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Abstract

An empirical study of 496 urban secondary school students was
performed to determinc relationships among several important variables
related to writing. Students rated lowest ip writing ability were less
able to identify written descriptions of appropriate and inappropriate
writiug behavior thar high ability students. Further, writing ability
~ was related to emotional apprehension about the act of writing: low
abiliey students’shcued greater apprehension than high ability students.
As revealed by m tiple regression analygis, studené knnwlédge of
appropriate and inappropriate writing behavior‘were,boﬁh significant

predictors of writing ability.
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In a discussion of modern approaches to research and instruction in

.;;iting, Nyérs (1983) identified processing, distancing, and godei;gg as
three approaches that have emergéd in the last two decades. ALl of these
might be considered altermatives to (or perhaps supplements to) traditional
views of writing. In traditional approaches, major emphasis is placed on
the product of writing. Thus, the student writer is directed to learn
the rules to produce a written work that is free of mechanical and
grammatical errors and that follows the canons of 'good writing." While
no one would dispute'that the ultimate goal of writiug imstruction is the
creation of well written products, there is considerable debate on how
best to achieve this objective. The alternative approaches ident?fied by
Myers arose for a variety of p;actical and theoretical reasons. Not the
least of these reasons was dissatisfactisn with a strictly teach~the~
rules-of-writing instructional strategy.

Processing approaches to writing focus on the cognitive aspects of
composing. Theoretical constcucts and metaphors from cogritive psychology
are ext;nsively used. For example, research has been done on conceptual
maps within the mind of the writer (relationships among ideas and topics)
and how graphic display of such maps can be u;ed to teach writing (Buckley
and Boyle, 1983). Analyging the processes of writing has also led to an
interest in the steps of the composing process. Emig (1971) and Graves
(1975) developed the groundwork in this area by performing observational
studies of students actually engaged in writing. In more recent work,
Flower and Hayes (1978) have identified stages in the writing process,
for.examplef making plans, executing the plans, and revising products
produced in accordance with the plans. These stages were named based on

empirical research on writers doing composing. Indeed, a characteristic



of processing approaches is a firm committment to studying writing as it
actually occurs (Humes, 1983). A majot finding of research is that
composing orocesses of good and poor writers differ, and these differences
have implications for writing instruction.

Viewinp, writing in terms of process highlights the psychologicql
world of the individual wricer. But writing always occurs for a reason,
and the contextqal aspects of vriti@g have also received atten;ion. ,In
what ﬁyers (1983) calls distancing approaches to wrig}ng, conéepts g;%m
sociolinguistiys~blsy an impOt;ant role. Thus, special emphasis is
.placed on the relation between the writer and thehéubject and the writer
and the audience. Odell, Cooper and Courts (1978) have argued that
discourse theories of linguvistics may provide a fruitful source of research
hypotheses about writing. Of course, sgch-theories also have importance
.for the writing teacher.

Processingfapproaches to writing emphcsize the coguaitive or problem- - -
solving dimensions of writing. Distancing approaches to writing emphasize.
‘the social and contextual ;ature of written ccmmunicafion. Researchers-
have also been concermed with affect related to writing. FReéearcH‘on the
affective aspects of various school'subjects kas » long history and has
beer 4 continuing intexest of investigators. For example, Steinkamp aund
Maehr (1983) identified 66 studiés dealing with the relatively narrow
topic of sex differences in attitude, ability and achievement measures of
science subjects. In the area of writing, Daly and Miller (19?5) developed
an instrument to measure writing apprehension (roughly sﬁeaking, anxiety
about the aét of v:iting). The instrument was.developed and validated
with college age'students. It has been used as pift of the evaluatirn of

college composition classes (Witte & Faigley, 1983).
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The present 3tudy drew upon the processing, distancing, and affective
P )

streams of writing research. The authors used secondary school students
and sought to ‘examine relationships among several keyzvariables: school
grade of student, writing ability of student, sFuden: kn&uledge of
apprgprtate and in?ppropriate writing behaviors, and student apprehension
ab rut ;titing. An instrument wés developed t; measure student knowledge
of appropriate and inappropriate writing behaviors. Many of the items
from the instrument reflected research from processing theory (e.g., items
tapping student knowledge of effective steps to be followed in composing).
, Other items were inspired by discourse theories (e.g., items pertainiﬁg
to a writer's cogniznnce.of‘audience). Representing the affective strean
of research, the D#ly-Niller'Uriting Apprehension instruwent was administered.
The study was descriptive-correlational in nature. Obtainins answers
‘ to several inter¥elated questions guided the'dsta analysis:

1. Could students, reliably 1den£ify written descriptionseof
appropriate and 1nap;raptiate vfiting behavior?.

2. Could the Daly-Miller Writing Apprehension instrument be feasibly

| used with se&ﬁndary school students? The instrument was
developed and refined on a sample of college students. Would
4 secondary studerts be able to respond to the instrument?

3. What effect does grade l.uvel have on student knowledge ofv
spproprigte and inappropriate writing behavior and studenf
writing apprehension? -

4. What effect does writing ability level of the student have on
knowledge of appropriate and inappropriate writing behavior and
student writing apprehension?

S.. What interrelationships exist among knowledge of appropriate and

o inappropriate writing behavior, grade 'level, writing apprehension,
| grade level, aﬁawwriting gbiiity? Can writing ability be pre-
dicdted from the other variables? If writing apprehemsion is used
as a criteyion variable, will the remaining varisbles predict

student scores on this affective dimension?




Method

Subjects and Procedure

Subjects were secondafy school students from an urban public

school district; usable data were obtained from 496 students in grades

6 through 12. Measurement of variables occurred in Spring 1982 as part

of a research stud;~;;‘the writing behavior of secondary school students. .
Most variables were based on information obtained from students.

.The regularly.sssigned q}iting teach;r administered a multi-part ques-
tionnaire to students, using class time for this purpose. Student
responses to items within sections of the questionnaire were used as the
basis for several variables of the study. In:addition to student-
generated data, teachers provided information on the grade level of the

class (6 through 12). Teachers also rated the writing level of a given

classroom and the writing ability of each student within the class.

!ggipbles . ‘ ' s
The first of the student genera:ed variables was termed.Writing
Apprehension (APP). This was measured by a 26 item 5 step Likert scale
instrument peveloped by Daly and Miller (1975). The instrument uses a
series of statements to tap a person's positive or negative affect related
to the act of writing. Among items in the instrument to which respoadents
indicated agreement or disagreeaent were: "I'm nervous about writing"
and "Handing in a composition makes me feel good.” The composite score
on the instrument, after reverse weighting of some items. yielded a

auzber indicating apprehension toward writing, with a low total score
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(1west  possible = 26) indicating low apprehension and high total score
(hisﬁésc possible = 130; indicating high aﬁprehension.
Two student-generated variables were obtained from a Knowledge of
Composing as a Process Questionnaire (KCPQ). The latter instrument
required Yes or No responsés £o 43 items related to a hypothetical
situation described in the KCPQ instructions. Below a.e some pertineﬁt

3 sentences frem KCPQ instructions that describe the situation:
Suppose that there were a nai 16nal contest for which students were
{avited to write papers on a certain subject. The subject and
length of the papers would be amnnounced, but students would be
free to choose their form (essay, letter, story, etc.). Students
would have three weeks to prepare their:papers, and the papers
would be judged on the quality of the writing itself as well as
on the ideas.

The statements below describe some things studemts might do
in getting their entries ready for such a contest. We want you to
tell us what you think you would do if y»u were to writa a paper
for the contest. For each statement, circle only one aaswer——
either Yes or No., : : :

fhe 43 items of the KCFQ were divided into a set of 21 {items
designed to measure Appropriate Htitiugfnehavior (AWB) and a set of 22
items designed to measure Inappropriate Writing ?ehavior (IWB). An AWB

item was "Before w;iting, 1 would jot down some notes about what I wanted

r
> -

to say in the paper”; an IWB item was "gefore writing, I would re-write

AN
were mixed so that not more than four items from either sca occurred

the instructions in my own words.”" Item: from the AWB and z:§,seales
consecutively {n the KCPQ. (See Appendix A for.a. copy of the imstrument.)
The 43 items were selected in consultation with a paﬁeliof six judges:

. three college composition specialiscs and vhree secondary language arts
teachers, fhe AWB and IYB variable scores were formed )y summing over ,

the items for each scale. Thug, scores on AWB could range from 21 to 42,

and scores on IWB could range from 22 to 44, The AWB items were designed
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to megsure student knowledge of activities which tacilitate the successf:il
coapletion >f a plece of writing. The IWB {tems were designed to measure
student knowledge of activities which tend to delay or obstruct the
successful completion of a piece of writing.

The variable Writing Ability (WA) was derived from teacher ratings.

Each teacher r§ted each  class of students on level of writing zbility

(1 » low, 2 = medium, 3‘- high). Also, each student within each class

. received a rating (again, 1 = low, Z = medium, 3 = high). The WA variable

L4
- .

was based on the two teacher ratings. For example, a low rated student |

" in a low" rated class was given 8 WA score df 1; a high rated student in

a high rated class was given a WA score of 9. Scores between ! and 9

refle.ct.ed intermediate lé'velé of writing ®bility. Exact dgsignations of

£

the WA variable were as follows:
L

= high abiltmstudent in high ability class - :
= mediun ability student in high ability.class ’

» low abiutv student in high ability class

= high ability student in mediun ability class

medium ability student in medium ability class

» low ability student in medium ability class

= high abiliry studeat in low ability class

.= medium ahilityp student in low sbility class

= low ability student Iin low ability class

- W B W N B0
.
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Results and Discussion

-

A variety of descriptive. and inferential statistics were calculated fpr
this study. 1Imn addition to uni;rari;Qe statiscical ?rocedures, multiple
regression analysis was employed in an effort to obtain information c;n
the degree of predictability of a given varisble from a set of other
variables. The pature of the latie: mlfse's was predictive in the
sense Pedhazur (1982) uses the term. That is, no attempt was pade to
desvelop an explanatory ‘(1.e., causal) model of varisbles in the study.

A grade level analysis vaé perfo;'md to examine possible influences .
of s'i:éd'e (a proxy measure of age of subjeéts) on several dependent vari-
sbles. .‘ral;le 1 shows mean scores by grade for the APP, AWB, IWB scales
and the writing ability oeasure (VA)\

Although aigﬂificant differences existed among means on the APP

.scale (F = 3.09, p{.005), no linear trend was apparent in mean scoMs.

Thus, a hypothesis of no linear relationship between grade and w:iting
appreh¢ wsion 'was supported (r = .06, p® .05). On the AWB scale, mean
differences were not signiffcent (F = 1.85, p ¥ .05), and no significant
linear trend could be inferred between grade and AWB (r = .02, p > .05).
When iean sco'res o.n IWB were compared across grades, statistical signifi~
cance was obtained (F = 8.43, p &4 .00005). The mean of grade 6 students
stood out as being markedly higher than the rest. Th;e correlation of
grade and IWB was a significant r of -.18 (p € .05). Finally, the mean
writing ability scores, WA, were fcund to be difterent by grade (F = 7.16,
p & .00005). "The correlation between gradg and WA was statistically

significant (r = .19, p,£.05). -

10
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| fln su.u‘ry. analysis of ghe data did not support the hx?othesés that
. as studén;s get older they §et less apptehens%ye about writing or more -
L " capable o;.recogniz;ng gppf?pria;e writing behavior. Slight support was
found that younger secondary students are less capable than older
‘otudents of recognizing inappropriate wri;ing behavinr.

It should be noted that, ‘given the scoring s;stem used for the AHB
scale, a low score on "AWS mean relatively low ability to recog;;z;
sppropriate writing behavior and a high score meant re‘scively high

ab:lity (in other words, fot AWB, "the higher the better"). However, for
the Iﬂgmscaln, & low,totai ;core.mean: relatively high ability’to
recognize inappropriate behavior, and a high score meant low ability (in
other word;, for IWB, "ﬁbe lower the better"). - Examinstion of Table .l
reveals that, averaged across grades, the mean for AWB (X = 36773) did
exceed that for w8 X = 30 33) which fits with the conceptualization of
the two constructs. .S

A finallcoé;ent gshould be made on the data of Tablé 1. ~@na1ysil
showed a positive'relationship betweén WA scores and grade; older
students received somewhat higher WA scores than youagef students.

; pxeraging:hcross grades, the meenndn WA of 5:?2 wag slightly higher than
. the mean of 5.00 which would have ocgurted had scores been symmetrically
distributed. 'vsi-q Fisher's g statiétics to calculbt; skeymess (Hull

& Nie, 1981, p. 312), WA scores had a skewness index of -.284,




Table 1
Mean Scores by Grade for Writing Apprehension (APP),
Approp-iate Writing Behavior (AWB), Inappropriate
Writing Behavior (IWB) and Writing Ability (WA)

o

—— T ab

_Grade N APP B« IWB VA

}é 7% 75.14 36.64 29.58 6,95

11 59 73.15 36.76  ° 29.64 4.85

10 " 56 69.07 37.93 29.54 5.88

9. .85 78.15 . 36.20 30.85 5.55

) 8 85 © 68.80 36.48 29.55 . 5.48
. 7 66 72.39 ’37.1; 29.76 4.67

Overall 496 '92.79 36.73 30.33 5.52

lHote. The APP scale was a 26 item Likert scale instrument with low scores
indicating low writing apprehensfon (lowest possible score = 26) and high -
acores high apprehension (highest possible score = 130). The AWDb scale

consisted of 21 dichotomously scaled items (] = No, 2 = Yes). A low score -
i{ndicated the student could not successfully identify behaviors assoclated with
appropriate composition practices (lowest possible score = 21) and a high score
indicated the student could identify such practices (highest possible score = 42).
yThe IWB scale consisted of 22 dichotomously scaled items (1 = Bo, 2 = Yés). A
low score indicated the student could succesafully identify inappropri.te
compositionm practices (lowest possible score = 22) and a high score indicated

the student could not identify such practices (highest possible score = 44) .

The varisble WA was a composite measure of writing ability based on teacher
‘ratings of the writing level of the class (1 to 3) and the writing ability of

the student within the class (1 to 3). The WA score of each student ranged
between ! (low ability) to 9 (high abilicy). .




10

To further explicate relationships amdng variables, WA was used as
an 1ndependenc:vartab1e with nine levals. Table 2 shows mean scores hy
1eve1: of Hg.fo: éhe AP?, AWB and the IWB scales.

Significant differences on mesn APP scores were found ac;oss levels
of WA .(E = 4.47, p £ .00005) .' The highest mean APP score was for the
luwesf WA group and the. lowest APP score was for the highest WA group,
but means did not show a stro&g 1nvetse'11ne§;rpattern. The cotre%ation
between individual ﬁA and APP scores did resuiiﬂin a significant inverse
relationship (r » -.13, p £ .01). Analysis of méans on the AWB scale
showed sig:ificant differences (F = 2.16, p& .QS) with higher mean
scores associar-d with higher levels of WA (r = .15, p‘ .01). When IWB
mean scores were examined, significant differencés were found (F = 12.50,
p £ -00005) with higher means associated with lower levels of WA, 'rhis'
inverse relationship was also reveeled in the r .of -.38 Setween WA and
m scores (p &£ .01). .

In sunmary, some evidénce was found to support the hypothesis that
apprehension about writing was inversely related to writing ability
(i.e., high apprehensive subjects were relatively low in ability and low
apprehensive subjects relatively high in ability). Putthéf, significant
relationships were apparent between writing ability and knowledge of
appropriate and inappropriate writing practices. The latter relationships
were consistent with several hypotheses. For example, low‘ability)students

were more likely than high ability students to incorrectly identify

inapprenriate behavior as appropriate.

13
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Table 2
. Mean Scores by Writing Ability (WA) for Writing

Apprehension (APP), Appropriate Writing Behavior
(AWB) and Inappropriate Writing Behavior (IWB)

A E ape au it
9 62 64.33 37.60 28.53
8 78 75.59 37.09 28.69
7 60 73.35 37.32 24.92
6 s 66.16  36.55 28.49
s . 81 7559 36.25 30.63
o~ 48 " 76.17 36.73 31.83
3 35 7611 36.31 31.26
i 40 72.00 36.88 33.03
! 40 18.13 35.25 33.28

Overall 495 72.83 36.73 :30.32

Note. The APP scale was a 26 {fem Likert scale instrument with low scores
indicating low writing apprehension (lowest possible score = 26) and high
scores high apprehension (highest possible score = 130). The AWB scale
consisted of 21 dichotomously scaled items (1 = No, 2 = Yes). A low score
{ndicated the student could not successfully identify behaviors associated with
appropriate composition practices (lowest possible score = 21) and a high score
indicated the student could identify such practices (highest possible score = 42).
The IVB scale consisted of 22 dichotomously scaled items (1 = No, 2 = Yes). A
low score indicated the student could successfully identify inappropriate
composition practices (lowest pussible score = 22) and a high score indicated
the student could not identify-such practices (highést possible score = 44).
The variable WA was a composite measure cf writing ability based on teacher
ratings of the writing level of the class (1 to 3) and the writing ability of
the student within the class (1 to 3). The WA score of each student ranged
between 1 (low ability) to 9 (high ability).

14



Table 3
In’ 3rcorrelations , Means, Standard Deviations and
Alpha Coefficients for APP, AWB, IWB, GRD, and WA

12

APP AW VB GRD HA
AP?P 1.000
AWB -.31¢ 1.000
IWB .004 .200 1.000
GRD .058 .024 -.188 1.000
WA - -.131 L 147 -.384 .192 1.000
Mean 72.83 36.73 30.32 8.93 5.52 *
SD 16.76 3.37 4.04 1.98 2.48
Alpha .91 .68 .73
Note. APP = Writing Apprehension Scale o

AWB = Appropriate Writing Behavior Scale
IWB = Inappropriate Writing Z-havior Scale
GRD = Secondary School grade

WA = Writing Ability Score

Alpha coefficient (Crombach's alpha

consistency reliability.

15

) is a measure of internal
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Table 4 .
Summnary of Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses
Using Variables APP, AWB, IWB, GRD and WA

Dependent Variable . Independent Variables Entered
WA Step Variable _ R RZ -
1 | IWB .384 . 148
2 AWB 447 .200
- ‘ | 3 GRD 460 .211

Predicted WA = 5.77 + (~.251) IWB + (.167) AWB + (.137) GRD

Dependent Variable Independent Variable Entered
APP Step Variable _ R R

1 AWB .310 .096

2 WA .321 .103

-

Predicted APP = 130.32 + (~1.477) AWB + (-.588) ‘A

Note. APP = Writing Apprehension Scale
AWB = Appropriate Writing Behavior Scale
INB = Inappropriate Writing Behavior Scale
GRD = Secondary School Grade
WA = Writing Ability Score .
Regression equagions displayed)show B coefficients in parentheses.

*

-

16



Table 5 .

Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis
and Stepwise ‘Multiple Discriminant Analysis
using APP, AWB, IWB and GRD as Predicting
Simple Three Category Measure of Student
Writing Abilicy

14

Multiple Regression Analysis

Dependent Variable Independent Variables Entered
Writing Abiiity of Student Step Variable _ R R?
(1=low, 2=medium, 3=high) : \
: 1 IWB .219 048
2 APP .289 .083

Predicted Score = 3.90 + (-.042) IWB + Q;.009) APP

Multiple Discriminant Analysis

Dependent Variable Independent Variables Entered
Writing Ability of Student Step Variable
(1=low, 2=medium, 3+high)

1 IWB

2 APP

3 GRD

For First Discriminant Function

Canorical Correlation Canonical Correlation Squared

.3N2 .091

Note. APP = Writing Apprehension Scale
AWB = Appropriate Writing Behavior Scale
IVB = Inappropriate Writing Behavior Scale
GRD = Secondary School Grade
Regression equation displayed shows B coefficients in parentheses.

17
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Multiple Repression Analyses

In oxrder to explore predictive relationships among variables,
multiple regression analysis was employed. -Table 3 shows data produced
in conjunction with two regression analyses. Shown ar; intercorrelations,
means, standard deviations, and alpha coefficients for APP, AWB, IWB,
Grade and WA. Of the composite measures (variables formed by summing
over a sut of items), APP had the'hishgst 1utern;1 consistency reliability,
91, while coefficients for AWB and IWB were lower; both in the neighbor-
hood of :70. Hany hterco;reiacions in the table were previously discussed:
those between Grade and the remaining variables and those between WA and
the remaining variables. One interesting result uoﬁxpteviously ment.ioned
was the inverse correlation of ~.31 between APP and AWB. This meant that
subjects relatively low in'writing apprebension were relatively high 1n‘
knowledge of appropriate writing behavior and those high in apprehension
vere low in knowledge. The strength of the inverse relationship was
greater than that between APP and WA ( r = -.131).

Table 4 shows results of two regression analysés, first with WA as
the criterion, then APP as ﬁhe criterion. In both cases, stepwise
analysis was used, a procedure in which variables are successively added -
to a prediction equation, starting with the variable most related to the
criterion. At each step, the next most predictive variabie is entered
and any previously entered variables that lose predictive power as a
result of the entry of new variables are deleted from the equation.
Probability criteria for adding ;ariables to the gquagion were .05 and
for deleting variables from the equation were .10. When WA was used as
the criterion, IWB, AWB and GRD were successively entered, resulting in

an equation with a multiple correlation coefficient of R = .460. The

18
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coefficient squared, expressed as a percentage, was Rz = 21%, thus 21Z of

the variasbility in WA was accounted for by the combination of IWB, AWB

' gnd GRDP. The varisble APP was not entered into the equation, since it

accounted for no significant variance beyond the othexr three predictors.
When APP was used ns.the eriterion variable, two predictors entered an
equation, AWB and WA. 6011ect1vely.'these accounted for about 10X of ™
variability in the APP criterion.

When examining data from the first analysis, with WA as the criteriom,

it was found that residuals showed positive auto-correlation (Durbin-

Watson statistic d ; .52, p ‘:.01). The lack of independence among
residuals occurred because of criterion WA was based on both the writing
ability level of the individual student and the ability level of the
class containing the student. Any student in a high rated class had a
good chance of obtaining a higher than average WA score ta‘aimilar
‘ghenomeuon oc?urted in low rated classes, with those students often
obtaining lower than average WA scoggs). 1t was decided to perform
follow-up analyses to investigate predictive reiationships using a
simplified measure of’writiﬁg ability. Rather than using the nine step
WA score as s -criterion, the sisple three svzp (1 = low, 2 = medium,

3 = high) writing level of the individual student was used.

Table 5 shows results of two analyses: a multiple regression
analysis and a multiple discriminant analysis. .The atepwise regression
analysis, using the same predictors and statistical criteria as the
analysis reported in Table 4, resulted in two variables being entered
into the equation, IWB and APP, which accounfed for about 8Z of variance
in the new, simplified criterion. While auto-correlation was no longer

& problem (Durbin-Watson statistic d = 1.84), the informat lon loss was

©
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subs-.antial by doing this rather conservative analysis, since 21X of

variancé was accounted for when the nine step WA criterion was used.

The lower half of Table 5 shows a further analysis of data on the
three step writing ability criterion. This time multiple discriminant
analysis was used--a procedure somewhat similar to regression analysis,
but not requiring an assumption of an intervally scaled criterion variable.
Using the method of Wilks (minimizing the lambda statistic) three variables
vere selected fcr entry, in the order IWB, APP, and GRD. fhe first
discriminant function derived had a canonical correlation of .302.

Squaring :hin resulted ;n .091, which is interpretable as the proportion
of variance 1# the criterion variable accounted for by the discriminant
function based on tha‘predictors.

Both the regression analyses summarized in Table 4 and more con-~

servative snalyses reported in Table 5 provided at least some support for

" the predictive usefulness of the APP,.AWB and IWB variables. Such

covariation is a necessary prerequisite to any attempts to use the
variables in a causal or explanatory model. Building such a model was

not an chjective of the present study.

Data Analysis Summary

Some comments are needed regarding the results of the study and how
they bear on the interrelated questions raised in the introduction of
this paper.

There was some evidence that students could }el}ably idéntify
appropriate and inappropriate writing béhaviors. ‘However, internal
consistency coefficients for the AWB and IWB scales were not particularly
high. More work is necessary (0 refine the scales to reduce error

variability and thus enhance their usefulness as measures. of comstructs
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nng possible predictors. Validity stu&ies should also be performed. 1Is
thére a relationship between student responses on the AWB and IWB sqales
and vhat the students actually do when they compose? Such construct |
validity data is presently lacking.

Use of the Daly-Miller Writing Apprehenaion {nstrument with this
secondary scnool sample seemed to be entirely spccessful. Irternal
consistency (alpha 6 .91) was high. Daly and Miller ('975) reported s
corrected split-half coefficient of .94 for a sample of 464 college
students. Furthermore, factor analysis of secondary student(responses
resulted in factor loadings similar to those reported"by Daly and Miller.
O?e interesting finding worthy of future exploration was thst secondary
students measured in the present study had a lower mean writing
apprehension score than the college students measured by Daly and Miller
(72.79 vs. 79.28). Whether this discrepancy reflects a true difference
based on age or reflects some other (unneasured) factor is not known.

Levels of writing sbility were more related to differences in AWB,
IHBﬂand AP?P :ha? were levels of secondary school grade. When comparing
AWB and IWB, th: latter was more useful than the former. For example,
IWB was the f{rst variable emtered into any regression analysis which
had a writing ability ctitefion. Further research might be done to
correlate TWB with a messure of gemeral academic aptitude. Does the
ability to recognize inappropriate writing behavior simply reflect overall
intejligence of the student?

. While the analyses reported in this paper treated AWB and IWB as
each unitary constructs, they can be further broken down in terms of
-tagen‘of the writing process (e.g., AHB-pre;writing phase of composing,

AWB-actual writing phase of compoaing, AWB-~post-writing phase of



cosposing). Kaiser and Dietrich (1983) have reported on relationships
‘betveeﬁ these subscéle scores and many of the other variables in the
present study (e.g., Grade, APP).

If the goal of meanirgful prediction of writing ability is to be
achieved, many potential predictor variables need to be considered. In
the‘prnnent study, the maximum percentage of variability accounted for
in writing ability was 2iZ. While this is not trival, much remains
unexplained. Work is also needed on the criterion variable in such
studies. BReliable measures of students’ actual writing competence
(e.g., ratings of writing samples by trained raters) would be preferred
to global iea:urcs Sf’writins ability.

-
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Appendix A

<

The Knowledge of Composing as a Process (KCPQ) instrument is
reproduced oun t.he following four pages. The items occur in the same
order as seen by students. Not shown under each item are the response
options: 1. nu, 2. yes— ffeceding each item number is the code A,
indicating the item was part of the Appropriate Writing Behavior (AWB)
scale, or the coue I, imucnting the item was part of the Inappropriate
Writing Behavior (IWB) scale. These letter codes did not appear '\on the

mtr:ment that was completed by the students.

24



PART II

Suppose- that there were a national contest for which students were invited to
write papers on a certain subject. Students would receive printea instructions
giving the date the papers were due and the address to which they should send
their entries. The subject and length of the papers would be announced, but
students would be free to chuose their form (essay, letter, story, ete.). The
vriting would not be done in class. Students would have three (3) wecks to
prepare their pspexrs, and the papers would be judged on the quality of the
writing itself as well as on the ideas. The writers of the winning papers
would receive cash prizes.

The szatements below deszribe some thinéQ students might do in getting their
entries ready for such a contest. We want you to tell us what you think you
would do if you were to write a paper for the contest. For each statemeﬁ%F_
circie only one answver —— either yes or no. There are no right or wrong
answers. We want to know what you honestly think you would do if you were
entering tie contest. Some statements may seem repetitious, but try 2
answver each one as honestly &s you can. '

IS

Example:
1. I would type the final copy of my entry or ask someone
to type it for me.

1. no

N 2. ves’ ,

(1f you think that you would type the paper c: ask
someone to type it for you, circle yes. If you thirx
that you would mot, circle no.)




5.

6.

7.

10.

11,

12.

13.

14,

15.
16.

17.

18.

Before writing, 1 would jot down some notes about what I wanted to say,
, In my paper.

‘I would g0 back and change some vocabulary words in my paper after I

., " - A - ) ' ’ 3 IRy
) . E ' 0 ' \ 3\ )
* N ¢ ) '
. P .F : . 7 .

» . ‘ 23 |

Before urﬁ:ins; I would copy the contegt instructions on my paper.

I would pause tc think about what I was writing as I wrote.

After I had finished writing and before I mailed in my paper, I would
memorize {it. . "
- . f ) -

- oa

had written 1it. ‘ T\‘{

. TN
I would write down the best sentences I could as they came to me and \\ f
then submit my paper. \
Before writing, I would decide to make my entry a story or a letter or S
an essay or some other form depending ~n which I thought was best to
get oy ideas across to my reader. -

After I hld finished vrtcins I would go back thtough wy paper to make -
sure tnat each pltlg:aph was no more than six or scven lines long.

" Bo . te vritins, 1 ld try to think about how the pe0ple who wuuld

read my paper already feel asbout the. fubject.
I would.stop after I had written psrt of my paper and copy neatly.

while I was writing, I would .stop sometimes to re-read what I had y?
written. : ' .
\

Before writing, I uuuld loock at some other pieces of writing that
aight be like what I would try to write.

Vhenever I couldn's :hink'of what to write next, I would thinf about

_how I would spend the prize money. e et

Hhilc I wag writing, I would re-read the contest instructions whenever
I had troudle deciding whether to include an idea.

Before writing, I would re-write the instructions in my own words.

After I ~ad flnished writing my papér, if I :hougﬁt it was hard to
follow, I would add a final paragraph that repeated my main ideas.
Befnrexwriting, I would decide what I would want the readers of my
writing to do or think or feel.

I would read the first part of the contest instructions and then begin
vwriting. . &
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A 19. 1 would re~read the contest instructions before 1 subritted my paper.

I 20. Before writing, I would make a detailed outline of my paper.

A 21. I would cross out some things as I wrote.

I 22. .Uhile_l was writing, I would check my paper for neatness. .

A 23. Before writing my conclusion, I would read over everything I had
- ‘written.

1 24. 1 would write my paper neatly with the correct margins the first time
so I wculdn't have to copy it over.

-

1 25. Whenever I couldn’t think of what to write next, I would try to use
ideas from a different subject that interested me.

A 26. Before writing, 1 would explore the subject.

1 27. After I had finished vriting my paper if I thought it was moi “detailed
enough, I would add a final paragraph of details.

1 28. Before writing, I'vquld study a Yist of commonly misspelled words.

" A 29. Before writing, I would think about the kind of persen I would want my

readers to think I am.

I 30. I would stop after I had written a while and review the rules for
commas . - :

A 31. After I had finished writing, I would ask a friend to read my paper
snd say what he or she thought of it.

A 32. I would check m paper for spelling, capital letters, and punctuation
when I had finished writing. .

A 33. Before writing, I would talk with some friends about wy ideas.
A 34. While writing, I would move some sentences around in my paper.

I 35. After I had finished writing, if I thought my paper were too short.
1 would lengthen it by repeating some ideas.

1 36. I would review grammar rules before I began to write.
A 37. After I had finished writing, I would re-write some sentences.

1 38. After I had finished writing, if I thonght my paper were too short, 1
' would lengthen it by adding {deas from another subiect that interested me.

I 39. After I had finished writing, I would take out the last paragraph if I
thought my paper were too long.




1 40.
A 41,
1 42.

A 43.
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Before writing, 1 would decide to make my entry-a story or a letter or
an essay or some other form depending on which I liked best.

« .
After I had finished writing, I would check to make sure that mv pager
wvas written in complete sentences. ~

Before writing, I would try to find out how much the contest judges
would be paid for jugging the entries. ‘

After I had finished writing, I would look for some unimportant things
to take out if I thought my paper were too long.
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