

Hispanic

0

Agree

25

2
2 (20.0%)

(10.0%)
0

Agree

8 (6.4%)

Caucasian

American

Agree

Strongly

10

5 (19.2%)

26
0

(34.6%)

0

(38.5%)

Native

(10.3%)

1
0

0

0

0

American

0

0

1 (0.4%)

0

5 (2.0%)

(100.0%)

Pacific

1
0

0

2 (40.0%)

1
1 (20.0%)

Islander

(20.0%)

Other

(20.0%)

10
0

2 (6.5%)

6 (19.4%)

6

(32.3%)
Total

31

7 (22.6%)

15

37

83

(6.0%)

(14.7%)

(32.9%)

0
(19.4%)

69

(12.3%)

41

6

252

(27.4%) (16.3%)

(2.4%)

(99.6%)

1 (0.4%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

36

.969

27.637

36

.840

Linear-by-Linear Association

.758

1

.384

N of Valid Cases

252

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio

21.868

a. 35 cells (71.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .00.
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Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.295

.969

Cramer's V

.120

.969

252

Race and Student’s Perception of Prior Teacher Effectiveness

The majority of students from almost all races had the perception that their prior
composition professor was very effective. The only exception was the single, Native
American student who did not feel their prior writing teacher was as effective. However,
since only one student responded and labeled him or herself as being Native American,
this data is numerically insignificant for the research. The APA write up for the Crosstab
analysis of race and SPTE is X2 (36, N = 239) = 51.343, p = .047, phi = .463.
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Table 12 – Race and SPTE

Crosstab
Count
SPTE
Strongly

Somewhat

Disagree

Disagree

Disagree

5 (4.2%)

2 (1.7%)

11 (9.3%)

Somewhat
Neutral

White/

22

Caucasian
African

(18.6%)

Agree

27

118

(22.9%) (19.5%)

(23.7%)

(49.4%)

3 (33.3%)

9 (3.8%)

14

15

51

(27.5%)

(29.4%)

(21.3%)

1
2 (22.2%)

1 (11.1%)

1 (11.1%)
(11.1%)

Hispanic

13
1 (2.0%)

2 (4.0%)

5 (9.8%)
(25.5%)

Race

Total

28

(11.1%)
1 (2.0%)

Agree

23

1
0

American

Agree

Strongly

Asian

3
0

4
1 (4.0%)

7 (28.0%)

3 (12.0%)

(12.0%)

25
7 (28.0%)

(16.0%)

Native

(10.5%)

1
0

0

0

American

0

0

0

1 (0.4%)

1 (20.0%)

5 (2.1%)

(100.0%)

Pacific

2

1

0
Islander

0

0

1 (20.0%)

(40.0%)

Other

(20.0%)

4
0

10
4 (13.3%)

5 (16.7%)

3 (10.0%)

(13.3%)
Total

(33.3%)

12
7 (2.9%)

30
4 (13.3%)

49

40

(12.6%)

53

58

239

(16.7%) (22.2%)

(24.3%)

(94.8%)

20 (8.4%)
(5.0%)

(20.5%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

36

.047

45.114

36

.142

Linear-by-Linear Association

.914

1

.339

N of Valid Cases

239

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio

51.343

a. 32 cells (65.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .03.
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Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

Significance

Phi

.463

.047

Cramer's V

.189

.047

N of Valid Cases

239

Race and Writes for Pleasure

According to the analysis in Table 13 the majority of students from all races
surveyed did not write for pleasure outside of the course curriculum. One hundred and
seventy-five students listed that they did not write for pleasure, while only seventy-six
students stated that they did, and just one student added in that he or she sometimes wrote
for pleasure. No race had more students who did write for pleasure over the students who
did not. The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of race and the variable writes for
pleasure is X2 (12, N = 252) = 4.821, p = .964, phi = .138.
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Table 13 – Race and Writes for Pleasure

Crosstab
Count
WritesforPleasure
Yes
White/ Caucasian

No
42

6 (60.0%)

0

38 (70.4%)

0

7 (26.9%) 19 (73.1%)

0

0 1 (100.0%)

0

1 (0.4%)

4 (80.0%)

0

5 (2.0%)

6 (19.4%) 25 (80.6%)

0

4 (40.0%)

Race

16
(29.6%)

Native American
Pacific Islander
Other

125

1 (0.8%)

Hispanic

Asian

Total

82 (65.6%)

(33.6%)
African American

Sometimes

1 (20.0%)

Total

76

175

(30.2%)

(69.4%)

(49.6%)
10 (4.0%)
54
(21.4%)
26
(10.3%)

31
(12.3%)
252

1 (0.4%)

(99.6%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

12

.964

Likelihood Ratio

5.626

12

.934

Linear-by-Linear Association

2.594

1

.107

Pearson Chi-Square

N of Valid Cases

4.821

252

a. 12 cells (57.1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .00.
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Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.138

.964

Cramer's V

.098

.964

252

Race and Reads for Pleasure

Unlike writing outside of the course curricula, the majority of students surveyed
for this dissertation did read for pleasure outside of class. One hundred and sixty-four
students answered that they did read for pleasure, while eighty-seven students said they
did not, and one student said they sometimes read for pleasure. However, while every
racial group for the variable of writing for pleasure had a greater response rate of no than
yes, African American students were split fifty/ fifty when it came to whether or not they
read for pleasure outside of course curricula. The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis
of race and the variable reads for pleasure is X2 (12, N = 252) = 9.249, p = .682, phi =
.192.
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Table 14 – Race and Reads for Pleasure
Crosstab
Count
ReadsforPleasure
Yes
White/ Caucasian

No
84

(67.2%)
African American

36

Race

(66.7%)
Asian

16
(61.5%)

Native American

5 (50.0%)

0

18 (33.3%)

0

10 (38.5%)

0

0

0

1 (0.4%)

2 (40.0%)

0

5 (2.0%)

11 (35.5%)

1 (3.2%)

87 (34.5%)

1 (0.4%)

1

3 (60.0%)

Other

19
(61.3%)

Total

164
(65.1%)

125

0

(100.0%)
Pacific Islander

Total

41 (32.8%)

5 (50.0%)

Hispanic

Sometimes

(49.6%)
10 (4.0%)
54
(21.4%)
26
(10.3%)

31
(12.3%)
252
(99.6%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

12

.682

6.572

12

.885

Linear-by-Linear Association

.772

1

.380

N of Valid Cases

252

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio

9.249

a. 12 cells (57.1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .00.
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Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.192

.682

Cramer's V

.135

.682

252

First Generation College Students

First Generation College Student and Self-Assessed Level of Preparation for
College Level English

The majority of first generation college students had a slightly lower self-assessed
level of preparation for college level English than students who had a family member
attend college before them. The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of first
generation college students and SALPCE is X2 (6, N = 253) = 9.315, p = .157, phi = .192.
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Table 15 – First Generation College Students and SALPCE

Crosstab

Count
SALPCE
Strongly
Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Disagree

Yes

Neutral

Strongly

Agree

Agree

44
1 (0.8%)

FirstGeneration

Somewhat

Agree

17

9 (7.5%) 16 (13.3%)

31 (25.8%)

Total
120

2 (1.7%)

(36.7%)

(14.2%)

(47.4%)

No
40
0

4 (3.0%)

19

13 (9.8%)

54 (40.6%)
(30.1%)

Total

(14.3%)

84
1 (0.4%)

133
3 (2.3%)
(52.6%)

36

13 (5.1%) 29 (11.5%)

85 (33.6%)

253
5 (2.0%)

(33.2%)

(14.2%)

(100.0%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

6

.157

Likelihood Ratio

9.807

6

.133

Linear-by-Linear Association

5.148

1

.023

Pearson Chi-Square

N of Valid Cases

9.315

253

a. 4 cells (28.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .47.
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Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

Significance

Phi

.192

.157

Cramer's V

.192

.157

N of Valid Cases

253

First Generation College Student and Self-Apprehensiveness

The majority of both first generation college students and non-first generation
college students surveyed their self-apprehensiveness for writing self-efficacy fell under
the same level, meaning writing self-apprehensiveness for this survey population was not
influenced by whether or not a student had a family member attend college before them.
The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of first generation college students and SA is
X2 (6, N = 253) = 2.517, p = .867, phi = .100.
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Table 16 - First Generation College Students and SA

Crosstab
Count
SA

FirstGeneration

Strongly

Somewhat

Disagree

Disagree

1 (0.8%)

8

Disagree

Yes

16

No

Neutral

Agree

Strongl
Agree

y Agree

42

33

17

(13.3%) (35.0%)

(27.5%)

(14.2%)

41

37

24

(15.8%) (30.8%)

(27.8%)

(18.0%)

83

70

41

6

(14.6%) (32.8%)

(27.7%)

(16.2%)

(2.4%)

21
0

Somewhat

3

Total
120

(2.5%) (47.4%)
3

133

7 (5.3%)
(2.3%) (52.6%)

Total

253
15

37

1 (0.4%)

(100.0
(5.9%)

%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

6

.867

2.904

6

.821

Linear-by-Linear Association

.466

1

.495

N of Valid Cases

253

Pearson Chi-Square

2.517

Likelihood Ratio

a. 4 cells (28.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .47.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.100

.867

Cramer's V

.100

.867

253
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First Generation College Student and Student’s Perception of Prior Teacher
Effectiveness

The majority of first generation college students surveyed had a lower perception
of their prior composition teacher’s effectiveness than non-first generation college
students who believed their prior teacher was extremely effective. The APA write up for
the Crosstab analysis of first generation college students and SPTE is X2 (6, N = 240) =
6.189, p =.402, phi = .161.

Table 17 - First Generation College Students and SPTE

Crosstab
Count
SPTE

FirstGeneration

Strongly

Somewhat

Disagree

Disagree

5 (4.3%)

5 (4.3%)

Disagree

Yes

Somewhat
Neutral

Agree

30
9 (7.8%)

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Total

25

27

116

(21.6%)

(23.3%)

(48.3%)

28

31

124

(22.6%)

(25.0%)

(51.7%)

53

58

240

(22.1%)

(24.2%)

(94.9%)

15 (12.9%)
(25.9%)

No
3

19
7 (5.6%)

11 (8.9%)

(0.02%)

Total

25 (20.2%)
(15.3%)

12
8 (3.3%)

49
20 (8.3%)

(5.0%)

40 (16.7%)
(20.4%)
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Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

6

.402

6.237

6

.397

Linear-by-Linear Association

.590

1

.443

N of Valid Cases

240

Pearson Chi-Square

6.189

Likelihood Ratio

a. 2 cells (14.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is 3.87.
Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.161

.402

Cramer's V

.161

.402

240

First Generation College Student and Writes for Pleasure

All students, both first generation and non-first generation students did not write
for pleasure outside of the course curricula. The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis
of first generation college students and the variable writes for pleasure is X2 (2, N = 253)
= 1.039, p = .595, phi = .064.
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Table 18 - First Generation College Students and Writes for Pleasure

Crosstab
Count
WritesforPleasure

FirstGeneration

Yes
Yes

No

Sometimes

Total

38 (31.7%)

82 (68.3%)

0

39 (29.3%)

93 (69.9%)

1 (0.8%)

77 (30.4%)

175 (69.2%)

1 (0.4%)

120
(47.4%)

No

133
(52.6%)

Total

253
(100.0%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

2

.595

1.423

2

.491

Linear-by-Linear Association

.276

1

.599

N of Valid Cases

253

Pearson Chi-Square

1.039

Likelihood Ratio

a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .47.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.064

.595

Cramer's V

.064

.595

253
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First Generation College Student and Reads for Pleasure

Unlike writing for pleasure, both the first generation college students and non-first
generation college students did enjoy reading for pleasure outside of class. The APA
write up for the Crosstab analysis of first generation college students and the variable
reads for pleasure is X2 (2, N = 253) = .919, p = .632, phi = .060.

Table 19 - First Generation College Students and Reads for Pleasure

Crosstab
Count
ReadsforPleasure

FirstGeneration

Yes
Yes

No

Sometimes

Total

79 (65.8%)

41 (34.2%)

0

86 (64.7%)

46 (34.6%)

1 (0.8%)

165 (65.2%)

87 (34.4%)

1 (0.4%)

No

Total

120
(47.4%)
133
(52.6%)
253
(100.0%)
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Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

.919

a

2

.632

Likelihood Ratio

1.303

2

.521

Linear-by-Linear Association

.099

1

.754

N of Valid Cases

253

a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .47.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.060

.632

Cramer's V

.060

.632

253

Gender
Gender and Self-Assessed Level of Preparation for College Level English

The majority of male students surveyed in this dissertation have a slightly lower
self-assessed level of preparation for college level English than women. There were also
two students who did not self-report their gender as male or female, but the results are
numerically insignificant in this research. The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of
gender and SALPCE is X2 (12, N = 252) = 10.682, p =.556, phi = .206.
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Table 20 – Gender and SALPCE
Crosstab
Count
SALPCE
Strongly

Somewhat

Disagree

Disagree

0

4 (3.0%)

Disagree

Male

Somewhat
Neutral

18

Agree

50

Gender

Agree

Total

20

134
3 (2.2%)

Female

(29.1%) (14.9%)

34
9 (7.8%)

Agree

39

(13.4%) (37.3%)
1 (0.9%)

Strongly

44

(53.2%)

15

11 (9.5%)

116
2 (1.7%)

(29.3%)

(37.9%) (12.9%)

Other

(46.0%)

1
0

0

0

0

1 (50.0%)

0

2 (0.8%)

(50.0%)
Total

13

29

84

84

36

1 (0.4%)

252
5 (2.0%)

(5.2%)

(11.5%) (33.3%)

(33.3%) (14.3%)

(99.6%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

12

.556

11.396

12

.495

Linear-by-Linear Association

.000

1

.983

N of Valid Cases

252

Pearson Chi-Square

10.682

Likelihood Ratio

a. 11 cells (52.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .01.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.206

.556

Cramer's V

.146

.556

252

111
Gender and Self-Apprehensiveness

Once again, men had a higher sense of self-apprehensiveness than women when it
comes to their writing self-efficacy in this dissertation. The APA write up for the
Crosstab analysis of gender and SA is X2 (12, N = 252) = 20.766, p =.054, phi = .287.

Table 21 - Gender and SA
Crosstab
Count
SA
Strongly
Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Total

Male

134
52
1 (0.7%)

2 (1.5%)

24 (17.9%)

16
35 (26.1%)

(38.8%)

4 (3.0%)

(53.2%

(11.9%)

Gender

)
Female

116
13
0

30
13 (11.2%)

(11.2%)

24
34 (29.3%)

(25.9%)

2 (1.7%)

(46.0%

(20.7%)
)

Other

1
0

0

0

2
1 (50.0%)

0

0

(50.0%)

(0.8%)

Total

252
15
1 (0.4%)

83
37 (14.7%)

(6.0%)

40
70 (27.8%)

(32.9%)

6 (2.4%)

(99.6%

(15.9%)
)
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Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

12

.054

22.725

12

.030

Linear-by-Linear Association

.200

1

.654

N of Valid Cases

252

Pearson Chi-Square

20.766

Likelihood Ratio

a. 11 cells (52.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .01.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.287

.054

Cramer's V

.203

.054

252

Gender and Student’s Perception of Prior Teacher Effectiveness

Female students surveyed felt that their prior composition teacher was very
effective, while male students felt their prior teacher was slightly less effective. The APA
write up for the Crosstab analysis of gender and SPTE is X2 (12, N = 239) = 15.771, p
=.202, phi = .257.
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Table 22 - Gender and SPTE
Crosstab
Count
SPTE
Strongly

Somewhat

Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat

Disagree

Neutral

Male

Agree

Agree

30
2 (1.6%)

5 (4.0%)

Gender

26 (21.0%)
(24.2%)

19

(51.9%)

23

10 (8.8%)

113

18 (15.9%)
(16.8%)

Total
124

21 (16.9%)

Female
6 (5.3%)

Agree

30

10 (8.1%)
(24.2%)

6 (5.3%)

Strongly

31 (27.4%)
(20.4%)

(47.3%)

Other

2
0

1 (50.0%)

0

0

0

0

1 (50.0%)
(0.8%)

Total

49
8 (3.3%)

12 (5.0%)

53

20 (8.4%)

239

39 (16.3%)
(20.5%)

58 (24.3%)
(22.2%)

(94.5%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

12

.202

11.890

12

.455

Linear-by-Linear Association

.086

1

.769

N of Valid Cases

239

Pearson Chi-Square

15.771

Likelihood Ratio

a. 9 cells (42.9%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .07.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.257

.202

Cramer's V

.182

.202

239
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Gender and Writes for Pleasure

The majority of male and female students self-reported that they did not enjoy
writing for pleasure, however the two students who did not identify as male or female
both surveyed that they enjoyed writing for pleasure. The APA write up for the Crosstab
analysis of gender and the variable writes for pleasure is X2 (4, N = 252) = 6.708, p =
.152, phi = .163.

Table 23 - Gender and Writes for Pleasure
Crosstab
Count
WritesforPleasure
Yes
Male

No
36

Gender

(26.9%)
Female

39
(33.6%)

Other

2
(100.0%)

Total

Sometimes

Total

97 (72.4%)

1 (0.7%)

77 (66.4%)

0

0

0

77

174

(30.6%)

(69.0%)

1 (0.4%)

134
(53.2%)
116
(46.0%)
2 (0.8%)
252
(99.6%)
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Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

4

.152

Likelihood Ratio

7.292

4

.121

Linear-by-Linear Association

3.161

1

.075

Pearson Chi-Square

6.708

N of Valid Cases

252

a. 5 cells (55.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .01.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

Significance

Phi

.163

.152

Cramer's V

.115

.152

N of Valid Cases

252

Gender and Reads for Pleasure

The majority of all students - male, female, and students who did not self-identify
as either gender - reported that they enjoyed reading for pleasure outside of course
curricula. The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of gender and the variable reads for
pleasure is X2 (4, N = 252) = 2.590, p = .629, phi = .101.
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Table 24 - Gender and Reads for Pleasure
Crosstab
Count
ReadsforPleasure
Yes
Male

No
85

Gender

(63.4%)
Female

77
(66.4%)

Other

0

38 (32.8%)

1 (0.9%)

0

0

87 (34.5%)

1 (0.4%)

(100.0%)
164
(65.1%)

Total

49 (36.6%)

2

Total

Sometimes

134
(53.2%)
116
(46.0%)
2 (0.8%)
252
(99.6%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

4

.629

3.606

4

.462

Linear-by-Linear Association

.357

1

.550

N of Valid Cases

252

Pearson Chi-Square

2.590

Likelihood Ratio

a. 5 cells (55.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .01.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.101

.629

Cramer's V

.072

.629

252
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Immigrant Status

Immigrant and Self-Assessed Level of Preparation for College Level English

The majority of students who were surveyed in this dissertation were not first or
second-generation immigrants, however the majority of immigrant students had a lower
self-assessed level of preparation for college level English than their non-immigrant
peers. The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of first or second-generation
immigrants and SALPCE is X2 (6, N = 252) = 1.075, p = .983, phi = .065.

Table 25 – First or Second-Generation Immigrant and SALPCE
Crosstab
Count
SALPCE
Strongly
Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Disagree

4 (7.0%)

6 (10.5%)

Yes

Somewhat
Neutral

Agree

20
0

Agree

Agree
8

18 (31.6%)
(35.1%)

Immigrant

Strongly
Total
57
1 (1.8%)
(14.0%)

(22.6%)

No
23
1 (0.5%)

63

9 (4.6%)

28
67 (34.4%)

(11.8%) (32.3%)

195
4 (2.1%)

(14.4%)

(77.4%)

Total
13

29

83

1 (0.4%)

36
85 (33.7%)

(5.2%)

(11.5%) (32.9%)

252
5 (2.0%)

(14.3%)

(99.6%)
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Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

6

.983

1.262

6

.974

Linear-by-Linear Association

.141

1

.707

N of Valid Cases

252

Pearson Chi-Square

1.075

Likelihood Ratio

a. 5 cells (35.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .23.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

Significance

Phi

.065

.983

Cramer's V

.065

.983

N of Valid Cases

252

Immigrant and Self-Apprehensiveness

The majority of both first and second-generation immigrants, as well as nonimmigrant students surveyed that their writing self-apprehensiveness was around the
same. However, around three-quarters of the students surveyed were not immigrants, so
that could have skewed the data. The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of first or
second-generation immigrants and SA is X2 (6, N = 252) = 6.665, p = .353, phi = .163.
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Table 26 - First or Second-Generation Immigrant and SA
Crosstab
Count
SA
Strongly

Immigrant

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Somewhat

Disagree

Neutral

Yes

Strongly

Agree

Agree

23
0

3 (5.3%)

6 (10.5%)

6

No

3 (5.3%)
(10.5%)

59
12 (6.2%)

31 (15.9%)

Total

35

15 (6.0%)

195
3 (1.5%)

(17.9%)

82
1 (0.4%)

(22.6%)

54 (27.7%)
(30.3%)

37 (14.7%)

(77.4%)

41

252

70 (27.8%)
(32.5%)

6 (2.4%)
(16.3%)

(99.6%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

6

.353

6.612

6

.358

Linear-by-Linear Association

.091

1

.763

N of Valid Cases

252

Pearson Chi-Square

6.665

Likelihood Ratio

a. 5 cells (35.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .23.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.163

.353

Cramer's V

.163

.353

252

Total
57

16 (28.1%)
(40.4%)

1 (0.5%)

Agree
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Immigrant and Student’s Perception of Prior Teacher Effectiveness

The majority of non-immigrant college students found their perception on their
prior writing teacher’s effectiveness to be more effective than their immigrant peers. The
APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of first or second-generation immigrants and
SPTE is X2 (6, N = 239) = 9.608, p = .142, phi = .201.

Table 27 - First or Second-Generation Immigrant and SPTE
Crosstab
Count
SPTE
Strongly

Somewhat

Disagree

Disagree

1 (1.8%)

4 (7.3%)

Disagree

Somewhat
Neutral

Immigrant

Yes

Strongly

Agree

Agree

8
1 (1.8%)
40
7 (3.8%)

8 (4.3%)

19 (10.3%)

12
8 (3.3%)

48
20 (8.4%)

(5.0%)

14

(32.7%)

(25.5%)

35

44

184

(19.0%)

(23.9%)

(77.0%)

53

58

239

(22.2%)

(24.3%)

(94.5%)

55 (23.0%)

31 (16.8%)
(21.7%)

Total

40 (16.7%)
(20.1%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

9.608

a

6

.142

Likelihood Ratio

10.662

6

.099

2.508

1

.113

Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases

239

a. 3 cells (21.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is 1.84.

Total

18
9 (16.4%)

(14.5%)
No

Agree
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Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

Significance

Phi

.201

.142

Cramer's V

.201

.142

N of Valid Cases

239

Immigrant and Writes for Pleasure

The majority of all students – both immigrant and non-immigrant students –
surveyed that they did not write for pleasure outside of course curricula. However, one
student who surveyed that he or she was a first or second-generation immigrant stated
that they sometimes wrote for pleasure. The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of
first or second-generation immigrants and the variable writes for pleasure is X2 (2, N =
252) = 5.304, p = .071, phi = .145.

Table 28 - First or Second-Generation Immigrant and Writes for Pleasure
Crosstab
Count
WritesforPleasure

Immigrant

Yes

Total

Yes

No
13

(22.8%)
No

Sometimes

43 (75.4%)

64

131

(32.8%)

(67.2%)

77

174

(30.6%)

(69.0%)

Total

1 (1.8%)

0

1 (0.4%)

57
(22.6%)
195
(77.4%)
252
(99.6%)
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Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

2

.071

Likelihood Ratio

4.948

2

.084

Linear-by-Linear Association

2.783

1

.095

Pearson Chi-Square

5.304

N of Valid Cases

252

a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .23.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

Significance

Phi

.145

.071

Cramer's V

.145

.071

N of Valid Cases

252

Immigrant and Reads for Pleasure

While the majority of students stated they did not write for pleasure outside of
class, the majority of all students surveyed stated that they did read for pleasure. And, one
student who self-reported that he or she was not a first or second-generation immigrant,
stated that they sometimes read for pleasure outside of class. The APA write up for the
Crosstab analysis of first or second-generation immigrants and the variable reads for
pleasure is X2 (2, N = 252) = 2.367, p = .306, phi = .097.
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Table 29 - First or Second-Generation Immigrant and Reads for Pleasure
Crosstab
Count
ReadsforPleasure

Immigrant

Yes
Yes

No
42

(73.7%)
No

123
(63.1%)

Total

165
(65.5%)

Sometimes

Total

15 (26.3%)

0

71 (36.4%)

1 (0.5%)

86 (34.1%)

1 (0.4%)

57
(22.6%)
195
(77.4%)
252
(99.6%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

2

.306

Likelihood Ratio

2.648

2

.266

Linear-by-Linear Association

2.310

1

.129

Pearson Chi-Square

2.367

N of Valid Cases

252

a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .23.
Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.097

.306

Cramer's V

.097

.306

252
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Non-English Dominant Speaking Home

Non-English Dominant Speaking Home and Self-Assessed Level of Preparation
for College Level English

The majority of students from a non-English dominant speaking home surveyed at
the same level of their self-assessed level of preparation for college level English as their
peers from English speaking homes. However, nearly 70% of the students surveyed came
from English speaking homes, compared to 30% of student whose predominant language
at home is something other than English, which could have skewed the results of the data.
The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of students from a non-English dominant
speaking home and SALPCE is X2 (6, N = 253) = 5.458, p = .487, phi = .147.
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Table 30 – Non-English Dominant Speaking Home and SALPCE
Crosstab

Count

SALPCE
Strongly

Somewhat
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Yes
1 (1.3%)
kingHome

NonEnglishSpea

Disagree

Somewhat

5 (6.5%)

8 (4.5%)

Total

26

27

(33.8%)

(35.1%)

58

58

Agree

9 (11.7%)
27

(33.0%)

(33.0%)

(15.3%)

84

85

36

176
(69.6%)
253
5 (2.0%)

(33.2%)

(33.6%)

(14.2%)

(100.0%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

6

.487

Likelihood Ratio

6.995

6

.321

Linear-by-Linear Association

2.058

1

.151

Pearson Chi-Square

5.458

N of Valid Cases

253

a. 5 cells (35.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .30.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

77 (30.4%)

5 (2.8%)

29 (11.5%)
(5.1%)

Total
0

20 (11.4%)

13
1 (0.4%)

Agree

9 (11.7%)

No
0

Agree

Strongly

Significance

Phi

.147

.487

Cramer's V

.147

.487

253
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Non-English Dominant Speaking Home and Self-Apprehensiveness

The majority of students from a non-English dominant speaking household had a
lower self-reported level of self-apprehensiveness than their peers from English speaking
homes. The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of students from a non-English
dominant speaking home and SA is X2 (6, N = 253) = 8.773, p = .187, phi = .186.

Table 31 - Non-English Dominant Speaking Home and SA
Crosstab

Count

SA

NonEnglishSpeakingHome

Strongly

Somewhat

Disagree

Disagree

0

5 (6.5%)

Disagree

Yes

Somewhat
Neutral
26

Agree
29

Strongly
Agree

Agree

9

7 (9.1%)

Total
77

1 (1.3%)
(33.8%)

(37.7%) (11.7%)

(30.4%)

No
10

30

57

(5.7%)

(17.0%)

(32.4%)

15

37

83

41

32

1 (0.6%)

176
5 (2.8%)

(23.3%) (18.2%)

(69.6%)

Total
70

41

1 (0.4%)

253
6 (2.4%)

(5.9%)

(14.6%)

(32.8%)

(27.7%) (16.2%)

(100.0%)
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Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

6

.187

9.215

6

.162

Linear-by-Linear Association

.087

1

.768

N of Valid Cases

253

Pearson Chi-Square

8.773

Likelihood Ratio

a. 5 cells (35.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .30.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.186

.187

Cramer's V

.186

.187
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Non-English Dominant Speaking Home and Student’s Perception of Prior
Teacher Effectiveness

The majority of students from a non-English speaking home had a lower
perception of their prior composition instructor’s effectiveness than students from an
English-speaking household. The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of students
from a non-English dominant speaking home and SPTE is X2 (6, N = 240) = 9.649, p =
.140, phi = .201.
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Table 32 - Non-English Dominant Speaking Home and SPTE

Crosstab
Count
SPTE
Somewhat

Disagree

Disagree

1 (1.3%)

2 (2.7%)

Somewhat

Disagree

Neutral

Yes

Strongly

Agree

Agree

16
3 (4.0%)

Agree

Total

23

20

75

(30.7%)

(26.7%)

(31.3%)

30

38

165

(18.2%)

(23.0%)

(68.8%)

53

58

240

(22.1%)

(24.2%)

(94.9%)

10 (13.3%)
(21.3%)

No
10

17

33

7 (4.2%)

30 (18.2%)
(6.1%)

me

NonEnglishSpeakingHo

Strongly

Total

(10.3%)

(20.0%)

12
8 (3.3%)

49
20 (8.3%)

40 (16.7%)

(5.0%)

(20.4%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

9.649

a

6

.140

Likelihood Ratio

10.207

6

.116

5.300

1

.021

Linear-by-Linear Association
N of Valid Cases

240

a. 2 cells (14.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is 2.50.
Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.201

.140

Cramer's V

.201

.140

240
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Non-English Dominant Speaking Home and Writes for Pleasure

Students from both an English and non-English dominant speaking household
surveyed that they did not write for pleasure, though one student from a non-English
dominant home surveyed that he or she sometimes writes for pleasure. The APA write up
for the Crosstab analysis of students from a non-English dominant speaking home and the
variable writes for pleasure is X2 (2, N = 253) = 2.348, p = .309, phi = .096.

Table 33 - Non-English Dominant Speaking Home and Writes for Pleasure
Crosstab
Count

Yes

Yes

No

Sometimes

Total

24 (31.2%)

52 (67.5%)

1 (1.3%)

77 (30.4%)

53 (30.1%)

123 (69.9%)

0

176 (69.6%)

77 (30.4%)

175 (69.2%)

No

me

NonEnglishSpeakingHo

WritesforPleasure

Total
1 (0.4%) 253 (100.0%)
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Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

a

2

.309

2.442

2

.295

Linear-by-Linear Association

.001

1

.970

N of Valid Cases

253

Pearson Chi-Square

2.348

Likelihood Ratio

a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .30.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.096

.309

Cramer's V

.096

.309
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Non-English Dominant Speaking Home and Reads for Pleasure

Students from both an English-dominant speaking home and a non-English
dominant home surveyed that they did enjoy reading for pleasure outside of class. And,
one student from an English-speaking household stated that he or she sometimes read for
pleasure. The APA write up for the Crosstab analysis of students from a non-English
dominant speaking home and the variable reads for pleasure is X2 (2, N = 253) = .993, p =
.609, phi = .063.
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Table 34 - Non-English Dominant Speaking Home and Read for Pleasure
Crosstab
Count
ReadsforPleasure

Yes

No

Sometimes

Total

53 (68.8%)

24 (31.2%)

0

77 (30.4%)

112 (63.6%)

63 (35.8%)

1 (0.6%) 176 (69.6%)

165 (65.2%)

87 (34.4%)

1 (0.4%)

No
ingHome

NonEnglishSpeak

Yes

Total
253
(100.0%)

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2Value

df

sided)

Pearson Chi-Square

.993

a

2

.609

Likelihood Ratio

1.285

2

.526

Linear-by-Linear Association

.751

1

.386

N of Valid Cases

253

a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
expected count is .30.
Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value
Nominal by Nominal

N of Valid Cases

Significance

Phi

.063

.609

Cramer's V

.063

.609

253
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To answer Research Question 2, descriptive statistics and crosstabs analyzed the
dichotomous, Variables B against the Likert-scale self-efficacious Variables A to answer
the question as to which variables, and to what extent, affected self-efficacy. The results
from this research showed that while there was no major difference for the SPTE, SA,
SALPCE, and writing or reading for pleasure variables between the various races, the
students surveyed were not a very diverse group. Nearly half the students were
Caucasian, and the next largest group were Hispanic students at just over 21% of the
population. Thus, this skews the data results since not every racial group was equally
represented, such as the ten African American students who made up just 4% of the
population or the single Native American student who made up just 0.4% of the
population.
The split between first-generation college students and non-first generation
college students was more evenly split, with just a little over half the students having had
a family member attend college before them. Being a first-generation college student did
result in lower level of SALPCE and SPTE in this research, however all students had a
similar level of SA, whether or not they were the first ones in their family to work
towards a college degree. All students also landed in the same area as to their interest for
reading and writing for pleasure outside of the course curricula, though one non-first
generation student wrote into the survey that he or she sometimes reads and writes for
pleasure.
Gender was also evenly divided, with a slightly higher percentage of male
students who responded. The students who did not self-identify as male or female have
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been listed as “Other” and are numerically insignificant in this data. Female students had
a higher level of SALPCE and SPTE, and a lower level of SA than their male peers. And
while both male and female students reported that they did read for pleasure, but did not
write for pleasure, there were a higher percentage of female students who did read and
write outside of class.
Just as with race, there was a significant disproportion between first and secondgeneration immigrants and their native peers. Just over 22% of the students in this study
self-reported that they were a first or second-generation immigrant while over 77% of the
students listed that they were not. The students who were listed as immigrants had lower
levels of SALPCE and SPTE, however all students had a similar level of SA. This could
be skewed due to the fact that only around a quarter of the population surveyed was selfreported as being an immigrant. And while the majority of students listed as both
immigrants and non-immigrants did read outside of the classroom, but did not write, a
greater percentage of immigrants stated that they did not write, but that they did read,
compared to their non-immigrant peers.
And lastly, with students from a non-English dominant speaking home, there was
once again a large disproportion between the nearly 70% of students who labeled
themselves as English speakers at home, and the 30% of students who listed themselves
as having another language other than English spoken at home. This disproportion could
potentially skew the data since the majority of students self-reported that they speak
English at home. Students from a non-English dominant speaking home did have lower
SPTE and SA, as well as the same level of SALPCE as their native English-speaking
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peers. This could be because of the small percentage of non-English dominant speaking
students at home compared to their English-speaking peers. And all students, native
speakers and students from non-English dominant speaking homes stated that while they
enjoyed reading for pleasure, they did not write outside of course curricula for the most
part.

Conclusion
This study used quantitative data to address the research questions, utilizing data
from a Likert-scale survey to answer Research Question 1 and multiple-choice questions
for Research Question 2. A Pearson correlation analysis was used to find significance in
factors that impact a student’s self-efficacy when it comes to academic writing for
Research Question 1. Descriptive Statistics and Crosstabs were used to show the
surveyed student’s demographics and interests for Research Question 2.
The research showed that teaching implications when writing is a self-perception
problem for students to be high. For practitioners, this survey population showed that first
generation college students, male students, and first and second-generation immigrants all
had lower levels of overall self-efficacy than their peers. The population was not diverse
enough to show whether race or living in a non-English dominant speaking home
affected ones self-efficacy of writing as well. And while this survey population did not
show that the student’s perception of their prior composition instructor’s effectiveness
affected their self-efficacy – the literature review in this dissertation discussed the
findings in other research that showed how teachers could influence a student’s self-
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efficacy.
Chapter 5 will conclude this dissertation with a review of the findings,
conclusions, recommendations, and suggestions for further research.
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Chapter 5
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction
This study was conceived due to the fact that everyone struggles from low selfefficacy in a subject, a talent, or a career. The researcher was perplexed as to why so
many adults struggled with writing and why they viewed composition as being a
challenging course. This prompted the researcher to learn more about self-efficacy and
how a person’s self-perception of themselves could make them more or less successful in
the said subject, and for the purposes of this dissertation, introductory college
composition. The researcher wanted to find out whether or not a student’s self-efficacy
would affect their writing abilities in an introductory composition course at a community
college.
The chapter begins with a review of the study’s purpose and research questions,
followed by a summary of the findings, conclusions, recommendations, and suggestions
for further research.
The purpose of this study is to examine the factors and variables that affect selfefficacy and student writing. Subsequently, recommendations are made in order to
improve the practices within the community college institution.

Summary of the Findings
Research Question 1 was addressed by the quantitative data collected on the
Likert-scale section of the survey instrument. Table 3 on page 83, shows the statistical
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significance between the variables: student’s perception of prior teacher effectiveness,
self-apprehensiveness, and student’s self-assessed level of preparation for college level
English.
Research Question 1: To what extent do the following variables, which make up aspects
of self-efficacy, affect one another?


Variables A:
o The student’s perception of prior teacher effectiveness
o Self-apprehensiveness
o Self-assessed level of preparation for college level English

Research Question 2 was addressed by the quantitative data collected on the
multiple-choice section of the survey instrument. Tables 4 to 10 on pages 84 to 92, show
the data analyses of the variables affecting the surveyed student’s demographics and
interests.
Research Question 2: Which, and to what extent, do the following variables affect selfefficacy?


Variables B:
o Race
o First generation college students
o The student’s self-reported gender
o Whether or not the student is a first or second-generation immigrant
o Whether or not the student is from a non-English dominant speaking
home
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o Whether or not the student reads for pleasure outside of course
curricula
o Whether or not a student writes for pleasure outside of course curricula
To summarize Research Question 1, the answer to the extent Variables A affect
one another is high with SA and SALPCE, and lower between SA and SPTE, as well as
SALPCE and SPTE. Out of the three variables, SPTE is the most removed from selfefficacy, self-apprehensiveness, and the student’s self-assessed level of preparation for
their college composition course. Students at Gardenia scored their last writing instructor
as being highly effective, even when they showed high levels of self-apprehensiveness
and low levels of self-assessed preparation for college level English. According to the
research in this dissertation’s literature review, teachers can highly influence a student’s
self-efficacy, but the participants in this study did not have survey results, which resulted
in that. However, the Pearson correlation did manage to capture the strong correlation
between SA and SALPCE. This could be due to the fact that the questions for SPTE were
limited to just two questions out of the thirty Likert-scale survey questions, while the
other twenty-eight questions dealt with SA and SALPCE.
To summarize Research Question 2, the variables that affect self-efficacy are as
follows. Race was not diverse enough in this population to show a clear difference
between any of Variables A. First generation students had a similar level of SA as their
non-first generation peers, however being a first-generation student did result in having
lower levels of SALPCE and SPTE. Female students also had a higher level of SALPCE
and SPTE, as well as a lower level of SA than their male peers when it comes to first-
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year composition, while immigrants had a lower level of SALPCE and SPTE, but a
similar level of SA as their non-immigrant peers. And lastly, students from a non-English
dominant speaking home did have a lower level of SA and SPTE, but a similar level of
SALPCE as their English speaking peers. And all students had a similar response to the
student interest portion of Variables B, with an interest in reading for pleasure but not
writing outside of course curricula.
This study showed the researcher that first generation students, male students, and
first and second-generation immigrants had lower levels of SALPCE and SPTE,
believing that they were not as prepared for college composition and that their last
composition teacher had not been as effective as their non-first generation, female, and
non-immigrant peers. First generation and immigrant students also had a similar level of
SA, but male students had a higher level of SA. However, students from a non-English
dominant speaking home did have a lower level of SPTE, but their SALPCE was the
same as their English-speaking peers and they had a lower level of SA when it comes to
college composition, while students from all races had a similar survey result for their
SALPCE, SA, and SPTE.

Recommendations for Actions
Based on the research findings, the researcher recommends the following for
Gardenia College:
1. Based on the research for this dissertation, certain student populations feel less
represented in the literature they are assigned. By focusing on culturally relevant
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pedagogy, composition instructors could improve the interest students have in
their course curriculum. This research was analyzed using the data from the
variable SPTE.

Race
According to the student’s self-reported race, on the whole, they perceived their prior
instructor’s effectiveness as being high, whether or not they surveyed as having high or
low writing self-efficacy. Caucasian students, African American students, and Hispanic
students, who made up about 75% of the population, all fell under the category of having
very high SPTE, while Asian students, who made up just over 10% of the population,
were a little more split between perceiving their last composition teacher as being
extremely effective and just a little effective. And while the majority of Pacific Islander
students, who made up 2% of the survey population, felt their last composition teacher
was not very effective. Students who self-categorized themselves as other, and made up
over 12% of the population, also had a pretty high perception of their prior composition
instructor. It is important to note that some populations had very few students respond
(such as one Native American student and five Pacific Islander students) making the data
results numerically insignificant. However, based on these results, it is clear that adding
in more Asian, Native American, Pacific Islander, and other ethnic and cultural literature
could help make the reading more culturally relevant for students in class, whether or not
the student’s perception of their instructor actually affects their self-efficacy.
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First Generation
The majority of students who are not first generation college students surveyed
that they perceived that their last writing instructor was very effective and provided them
with culturally relevant pedagogy, while first generation students felt their last
composition teacher was nowhere near as effective. This could indicate that students who
are the first in their family to attend college do not relate to the literature quite as much as
their non-first generation peers. Perhaps by utilizing more types of literature, all students
will find the course readings more interesting and relatable.

Gender
When it comes to student’s self-reported gender and culturally relevant pedagogy,
women perceived their prior writing teacher to be engaging and relevant, while men felt
slightly less strong. Two students from this study self-reported that they did not identify
as being male or female, however that was numerically insignificant in this dissertation.
This data informs instructors at Gardenia College to add more culturally relevant
literature for male students, as well as potentially for students who are not cisgendered or
self-report as being either gender.

Immigrant
The majority of students who reported that they were not first or secondgeneration immigrants strongly perceived that their last writing teacher was effective and
culturally relevant, while first and second-generation immigrants did not survey as
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feeling quite as strongly. By adding in more cultural and ethnic literature, perhaps
students who have immigrated to the country can find readings they further relate to and
find culturally relevant.

Non-English Dominant Speaking Home
Similar to the results of students who are immigrants or non-immigrants, students
from a non-English dominant speaking home did not find their last composition
instructor’s teaching as effective and culturally relevant as students from an English
speaking home. Perhaps by adding in a greater variety of literature, students from other
cultures will find their course curriculum reading more interesting and culturally relevant.

2. Based on the research for this dissertation, certain student populations feel more
prepared for introductory college composition than others. This research was
analyzed using the data from the variable SALPCE and informs composition
instructors at Gardenia College.

Race
Nearly half the students who responded in this survey were Caucasian, while
certain races, such as the single Native American student or the five Pacific Islander
students, were numerically insignificant in this research. Due to this lack of diversity in
race, this study has limitations when it comes to analyzing the student responses for their
writing self-efficacy based on their racial background. The majority of Caucasian
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students, students who reported themselves as being some other race than the ones listed,
and the single Native American student surveyed that they felt somewhat prepared for
their college composition class, while Hispanic, Asian, and Pacific Islander students felt a
little less prepared. Out of the ten African American students who responded, they were
divided in-between both the higher and lower SALPCE groups. This informed the
researcher that certain student populations at Gardenia College had a higher selfperception of college composition preparation.

First Generation
This survey data informed the researcher that first generation college students felt
slightly less prepared for college level English than their peers who had a family member
attend college before them.

Gender
Male students reported feeling less prepared for college English than their female
peers. This informed the researcher that male students at Gardenia College felt a little less
prepared for college composition.

Immigrant
Students who reported that they were first or second generation immigrants
reported feeling slightly less prepared for college composition, than their non-immigrant
peers.

144

Non-English Dominant Speaking Home
Both students from a non-English dominant speaking home and from an English
dominant speaking home had similar survey results. However, nearly 70% of the students
who responded to the survey self-reported that English is the language they speak at
home, compared to the 30% of students who stated that they speak another language
when they are at home. This disproportion could have skewed the responses since not as
many students from a non-English dominant speaking home replied compared to their
native English-speaking peers.

3. Based on the research for this dissertation, it is important to implement activities
that encourage and boost a student’s self-efficacy to reduce the selfapprehensiveness students have when it comes to academic writing. This research
was analyzed using the data from the variable SA.

Race
The majority of students surveyed in this data had a similar level of selfapprehensiveness. Caucasian students, Hispanic students, and students who selfcategorize themselves as being other all fell under neutral, while African American
students, Asian students, and the single Native American student had a lower level of SA,
than their Caucasian, Hispanic, and other peers. However, as mentioned before, those
three races combined count for approximately 83% of the student population in this
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survey. And while this survey only utilized a small number of Pacific Islander students,
they had the greatest percentage of high self-apprehensiveness, which with further
research and a more numerically significant data could inform instructors at Gardenia
College that Pacific Islander students have the highest self-apprehensiveness of the
student population at this college.

First Generation
Unlike previous results, both first generation college students and non-first
generation college students surveyed that they had a similar level of selfapprehensiveness. This informs the researcher that under the self-apprehensiveness for
students in this survey, their background as a first generation college student or a student
who had a family member attend college before them does not make a difference to their
self-apprehensiveness.

Gender
As with the other variables, the results for this survey indicated that women have
a greater sense of self-efficacy with college writing since women surveyed as having
lower self-apprehensiveness than men.
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Immigrant
Similar to the first generation college students and self-apprehensiveness, both
first and second-generation immigrants, as well as non-immigrant students surveyed at
the same level when it came to their self-apprehensiveness with college composition.

Non-English Dominant Speaking Home
The data in this research indicates that students from a non-English dominant
speaking home actually had lower self-apprehensiveness than students from English
speaking homes. However, it should also be noted that nearly one hundred more students
from English speaking households responded to the survey than students whose dominant
language at home is something other than English.

Recommendations for Further Studies
Future studies can further this research by gathering data at multiple community
college districts and looking at a more diverse socio-economic district. This research
quantitatively surveyed students at only one of the four locations for the Gardenia
College, which is located in an upper middle class suburban city in Northern California.
This research also surveyed students at only ten introductory composition courses at
Gardenia College, a mandatory class every student must take. Recommendations for
further studies can look at surveying students at the remedial course before introductory
composition and/ or the advanced course after introductory composition. Due to
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monetary and time constraints, this dissertation focused on the mandatory course all
students take, versus a remedial or advanced course.
Future studies can also survey and/ or interview students before, during, and after
the semester instead of just surveying students at the start of the semester. The students
for this research also met the researcher since the surveys were hand delivered and
collected in class. This method allowed more students to respond to the surveys, however
it could always have created a bias for the students having met the researcher. Future
research can avoid this conflict by surveying students online or having a third party hand
deliver the surveys, although that could also create its own bias.
Also, this research utilized a purely quantitative research method. While this topic
tends to be more qualitative in nature, the researcher was interested in seeing the results
through another lens. However, future research can utilize a mixed research method by
using a quantitative survey and qualitative interview or focus group to further understand
the correlation between self-efficacy and student writing at the community college level.
A benefit of using mixed methods is that the survey can become shorter in length as a
few students did find this research survey to be lengthy with 37 questions in total. Future
research could also focus on a purely qualitative research method as well, if the
researcher wants to dig deeper as to why a student may have a high or low self-efficacy
when it comes to their writing.
Future research should also review the wording in the surveys. At least one
student in each of the ten classes where the survey was conducted inquired as to what it
means to be a first generation college student. Future research should be more transparent
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with the wording by asking students whether or not they are the first person in their
family to attend college opposed whether or not they are a first generation college
student. The researcher also asked student’s whether or they are from a non-English
dominant speaking home (Question #5), but did not ask if the student was fluent in
English and/ or considered it to be their native tongue. Only around 30% of the students
in this study self-reported that they came from a non-English speaking home, however
they had lower levels of SA and the same level of SALPCE as their English-speaking
peers.
Lastly, further research can also look into surveying and/ or interviewing the
teachers to better understand how the practitioners pedagogical approach to teaching the
class. This research utilized the students perception their last teacher’s effectiveness in
teaching composition, however the prior and current teacher had no voice as in this
research. With more time, money, and resources, that would be an interesting and
important conversation.

Author’s Experience on the Study
This research study was the author’s very first research experience. The
experience has taught the author of personal biases, preconceived ideas and values,
possible effects of the researcher on the participant’s and/ or the scenario, and changes in
thinking as a result of the study.
The author came into this study with the preconceived notion and bias that selfefficacy does influence a person’s success in a subject. However, after several months of
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research with the literature review, the author finally realized that this was an assumption.
If the author’s bias were factual, then there would be no reason to collect research or
write this dissertation. While the research shows evidence of a connection between the
two topics, the researcher learned that her bias does not always mean fact. The researcher
also focused heavily on the idea of her possible influence on the research participants.
Originally the researcher had planned to be completely anonymous so that the
participants did not meet her and she did not meet them. However, due to the low
response rates for online surveys, the researcher did meet the participants when handing
out and collecting the surveys, but made sure to only inform the participants of the survey
facts: that it is an IRB-approved survey for her doctoral research, it is completely
anonymous and will not tie back to the participant, the participant’s teachers – current
and prior – will not be shown the responses, and that participants are allowed to withdraw
from the research at any time. Overall, this research experience taught the author of the
connection that self-efficacy and self-perception have with writing success, but also that
the author’s belief in the connection do not make it fact until research is collected and
analyzed.
Another thing the researcher became aware of by being present in the classroom
was that a few students found the survey to be a little too lengthy for their preference and
a few students were confused with the term “first generation college student,” as seen in
Question 2, under the student’s demographics. The researcher realized after writing the
survey that it should potentially have been worded to define what that meant. The
researcher also did not note what the Likert Scale of 1 to 7 stood for, aside from 1 being
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Strongly Disagree and 7 being Strongly Agree. This created a miscommunication, as one
participant’s Likert Scale of 3 could be different than another’s value of a Likert Scale of
3.
Lastly, out of the thirty Likert-scale questions utilized in this survey, only two
questions related back to the variable SPTE, seven influenced SA, and twenty-one
affected SALPCE. Due to the lack of questions relating to the student’s perception of
their prior writing instructor’s effectiveness, it could have influenced the response from
students. This survey population showed that a student’s self-efficacy was not affected by
their perception of their prior teacher’s effectiveness, however other research, as
discussed in the literature review of this dissertation, delved into how a teacher could
influence and affect a student’s self-efficacy. Perhaps if future researchers incorporated a
more even balance of questions for all of the variables, the response would be more
telling as to how certain variables influence a person’s self-efficacy.

Conclusion
The conclusion of this research is that self-efficacy and a student’s self-perception
of their abilities do affect the student’s ability to succeed in collegiate writing courses
such as introductory composition. As seen in Research Question 1, the self-efficacy
variables – SA, SALPCE, and SPTE, were found to be very statistically significant, at the
0.01 level. There was a strong correlation between a student’s self-apprehensiveness and
self-assessed level of preparation for college level English, while each of those variables
against the student’s perception of prior teacher effectiveness was far lower. This helps
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explain why students were able to show that they had a high belief that their prior
instructor was very effective, whether or not they had a low or high self-efficacy, but that
their SA and SALPCE were far more intrinsically interlinked.
Research Question 2, the researcher was able to draw overall inferences on the
students SA, SALPCE, and SPTE against their Variable B demographics and interests.
To begin with, certain student populations in this survey showed higher levels of SA, and
lower levels of SALPCE. Male students fell into this demographic, surveying that they
were more apprehensive about their ability to write college level composition and feeling
less prepared for the introductory course than their female peers. Students from a nonEnglish dominant speaking home actually surveyed that they had lower SA, and a similar
level of SALPCE, as their peers from English speaking homes. However, both first
generation college students and first and second-generation immigrants surveyed that
while they felt less prepared for their introductory composition course, they had a similar
level of apprehensiveness as their peers. Race was the one variable that showed no major
difference between any of the three self-efficacy variables – SA, SALPCE, and SPTE –
between the different racial groups. However, there was not a very diverse survey
population at Gardenia College, as nearly half the students were Caucasian, and over
ninety percent of the population fit into the racial groups: Caucasian, Hispanic, other, and
Asian, which could have skewed the results as there were not enough African American,
Pacific Islander, and Native American students to truly rate their self-efficacy at Gardenia
College.
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Lastly, as mentioned above, the majority of students in this study did report that
they had a high level of SPTE and believed that their prior composition instructor was
highly effective, whether or not they had low or high self-efficacy. This tells the
researcher that for this survey population, the variable on the student’s perception of prior
teacher effectiveness was not an integral or significant aspect of the R-Model or the
survey research and most likely did not affect the student’s self-efficacy since all students
similarly felt their last writing instructor was effective.
As practitioners, parents, and people, it is our job to remind students, children,
and ourselves as to why we believe we cannot succeed at college-level writing. By asking
ourselves the “why,” we will become more successful at creating more confident writers
for the future generation.
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Appendix A
INFORMED CONSENT
Is Writing a Self-Perception Problem? A Study in the Educational Psychology of
Self-Efficacy and Factors that Make a Student a Successful Writer in a First-Year
Composition Class at a Community College
You are invited to participate in an IRB approved research study which will involve selfefficacy and collegiate writing. My name is Parvati Ryan and I am a doctoral candidate at
California State University, Sacramento, in the Doctorate in Educational Leadership
program.
Your participation in this project is voluntary. Even after you agree to participate, you
may decide to leave the study at any time.
The purpose of this research is to determine if self-efficacy affects student writing at the
collegiate level. If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete a quantitative
survey in class. Your participation in this study will last approximately 10-20 minutes.
The anonymous survey is confidential and will not be shown to your professors. Only the
researcher, and potentially the researcher’s dissertation committee, will have access to the
raw survey responses. Risks associated with this study are not anticipated to be greater
than those risks encountered in daily life. If you have any questions about your rights as a
participant in a research project please call the Office of Research Affairs, California
State University, Sacramento, (916) 278-5674, or email irb@csus.edu.
Your participation in this study indicates that you have read and understand the
information provided above.
Signature
________________________

Date
___________________________
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Appendix B
Writing Self-Efficacy Survey
Instructions: Please answer the following questions to the best of your ability. These
answers will be anonymous and used for research purposes only.
Student Demographics:
Q1. What is your race?
 White/Caucasian
 African American
 Hispanic
 Asian
 Native American
 Pacific Islander
 Other
Q2. Are you a first generation college student?
 Yes
 No
Q3. What is your self-reported gender?
 Male
 Female
Q4. Are you a first or second-generation immigrant?
 Yes
 No
Q5. Are you from a non-English dominant speaking household?
 Yes
 No
Q6. Do you write for pleasure outside of course curricula?
 Yes
 No
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Q7. Do you read for pleasure outside of course curricula?
 Yes
 No
Writing Self-Efficacy:
Strongly
Disagree
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

1. When
given a
specific
writing
assignment I,
can come up
with a
suitable topic
in a short
time.















2. I can
start writing
with no
difficulty.















3. I can
construct a
good
opening
sentence
quickly.















4. I can
come up with
an unusual
opening
paragraph to
capture
readers'
interest.















5. I can
write a brief
but
informative
overview
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that will
prepare
readers well
for the main
thesis of my
paper.
6. I can
use my first
attempt at
writing to
refine my
ideas on a
topic.















7. I can
adjust my
style of
writing to
suit the needs
of any
audience.















8. I can
find a way to
concentrate
on my
writing even
when there
are many
distractions
around me.















9. When I
have a
pressing
deadline on a
paper, I can
manage my
time
efficiently.















10. I can
meet the
writing
standards of
an evaluator
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who is very
demanding.
11. I can
come up with
memorable
examples
quickly to
illustrate an
important
point.











































14. I can
locate and
use
appropriate
reference
sources when
I need to
document an
important
point.















15. I can
write very
effective
transitional
sentences
from one















12. I can
rewrite my
wordy or
confusing
sentences
clearly.
13. When I
need to make
a subtle or an
abstract idea
more
imaginable, I
can use
words to
create a vivid
picture.
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idea to
another.
16. I can
refocus my
concentration
on writing
when I find
myself
thinking
about other
things.















17. When I
write on a
lengthy
topic, I can
create a
variety of
good outlines
for the main
sections of
my paper.















18. When I
want to
persuade a
skeptical
reader about
a point, I can
come up with
a convincing
quote from
an authority.















19. When I
get stuck
writing a
paper, I can
find ways to
overcome the
problem.















20. I can
find ways to
motivate
myself to
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write a paper
even when
the topic
holds little
interest for
me.
21. When I
have written
a long or
complex
paper, I can
find and
correct all
my
grammatical
errors.











































24. I can
find other
people who
will give
critical
feedback on
early drafts
of my paper.















25. When
my paper is
written on a
complicated















22. I can
revise a first
draft of any
paper so that
it is shorter
and better
organized.
23. When I
edit a
complex
paper, I can
find and
correct all
errors.
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topic, I can
come up with
a short
informative
title.
Student Perspective on Prior Teacher Effectiveness:
Strongly
Disagree 2
3
4
1

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

26. Do you
expect to get
an A in this
course?















27. Did you
find the
literature
engaging in
your
previous
English/
composition
class?















28. Do you
perceive
your writing
ability as
strong?















29. Did you
feel your last
English/
composition
teacher made
your class
interesting
and
challenging?





























30. Do you
enjoy
writing?
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Appendix C
Student Perspective on Prior Teacher Effectiveness
No. Question

Construct Variable

Reference

26

Do you expect to get
an A in this course?

Perception Belief in
writing ability

27

Did you find the
literature engaging in
your previous
composition
class?
Do you perceive your
writing ability as
strong?

Culturally
Relevant
Pedagogy

Examining Dimensions
of Self-Efficacy for
Writing, Bruning et al.,
2011
Theory into
Practice, LadsonBillings, 1992

Did you feel your last
composition teacher
made your class
interesting and
challenging?
Do you enjoy writing?

Culturally
Relevant
Pedagogy

Interest in
subject matter

Culturally
Relevant
Pedagogy

Interest in
subject matter

28

29

30

Interest in
subject matter

Perception Belief in
writing ability

Writing Self-Efficacy
Beliefs of High- and
Low-Apprehensive
Writers, Wachholz and
Etheridge, 1996
Theory into
Practice, LadsonBillings, 1992

Theory into
Practice, LadsonBillings, 1992
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