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TREATMENT OF WRITING APPREHENSION AND ITS EFFECTS ON COMPOSITION

Roy F. Fox

In the past two decades, writers and theorists (Macrorie, 1976;

Moffett, 1976; Elbow, 1973; Beaven, 1977; and Rogers, 1971) have

argued for collaborative approaches to student learning, allowing for

students to "unlearn" inhibitions py engajing in "helping circles," or

peer evaluation, where the discovery of student strengths and the sub-

sequent building on these strengths are given instructional priority.

More generally, these theorists fiE into Maslow's (1954) "self-actuali-

zation" theory, which posits that man naturally seeks to become every-

thing that he can.if he is sufficiently motivated.

Especially for teachers of composition, a major underlying assump-

tion of these writers and the various student-centered methods they

espouse, is that a reduction of "writing apprehension" (Daly and Miller,

1975) must first occur before students can reverse their inhibitions

about writing and its subsequent evaluation, develop fluency in their

writing, and cunivate confidence in their writing.

Remedial and introductory college composition classes are populated

with E,tudents embarking upon their writing experil2nees with nut only

a lack of basic skills, but with defeatist attitudes toward their com-

posing abilities and the act of Writing itself. !Tuch students avoid

both writing and evaluatons of their writing. Kelly (1975) describes

the dilemma of such students, who constnntly hear 'Mc Voice of Atithority"

and feel the threz:t of "The Superior Intellect" %%hen they attempt to
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write. Shaughnessy (1977) illustrates how one such student's writing--

through a series of faltering beginnings and revisionseventually

disintegrates. About this student and others like him, Shaughnessy

states that

He is aware that he leaves a trail or errors behind him when

he writes. He can usually think of little else while he is

writing . . . Some writers, inhibited by their fear of error,

produce but a few lines an hour . . . . (p. 7)

This wavering of basic writers during the actual composing stage

was most recently observed in a study that examined the composing pro-

cesses of traditional anc remedial college freshman (Pianko, 1979).

In this study, Lhe traditional writers wrote at a much faster pace than

the remedial writers. Piunko reported that remedial writers' composing

processes were characterized by "hcsitations"--not the pauses used lor

thouipt or diversion that were mere frequently observed in the behavior

or the beLLer writers. Interviews with the remedial writers conducted

immediately alter observations revealed that only a limited number of

them were concerned with the content or the idea-.; in their writing.

Pianku concluded that an ove,'-concorn for mechanics and usage and cor-

rect ly)rdinq during the composino !;tage W[13 VeSponsible for remedial

stod,.hts' 3lom:r writing pace.

Ihe empirical development or an inUroment. to reliably measure

such Thprehension about writinq Daly and Hiller, 1975) enabled thif;

inv.;i jator to ask: Do ;;ILIJnt-cenLered wi,hods or LeachiN composltion
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(Macrorie, 1976; Moffett, 1976; et al.) measurably reduce writing

apprehension more than conventional, teacher-centered methods? And

if they do, how does this reduction affect students' written products?

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects two

methods of teaching writing had on writing apprehension. Another

purpose was to investigate the effects these two methods had on overall

quality of student writing and length of student writing. The first

method of instruction (conventional) involved teaching writing primarily

through writing exercises, lecture, discussion, and question-answer

sessions. In this method, all student writing, genexally instructed

to adhere to traditional rhetorical modes, was exclusively instructor

evaluated. Response, feedback and criticism to student writing stemmed

solely from the instructor. The second method of instruction (workshop)

involved large-group interaction exercises, paired-student and small-

group language problem solving acLivities, freewriting, practice responses

to writing, structured peer response to writing which graduated from

exclusively positive comments to positive-negative comments, and two

instructor-studeni conferences. Also included in this method were

specific "inslructor taught" objectives for each essay.

!he purpose of the experimental treatment outlined above was

threefold. First, this lreatment made an attempt to pFovide i safe

environment ror the apprehensive writer to sequentially ease into dove-

iopiraf, t.rtc;L of communication situations (from participatinii in
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singular, then paired, then small-group problem solving tasks).

Second, this treatment made an attempt to sequentially ease the appre-

hensive writer into a healthy acceptance of critical evaluation of his

own writing (from giving and receiving initially positive feedback from

peers, to eventually giving and receiving pusitive-negative feedback

from peers). Third, this treatment made an attempt to provide the

specificity and structure that would observably improve selected writing

skills (from participating in a structured procedure for response to

writing, specific pre-taught skills objectives for each essay, and

instructor-student conferences).

HYPOTHLSES

The following hypotheses were tested:

Hypothesis 1: that all students 1,nvolved in the experimental

group would report a significant reduction in

writing apprehension as measured by pLe and

post WAT :;cores.

Hypothesis 2: that all students involved in the control

group would retain their original levels of

writing apprehension as measured by pru and

post 4.!A1 scares.

Hypothesis thU nil tudents OKA just the highly

upprchene wriLer) in thp experimenLol
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group would report significantly lower

levels of writing apprehension at the ena

of the study than would all students in

the control group.

Hypothesis 4: that students ranked highest in writing

apprehension at the beginning of the study

in the experimental group would report

significantly lower levt-As of writing appre-

hension at the end of the study than would

similarly ranked students in the control group.

Hypothesis 5: that students ranked highest in writing appre-

hension at the beginning of the study would

write post test compositions that would be

evaluated by two independent judges as signi-

ficantly higher in overall quality than would

the post test compositions completed by simi-

larly ranked students in the control group.

Hypothesis 6: that all students (not just the highly appre-

hensive writers) in the experimental group

would write post test compositions Lhat would

be evaluated by two independent judges as

significantly higher in overall quality than
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would post test compositions completed by all

students in control group.

Hypothesis 7: that stuuents who ranked highs, in writing

apprehensiun at the beginning of the study

in the experimental group would write signifi-

cantly longer post test compositions Ulan would

similarly ranked students in the control group.

Hypothesis 8: that all students (not just the highly appre-

hensive writers) in the experimental group

would wrlte significantly longer post test

compositions than would all students in the

control group.

SUBJECiS

Subjeqts for this research were six (6) intact classes (n:106)

of freshman male and female students enrolled in English Composition

at the University of Missouri-Columbia during the spring semosLer of

1978. All students assigned to this class were so placed because they

had I-scores of below 49 on the ' Missouri College English Placement: lest."
I

!Audents who had 1) previously falled Composition I, 2) had ex,cessive

absences i_hroughuut the semester, dnd 3) had either dropped the clat;;;

or drupped out of school before the end of. the 3ellietfter were excluded
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as subjects. Tho majority of these students came from either the

large urban areas of St. Louis or Kansas Cit31 or from smaller rural

areas around Missouri . A small percentage of students came from out

of state. The majority of students were between eighteen and nineteen

years of age.

PROCEDURE

Three graduate instructors taught one experimental and one control

section each throughout the sixteen-week period. Two of the instructors

were doctoral candidates in English Education and one instructor had

just completed a Master's Degree in English. All instructors had

severa years of experience teaching both high school English and

college level composition courses. Prior to this study, all three

instructors had been exposed to the theory of workshop instruction,

but had no direct. experience using it in their classes. They also had

no previous experience with this study's particular experimental treat-

ment, but each instructor had experience with the control group

methodology.

ihe researcher and instructors met approximately two huurs each

week of the experiment, in addition to ono meeting at the beginning

and conclusion of the semester. These sessions included discussion

of vorious mochLinical procedures, discussion of various student per-

sonalalies, discussion of objectIvos zind to.)ics for es!mys, und the

delindation of sequentizil stops for instrucLion and prosontAion or

r,
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various concepts. Every attempt was made in these meetings and

in informal consultation, to insure that each instructor was teaching

the same material in the same sequence and manner. In addition, the

researcher was able to sit in on each 'nstructor's class as an anony-

mous observer of experimental proeusses.

All classes met for fifty minues, three times per week. A rough
A

uniformity was achieved in the times the classes were scheduled.

The three control groups each completed file outside of class

essays, along with numerous in class paragraphs and exercises. The

three experimental classes each completed seven out of class essays

along with one freewriting per week and occasional in class writing

exercises. A tally of the number of words written by both groups

,evcill,n1 them tu be approximately

For assigmd essay topics, both experimental and control groups

selected from the same pool of topics; each student in the con'_rol

group chose his own, while students in the experimental group had to

reach consensus in their small peel evaluation groups so that all group

members wrote on the same topic. Thus, choices in both experimental

and cuntrol groups were restricted to identical alternatives.

All topics were selected or created in accordance with four criteria:

1) they had Lo be clearly and concretely worded; 2) they had tO involve

a variety of conLemporary il3SUen rather than obscure or historical

quoatiom; 5) Hwy had to elicit. varied kinds of writing, and 4) they

had to arouse suide intereA and had to bo intellectually challunginq

for collego treahman.

9
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The assigment of midterm and final course grades was held

constant across conditions. In control groups, grades were assigned

by instructors to each essay. Instructors handled the grading of

in class work, participation, ano attendance as they normally did

in their previous "conventional" teaching practices. Hypothetically,

a lesser emphasis on grades in experimental groups could do much to

reduce writing apprehension, but this was deemed to be an unrealistic

- approach. Consequently, an attempt was made in experimental groups

to reduce writing apprehension without ignoring or trivializing the

importance of grades. Accordingly, no grades were given by experimental

group instructors for each essay after it was completed, but prior to

the two instructor-student conferences (at midterm and at semester's

end), students completed written evaluations indicating the grade they

thought their writings and revisions deserved. They were urged to ele

realistic and to support their eN,aluations by pointing out specific

improvements in their essays. At this time, through discussion and

mutual agreement, instructors gac tentative grades to students based

on their best two papers. For final course grades, instructors based

their judgments on the best two papers from the midterm conference,

plus the last three essays completed after the conference. Out of

these five essays, then, the bcf.ft three vere selected to constitute

the i.ulk of s.L.Hents' course graue.

1RLAIKAT

In control groups, all respom;e lo student writing came from
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instructors. Control group instruction in essay organization focused

on traditional rhetorical modes. Other conventional methods included

lecture, instructor-led discussion, question and answer sessions, and

writing exercises.

All instructors had no previous experience whatsoever with this

particular experimental treatment, which emphasized both positive rein-

forcement and skills development. Because of the lack of research

precedents for treatment of writing apprehension, it was deemed prema-

ture to examine the independent effects that skills modification and

reinforcement might have on students' writing apprehension and the quality

of their writing. Previous research dealing with skills modification and

the peer group (Auger, 1970; Lagana, 1972; and Sager, 1973), factors that

influence teacher-evaluations or student writing (Metzger, 1977 and

Harris, 1977), teacher-perceived causes of writing apprehension (Daly,

1978), as well as research dealing with positive reinforcement's effect

on promoting more positive attitudes toward the writing act (Hartig,

1966; Clarke, 1969; Ford, 1973; Stevens, 1973, and Weisberg, 1977)

pointed toward this dual approach.

A brief summary of additional salient features of the experimental

treatment appear below in the same sequence as they were used:

1) Introductory Large-Group. Interaction Activities: included

a "5i.nnaLure Hunt" in .,hich students were given a li.Jt of

one-line description's ("I have ohaken hands with aL least

Lwo famous people.") and Were instructed lo wander amongst

each oLhur and obtain the signatures of all other class members
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next to the "appropriate" descriptions. (Approximate time:

20 minutes.)

Also included was a brief "non-written" composition in which

each student brought two objects to class and in about five,

minutes, explained the connections and relationship the objects

had to them. The objects were to somehow "symbolize" their

owners. (Approximate time: two class sessions)

2) Paired-Student Lanuage Problem Solving Activities: Students

worked in pairs only. These problems were designed to give

students practice and reinforcement in talking with each other

in order to solve a problem. With each new problem presented

(high interest "language dilemmas") which students had ten to

fifteen minutes to solve, they had to switch partners.

(Approximate time: one class session)

3) Small-Group Language Problem Solving Activities: These were

designed to give students nongraded practice in solving prob-

lems in small groups of four to five students. With each new

problem (which groups had fifteen minutes to solve), Students

switched groups so that they wore working with a new set of

people tol each task. An example of this kind of 1..a:;k was to

have groups "translate" nursery rhymes written in doublespeak.

(Approximate Lime: one class gession)

12
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4) instruction in the Peer Evaluation Process: Each student

was asked to read Chapter four from Elbow's Writing, Without

Teachers4(1973), which carefully outlines workshop process

in simple and lucid terms. This chapter, along with a list

of "musts" for workshop participants prepared by the researcher,

was. absigned and then thoroughly discussed by instructors anqw

their students. Several reviews and a nongraded quiz on the

\

procedures irisured that students understood the steps in

this method, along with the basic rationale for using it.

5) Introductory Larqe-Groyp "What-To-Look-For" Practice: Before

peer groups were formed, the instructors led their classes

through three examples of student papers (from the previous

semester) and questioned students about the papers' possible

good points, and also pointed out desirable elements in the

papers which students overlooked. Students had copies of all

papers under discussion. The key was variety--as.many different

qualities as possible were reviewed, such as smooth transitions and

sentence structure variety. In these initial practice evalua-

tiom,, only pusitive responses were practiced, with the example

papurs demonstrating f;uflicieritly high quallty--"quud" writing,

hut cit necessrivily exct'llent-.:,u that a variety uf positive

CO!;0110Ilt:; reeld he filzidt. An excerpt from a professional writer,

.killed and fluent, qa,3 judged to be too "unreachabie" for

it,t1 i
realitie goals were !;(1 by example.
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6) Small Croups-for Sustained Peer Evaluation: Small-group
-w-

procedures followed were distillad from Macrorie (1977),
\

Elbow (1973), Hawkins (1976), and Beaven (1977). The first.

essay was restricted to positive feedback only. Subsequent

responses had to be either positive or positive-negative;

solely negative feedback was never allowed. In addition to

other kinds of responses, each student had to discuss whether

or not the essay in question had correctly fulfilled specific

assigned objectives. All essays were reproduced so that each

student had copies of everyone else's writing. Instructors

checked on small group progress by acting as participants

in each group, alternating groups, striving for equal time

with each group, making allowances for more time if a parti-

cular group required the attention. Instructors sometimes

needed to act as catalysts to get sluw groups moving at a

faster pace, as well as to get fast groups to slow to a reason-

able pace. Instructors' attitudes and behaviors with small

groups were discussed and clariFied in the weekly meetings with

the researcher. They were encouraged to serve as role models

for variety in response, tactfulness, sensitivity, and depth

in the quality of their feedback.

7) Specific Objectives for Loch E;;sov: Throughout tlw semester,

instrucLors and researcher examined students' in class free-

writings (ooe eoch week) ood out of H nso e:;t3oys to determine
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students' most common skills deficiencies. The limited

specific objectives for each essay were selected to remedy

these observed problem areas. Then, there was an attempt

to match or correlate these objectives with essay topic

choices so that the topics would easily lend themselves to

student illustration and demonstration of the objectives.

Next, accompanying reading assignments were chosen which

explained, illustrated, and provided reinforcement exercises

for whatever skills the objectives demanded. Most assignments

for reading came from the Harbrace college. Handbook by Hodges

and Whitten (1977). No specific objectives were used for the

first essay in an attempt to initially emphasize each paper's

overall and whole effects; fragmented microviews of writing

that invariably accompany criticial analysis, it was judged,

would be stressed soon enough. Objectives ranged from avoid-

ance of sentence fragments to fresh use of simile and metaphor.

8) Instructional SeciJence Preceding Each Essay: For each

or the seven papers, the same "instructional cycle" was followed.

A brief description of the six major steps in the cycle follows:

SLep 1: large-gruiT cbirification of objctives

Instructors fiNJ wrote the specific objectives on

blackboard and then, in their own words, siliply

explained what the objectives Meant.
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Step 2: large-group oral and written practice of objec-

tives sessions--Next, instructors led students

through selected oral and written exercises that

enabled students to perform and practice the selec-

ted objectives.

Step 3: identification and discussion of superior and

inferior uses of objectives within students' own

past writing--For "in context" illustration of

objectives, instructors selected from all past writ-

ings. If instructors could not find examples of

objectives they were seeking froli the work of their

own students, they next-turned to a collection of

student paper:, From previous semesters (Jobst and

Batesel, -977). This was done to illustrate objec-

tives in as immediate and as authentic a context as

possible.

Step 4: actuaLi,2LO:ILIci_of_ssay.2.--The necessity for each

peer group to reach consensus on topis creoted a

need for students to exchange ideas and views on

what they would write, and how they would :Ipproach

the topic. Actual writing always occurred outside

of class. Required length of e:;says was ono full

page, preferably typed and single-spaced. Mlen

16
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short papers were turned in, instructors promptly

returned them and asked students to produce at

least one full page.

Step 5: peer group evaluation sessions--(See number six

above, "Small Groups for Sustained Peer Evaluation")

Step 6: individual revision of writin --After peer evalua-

tion sessions, students were given ample opportunity

for revision of all papers. Revision was given

extensive attention during both peer sessions and

on the days that essays were due. On these "due

days," since there was no time to reproduce papers

and immediately begin group work, instructors con-

centrated on revision tasks of past student papers.

ANALYSIS

Two instruments were used to Gather data: the Writing Apprehen-

sion lest (Daly and Miller, 1975) and a two-hour post test writing sample.

The Writing Apprehension Test, administered at the heginning and end

of the experimet4, is a twenty-si\ item scale used in numerous research

studies since iLs initidl testing. An analsis of variance on the

Writing Apprehension pre tests revealed no significant differences in

writing apprehension levels between all experimental and control group

17
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students at the beginning of the study. To achieve this initial

relative equality across conditions, it was necessary to eliminate

some subjects high in writing apprehension. This elimination was

also necessary in determining the ten highest writing apprehensives

in each of the six groups so that these highly apprehensive subjects

could serve as a selective sample for analysis. The elapsed time

between Writing Apprehension pre tests and post tests was sixteen

weeks.

The post test writing sample administered at the end of the

study was controlled across conditions in terms of time, topic, type

of writing elicited, time allowed for completion, and procedure of
\

administration. Cssays were holistically scored by two trained and

experienced raters. The scoring procedure involved initially having

the raters independently rate two sets of "practice essays" weitten

by high school seniors on the same topic as the essays completed by

this study's college freshmen. These essays did not substantially

differ in error frequency, style, tone, or approach to the topic.

For the first sot of practice essays (n=24), each rater worked at

home independently. From this initial seL, raters selected thu two

best, the two ;Jveraye, and the twu worst essays and then created cri-

teria For judqiny such papers. Next, the raters met. with the researcher

and di.,;cossed fteir derived set of evaludLional yuldelines as well OG

their disayreements about the ratings of particular papers. Both

raters had uchtially selected the same criteria For evaluation and

easily ogreed ul'on a CUMMW SH Of StNfldnrW: tO WW Cor this study's
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test essays. Then, both raters revealed which essays they had inde-

pendently chosen as the two best, two average and two worst and discussed

their choices. Raters,next independently rated a second set of practice

essays (n=l8) and discussed their discrepancies of more than two points.

After independently judging every ten essays from the actual study,

raters stopped and discussed scores that differed on more than two

points. Raters were required to take periodic rest breaks. The inves-

tigator would have served as a third judge when disputes could not be

settled, but this was not necessary. A Pearson Product Moment Correla-

tion Coefficient on the raters' adjusted score evaluations (n=ll0) '

proved to be .92.

The independent variables for this study were three (3) instru::-

tors and two (2) methods of teaching writing. The three dependent

variables included 1) level of students' writing apprehension, 2)

number of words per essay in students' writing, and 3) overall quality

of students' writing. A two-way analysis of variance was carried out

for each of the three dependent variables to check for significant

differences between experimental and control groups. Two of the

analyses (for hypothesis numbers one and two) contained repeated

measuros. lhe .05 level of significance was selected for all analyses

of data.

Rt5lil

ResulLs of the analysis revealed that statistically significant

differences existed between means for experimental and control groups
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for four of the eight hypotheses investigated. Hypothesis,one was

accepted and hypothesis two was rejected: both experimental and control

groups uhowed a significant decrease in writing apprehension from the

beginning to the end of the study. However, the experimental group

was significantly lower in writing apprehension than the control group

at the end of the sixteen weeks, thus confirming hypothesis three

(see Table 1).

PJace Table 1 about here

In addition, the experimental group's preselected high apprehen-

sive writers reported significantly lower levels of writing apprehension

than the control group's preselected high apprehensive writers, warran-

ting acceptance uf hypothesis four. Hypotheses five and six ware

rejected. Neither the experimental group as a whole, nor the pre-

selected Uigh apprehensive writers within the experimental group,

wrote post test essays of significantly superior overall quality when

compared to control group counterparts. Though not significantly

different, an inspection of the overall quality mean scores for both

comparisons (highs only and entire group) reveals trends that favor

experimental students (see Tables 2 and 3).

Place lanes 2 and 5 here
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For hypothesis seven, although the total number of words written

per essay by the high appreheftsive writers in the experimental and control

groups did not prove significantly different, an examination of the mean

score (again see Table 2) reveals that the experimental group writers

produced approximately 49 more words per essay than control group

writers. When all writers. from both groups were compared for length

(hypothesis eight), the experimental group writers wrote significantly

longer post test compositions than their control group counterparts.

This difference occurred at the .056 level of confidence (see lable 4).

Statistical analysis revealed no interactions between instruction

and treatment.

Place Table 4 here

DISCUSSION

Examination of the data warrants four main conclusions. First,

students' fear and avoidance of writing and of; having their writing

evaluated can be significantly reduced using either method investi-

gated. Second, the sequential and largely student-centered experimental

treatment significantly reduced writing apprehension at a fatiter rate

than conventional instruction. rhird, the experimental treatwent

produced writing at least as proficient in overall quality as the

writiN produced by comentiothd compoaltion instruction. Fourth, the

experimental method produced essvys that were significantly longer than

essay; produced by the control method.

21
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It must be clearly noted at this point that it is neither morally

just nor academically wise to reduce writing apprehension (or any kind

of academic anxiety) by indoctrinating students with false or sugar-

coated notions about their own abilities. This study made every

attempL to avoid leading students to believe they were better writers

than they actually were. However, a conscious attempt was indeed

made to make students aware of the positive qualities that they

initially demonstrated in their own writing, and to continually note

these*qualities as they developed and became more visible in their

written expression. For instructor-student conferences, instructors

were encouraged to be honest but tactful. A number of the weekly

instructor-researcher meetings involved discussion of student psyches.

When students wrote about their own achievements and suggestud grades

for themselves, they were asked to do so in as realistic and Jccurate

a way as possible. Before the final instructor-student conferences,

all students were assigned to read a humorous essay, "Belief in

Receiving an A" (sic) by Frank Parks (1978), which poked fun at

students' various reasons for requesting an "A" when a self-evaluation

was requested from their English instructor. It was hoped that these

attempts would prohibit inflated student purceptions of their own

writing abilities--and at the same time not snip the buds of self-

confidvneu that the experimental treatment attempted Lo cultivate.

Hence, it is the observation uf this researcher that the considerable

reduction of writing apprehension that did occur was accomplished

without Falsely building student writing egos.
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In a 1975 article that first considered any method for the reduc-

tion of writing apprehension, Daly and Miller stated that

The procedure commonly used of forcing students to write

is very likely the wrong choice of treatments. All one

is doing is reinforcing the punishing naturp of the writing

act in those situations. (1975, p. 248)

All of the findings of this study contradicted the above

prediction. CY erimental students were indeed "forced" to write.

But the main question for composition teachers raised by this project's

results is that they consider how they force their students to write.

There are several findings that underscore the uniformity of the

experimental methodology's effects.

With no significant differences found in Writing Apprehension

Test means between the two groups at the beginning of the study, by

semester's end, experimental groups achieved lower writing apprehension

levels at a faster rate than did control groups.

Second, an inspection of the data of each hypothesis that was

found to he nonsignificant revealed means that consistently favored

experimental groups. For example, even though there were nn !dgnificant

differences between experimental and control groups on overall quality

of post Lest essays, the experimental groups finished higher than

control groups (7.9 compared to 7.1), thus warranting the conclusion

that composition instruction that is similarly structured can produce

23
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writing at least as good as that produced in conventional composition

classes.

A third finding which emphasized the cleanliness of the experimental

methodology was that statistical analysis found no interactions between

instructors and treatment. Thus, provided with only two-hour weekly,

training sessions, instructors became sufficiently skilled to apply

the experimental treatment with consistent results.

Another result of the study was that a significant difference

existed between the length of the experimental group's post test essays

and the control group's post test essays (at the .056 level of confidence).

With variables held constant, the control group's mean essay length was

533.7 words per essay, while the experimental group students (who also

at this time reported significantly lower levels of writing apprehension

than their control group counterparts) wrote an average of 610.2 words

per essay. Experimental studentq' increased fluency parelleled thu

findings of both Gee (1972) and Stallaud (r/74) whh Iikcwise found

increased fluency in the presence of positive attitudes toward writing.

This finding becomes especially imrrtant if one considers fluency in

wriLing to be a prerequisite to skills development.

Although experimental groups considered as a whole wrote significantly

longer essays than students in control groups, this was not Lhe case

when only the high apprehenziive writers fur each group were analyzed for

their aerage number or wordb per essay. High apprehensives in experi-

mental groups averaged 560.8 words per essay, while their control group

counterparts averaged 512.3 words-per essay. While this difference

was not statistically significant, it heavily favored experiwental

24
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groups by an average of 48.5 wordo. Although this gain in length

is considerable, it is possible that a longer treatment period was

needed for the production rate of high apprehensive writers to

increase to a statistically significant level.

Experimental students' reduction of writing apprehension, their

comparable overall quality of writing, and their increased flow of

words constitute yet another piece of empirical support far struc-

tured, student-centered methods of teaching writing. Moreover, these

results point.toward both confidence in the act of writing and a

healthy acceptance of its subsequent evaluation, as comprising the

nutritious kind of soil that is necessary for beginning writers to

firmly take root.
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TABLE 1

Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Writing Apprehension Pntit Test Scares

Between Experimental and Control Group

Source D. F. Sum of Squares Mean Square

Instructor 2 882.399 441.199

Treatment 1 1,141.020 1,141.020

Instructor X
Treatment 2 419.733 209.866

Error 100 21,445.497 214.454

Total 105 23,888.650

F Value PR) F

2.06 0.1332

5.32 0.0231*

Clt.9d 0.5794

4Significant at .05 level.
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TABLE 2

Overall Quality and Length Means for All Writers

In Experimental and Control Group

Overall

Quali ty Ikng th

Group Number Mean Mean

Experimental 55 7.909 610.236

Control 52 7.346 533.788
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TABLE 3

Overall Quality and Length Means for High Apprehensive

Writers in Experimental and Control Group

Overall

Quality Length

Group Number Mean Mean

ExPerimentaL 29 7.931 560.827

Control 31 7.161 512.387

.111111MIMONI
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TABLE 4

Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Post Test Compositions' Lellgth Scores

Between Experimental and Control Group

Source D. F. Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR>F

Instructor 2 131,017.198 65,608.595 1.56 0.2152

Treatment 1 156,211.642 156,211.642 3.72 0.0566'

Instructor X
Treatment 2 10,670.637 5,335.318 0.13 0.8808

Error 101 4,241,768.764 41,997.710

Totai 106 4,837,567.601

35

*Significant at .056 level.
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