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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

In the Writing Center where I am currently an ESOL/English writing tutor and
coordinator at a local suburban community college, there is a poster which hangs on the
wall opposite from my desk. It has a picture of Mahatma Gandhi on it, and some wise
words he once said, “If I have the belief that I can do it, I shall surely acquire the capacity
to do it even if I may not have it at the beginning” The reason this poster is on the wall is
because I refer to it often when I am tutoring students who feel they are incapable of
completing their writing assignments. Common expressions I frequently hear from
students are, “I hate writing!” “I can’t do this!” “I don’t understand it” or “I’m not good
at it” What would cause a student to feel so passionate and apprehensive about writing?
This is the question I began asking myself on a daily basis the first year I worked in the
Writing Center. The speakers of other varieties of English and English as a second
language populations I am serving often come from countries experiencing great
political, social, and economic difficulties due to war and/or corruption. I also serve
international, immigrant and 1.5 generation students who have lived in the United States
for a significant amount years. All of these students differ greatly from those of a higher
socioeconomic status I have previously taught as a former English as a foreign language
instructor in Italy and ESL and Italian instructor at U.S. postsecondary education
institutions. In the time I have spent in the community college environment, there has
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been a constant theme present in my interactions with students. Many students appear to
have negative beliefs about their writing abilities due to possible factors such as academic
inexperience, language barriers, and cultural differences. Consequently, I believe these
negative beliefs may compromise their academic success.
In my past experiences as an instructor, discussing issues of grammar and
mechanics with students were the primary foci, but a more psychological component has
become apparent as my experience with developmental adult learners has increased.
When confronted with completing required tasks for their ESL pre-college writing
courses, students tend to have a lack of confidence, preconceived notions and consistent
negative criticisms about their academic writing capabilities or otherwise referred to as
Pajares and Johnson (1993) noted low perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs.
Perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs are defined as students’ judgments of their
writing capabilities and skills needed to perform various writing tasks (Pajares &
Johnson, 1993). This is rooted in Bandura’s (1986) definition of perceived self-efficacy
beliefs as being, "...people's judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute
courses of action required to attain designated types of performances" (p. 391).
Therefore, it would be reasonable to conclude there is a relationship between students’
perceived self-efficacy beliefs and academic writing performance based on these two
explanations.
While there are some students who have a high degree of confidence in their
capabilities, it is not just confidence that is a necessary attribute to achieve success.
Bandura (1997) argued that it is not only confidence that one must possess, yet perceived
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self-efficacy. Perceived self-efficacy pertains to the beliefs one holds about his or her
agentive capabilities that will lead to the realization of designated levels of achievement.
Thus, the strength of these beliefs and certainty of the level of capability are the two
primary aspects of self-efficacy beliefs. Confidence, in turn, is bound to strength of belief
as well; however, it does not always lead to success. For instance, there are those who are
confident they will fail an undertaking regardless of the ability and effort put forth. As a
result, students’ lack of positive beliefs and confidence in their academic writing abilities
in conjunction with feelings of inadequacy and intellectual inferiority and being
overwhelmed by the writing process has prompted this investigation I am presently
undertaking.
Another part of students’ frustrations I have noticed is their lack of understanding
the nature of the writing process or the amount of time it takes to work through the
process. They often do not comprehend that there are specific writing strategies that
could and often should be used when addressing higher order concerns as in purpose,
audience, thesis, and development and organization as well as the lower order of
concerns of grammar, spelling and punctuation. Learning this process is a struggle, and
they continue to have difficulty in areas such as getting started, generating ideas,
organizing their thoughts and making a plan to complete assignments by the due date. In
the educational psychology research of Pintrich and DeGroot (1990) and Zimmerman and
Martinez-Pons (1992), using strategies effectively has a positive impact on self-efficacy
and performance outcomes. In addition, Zimmerman (2000, 2001) posited that selfefficacy motivates students to use learning strategies in their academic pursuits.
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Borkowski concluded (as cited in Schunk, 1991) that learning strategies increase
accomplishing tasks and Corno and Schunk noted (as cited in Schunk, 1991) that when
students have the belief they have mastered a strategy which contributes to learning, they
feel control over their performance. This produces greater self-efficacy causing students
to apply the strategy repeatedly based on the positive effects it creates in task
achievement. Hence, as students are in the midst of adapting to using new learning
strategies in the American academic context, they will need to judge their capabilities
positively to achieve successful outcomes.
Unfortunately, students have shared with me in classes I teach in the Writing
Center and in one-on-one tutoring sessions that they are fearful of asking for help from
their instructors, peers and tutors to understand more about writing strategies and
improve their writing skills. They are embarrassed to discuss their issues with the
instructor due to fear of being judged for their lack of ability. With peers, there is little
trust in comprehensive feedback because peers are at the same language level, therefore,
how could they be of any assistance. Tutors, on the other hand, tend to be a safe haven
for many after a relationship is established; however, getting students to make the first
step to see a tutor can be difficult. There is still a sense of embarrassment and fear
because some students feel if they were intelligent enough, they would be able to
complete their writing tasks on their own. In fact, even if ESL students have low
perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs, as Williams and Takaku (2011) found, seeking
frequent help from writing tutors can improve ESL students’ academic performance.
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In the last 10 years, there has been a dramatic increase of African, Asian, and
Eastern European immigrants who are speakers of English as a second language or
speakers of other varieties of English attending the institution where I am employed.
Some may face difficulties due to their low socioeconomic status, insufficient language
and literacy skills or being the first generation to attend college. Others may have earned
a bachelor’s degree before coming to the United States, but academic writing did not
have a strong presence in their formal education. Regardless of students’ background, it
appears they continue to struggle with writing. They are often challenged with organizing
their thoughts in a traditional American academic writing style using analysis and
synthesis, which is reasonable, because they are in the initial stages of learning in the
American academic domain. In general, whether they are ESL students from Somalia,
Liberia, or Vietnam, there tends to be a low sense of literary awareness needed to
produce appropriately structured academic writing.
Literacy awareness could be one of the potential influences on the perceived selfefficacy beliefs of ESL students due to the approach to literacy varying from culture to
culture. Many cultures have strong oral traditions and coming from a highly oral cultural
background and pursuing an education in a Western literate society can be very
challenging because of the differences between orality and literacy, language and culture.
There are a variety of views of literacy, and its impact on cognition as well as other
prospective influences on perceived self-efficacy beliefs such as collective versus
individualistic cultures, second language acquisition and learning styles.
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Views of Literacy
Evolutionary Views of Orality and Literacy
Initially, the works of Havelock (1963), Goody and Watt (1963), Goody (1977),
Olson (1977), and Ong (1982) were the primary veins of research which sought to
establish the orality/literacy distinction and discuss the evolutionary shift in human
cognition and the cognitive consequences of literacy; however, their work followed many
others. In particular, Levi-Strauss (1968), who in the early studies of orality and literacy,
was a proponent of the primitive/civilized dichotomy which focused on contrasting the
cognitive development and characteristics of primitive vs. civilized, i.e. illiterate vs.
literate societies. According to Ong (1982), writing is a form of technology and
responsible for changing human consciousness and identity because the literate mind
functions differently than that of the oral. He believed the technology of writing changes
thought and expression of the human mind. For instance, in oral cultures, it is
interpersonal communication and relationships and the storage of complex ideas using
mnemonic tools which shape how thoughts are sustained whereas writing allows for
generating, storing, and retrieving thoughts efficiently and accurately. Literacy focuses
on the visual, abstract, impersonal and individual rather than the auditory, contextualized,
personal and collective as in orality.
Evolutionary Views of Decontextualization
Another distinction made about the cognitive of effects of literacy is
decontextualization. The basis for this distinction was that written discourse is free from
the physical context a speaker and listener share or decontextualized; thus; it cannot be
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challenged directly as in oral speech because the author is detached from the text (Ong,
1982). The results are that decontextualization is more cognitively demanding in that
there are more critical thinking skills required due to the intellectual and emotional
distance from the text (Cole & Nicolopoulou, 1992). Therefore, written language is more
closely analyzed than spoken language, and this alters the experience with both linguistic
mediums.
Generally speaking, the utterances of oral language, which is primarily considered
contextualized, rely on aspects such as shared meaning and knowledge and paralinguistic
cues, however, the development of western essayist tradition brought forth new ways of
using language and text which contributed to the meaning in written language becoming
more explicit and conventional. School language is often marked as decontextualized due
to essayist tradition (Olson, 1977). Cummins (1994) described decontextualization as the
meaning of language being solely reliant on the text and independent from the immediate
communicative context. Comprehension of the text is dependent on the awareness of the
language used. Moreover, drawing on linguistic conventions which avoid ambiguity and
make texts clearer is also essential to achieving explicitness. Thus, transitioning from
spoken language to written text and the formal language used in academic environments
has created, “…language increasingly able to stand as an unambiguous or autonomous
representation of meaning” (Olson, 1977, p. 258). Consequently, not only do students
have to understand another language and culture, but the consciousness of the literate
mind.
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Contextualized Views of Orality and Literacy
Heath (1983) and Scribner and Cole (1981) revealed in their studies of literacy
that the characteristics and uses of written language depend on the various contexts and
sociocultural practices in which it is embedded. Therefore, literacy should not be
approached as having a universal, uniform or unitary nature, but understood as complex
and varied according to the social conditions and customs of a society. More specifically,
Cole and Nicolopoulou (1992) noted that studies that support the contextual view have
focused on the morphology of different literacy practices because morphologies are also
developed and maintained by social conventions and ideologies. This alternative
approach to the evolutionary perspectives of literacy, and its cognitive implications is
identified as the contextual view.
Advocates for this view have recognized a strong relationship between social
practices and cognition, which has prompted an emphasis on the context-specific
character of literacy and cognition (Cole & Nicolopoulou, 1992). In other words as
Heath, Cole, Nicolopoulou, & Tannen (2005) argued, “…reading and writing should be
treated as socially constituted practices embedded in diverse and specific contexts.” (p. 3)
and not what the evolutionary view of literacy dictates as a “…decontextualized
technology representation that generates uniform effects.” (p. 3). This argument
emphasized:
The multiplicity of literate practices and the ways that their nature and
significance depend on such factors as the cultural and ideological frameworks
that define these practices, the institutional frameworks within which they are
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carried out, and the distribution of literacy-mediated practices across the different
spheres of people’s activities. (Heath, et al, 2005, p. 3)
For this purpose, the contextual view refers to a continuous interaction between
individuals’ and societies’ oral and literacy practices rather than the dichotomous views
held by those who prescribed to the evolutionary perspective (Cole & Nicolopoulou,
1992).
Contextualized Views of Decontextualization
Another contention is with regard to decontextualization. As previously
discussed, decontextualization is integral to evolutionary views. Adherents of contextual
views, however, questioned whether it is possible to separate the text completely from
context. Hamliton-Wieler (1988) argued that there are several types of contexts such as
linguistic, situational, cultural, and textual involved in written discourse that need to be
taken into account. Thus, considering language decontextualized means to regard it
removed from its contexts, which is an impossible isolation. Moreover, if either the
writer, content, reader, meaning and intertextuality in written discourse was physically
isolated from the others “…that physical isolation of one component can seriously lessen
the perception of the whole” (Hamliton-Wieler, 1988, p. 1). Thus, contextual views aim
to give evidence to support this notion and investigate the social practices, context and
relationships people form due to the influence of literacy.
Ethnocentricity
Scribner and Cole (1981) also called attention to former Western ethnocentric
approaches of touting literacy as the source of higher cognitive thinking. Graff (1987)
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maintained the thought processes which are developed in a formal educational setting
will vary according to the social, historical and cultural practices of a community. He
warned that it is dangerous to assume literacy is the key to the development, progress and
growth of a society as it limits and distorts other ways of understanding the world.
Roburn (1994) concurred with this view by arguing that the tendency in Western society
to proclaim literacy as developing and expanding creates the devaluation of orality and
allows literacy to be the only means in understanding the development and processing of
knowledge. This bias towards literacy and print, rather than orality and experience, gives
precedence to documentation as the primary source of maintaining and preserving
knowledge instead of people and their experiences. Thus, ESL students who come from a
highly oral culture may be viewed as and possibly feel less intelligent due to the literate
Western tradition, which may affect their perceptions of their abilities and capabilities.
In fact, Gee (1989) asserted the features and characteristics Ong referred to are
consistent with contributing to the oppression of oral cultures such as African-Americans
and African cultures in general due the oral/literate distinction. This implies that certain
groups align with either residual orality as in those of lower socioeconomic status or on
the other end of the spectrum, the white middle and upper middle classes of European
descent, who are typically considered to have high literacy skills most likely due to full
access to education.
In addition, the sociopolitical implications of decontextualization should also be
of concern. Hamliton-Wieler noted, “Those who invest the written word with the power
of revealing meaning to the exclusion of situational, personal renderings of the meaning
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are, in essence, upholding the authority of the printed documents of society over those
who might otherwise question the traditional culture” (1988, p. 12). Therefore, a conflict
arises when the text becomes the source of authority, the teacher passes on the knowledge
to students who may not feel empowered to question and be actively involved as
“…creators of or contributors to meaning” (Hamliton-Wieler, 1988, p. 12). Regardless of
either holding an evolutionary or contextual view, it is plausible that coming from an oral
cultural background could have some bearing on student’s preconceived judgments about
their writing capabilities, especially in the beginning stages of their post-secondary
academic career.
Other Potential Influences on Self-Efficacy
Collective vs. Individualistic Cultures
Previously mentioned was Ong’s (1982) assertion that oral cultures function as
collective communities. Being raised in a collective community is also one of many
significant cultural variations that students may have experienced. Cultural differences
promote self-efficacy beliefs through appraisals (Oettingen, 1995), which are based on, as
Hofstede identified (as cited in Oettingen, 1995), the social conventions of their familial
and educational practices. These conventions and practices dictate the value systems
cultures hold and are the primary source of cultural differences. Cultures are either
individualistic or collective, have equal or unequal distribution of power, strong or weak
uncertainty avoidance, or are masculine or feminine dominated. For instance, a collective
culture values its members of the group instead of the focus being on the individual. This
translates in a school environment as students pursuing performance goals rather than
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learning goals or being more interested in evaluation by peers rather than relying on their
personal performance accomplishments as in an individualistic culture. Therefore,
cultural practices and self-efficacy beliefs have an impact on learning.
Second Language Acquisition
Struggling to learn a second language coupled with the various pressures involved
in living in a new society can be daunting let alone having to learning a second language
in the formality of the academic domain. Therefore, believing in one’s capabilities to
succeed is essential. Writing is a key language skill for academic success. Students must
have a basic knowledge of critical analysis, synthesis, linguistics, and the elements of
writing. Even with prior academic experience in one’s native country, there are still many
challenges to acquiring this knowledge in a second language context. Expressing ideas
coherently with accuracy and logic in an academic setting using another language is
extremely difficult and a significant accomplishment when achieved. However, in my
experience, many students have developed negative beliefs about writing, which
translates to their academic challenges. Pajares (2003) and Pajares and Valiante (1997)
found that students who were unwilling to express themselves in writing, lacked
confidence in their writing abilities, or had high writing apprehension were less likely to
perform well in their academic writing. It is probable then that ESL students may face
similar obstacles.
Learning Styles
Learning another language entails more than understanding linguistic and
grammatical features but how learners approach learning in general. In a study focused
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on ESL students’ learning style preferences, Reid (1987) found learning styles varied
according to culture, educational background, native language, gender, age, Toefl score,
graduate/undergraduate status, length of time spent in the United States and major field.
ESL students had a strong preference for kinesthetic and tactile learning styles and a
weak preference for group learning. Native speakers preferred auditory and kinesthetic
learning styles and scored the highest on individual versus group learning. In fact, group
learning was rated the lowest form of learning style. Ehrmana, Leaverb, and Oxford
(2003) discussed how, “Learning styles and learning strategies are often seen as
interrelated. Styles are made manifest by learning strategies…” (p. 315). They
investigated the relationship between learning styles and strategies and affective variables
in second language acquisition. Their research suggested they are inseparable. Since
academic writing in the United States most likely has many differences in the approaches
to form unified and coherent writing than what ESL students have experienced in their
home countries, they also have to learn about how to learn in a very different context.
Research Purpose
Literate and oral traditions, ethnocentric views, cultural practices, second
language acquisition and learning styles are common aspects that adult ESL learners are
faced with when living and studying in another country. They are also potential factors
that contribute to self-efficacy beliefs because they can create obstacles to learning. If our
students are struggling to learn and do not have strong beliefs about their capabilities,
they may continue to underperform in their academic pursuits. While these common
aspects are not the focus of this investigation, they provide insight into the learner
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population of this study. This investigation will concentrate on assessing students’ current
perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs. According to the research, these beliefs contribute
to the writing strategies students use. For instance, if students have low-self-efficacy, it is
probable they will have insufficient and inappropriate strategy use, which would affect
academic outcomes. Therefore, it is essential to pursue ideas as to how instructors can
encourage self-efficacy in the classroom. A mixed methods research approach of
quantitative and qualitative data collection using rate scale surveys and open-ended
interview questions will be implemented for the purpose of gathering the necessary
information needed to ensure quality findings and guide instructors in having a better
understanding of how they can enhance self-efficacy in the community college
classroom. In other words, this study seeks to investigate the perceived writing selfefficacy beliefs of students enrolled in ESL writing courses at a community college in a
large Midwestern metropolitan area for instructors and administrators to understand
students’ perceptions of their writing capabilities, so the educational community can
assist in strengthening ESL students’ progress in the classroom. Essentially, what are the
perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs of adult ESL students in a community college
environment?
Examining the effects of perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs on the ESL
populations served in a community college has not been a focus of investigation. In fact,
there is a lack of research, if any, which specifically addresses the assessment of students’
beliefs within this context. In our state, we have a high number of first and second
generation immigrants who are adjusting not only to language and culture, but also to our
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educational practices. It is our responsibility as educators to provide the best education
possible, and this requires understanding our students’ cultures, so we are cognizant of
best teaching practices. Moreover, if teachers are able to assist students in understanding
the issues they are confronting and enhance their self-efficacy beliefs, then students will
have more academic opportunities to succeed. The implications of not taking into account
the impact of self-efficacy on academic achievement could contribute to poor academic
performance and continue to perpetuate students’ low socioeconomic statuses.
Overview of the Capstone
To assess the perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs of ESL students who are
enrolled in developmental writing courses at a community college, the following topics
are discussed in Chapter Two, which the reviews the literature for a clearer understanding
of the various aspects involved: social cognitive theory, self-efficacy and its sources and
effects, the relationship between academic self-efficacy and attainment, perceived selfefficacy beliefs and the gap in the research.
In Chapter Three, the research paradigm, and the characteristics of the
participants and setting will be described. Following this will be the procedures for mixed
method data collection and data analysis with the ethics statement and conclusion to
summarize the chapter. Chapter Four describes and explains the results from the data as
well as analyzes how the results respond to the research question. Moreover, there will be
a discussion on the accuracy of the results and how they relate to the information in the
literature review. The conclusions in Chapter Five will discuss the major findings and the
connections to the literature review. The implications of the findings, a consideration of
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the limitations of the study and recommendations for further research will be addressed
as well. Finally, my personal reflection of how this investigation will assist in my
professional practices will conclude the study.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

The question being investigated is: What are the perceived writing self-efficacy
beliefs of adult ESL students in a community college environment? To answer this
question the following chapter this will review the research that describes social cognitive
theory and the psychological construct of self-efficacy, including its effects on cognition,
and how it is developed. Next, the significance of academic self-efficacy, its connection
to performance and the adult learner is discussed. Finally, the research associated with
perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs is examined followed by a discussion of the gap in
the research.
Social Cognitive Theory
Bandura’s (1977b, 1986) social cognitive theory postulated that the level of
performance in human functioning relies on the interaction between a person’s behavior,
thoughts and beliefs and environmental conditions. The most significant aspect of his
research in social cognitive theory was determining that self-beliefs and self-efficacy
were the primary construct for behavioral change. He recognized that humans depend on
cognitive, vicarious, self-reflective and self-regulatory processes to adapt and make
changes. This stems from his view that people do not solely react to their environmental
influences or inner impulses as behaviorist theories dictate but use self-regulation, self-
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reflection, self-organization and pro-activism for function and development (Bandura,
1977b). For this reason, he coined his theory of social learning as social cognitive theory
as a means to create distance from the principles of other social learning theories of the
time and bring forth the important role cognition plays in people’s capabilities to
actualize reality, self-regulate, perform behaviors, and comprehend information (Pajares,
2002).
To demonstrate the interaction between people’s behaviors, thoughts and beliefs,
Bandura (1986) proposed the concept of reciprocal determinism which described the
interplay between personal factors such as cognitive, affective and biological as well as
behavior and environmental factors. Each factor can be influenced more or less by the
others, but there is not one factor that solely influences another; thus, the reason for the
term reciprocal. In other words, people’s behavior is influenced by their self-beliefs,
ways of thinking, biological make-up and environment; however, people also influence
their environment and how it functions through their behaviors and affective factors. This
interplay involves a constant exchange between the internal self and its external
environment.
Because of the dynamic relationship and interactions of these factors, strategies to
enhance human functioning can be directed at strengthening affective, cognitive and
motivational processes, behavioral skills, and social environments. In particular,
instructors can focus on improving students’ emotional well-being, strengthening and
maintaining self-efficacy beliefs and thinking habits as well as increasing academic, self-
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regulation skills in conjunction with ensuring an appropriate classroom environment
conducive to student success.
Self-Efficacy
According to Bandura (1995), “Self-efficacy is the belief in one’s capabilities to
organize and execute the courses of action required to manage prospective situations”
(p. 2) and the core of social cognitive theory. Self-efficacy beliefs are one of the most
significant sources of motivation, well-being, and personal accomplishment. This is due
to people’s willingness to perform actions being dependent on their belief that these
actions will lead them to a successful result; otherwise, there is no incentive to persevere
or strive for success even in the midst of difficulties (Pajares, 2002). Subsequently, these
beliefs influence the choices people make, the amount of effort they put forth, the length
of persistence they will endure when faced with adversity, and their susceptibility to
stress and depression (Bandura 1977b, 1986).
Yet, beliefs about what we are capable of doing do not often align with reality
(Pajares, 2002). This is what Bandura (1997) was referring to when he stated, “People’s
level of motivation, affective states, and actions are based more on what they believe than
on what is objectively true” (p. 2). In other words, the beliefs people hold are more telling
of how they will behave rather than their actual capabilities. Self-efficacy beliefs
contribute to what courses of actions they will take with their present knowledge and
skills, but this does not mean they will be 100% successful with every task. People may
have more than sufficient knowledge and skills to accomplish a task but harbor self-doubt
or vice versa where they do not possess the necessary knowledge and skills, however,
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believe they will be successful. In any case, self-efficacy beliefs provide more insight and
are better predictors of what people will achieve instead of what their past
accomplishments, knowledge and skills are. Lacking the appropriate knowledge and
skills would impede any efficacious learner, but if he or she believed they could be more
successful, they may be more motivated to do so, which could result in greater
achievement because acquiring knowledge and skills are directly related to one’s
judgments of their capabilities or self-efficacy beliefs (Pajares, 2002).
Self-Efficacy and Cognitive Development
As Bandura's (1986, 1993) studies progressed, he identified the influence of selfefficacy beliefs on the psychological processes of human functioning. These processes
allow people to exercise control over the favorable conditions they have set for
themselves. He established that self-efficacy beliefs affect how humans behave, think,
feel, and motivate themselves through four psychological processes: cognitive,
motivational, affective, and selection. Typically, cognitive functioning refers to how
information is processed, organized and retrieved, yet there is more required to exercise
human agency. Social, motivational and affective self-regulatory processes also
contribute to cognitive development. For instance, one commonality of human behavior
is having objectives and setting goals to achieve those objectives. To achieve a goal, there
are certain actions that must be performed. Before these actions are taken, many organize
their thoughts as how to carry out the necessary tasks as well as anticipate possibilities.
Since cognitive processing is influenced by self-efficacy beliefs, one’s beliefs impact
how personal goal setting transpires due to the influence of his or her judgments of their
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capabilities. Those with high perceived self-efficacy will set more challenging goals that
require a strong commitment without the preoccupation of failure. This is realized by
focusing on positive and supportive guides that can lead to success. However, those who
harbor self-doubt will envision all that could cause an unsuccessful outcome, which
hinders progress (Bandura, 1993, 1994).
Predictive and regulative rules are other functions of cognitive processing which
provide people with the strategies they need to make predictions about events and how to
control the impact these events make on their lives. Because the information being
processed can be unclear and uncertain, “…people must draw on their knowledge to
construct options, to weight and integrate predictive factors, to test and revise their
judgments against the immediate and distal results of their actions, and to remember
which factors they had tested and how well they had worked” (Bandura, 1994, p. 4).
Having a strong sense of personal efficacy would be essential to an effective analytical
approach whereas self-doubt about one’s efficacy is a formidable contributor to
inconsistent analysis resulting in lack of desire and poor performance (Bandura, 1994).
However, motivation also has an effect on human functioning.
Motivational processes are instrumental in setting goals, effort put forth,
perseverance, and the ability to recover from failure (Bandura, 1977a). Since the majority
of motivation is cognitively produced, humans tend to motivate themselves through the
beliefs they have about their abilities and anticipate the most likely outcome would be of
their future actions, which creates an incentive to strive for (Bandura, 1993). Causal
attributions, outcome expectancies and cognized goals are cognitive motivators which
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originate from attribution theory (Weiner, 1980, 1992), expectancy-value theory
(Wigfield and Eccles, 2000), and goal theory (Pintrich, 2000; Pintrich & Schunk, 2002)
and are affected by self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1994).
Weiner (1980, 1992) posited that the foundation of attribution theory in terms of
motivation lies in one’s perceptions of their success or failure because this will influence
how much effort would be applied in the future. The plausible causes of success or failure
are often attributed to effort and ability. In fact, those with heightened self-efficacy
attribute failure to lack of effort whereas those with weakened self-efficacy attribute
failure with lack of ability. Thus, causal attributions have a considerable impact on
motivation, performance and affective reactions (Bandura, 1994).
Expectancy-value theory, as Wigfield and Eccles (2000) described, consists of
how people’s expectations and values they have to achieve success determine the extent
of their motivation to carry out different tasks. People are motivated to perform different
activities depending on what behaviors they expect will bring the most successful
outcome and which hold the highest value. Schunk and Parjares (2001) used the example,
“An efficacious student may believe that she has the capability to learn mathematics.
Nonetheless, she may also believe that despite her perceived capability she will not earn a
good grade in mathematics class because the instructor does not like her.” (p. 3). Hence,
their choices of tasks and activities are based on their beliefs about the expected
outcomes, and what they believe they can accomplish. If they are inefficacious, they tend
to avoid certain tasks and activities that could be advantageous due to their negative
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judgments about their capabilities. Perceived self-efficacy strengthens predicting
outcome expectancies; hence, it is a motivating influence (Bandura, 1994).
Previously discussed were some aspects of goal theory as in goal setting and
achievement and their relation to cognitive processing, yet cognized goals are also salient
contributors to increasing and supporting motivation. The process entails cognitive
comparisons using self-influences such as self-satisfaction, self-dissatisfying reactions to
performance, perceived self-efficacy for goal attainment and readjustment of personal
goals based on progress (Bandura, 1994). Bandura explained:
By making self-satisfaction conditional on matching adopted goals, people give
direction to their behavior and create incentives to persist in their efforts until they
fulfill their goals. They seek self-satisfaction from fulfilling valued goals and are
prompted to intensify their efforts by discontent with substandard performances.
(1994, p. 5)
Thus, self-efficacy beliefs are highly influential sources of motivation. They affect the
feelings and behaviors associated with goal setting, effort made, length of perseverance
when confronted with adversity and the ability to recover from failure (Bandura, 1994).
Affective processing involves the emotional effects associated with self-efficacy
beliefs. If there is a lack of exercise of control over affective factors such as stress and
anxiety, one’s motivation may be compromised. Those who struggle with exercising
control over stress and anxiety may experience anxiety arousal, which contributes to a
variety of negative consequences. Disturbing thought patterns, coping deficiencies,
feeling threatened and worrying excessively about things are stressors that encourage
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inefficacious beliefs (Bandura, 1993, 1994). For instance, as Meece, Wigfield, & Eccles
(1990) identified in their study of 250 math students in grades seven through nine, the
stress and anxiety that leads to academic distress as a result of past academic failures
could jeopardize students’ academic performance. However, as efficacious beliefs are
strengthened through accomplishment and success, people are able to confront stressful
situations more effectively and avoid reacting to potential stressors (Bandura, 1993).
For this reason, there can be the tendency to avoid choices of activities and
environments that appear to be out of one’s coping capabilities. Many desire the feeling
of control in making appropriate choices for themselves and will embrace challenging
choices if they are considered attainable. As a consequence, selection processes can have
a great impact on the path of personal development (Bandura, 1993). Bandura (1993)
concluded, “This is because the social influences operating in selected environments
continue to promote certain competencies, values, and interests long after the selfefficacy determination of their choice has rendered its inaugurating effect” (p. 135).
Career choice and development is one representation of these choices.
Development of Self-Efficacy
The development of self-efficacy beliefs is cultivated by four primary sources:
mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasions and physiological states.
The most influential and effective source is mastery of experiences, which is described as
how one interprets the outcomes of past performances. If outcomes are viewed as
successful, self-efficacy is raised; if not, it is lowered. Moreover, if there are consistent
failures before a strong and successful foundation has been built, one’s beliefs can be
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weak and stagnant leaving few prospects for improvement. And those who are
accustomed to easy successes and have expectations of quick results can also be
negatively affected by failure. A strong sense of self-efficacy contributes to one’s
perseverance in overcoming obstacles regardless of the outcome. As a result, the purpose
of adversity is to teach that success requires substantial effort. When there is the belief
that success is possible, people are able to face challenges and recover from failure
expeditiously. They become stronger and are more eager to face obstacles to achieve
success (Bandura, 1994; Pajares, 2002).
On the other hand, vicarious experience is when one experiences the effects of
someone else’s actions or otherwise known as social modeling. Observing another
person’s successes through “…sustained effort raises observers’ beliefs that they too
possess the capabilities to master comparable activities to succeed” (Bandura, 1994, p. 3).
In contrast, when significant effort has been put forth and failure still occurs, the
observer’s judgments about their self-efficacy are marginalized and weaken their efforts
to persevere. Bandura posited:
Modeling influences do more than provide a social standard against which to
judge one’s own capabilities. People seek proficient models who possess the
capabilities to master given activities are likely to mobilize greater effort and
sustain it than if they harbor self-doubts and dwell on personal deficiencies when
problems arise. To the extent that persuasive boosts in perceived self-efficacy lead
people to try hard enough to succeed, they promote development of skills and a
sense of personal efficacy. (1994, p. 3)
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Thus, social modeling has a considerable impact on the similarities people perceive
themselves as having with other models.
Another way of developing self-efficacy is by the verbal persuasions or
sometimes called social persuasions of others. This refers to how one processes positive
and negative appraisals. Depending on the type of persuasion, confidence in one’s
capabilities can be greatly altered. Generally, positive persuasion leads people to having
strong beliefs in their capabilities to achieve successful outcomes whereas negative
persuasions contribute to undermining efforts put forth resulting in a weakened state of
self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1993, 1994; Pajares, 2002).
However, it is been found that using social persuasion alone can impede a sense
of personal efficacy rather than encourage it (Bandura, 1994). Pajares, Johnson, & Usher
(2007) noted, “In fact, it is usually easier to weaken self-efficacy beliefs through negative
appraisals than to strengthen such beliefs through positive encouragement” (p. 107).
Examples such as using the red pen to comment on student’s work may have a greater
negative impact on self-efficacy beliefs than the positive comments made by the
instructor (Pajares et al., 2007). Moreover, if there are “unrealistic boosts in efficacy”
(Bandura, 1997, p. 104), the probability of disappointment due to an unsuccessful result
is high. Whether negative appraisals have been made or there are unrealistic boosts in
efficacy, people who are confronted with difficulties tend to be inclined to avoid
challenging activities that have potential to lead them to success and ultimately surrender
to adversity (Bandura, 1994). In other words, “By constricting activities and
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undermining motivation, disbelief in one’s capabilities creates its own behavioral
validation” (Bandura, 1994, p. 3).
The last source on self-efficacy beliefs is the influence of physiological and
affective arousal such as stress, anxiety, fatigue, and mood states (Bandura, 1994;
Pajares, 2002). Typically, actions are carried forth based on the confidence one has and
emotional reactions that take place. Whether the reaction is positive or negative, it
indicates the potential outcome (Pajares, 2002). The interaction between physical and
emotional states can be perceived and interpreted differently according to one’s sense of
personal efficacy. Those with high self-efficacy view affective arousal as motivation to
reach their objectives, and those who are immersed in self-doubt consider these feelings
debilitating (Bandura, 1994). In essence, a low perception of self-efficacy causes more
stress and anxiety, which feeds the fear of an eventual insufficient result (Pajares, 2002).
Moreover, the physiological impact of affective arousal also affects physical health and
performance. It is, therefore, imperative for people to manage their stress reactions,
modify their negative emotional states and recognize the misconceptions they have about
their physical condition (Bandura, 1994).
Academic Self-Efficacy and Attainment
The plethora of research in the last 35 years regarding students’ academic selfefficacy beliefs has demonstrated the significant impact these beliefs have on academic
performance (Parjares, 1997, 2002; Zimmerman, 1989, 1990, 2001; Bandura, 1993,
Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). Academic self-efficacy beliefs refer to students’
judgments about their capability of successfully achieving course-specific academic tasks
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and accomplishing specific academic goals (Bandura, 1997; Schunk & Pajares, 2001). In
general, if students have a negative perspective about academia and/or do not believe
they are capable of their academic pursuits, they will be less likely to succeed (Pajares,
2002, 2003). More specific educational constructs affected by self-efficacy beliefs are
attributions of success or failure, setting goals, social persuasions, memory retention,
self-regulation and solving problems and have been salient areas of study due to the
strong correlation between self-efficacy beliefs, behavioral changes and eventual
outcomes (Parjares, 2002).
In educational settings, Pajares (1997) noted there is a distinction between selfefficacy for achievement outcomes and self-efficacy for learning. The distinction lies in
the choice of self-regulatory strategies that affect the approach students take with new
tasks and skills as opposed to their overall level of confidence in performing tasks and
skills. According to Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli (1996) students’ selfefficacy for learning is dependent on personal and situational influences. The personal
influences include: previous experiences, personal character and social support system,
which can affect the goals students set, and how they process information. Situational
influences, however, are derived from instructors and possibly parents and peers as well.
By encouraging learning, connecting students to effective learning resources, and
teaching them the self-regulatory strategies necessary to improve skills and processes,
instructors, parents and peers can have a positive impact on self-efficacy. Using rewards
and providing teacher feedback are two examples of how this may be facilitated.
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In addition, Schunk (1995) explained these influences assist students in knowing
how their learning is progressing and if they perceive their skills and performance are
improving, self-efficacy is higher. On the other hand, if they are experiencing low
achievement and/or delayed progress, their self-efficacy may not be lowered due to their
belief that exercising more effort and applying more effective strategies will result in a
higher performance.
Primary and Secondary Grade Level Research
Researchers have investigated perceived self-efficacy beliefs’ impact on students
in various grade levels from elementary through postsecondary education and academic
domains such as mathematics, reading and writing as well as attributional feedback,
process and outcome goals and procrastination. The studies involving school aged
children have consistently demonstrated a strong correlation between perceived selfefficacy and academic performance. Schunk (1983) investigated if there were differential
effects between ability and effort attributional feedback on children’s perceived selfefficacy and the overall achievement of their subtraction competency development. These
forty-four third graders were struggling in their subtraction skills and were being taught
how to subtract and problem solve. Throughout the instructional process, some were
given either ability attributional feedback or effort feedback, others both and some none.
Those who were given ability feedback had the highest performance outcomes and
perceived self-efficacy. The children who received the other forms of feedback did not
differentiate in their performance or self-efficacy, but those who received no feedback
were negatively affected in all areas. In general, this study concluded that providing
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attributional feedback during competency development facilitates effective problem
solving, enhances perceived self-efficacy and academic achievement.
Yet, it is not just feedback that produces positive results. In an effort to
understand the effect of two self-regulatory goals on the acquisition of writing revision,
Zimmerman and Kitsantas (1999) assigned eighty-four high school girls the task of
combining a series of kernel sentences into a one non-redundant sentence. They were
given the outcome goal of reducing as many words as possible and the process goal of
using a three-step method to combine the sentences. During this self-directed practice, the
girls who initiated the task with the process goal and shifted to the outcome goal had the
highest level of writing revision skill. Those who skipped the process goal and focused
on the outcome goal only had the lowest level of skill, and the last group, who
concentrated solely on the process goal, scored in the middle. Therefore, having and
following process goals followed by outcome goals for attaining writing skills can
facilitate improved management of the writing process. Other findings for the girls who
set goals in a hierarchal manner included high perceived self-efficacy, self-reactions, selfmotivation and intrinsic interest in rewriting.
Postsecondary Research Studies
With regard to postsecondary education, research has varied across domains.
Galyon, Blondin, Yaw, Nalls, & Williams (2012) examined if academic self-efficacy
would affect students’ participation in class discussion and academic outcomes. They
assessed 165 undergraduate students enrolled in three educational psychology courses.
After identifying each student’s level academic self-efficacy as low, medium or high,
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they found students’ self-efficacy was predictive of their classroom engagement and
exam performance. However, students with medium to low self-efficacy were typically in
the low participation group and scored low on the exam whereas the students with high
self-efficacy were consistently in the high participation group and scored high on the
exam. The significance of this is that students must have strong beliefs in performing
academic tasks due to moderate beliefs and below most likely leading to low
performance.
In the domains of reading and writing, Prat-Sala and Redford (2010) sought to
identify students’ perceived self-efficacy beliefs in reading academic texts and perceived
writing self-efficacy beliefs in essay writing and whether these beliefs would anticipate
writing performance on a particular writing task of approximately 150 first and second
year undergraduate psychology students. The findings concluded that both self-efficacy
in reading and writing were strongly related to writing performance with self-efficacy in
writing being the stronger of the two. Furthermore, the study found second year students
had higher self-efficacy in writing. This is most likely due to more academic experience,
receiving feedback with more opportunities to enhance their beliefs. Therefore, selfefficacy in reading is also a significant factor in acquiring writing skills and completing
writing tasks, not only self-efficacy in writing.
Klassen, Krawchuk, & Rajani (2008), on the other hand, examined the academic
procrastination of 456 undergraduate psychology students in two studies. The first of two
studies explored the predictive tendencies of procrastination for academic procrastination,
self-regulation, academic self-efficacy, self-esteem and self-efficacy for self-regulation.
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The most significant predictor of procrastination was self-efficacy for self-regulation.
Self-efficacy for self-regulation refers to, “…an individual’s beliefs in his or her
capabilities to use a variety of learning strategies, resist distractions, complete
schoolwork, and participate in class learning, and has been found to influence academic
achievement” (Klassen, et al, 2008, p. 918). The researchers explained self-regulation for
learning involves goal setting, self-monitoring, self-evaluation, and learning strategies,
however, knowing how to use these processes does not always lead to academic
achievement. Students must possess the confidence to put the processes in practice or
self-regulate their learning.
The second study compared the academic and motivational characteristics of
students who were the most deeply affected by procrastination or otherwise known as
negative procrastinators to their peers who reported being more neutral procrastinators or
were less affected. Daily procrastination, procrastination on tasks, self-efficacy for selfregulation and academic performance were the areas of focus. The majority of the
students self-identified as procrastinators with 89% stating they procrastinate at least one
hour per day; however, 25% of the students were negative procrastinators. They had
substantially lower self-efficacy to self-regulate, which echoes the previous study. In
addition, they reported low expectations of their GPA’s, grades, which correlated with
actual course grades, as well as greater levels of task-specific and daily procrastination.
Another concerning characteristic was their high levels of procrastination for writing
tasks as opposed to the neutral procrastinators. Writing is an essential skill for
postsecondary education and requires a significant amount of metacognitive and
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cognitive processes. Students who procrastinate completing writing tasks in college
typically do not have the equivalent academic or career success as their peers. In general,
these students reported they had low expectations for success and confidence in their
capabilities to self-regulate in the future (Klassen, Krawchuk, & Rajani, 2008).
During a basic computer skills course, Schunk and Ertmer (1999) studied how
providing 44 undergraduate students with minimal and frequent opportunities to selfevaluate the progress of their learning with process and product goals would affect
achievement outcomes. Their results demonstrated that:
Providing college students with process goals is an effective way to enhance
achievement outcomes and that under certain conditions opportunities for selfevaluation are beneficial. Our first experiment showed that students who received
process goals judged self-efficacy and self-regulation competence and frequency
higher than did students who received product goals. Process goals also led to
higher self-evaluations of progress than did product goals. Providing students
with an opportunity for self-evaluation enhanced their self-efficacy. (Schunk &
Ertmer, 1999, p. 9)
In terms of social cognitive theory, these findings confirm how self-evaluation and
setting goals strengthens the use of self-regulatory strategies, which increases motivation
and self-efficacy.
Academic Self-Efficacy and Adult Learners
Adult learners have a multitude of abilities, cultural backgrounds, educational and
employment experiences as well as diverse responsibilities for school, work and home.
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According to the National Center for Education Statistics (n.d.), a nontraditional student
refers to adult learners who exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: delayed
enrollment into postsecondary education, studies part-time, financially independent,
works full time while enrolled, has dependents other than a spouse, single parent, and/or
lack of a standard high school diploma. The Southern Regional Education Board (n.d.)
summarized additional characteristics as poor academic performance in high school,
required to take developmental courses to prepare for college-level work and anxious
about attending college after a long gap in education. As a result, typical barriers they
face are meeting the demands of work, home and financial commitments, knowing
how to seek out information and utilize services that would be useful for their academic
success, insufficient academic preparedness and harboring low self-confidence in their
abilities.
Community College Environment
According to the American Association of Community Colleges (n.d.),
community colleges serve students from diverse demographics as in minorities, lowincome, first-generation postsecondary students, veterans, students with disabilities and
speakers of English as a second language. These students often possess more than one
of characteristics of adult learners, and some are considered developmental in that they
are academically underprepared and in need of pre-college preparatory classes.
An example of how these populations may differ from traditional postsecondary
students is identified by Majer (2009). The author explained that first-generation students
are students whose parents did not attend college and often begin their studies at a
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community college. Those attending community colleges tend to work more hours,
complete fewer credits, study less and have lower grades. They have many
sociodemographic characteristics that are synonymous with the adult learner and may
have had negative experiences with their socioeconomic status and identity, which could
affect adapting to a professional environment. Indeed, it is most likely these issues
contribute to only one fourth of first-generation college students earning a bachelor’s
degree whereas two thirds of non-first-generation students achieve this success. Thus,
there is a high probability that adult learners and developmental students will face
challenges in their academic pursuits and that the strength of their perceived self-efficacy
beliefs could have a prominent role in how they confront adversity.
Evidence of this is noted in Majer’s (2009) self-efficacy beliefs for education
survey of ninety-six first-generation ethnically diverse college students attending an
urban community college in Chicago, Illinois. The levels of self-efficacy for education
positively predicted students’ GPA, attendance and attrition. Students’ self-efficacy
beliefs were surveyed in various intervals throughout the academic year. At the end of the
year, these results were analyzed and found to align with the three outcome variables
mentioned above, which indicates the value of strengthening perceived self-efficacy in
the classroom.
Adult ESL Students
Crandall and Sheppard (2004) noted that there are different modes of classifying
adult ESL students. They described the adult ESL student as one who is 18 and older and
attends a community college or another type of provider which provides different types
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of programs as in employment, GED, citizenship or postsecondary education. They may
be refugees, immigrants or permanent residents. In my experience, some have already
acquired their citizenship.
The other three descriptions of adult ESL students are generation 1.5,
international and speakers of other varieties of English. Generation 1.5 students have had
the majority of their education in the United States, graduated from high school and are
attending postsecondary institutions; however, they still need to improve their English
language skills, specifically in writing. Some have advanced language levels yet continue
to make considerable errors, which is very different than native speakers attending
developmental or beginning college courses. International students, on the other hand,
apply for a specific study abroad visa to the United States to study English. Often they
pursue full time degree programs. Finally, those who speak another variety of English
have a variety of socioeconomic backgrounds, which may affect how they are placed. If
they have limited educational experiences, they may have to give more attention to
literacy and be placed in developmental courses with native speakers or ESL courses.
Even some who are educated still need to take these courses due to the linguistic
differences between standard American English and their variety of English. However,
when speakers of other varieties of English are placed in ESL courses, they often become
frustrated because they already speak English.
Perceived Writing Self-Efficacy Beliefs
This segment addresses perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs and academic
writing with a concentration on adult learners as this population is at the core of this
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investigation. Academic writing requires strong critical thinking skills due to the high
demand of cognitive processes needed to maintain focus in essay development and
content, organization of thoughts and structure and use of appropriate grammar and
mechanics. However, if students harbor self-doubt and have little motivation, their
writing skills will suffer. Thus, it is imperative to hold strong perceived writing selfefficacy beliefs because they are the essence of students’ cognitive development,
behavioral transformation and motivational engagement in the academic domain of
writing. According to McCarthy, Meier, & Rinderer (1985), students who believe they
are competent writers will seek out more writing opportunities and put forth more effort
in their writing process, which contributes to their persistence and competence.
Essentially, it is taking ownership of their writing. Yet, in my experience, students often
attribute academic writing to only writing, and do not recognize other factors such as the
critical thinking skills they are acquiring in the process of learning how to write.
According to Zimmerman and Bandura (1994), cognitive development and functioning
rely considerably on writing literacy. Thus, research on writing development has shown
how self-efficacy and self-regulation strategies lead to becoming more proficient in
writing skills. Instructors can strengthen perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs, students’
personal academic standards of quality of writing, goals and achievements through a
variety of influences (Bandura, 1993). However, this approach to student learning has not
always been understood.
The interest in perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs was initiated when cognitive
processing theories became a leading topic. Stallard (1976) described some initial studies
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done in the 1960’s that attempted to discover what instructional methods were
appropriate to use when teaching writing. These studies were prompted by the frustration
of educators who were beginning to feel that there was no effective method to teach
writing. This is the point at which cognitive processes such as conceptualization,
origination, and invention were taken into consideration and analyzed to demonstrate
there are processes of composing and that writing is not simply a matter of mechanics
and rhetoric. Researchers used task analysis to determine the processes involved and
found the following: writers initially search their cognitive structure in the attempt to
discover what they want to say about a topic. This is typically unconscious and can be
describe as a form of “brainstorming”. As searching the cognitive structure continues,
changes occur, relationships are formed and/or concepts evolve. Eventually, a message or
a concept is conceived and translated into a communicable form. Attention can then be
given to organization, style, and paragraph development, which leads to revision. In
addition, it is important to distinguish the difference between composing and
transcribing. Transcription takes place after the message or concept has been
conceptualized by the writer whereas composing happens during conceptualization.
Stallard’s (1976) main purpose was to demonstrate how these processes function
and the necessity of their presence to produce good writing, but these processes are not
the only factors needed. There are sometimes limits on the amount and quality of content
in a writer’s cognitive structure, which contributes to not being able to produce a solid
concept. This is the point when instructors can provide guidance and assist writers in
developing their writing skills, so they may reach their full potential, but if students have
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solid perceived self-efficacy beliefs about the task they are facing, then this can also
provide a positive effect on the writer’s metacognition.
One of many theories and models introduced was by researchers Flower and
Hayes (1981) who sought to understand how cognition affects writing. It is telling of the
path that led to the study of the effects of self-beliefs on writing motivation, achievement,
and performance. The authors proposed the following: there are specific thinking
processes that writers use during composing, and these processes are organized in a
hierarchical order and embedded within each other, so they may be used simultaneously.
Writers compose due to goal-directed thinking processes which are facilitated by one’s
own range of goals to be met. These goals are created by writers as they are developing
the purpose of the writing. They set high-level and subordinate goals and sometimes even
change or make new goals during the writing process. The actual model shows the
process which occurs between a writer’s long-term memory and the writing process of
generating, organizing, setting goals, translating, reviewing, monitoring, the task
environment of the topic, audience, exigency and the text produced so far. Hence, if there
is the possibility of identifying what the processes are such as for goal setting, the more
opportunity there is to further investigate how to enhance perceived writing self-efficacy
beliefs and students’ academic writing outcomes.
Self-efficacy for self-regulation is known as beliefs about one’s capabilities to use
self-regulated learning strategies and is also related to writing competency (Pajares,
2003). More specifically, Zimmerman and Risemberg (1997) noted that self-regulation of
writing entails realizing literacy goals through planning, monitoring and regulating
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writing tasks and using the strategies specific to the writing process. Learners who are
goal-oriented and use appropriate strategies throughout the writing process, which
includes determining purpose and audience, generating and organizing ideas,
transcribing, evaluating, revising, editing and proofreading, tend to be more proficient
writers (Flowers & Hayes, 1981).
In an effort to illustrate the influence of perceived self-efficacy beliefs on selfregulation of writing, Zimmerman and Bandura (1994) assessed ninety-five freshman at a
four-year institution using four different instruments to measure their writing selfregulatory efficacy, self-efficacy for academic achievement, grade goals and selfevaluative standards. Students’ course level and verbal aptitude were also included as
variables. There were two course levels of advanced and regular. Moreover, the
information gathered for verbal aptitude was based on students’ SAT verbal aptitude
scores. The instruments were administered at the beginning of the semester, and students’
final grades served as the outcome measure of their writing competency.
To measure perceived self-efficacy, two scales were created. The Writing SelfRegulatory Efficacy scale evaluated students’ perceptions of their capabilities to use selfregulating writing activities. This included common strategies used for the writing
process of planning, organizing, revising, editing and proofreading as well as how to
generate topics and write engaging introductions and memorable conclusions. Other areas
assessed were the strategies students used to manage their time, maintain motivation and
stay focused in the midst of distractions. The focus of the Self-Efficacy for Academic
Achievement scale was determining students’ strength of belief in attaining each
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academic grade ranging from A to F. To survey grade goals, the Grade Goals scale
requested students to rate the course grade they were attempting to earn. Finally, for the
Self-Evaluative Standards scale, students rated how satisfied they would be in receiving
each of the twelve academic grades based on self-standards for their quality of writing
(Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994).
The results demonstrated that perceived self-efficacy beliefs had an impact on
writing course outcomes. Students’ perceived self-efficacy for regulating writing
activities influenced the strength of perceived self-efficacy for academic achievement and
self-evaluative standards, and these two variables affected grade goals. Self-efficacy for
academic achievement, grade goals and self-evaluative standards were highly predictive
of final course grades. The most significant effect on final grades was self-efficacy for
academic achievement through its effect on personal goal setting. Students set higher
goals due to their increased perceived academic self-efficacy and self-evaluative
standards, which translated into stronger writing performance (Zimmerman & Bandura,
1994).
The researchers had previously hypothesized much of these results; however,
there was an unexpected finding with regard to verbal aptitude. Verbal aptitude had been
anticipated to have a significant effect on students’ final grades and perceived selfefficacy since it has been considered fundamental to academic learning in disciplines that
demand a considerable amount of writing. Students enrolled in the advanced class had
higher verbal aptitude scores from their SAT and reported stronger self-efficacy for
regulating their writing activities than those in the regular class, yet verbal aptitude and
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course level had no impact on final course grades. The only correlation found was
between verbal aptitude and self-evaluative standards students set for themselves. The
researchers suggested that, “…verbal aptitude may primarily contribute to enhancement
of writing by raising students’ standards of quality of writing and their aspirations”
(Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994, p. 856).
The findings of the importance of self-evaluation standards is reiterated by
McCarthy, Meier, & Rinderer (1985) who explained the relationship between selfevaluations of writing abilities and quality of written work. There are two facets to
consider: "...individuals will perform a task successfully if they know what behaviors will
produce desired outcomes and if they evaluate themselves as capable of performing the
necessary behaviors" (p. 466). In other words, if students know the expectations of a
writing assignment and how to accomplish the task, they also must have the belief they
will achieve the desired outcome; otherwise, the effective behavior will not produce a
successful result.
In fact, McCarthy, Meier, & Rinderer (1985) assessed expository essays written in
class by 137 freshmen enrolled in first year English composition courses at Southern
Illinois University. Students were asked after they finished the essay to complete a
questionnaire which was designed with four possible predictors of writing performance in
mind. It asked them to measure their anxiety, report their feelings about writing, give
their perceptions of perceived control, and to answer questions that would determine if
their cognitive processing was deep or shallow. Researchers found that the students who
had a strong perception of self-efficacy wrote better essays than those who did not.
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However, students’ perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs were assessed in relation to the
writing product and not the writing process. Therefore, they did not investigate selfefficacy for self-regulation.
Another example which demonstrates the effects self-efficacy beliefs on writing
attainment is documented in a mixed-method study conducted by Maimon (2002) of 48
community college students enrolled in freshman writing courses. It concentrated on how
students with low, medium and high perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs differ in their
awareness of the variety of writing functions that can be performed in writing activities in
and out of the school environment and if these writing activities differed between in and
out of school. 68 percent of these students had been required to complete a
developmental English course before taking freshman composition. The author found that
perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs were directly correlated to the amount of writing
functions and writing activities utilized in and out of school. Students who were more
aware of different writing functions and their uses had higher self-efficacy and put them
to more use in school and non-school contexts. Another finding was that the students who
had previously taken the developmental English course appeared to have higher
apprehension levels and challenges associated with writing functions. These results led to
the conclusion that students’ beliefs about their writing capabilities could be improved if
they were instructed in the different functions of writing, so they may have more tools
and strategies to use as motivators for academic success.
Walcholz and Etheridge (1996) demonstrated that apprehension is an area of
concern with developmental students, and perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs are
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strong determiners of apprehension levels. The authors investigated the differences
between the perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs of high and low apprehensive
developmental freshman college students enrolled in composition classes. They identified
the experiential sources of students’ beliefs and apprehension about writing derived from
four main areas: past writing success or failure, opportunities to write, prior teacher
feedback and present writing skills. Those with low apprehension reported positive
experiences with these four sources whereas those with high apprehension did not. Their
perceptions of writing differed greatly as well. The authors’ observed that highly
apprehensive writers have misconceptions about writing. These writers appear to believe
the ability to write well is innate as opposed to a process which requires considerable
effort to achieve desired outcomes. Also, they do not know that sometimes students have
to settle for imperfect essays. Other tendencies included: teacher-dependent, feeling
isolated about their perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs and a lack of engagement and
commitment.
In addition, the study reported the relationship between academic performance
and perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs was highly correlated. Thus, this research
sheds light on how perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs can be compromised by lack of
self-confidence and past writing experiences. In fact, the most significant contributor to
student’s beliefs was past writing success or failure. For instructors, this is valuable
insight to consider when teaching writing. Instructors cannot change the past, however,
they can focus on enhancing beliefs and teaching meaningful strategies and tools in an
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attempt to assist in students’ struggle with writing apprehension, which will mostly likely
lead students to higher academic performance.
Adult ESL Students and Writing
In separate reports, Kuo and Schuyler (as cited in Crandall & Sheppard, 2004)
contended that one in four students attending community colleges is an immigrant and
enrollment is increasing as many ESL programs in colleges across the country have the
largest enrollment and are the fastest-growing. Hence, to contribute to the success of
these students, there is a need to understand the perceptions of their capabilities to
complete academic writing tasks just as educational psychologists have pursued with
other domains and educational backgrounds; thus, the motivation for this study is due to
this lack of investigation on this particular population.
The few studies which have focused on ESL learners have been conducted in
educational institutions other than community colleges (Chularut & DeBacker, 2003;
Huang & Chang, 1996; Huang & Chang, 1998; Mikulecky, Lloyd, & Huang, 1996;
Williams & Takaku, 2011). For instance, in an effort to address the lack of research in
adult literacy and ESL adult learners, Mikulecky, Lloyd, & Huang (1996) designed a
study focused on developing a five-point rate scale questionnaire that would assess adult
literacy and ESL learners’ perceived self-efficacy beliefs. The purpose was to assist
researchers and educators in understanding their learners’ beliefs. It was a pilot study
measuring the perceived self-efficacy beliefs toward learning and literacy of 45
intermediate-level ESL undergraduate students enrolled in the Intensive English Program
at Indiana University and 28 students attending two Adult Basic Education programs in
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Indianapolis, Indiana. After testing for reliability and validity, the final questionnaire
contained 30 statements to rate in the areas perceived abilities, aspirations, persistence,
enjoyment, and reading and writing affect. In 1999, the same authors used this rate scale
to assess 225 intermediate-level ESL reading and writing students studying at four ESL
institutions in three countries and found students’ perceived self-efficacy was correlated
to the areas addressed in the questionnaire; however, other findings have been
inconsistent with other ESL writing self-efficacy research.
Another study done at Indiana University by Huang and Chang (1996) focused on
finding the relationship between the perceived self-efficacy beliefs and academic
outcomes for reading and writing of four adult ESL language learners enrolled in its
intensive ESL language program. Through interviews, observations, and questionnaires,
researchers found many factors which affected learners’ beliefs. The most significant
finding was learners’ self-efficacy being relatively higher than their learning outcomes,
yet their perceptions of their actual abilities coincided with their achievements.
Furthermore, interest in the topic and perceptions of the instructor’s encouragement
played significant roles in learners’ perceptions as well as required tasks and
assignments, which contributed to persistence and aspirations.
The conflicting result of possessing high self-efficacy and lower academic
achievement may be related to what Young and Ley (2002) referred to as developmental
students “do not know what they do not know” (p. 26). Developmental faculty discussed
their experiences with developmental students:
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Most faculty have stories that relate incidents in which a student who has
made a poor grade continually protests how much effort he or she has
expended. When an inquiry is made about the study time or assignment
work, the instructor often finds that the effort was misplaced, misguided or
far less than the student believed had been expended. (Young & Ley,
2000, p. 26)
This signifies that there are students who have an overestimation of their capabilities to
perform tasks. Yet, even though students with high self-efficacy may not have the
outcomes they desire, they, as Bandura (1986) explained, will continue to make the effort
to achieve regardless of the obstacles.
In 1998, Huang and Chang completed a qualitative study with four ESL
international students enrolled in a reading and writing course in an intensive English
program at a Midwestern university in the United States, which also found that students’
perceptions about reading and writing capabilities were not consistently related to their
performance outcomes. In particular, one of the students with high self-efficacy revealed
that English was an important language to learn; therefore, she had to learn it and had
paid for lessons to do so. However, this student’s response was not about her perceptions
of her capabilities to perform tasks, but the perceived values she held about learning the
English language. Hence, there needs to be great discrimination when designing studies
and analyzing data concentrated on the relationship between perceived self-efficacy and
achievement.
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Williams and Takaku (2011) collected data over an eight year period at a small
private liberal arts college of native speakers and international students to investigate if
students’ help seeking in the writing center had an impact on their academic performance.
They found that even though the international students had very low self-efficacy for
writing, they were more apt to seek tutoring in the writing center for feedback on their
writing tasks than the native speakers. Another finding was that both native speakers and
international students who made the most frequent visits to the writing center, received
higher grades than those who had fewer visits to the writing center. These findings
suggest that even in the midst of adversity, students were motivated to persevere and did.
In a pre-test and post-test of two groups, one being the control group, Chularut
and DeBacker (2003) investigated the results of using concept mapping as a strategy on
learning English for 79 students studying at an English as a second language learning
center in the Midwest. They found that the students who were the group that used concept
mapping in addition to individual studying had higher achievement and enhanced selfregulation and self-efficacy. This may be due to concept mapping facilitating higher
metacognition of the text in the passages being read. Also, building the concept map may
have provided a better understanding of the correlations between ideas and not just what
the ideas were as well as being able to remember the text more proficiently. Nonetheless,
the findings indicate that using this learning strategy improved student outcomes.
Since the majority of research indicates that perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs
are the underlying layer of self-regulation processes and academic outcomes, then it is
essential to know what beliefs ESL students hold to improve their academic success.
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Bandura (1994) contended that self-regulation practices are dependent on self-efficacy
beliefs. Therefore, teachers need to know how they can be effective in the classroom by
developing students’ perceptions about their writing capabilities and making them aware
of appropriate writing strategies to use. However, much of this research does not address
what the writing beliefs are of ESL students and how to enhance them. How are we going
to meet the needs of our students if we do not know how to show them that there should
be no limits to their capabilities and propagate lifelong learning? The salient factor in the
research on perceived self-efficacy beliefs and academic attainment is that these beliefs
often lead to using greater self-regulation strategies which would then most likely
contribute to stronger academic performance.
Gap in the Research
This scaffolding effect to greater academic achievement has been adequately
studied in the K-12 environment and a variety of domains, including writing, in
postsecondary education in the United States and EFL abroad (McCarthy, Meier &
Rinderer, 1985; Mills, Pajares, & Herron, 2007; Pajares, Johnson & Usher, 2007; Schunk
& Swartz, 1993). The studies concerning adult learners indicate that perceived selfefficacy beliefs have a significant impact on self-regulation processes and academic
performance regardless of the institution where they are enrolled, yet it appears research
conducted on the perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs of developmental adult ESL
learners in the community college environment in the United States has not been a topic
of interest. Since adult ESL learners are a growing population, understanding their beliefs
is imperative for instructors and their classroom methods.

50

Conclusion
The psychological construct of self-efficacy and its relation to academics and
writing using scholarly research to support claims and theories by those focused on
demonstrating the importance of this field has been presented. In addition, this review
found that there is significant research dedicated to K-12 and postsecondary students’
efficacy beliefs in a variety of domains. Conversely, research involving adult learners and
developmental students has not been as adequately investigated, and ESL students’
perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs have been virtually ignored. Therefore, this study
seeks to assess ESL students’ perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs due to the research
alluding to the high probability that ESL students’ perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs
contributes to their use of writing strategies and ultimately academic performance; thus,
there should be great effort put forth in enhancing perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs
in the classroom, so instructors can be more supportive and effectively meet students’
academic needs of the research question posited for this study.
The following chapter describes the methods and rationale of a mixed methods
research approach of assessing ESL community college students’ perceived writing selfefficacy beliefs. Through the use of surveys, which provide the quantifiable data, the
researcher will provide detailed information about students’ beliefs about their writing
capabilities, and the writing strategies they use to provide insight if their self-efficacy is
inflated, or they are appropriately self-regulating at comparable but higher level of their
self-efficacy. In the qualitative accounts of students’ beliefs in the form of one-on-one
interviews, the researcher will gather in students’ own words their beliefs about writing in
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English, their native language and in general as well as what self-regulatory learning
strategies and self-evaluation for writing they are utilizing for their academic work.
Moreover, the rationale for using the particular self-efficacy rate scales chosen for this
research is addressed along with a description of the four participants involved in the
study and the setting where the research took place. The procedures of implementing the
instruments of the quantitative surveys and qualitative interview questions will be
reviewed as well. Finally, an analysis of the data collection, an explanation of the ethical
practices to ensure the participants’ privacy and rights and conclusion completes the
chapter.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS

This chapter will describe the research paradigm of a mixed methods research
design which seeks to answer the research question posited for this study: What are the
perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs of adult ESL students in a community college
environment? Included in the research paradigm is a discussion of mixed methods
research using an explanatory sequential design. The significance of rate scales using a 0100 interval range is explained followed by the characteristics of the participants and
setting. In addition, the procedures of the instruments used in the data collection are
reviewed as well as the ethics and data analysis.
Research Paradigm
The research paradigm consists of the use of mixed methods research of
quantitative and qualitative data collection using an explanatory sequential design to
provide insight into this descriptive case study of four learners. According to Creswell
(2003), mixed methods research requires two phases of research inquiry: a quantitative
research paradigm for one phase of the investigation and a qualitative for the other. This
serves to contribute to a more holistic understanding and analysis of the study.
Furthermore, an explanatory sequential mixed methods design begins with quantitative
data being collected and analyzed followed by collection and analysis of the qualitative
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data. The purpose of this mixed methods research design is to connect the data by
following up with an explanation to offer a more complete interpretation of the results. In
other words, the quantitative data serves to provide context that the qualitative data
explains.
For the purposes of this study, the first phase captured quantifiable data in two
questionnaires which surveyed the participants' perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs
and self-regulatory learning strategies and self-evaluation for writing they currently use.
The second phase involved interviewing the four learners about their writing beliefs and
strategies used for their academic work. The quantitative data served to provide more
detailed data about the participants’ self-efficacy for writing with regard to specific
writing beliefs, processes and strategies whereas the qualitative data used general
questions to elicit responses with the hope they would further explain the ratings in the
numerical data.
Quantitative data
Quantitative research methods, as Lincoln and Guba (as cited in Harwell, 2011)
stated, require a conclusion based on probability and statistical evidence independent of
the researcher’s perceptions. Instruments such as surveys and tests are used to collect
statistical data. Typically, quantitative research methods are referred to as being
deductive due to the inferences made from the data collection often leading to general
assumptions about a particular population. The quantitative data from this study consisted
of detailed statements deductively prompted and specific to present personal beliefs and
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strategies about students' capabilities to successfully perform writing tasks by using
numbers to quantify their judgments.
Qualitative data
As Haitt noted (as cited in Harwell, 2011), the qualitative data serves to discover
and understand the participants’ experiences, perspectives and thoughts through inquiry.
In addition, Denzin explained (as cited in Harwell, 2011) that qualitative research
methods are carried out using an inductive process whereby the researcher makes
conclusions based his or her interpretation of the information given by the participant.
Through interviews, ethnographic observations or case studies, researchers explore topics
through an open, dynamic and flexible process of discovery (Harwell, 2011). In the
qualitative portion of this investigation, it is the intention to know learners’ diverse
personal beliefs and attitudes based on their unique educational experiences with writing
using words instead of numbers. It is an opportunity to share their personal perspective as
well as to provide a general explanation of the surveys.
Rate Scales
In the research previously reviewed in Chapter Two, the majority of the studies
used solely quantitative data collection and analysis via rate scales to measure learners'
beliefs and strategies. Bandura (2006) noted there is not one scale that would effectively
measure all domains of functioning due to the generality of the measure which cannot
account for the specific situation and circumstances of the domain being explored.
Therefore, the construction of perceived self-efficacy and self-regulation scales must be
focused to reduce ambiguity. "Perceived efficacy should be measured against the levels
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of task demands that represent gradations of challenges or impediments to successful
performance. Self-efficacy appraisals reflect the level of difficulty individuals believe
they can surmount" (Bandura, 2006, p. 311). Assessing self-regulatory scales, on the
other hand, calls for identifying particular challenges and impediments prior to the
development of an actual formal scale. This allows for participants to describe the
difficulties they have in performing the activities being investigated and the researcher to
have a clearer understanding.
Bandura developed (as cited in Pajares, Hartley, & Valiante, 2001) a series of
self-efficacy assessment guidelines which led the majority of sociocognitive researchers
to assess students' perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs by asking about their judgments
of their capabilities to successfully perform certain writing skills concurrent to their
academic level. Typically, the rating scales have had a range from 0 to 100. Some,
however, have disputed the use of this scale in lieu of a Likert-scale, which has less of a
range by using typically only 5 to 7 intervals. This dispute derives from the concern that
children are unable to make accurate judgments using a 0-100 point scale. In contrast,
there are researchers who have stated students are graded on the same scale in school,
therefore, they should be able to respond appropriately (Pajares, Hartley, & Valiante,
2001).
Another consideration for using 0-100 point response format scales is Bandura's
(1997, 2006) claim that scales which have fewer intervals lack sensitivity and reliability.
Since people often stay clear of extreme positions, having fewer intervals can make it
difficult to discriminate effectively. In other words, "Including too few steps loses
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differentiating information because people who use the same response category may
differ if intermediate steps were included" (Bandura, 2006, p. 312). In fact, Pajares,
Harltey, & Valiante (2001) found a writing self-efficacy scale using a range from 0-100
was a stronger predictor of performance than a 5 interval Likert scale. Therefore, this
study will utilize rate scales that use a range from 0-100.
Participants
The participants of this study were four adult English as second language speakers
from Ethiopia and Vietnam: two women from Ethiopia, one male from Vietnam and
another male from Ethiopia ranging in ages from early twenties to mid-thirties. These
students tested into pre-college ESL writing courses at the community college before
beginning their first semester. They are currently taking the last ESL writing course listed
as ESOL 1260 before entering into college-level writing. To recruit participants, I asked
students who were requesting tutoring services in the Writing Center if they would be
willing to participate in this study as well as sent an email to several students registered
for ESOL 1260. The students below in table 3.1 are those who volunteered. The first
participant, Hao, is a generation 1.5 student as he came to the United States from
Vietnam at the age of nine. Alem, Rahel and Desta are from Ethiopia and the amount of
years living in the United States ranges from 2 to 11 years.
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Table 3.1 Study participants
Pseudonym

Hao

Alem

Rahel

Desta

Age
Ethnicity/
Gender
Native
language and
other languages
spoken
Level of
education in
native country
and in the U.S.

29
Vietnamese/Male

25
Oromo &
Amara/Male
Amharic

37
Oromo/Female

26
Oromo/Female

Oromo/Amharic

Oromo/Amharic

Years living in
the United
States
Occupation

20

Ethiopia:
Bachelor’s
degree
U.S: 3
semesters of
pre-college level
ESOL
coursework
2

Ethiopia: High
school diploma
U.S: 6 semesters
of pre-college
level ESOL
coursework and
college level
coursework
11

Ethiopia:
Bachelor’s
degree
U.S: In first
semester of precollege level
ESOL
coursework
4

Student

Cashier

Accounting clerk

Personal care
attendant

Vietnamese

Vietnam:
Elementary
U.S: 4 semesters
of pre-college
level ESOL and
college level
coursework

Setting
The site is at a public community college in a suburb of a large Midwestern
metropolitan area with just over 7500 students and roughly 13% who were born outside
of the United States. The primary linguistic and cultural groups come from Africa, Laos,
Russia, China, Vietnam, Central and South America, and multiple countries in the Middle
East.
Students must take the Accuplacer placement test before they are allowed to
register for their first semester. The Accuplacer is a standardized placement test which
assesses students' current knowledge of reading, writing and mathematics. The results
determine the level of classes students are permitted to enroll in. After students have
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received the results, they may enroll in the appropriate course. The research took place
mid-semester. The participants were asked to complete the questionnaires and answer the
open-ended interview questions in the Writing Center at their convenience.
Procedures
Quantitative Data Collection
Two rate scales were administered and comprised of 0-100 range rate
scales and a combined total 40 statements. 20 statements assessed perceived writing selfefficacy beliefs and 20 addressed self-regulatory learning strategies and self-evaluation
for writing. The total points possible were 2000 for each scale making the total points
possible of 4000. The first rate scale was adopted by Pajares, Hartley, & Valiante (2001)
and Yavuz-Erkan (2004) and adapted for the purposes of assessing perceived writing
self-efficacy beliefs. Its focus ranged from higher order concerns of essay development
and content following with organization and structure to lower order concerns of
grammar and mechanics of the writing process in conjunction with students’ beliefs. The
participants chose from cannot do at all at one end of the scale, completely certain can do
at the opposite end and moderately can do in the middle. Each choice was valued at 10
points with 11 ratings to choose from. All other choices lay between these main
categories with no numerical value being displayed. (See Appendix A)
The second rate scale assessed students’ self-regulatory learning strategies and
self-evaluation for writing and was adapted from Kanlapan and Velasco (2009). The
purpose of this assessment was to examine the effects of self-efficacy. Similar to the
perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs rate scale, there were no numerical values attached
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to the 11 ratings to choose from shown to the participants; however, this scale had more
possible distinctions to be made: never=0, rarely=20, sometimes=50, usually=80 and
always=100. (See Appendix B and C)
Qualitative Data Collection
The qualitative component of this study was to interview with open-ended
questions a week after the quantitative data was collected. The participants were
individually interviewed in a reserved study room in the college’s library. Their
responses were audio recorded and saved to the researcher’s laptop. The shortest
interview lasted for 11 minutes while the longest took 30. The questions were based on
Al-Ghonaim (2005) and adapted by the author. The questions were designed in
conjunction with the rate scales and sought to elicit additional information of the
participants’ general views and personal experiences of writing. This was useful to
understand their literacy and formal educational backgrounds as well as their perceptions
of writing. For the self-regulation and self-evaluation piece, the questions were adapted
from Qian and Yan (2008) and allowed students to describe the writing strategies and
processes they use to complete their writing tasks. (See Appendix D)
Data Analysis
The quantitative data focuses on collecting closed-ended information. The
analysis of this data relied on statistically analyzing scores resulting from the survey
instruments used to answer the research questions. The researcher scored the numerical
results for each measure, and an average mean was concluded for each participant. Thus,
leading to the conclusion of the numerical rating of efficacious beliefs the participants
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have about their writing abilities, the writing strategies they use and self-evaluation they
perform. Qualitative data, on the contrary, used open-ended information that was
collected through interviews by the researcher. The textual data was analyzed by
categorizing the information from the interviews according to the question and response
of each participant and presenting the ideas found. Moreover, the researcher searched for
patterns, themes, and noted similarities and differences between the participants’
responses to further explain the results from the quantitative data.
Ethics
To ensure protection of the participants’ privacy and rights several measures were
implemented. The approval of two institutions was granted and contingent on the
anonymity of the participants and maintaining ethical scholarly standards. Names and
identifying characteristics of the participants were omitted from the study, and the
participants were given pseudonyms of Hao, Alem, Rachel and Desta. Furthermore, each
participant was sent the Informed Consent letter in an attachment via email to read before
meeting individually with the researcher. At the meeting, the participant and the
researcher discussed the letter to ensure clarity of their rights and obtain consent. The
quantitative data was stored on the survey engine used for the data collection, Survey
Monkey, and the personal computer of the researcher. The qualitative data was recorded,
transcribed and stored on the personal computer of the researcher as well.
Conclusion
This chapter examined the mixed methods research design of using both
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qualitative and quantitative methods to address the purpose of this paper of assessing
ESL community college students’ perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs. The approach
was focused on a holistic mode of gathering all the necessary data. The intention of the
qualitative data collection was to expand and clarify the findings in the quantitative data.
Having a variety of rate scales and interview questions was useful in providing a more
universal perspective. In addition, the specifics of the data collection and analysis were
shared to support the decisions made to answer the research question.
The next chapter will report the results of the numerical data from the surveys and
how this data determined the strengths and weaknesses of the participants’ perceived
writing self-efficacy beliefs, self-regulatory learning strategies and self-evaluation for
writing. The responses from the interviews will also be discussed in terms of the
corresponding and varied responses that occurred. Moreover, a synthesis of the
quantitative data results from the surveys and verbal responses from the interviews will
be discussed. The hope is that instructors will be able to use the surveys in their
classroom to assess students’ beliefs and serve as a guide as to the needs of their students.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

The research question posited for this study is: What are the perceived writing
self-efficacy beliefs of adult ESL students in a community college environment? The
purpose was to assess students’ beliefs and strategies to know what they are, so
instructors can learn how to improve students’ beliefs, which would most likely lead to
appropriate use of strategies and processes and increase academic performance. The
numerical data reported for the quantitative results and the conclusions expressed in
words for qualitative data are listed and described along with the themes and patterns
found in the mixed methods synthesis.
Quantitative Results
Overall Quantitative Results
Table 4.1 summarizes the overall results of both surveys and individual results for
each participant. The total points possible for each survey were 2000 and 4000 for both.
Table 4.1 describes participants’ raw scores, which is then converted into a percentage.
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Table 4.1 Raw and percentage scores for perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs and selfregulatory learning strategies/self-evaluation for writing surveys
Raw score
out of
4000

Raw
score
%

Self-efficacy
raw score

Selfefficacy %
score

56%
60%

Selfregulation/
Selfevaluation
raw score
1320
1110

Selfregulation/
Selfevaluation
% score
66%
56%

Hao
Alem

2430
2200

61%
55%

1110
1090

Rahel

2540

64%

1230

62%

1310

66%

Desta

1900

48%

810

41%

1090

55%

The results indicated the participants’ overall raw score for both rate scales was
between slightly less than moderate to slightly above moderate ranging from 48-64%
with Rahel scoring the highest overall and Desta scoring the lowest. In general, all four
participants’ scores were in the average score range. Hao, Alem and Desta had slightly
higher self-regulatory learning strategies and self-evaluation than self-efficacy as
opposed to Alem. Alem reported higher beliefs in his perceived writing self-efficacy and
lower self-regulatory learning strategies and self-evaluation. This indicates Hao, Alem
and Desta perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs closely aligned with their self-regulatory
learning and self-evaluation writing strategies and processes, which signifies a positive
result. However, Alem reported a conflicting result of an overestimation of perceived
writing self-efficacy.
Quantitative Results for Perceived Writing Self-Efficacy Beliefs
Table 4.2 demonstrates participants’ individual beliefs about the strength of their
writing capabilities and the average score of the all four participants from the highest
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rating to the lowest. The scores ranged from 0 out of 100 possible points. The scale began
with cannot do at all as 0, moderately listed at 50 and completely certain can do at 100.
Table 4.2 Participants’ ratings of perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs
Survey Items

Hao

Alem

Rahel

Desta

15. I can write a proper conclusion.
70
100
70
50
14. I can write a proper introduction.
80
60
70
50
12. I can write a strong paragraph that has a good
50
90
70
40
topic sentence or main idea.
1. I can write a fluent paragraph.
70
60
60
50
6. I can write simple sentences with good
60
60
70
50
grammar.
13. I can write paragraphs with details that support 70
50
70
40
the ideas in the topic sentences or main ideas.
8. I can correctly use conjunctions and transitions. 70
50
70
40
19. I can get ideas across in a clear manner by
70
50
60
40
staying focused without getting off the topic.
20. I can complete a writing task without difficulty 50
50
60
60
by the due date
7. I can correctly use singulars and plurals and
50
60
50
50
prepositions.
9. I can use a wide range of vocabulary in essays.
60
30
70
50
10. I can use synonyms instead of repeating the
70
50
60
30
same words over and over again.
17. I can write a well-organized and sequenced
60
50
60
40
paper with good introduction, body, and
conclusion.
18. I can write on an assigned topic without
50
50
50
50
difficulty.
4. I can correctly punctuate an essay.
50
60
60
20
3. I can correctly spell all words in an essay.
50
50
40
50
16. I can edit essays throughout the writing
60
50
50
20
process.
5. I can correctly use all parts of speech in an
40
50
60
20
essay.
11. I can easily generate ideas to write about.
40
20
70
30
Note. Statements are in descending order from highest overall rating to lowest.

Average
score
73
65
63
60
60
58
58
55
55
53
53
53
53

50
48
48
45
43
40
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The average scores rated by the participants were in the moderate range in 14 of
the 20 statements. However, Desta scored low in the remaining six statements. With the
exception of Alem reporting a low score for statement eleven and Desta’s six lower
ratings, the other participants’ rating maintained a moderate strength of beliefs. The
lowest score in Table 4.2 appears in statement 11, which asks the participants to rate their
beliefs about being able to generate ideas. Hao, Alem and Desta reported significantly
lower ratings in their beliefs about their capabilities to generate ideas. The highest scores
rated by the participants lay in their confidence in writing conclusions, introductions,
strong paragraphs and good grammar.
Quantitative Results for Self-Regulatory Learning Strategies and Self-Evaluation for
Writing
The writing self-regulatory learning strategies and self-evaluation rate scale also
had 11 choices to choose from with the following categories listed: 0=never, rarely=20,
sometimes=50, usually=80 and always=100. Table 4.3 and Table 4.4 show the
individual and average scores of the participants listed from highest to lowest in general
scores of all four participants the areas of self-regulation for learning and self-evaluation.
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Table 4.3 Participants’ ratings of self-regulatory learning strategies for writing
Self-regulatory learning strategies

Hao

Alem

Rahel

Desta

5. I create a draft before writing the final
80
100
80
80
paper.
7. I proofread my work.
80
80
80
80
3. I free-write to get out my thoughts.
50
100
100
50
10. I reread my work several times to find
70
100
70
60
errors in my writing.
6. I revise my paper if I’m not content with 60
80
60
70
it.
9. I ask tutors to evaluate my writing and
70
20
70
60
give suggested revision.
8. I ask my peers to edit my writing.
60
20
80
50
1. I brainstorm for ideas before I write.
60
0
80
40
4. I create an outline before I write.
20
0
40
30
2. I use graphic organizers to organize my
20
0
40
0
ideas.
Note. Statements are in descending order from highest overall rating to lowest.

Average
score
85
80
75
75
68
55
53
45
23
15
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Table 4.4 Participants’ ratings self-evaluation for writing
Self-evaluation

Hao

Alem

Rahel

Desta

2. I make necessary revisions in my
100
100
80
100
compositions whenever the instructor
suggests me to.
3. I edit errors in my compositions before I 70
100
70
100
submit them to the instructor.
7. I am open to feedback which can help
100
100
50
100
improve my compositions.
1. If the drafts of my writing assignments
90
100
50
80
are not getting good feedback or grades, I
ask my instructor for help.
5. I write down the comments of everyone
70
80
80
80
who reads my writing.
9. I ask others what changes should be
70
100
60
50
done in my composition for further
improvements.
4. I enjoy writing workshops because I am 80
0
50
50
given ideas, so I may improve.
6. I browse through my drafts to check the 60
0
50
70
progress of my writing.
8. I cross check if my writing progress
60
20
50
0
matches the outline I created.
10. I create my own rubric to check my
50
0
70
0
own writing quality.
Note. Statements are in descending order from highest overall rating to lowest.

Average
score
95

85
88
80

78
70

45
45
33
30

For the quantitative results of self-regulatory learning strategies and selfevaluation for writing, the highest general scores ranging from 60-100 occurred in 5 of
the 20 questions. Two statements were in reference to learning strategies used including
creating a draft before the final assignment and proofreading one’s work. The remaining
three were derived from self-evaluation processes of revising and editing according to
feedback from the instructor and writing down comments others make about the
participants’ writing. Other areas with moderate to high scores were in talking to their
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instructor if their performance is low and being open to feedback by peers, tutors and the
instructor and the willingness to seek help from others in general. All but one, Rahel,
indicated that they avoid processing and organizing thoughts with graphic organizers and
outlines. Free writing seems to be the most frequent mode of starting the writing process.
In fact, the two lowest scores reported were the use of outlining and graphic organizers.
Qualitative Results
Qualitative Results for Perceived Writing Self-Efficacy Beliefs
For Part I of the open-ended interview questions, questions were based on AlGhonaim (2005) and adapted by the author. The participants described their views and
experiences of writing, which provided information about their beliefs about writing. In
Appendix E, the researcher paraphrased and condensed participants’ responses of the
transcription of the actual interviews.
Corresponding Responses
When summarizing the participants’ responses about their perceived writing selfefficacy beliefs, the following similarities were found. Their responses to what makes a
good essay included a variety of higher order concerns such as an interesting topic,
contains introduction, body and conclusion that are unified and coherent and make use of
appropriate language. Another commonality was that their experiences learning English
have been similar in that they all learned English from school and still currently speak
their native languages at home. None of them had written in English before coming to the
United States, and Hao, Alem and Desta do not write in their native languages. In fact,
Hao feels it is not necessary, “I don’t think much about it. It is not essential” Alem, Rahel
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and Desta from Ethiopia shared that learning to write in English has been very difficult,
and in my observation, still seem uncomfortable with it. Alem commented, “It’s terrible.
It’s rough. It’s intense” Rahel stated, “Writing in English is hard…I’m not comfortable
with it” However, Hao felt that is difficult too but fun at the same time.
In spite of some of the apprehension experienced with writing in English, the
participants agreed that after being in college, they feel more positive about their writing
because they have noticed significant improvements in their performance as they learn
and practice. Desta shared, “I feel bad before I started practicing but after I started
practicing one month, I could write something. Before I couldn’t write anything. I feel
better” They went from learning how to write a sentence to a paragraph and now essays.
Overall, it is apparent these students recognize the value of their ESOL writing classes,
yet still consider writing challenging.
Variation in Responses
Primary differences in their responses occurred amongst their personal strengths
and weaknesses. Hao uses feedback to help him improve by learning from his mistakes,
but struggles in generating ideas and using the correct verb tense and aspect. In a firm
voice, Alem expressed, “If I got the topic that interest me I can write but if I got the
topic not my interest I’m not gonna write one thing” Being interested and motivated were
Rahel strengths, yet she says she does not spend enough time practicing and would like to
improve her spelling. Finally, Desta indentified that she studies, practices and is
motivated; however, generating ideas, constructing a thesis and punctuation were areas in
need of improvement.
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Qualitative Results for Self-Regulatory Learning Strategies and Self-Evaluation for
Writing
In Part II of the interview, questions concerning the use of different learning
strategies and self-evaluation processes were adapted from Qian and Yan (2008). This
was an opportunity for students to describe the writing strategies and processes they
practice to complete their writing tasks. (See Appendix F)
Corresponding Responses
The results indicated that the participants share several commonalities in their
approach to the writing process. When assigned to write an essay, these participants
consistently use free writing as their main source of generating ideas, revising and editing
even though they are aware of other strategies. Desta reported free writing as her sole
strategy, and Alem was adamant about not using any other strategy, “I’m not that kind of
person who uses graphic organizers. I don’t use those. I write. I erase. Then, I write erase
write erase and then, I finalize it” They believe they are capable of pulling the appropriate
ideas out of their free writing, organizing and expanding on them. Hao spoke about his
experiences:
Not just me but a couple of my other friends have the same thing. When we start
to write, we think all kind of stuff and then we end up we just sitting there for half
an hour, and we have nothing on paper because we thinking too much, and we
don’t know what to put down we cannot decide, and I did try several methods you
recommended before like mind mapping and all that shape I don’t know, but I
tried it and somehow it not me because a lot of time. I just write down everything
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in my head and then I take the part from there put it on a separate sheet and
rewrite it and that consume a lot of time.
This is an example of how they have been exposed to use graphic organizers and
outlining for organization, however, they do not appear to feel these strategies are
helpful. Hao continued to comment that using visual aids for organizing thoughts is not
natural to him and again consumes too much time.
Variations in Responses
Another result is that the participants reported differences in their approaches as
how they generally complete their writing assignments, how to ensure they are staying on
task, and what they do in the case of experiencing challenges. Hao’s plan is to make
writing assignments a priority due to writing requiring more time. Alem gave an example
of using a timeline to explain the steps he takes to complete an assignment on time. Rahel
responded with simply finishing on time, and Desta said preparation, thinking of ideas
and realizing them were how she accomplishes her writing tasks.
To ensure their plan was working as scheduled and their strategy for overcoming
obstacles, they had a variety of responses as well. Rahel prioritizes the processes she
needs to address and if that she is not staying on course, she would ask for guidance from
the instructor and a tutor. Desta would also talk to her instructor in the event that she is
not staying on task as well as brainstorm for other ideas. However, she remarked, “It has
never happened” in response to meeting the requirements of her plan. It appears, Hao, on
the other hand, has experienced adversity in completing his writing assignments, and he
feels it is important to know the course schedule to avoid this. He also knows tutoring can
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be helpful, but he only goes in extreme situations when he is very behind because of how
time consuming it is. Moreover, he would try another writing strategy even though he
believes, “It never works”, free write again and forfeit proofreading to complete the
assignment. Alem did not have such plans. In fact, he stated he would not need to make
changes because he is always on task and free writing is how he accomplished this. His
final comment was, “Just free write. That is my plan”
Mixed Methods Synthesis
The overall outcome of the quantitative data reflects below average to slightly
above average perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs and writing self-regulatory learning
strategies and self-evaluation of the four participants. The qualitative data shows further
explanation in that the students discussed specific key issues which would contribute to
having moderate levels of this nature. The following themes emerged from the
relationship between the two forms of data collection: (1) positive recognition of
performance improvement; (2) issues with generating ideas; (3) using free writing as
main writing strategy to complete tasks; (4) lack of having an appropriate plan; (5)
avoidance of help seeking and feedback; (6) overestimation of self-efficacy; and (7)
affective arousal.
Recognition of Performance Improvements
In the interviews, all of the participants stated they have had positive writing
outcomes after initially experiencing adversity, which most likely has raised their
perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs. They believed their writing has improved through
learning and practicing, which could be attributed to their mastery experiences of their
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past performances. Hao reported his skills have improved due to receiving feedback,
practicing and learning. Alem, Rahel and Desta discussed how they had no writing skills
before they began studying English writing, but now they have seen many improvements.
This is consistent with the quantitative data in that the majority of the overall scores are
moderate to slightly above moderate with the exception of Desta, who scored 41% on
perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs. The scores of moderate strength in capabilities
and above average use of learning strategies indicate the participants have knowledge of
and have practiced the possibilities there are for them to realize their writing success. In
addition, it appears that experiencing progress and success has had a positive effect on
their confidence about writing. However, even though these participants have improved,
they are still in need of enhancing their perceived self-efficacy. Having low to average
self-efficacy could potentially lead to having low academic outcomes (Gaylon et al.,
2012).
Generating Ideas
Generating ideas received the overall lowest score on the self-efficacy scale. Hao,
Alem and Desta had an average score of 30 out of 100. Hao notably remarked, “I have a
lot of weaknesses. My friends have the same problem. When we start to write, we think a
lot and end up sitting there for an hour with nothing on the paper. We are thinking too
much and don’t know what to put down” The first weakness Desta mentioned was her
struggle with brainstorming for ideas. In addition, Alem reported low strength in the
belief of generating ideas, and zero for brainstorming, yet later stated that he finds it also
too difficult to write about a topic he is not interested in. Generating ideas can be more
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successful if students are drawn to the topic. Huang and Chang (1996) demonstrated that
reading about and writing topics of interest were significantly related to perceived selfefficacy. Therefore, if these participants consistently had the opportunity to write on
topics that interest them, they most likely will be more engaged, which may raise
perceived self-efficacy.
Free Writing Only
Three of the four participants use free writing as the only strategy to start and
complete the writing process. Hao, Alem and Desta reported zero or low usage of using
graphic organizers and outlines. They further discussed that free writing is the only
strategy that works for them. For instance, Hao will use other methods only if he is in a
desperate situation. He has tried using outlines and graphic organizers, but they do not
provide the results he needs, they are unnatural and take too much time. Nevertheless
Rahel was the only participant who reported and discussed her use of multiple writing
strategies as in graphic organizers, outlines and free writing to brainstorm and organize
information depending on the writing task. She also had the highest numerical score on
both rating scales of perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs and self-regulatory learning
strategies and self-evaluation for writing. Other significant factors that would contribute
to her higher scores were having the longest history of attending college, and the only
participant who enjoyed and had experience writing in her native language. Hao did
attend middle and high school in the United States. However, it appears he did not know
about the various writing strategies and processes before coming to college. If he had

75

been taught how to use other types of strategies and experienced the value of them,
maybe he would be more open to their usefulness in his postsecondary work.
Prat-Sala and Redford (2010) found students who had more academic experience
and were able to receive more feedback on their writing tasks had higher self-efficacy in
writing. Bandura (1994) contended that perceived self-efficacy beliefs lead to more
effective self-regulation strategies and ultimately academic outcomes, and Rahel is an
example of this contention. Furthermore, people base their choices on which activities to
engage in on their beliefs about what they believe they can accomplish. They tend to
avoid certain activities that could contribute to better results due to their negative
judgments about their capabilities and make less advantageous choices believing they
will be more suitable. If students are not taught how to use strategies and experience the
value they can contribute to their writing performance, it may be difficult to have
confidence that these strategies are appropriate to use for a successful outcome.
Lack of Plan
The participants reported having difficulty of turning in assignments by the due
date 50 percent of the time. This could be contributed to the various findings previously
mentioned as in topic interest and lack of writing strategies; however, it appears they do
not have a clear and effective plan as how to complete their writing assignments. Hao,
Alem and Desta depend solely on free writing for their planning. In fact, Alem and Desta
stated they use the same plan of free writing for ideas, extracting the “right” ideas and
editing for each assigned writing task; however, they have had the least amount of
academic experience in the United States and writing in general. Hao described focusing
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on prioritization because he knows that writing takes more time and possibly using
tutoring. Rahel also prioritizes but communicates to the instructor the challenges she is
experiencing and visits tutors for guidance. Schunk and Ertmer (1999) found that when
students were given process goals not only had higher self-efficacy and self-regulation
than students who received product goals, but more opportunities to self-evaluate their
progress, which led to higher academic performance. Therefore, it appears these
participants are in need of more experience with process goals in and outside the
classroom to enhance their self-efficacy for writing.
Help Seeking and Feedback
Williams and Takaku (2011) demonstrated that those who seek frequent help
from tutoring in the writing center are stronger academic performers regardless if they are
native or nonnative speakers. Hao, Rahel and Desta rated between sometimes and usually
of having their writing evaluated by tutors and peers. Hao and Rahel stated they visit
tutors for help to stay on task and receive feedback, but Hao does only if he truly is in
need due to the amount of time tutoring requires. However, Desta never mentioned it in
the interview, and Alem rated rarely to receiving feedback of this nature. Valuing
feedback and guidance from instructors appeared to have more clout. According to
Alem’s quantitative data, he is focused on making changes according to the instructor’s
suggestions and asking for help from the instructor only. He does not mention in the
interview seeking guidance from other sources but did state the plan to finish his writing
tasks he has created for himself is sufficient, which may indicate why he does not feel the
need to seek help. Yet, he commented, “I’m ok now, but my work is not consistent. Some
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of my assignments have low grades” It is common for instructors and tutors at my
community college to advise students to have at least two to three people evaluate their
writing before it is turned in. When students experience a higher academic outcome after
seeking help and receiving feedback, it is highly probable that their self-efficacy would
be enhanced.
Overestimation of Self-Efficacy
Another contributor to poor academic performance is the conflicting result of
having an inflated sense of self-efficacy (Young & Ley, 2002). Alem scored higher in
perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs than in writing self-regulatory learning strategies
and self-evaluation for writing whereas the other participants reported writing selfregulatory learning strategies and self-evaluation scores that were slightly higher than
perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs. This may indicate that his efforts are not being
used effectively. According to Young and Ley (2002), students who continue to receive
low grades and are frustrated due to the effort they have put into the tasks are often found
to be misplacing their energy. Alem feels strongly that his process is the best and does
not need input from peers or tutors even though his assignment grades are not consistent
and continues to receive some low grades. However, a positive aspect of this is that if
self-efficacy is high, students tend to continue to put forth effort even in the face of
adversity due to the confidence in their capabilities (Bandura, 1986). Alem’s self-efficacy
is not high at the moment, but if he begins to reevaluate his process, there is opportunity
to strengthen his beliefs, which would enhance his use of strategies and ultimately a more
effective approach to the writing process.
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Affective Arousal
Affective arousal consists of the positive and negative reactions individuals may
have to life events (Bandura, 1997). With negative responses, stress, anxiety, fatigue, and
adverse moods can be experienced when facing challenges (Bandura, 1994; Pajares,
2002). Hao has had negative responses to some of his academic writing tasks as well.
Even though he had the second highest overall quantitative result, he also had the second
to lowest perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs scoring at 56%. These moderate ratings
do not reflect his comments about enjoying writing and thinking it is fun, but do give
insight into his beliefs. A salient observation he makes is the distinction between in-class
writing as in timed writing, homework done out-of-class and an essay worth several
points due to the differences in the allowed time to complete the writing tasks and their
grade value. He commented, “Timed writing causes anxiety. I cannot think clearly and
rush…with homework, I have a lot of time, so I can reread and proofread, but if a paper
is worth a lot of points, I get nervous too, but more nervous with timed writing” When
there is more time and less grade value, he feels less anxiety and stronger confidence.
Anxiety arousal can compromise self-efficacy beliefs if a person does not exercise
control over his or her emotions (Bandura, 1993, 1994). Negative past academic
experiences resulting from stress and anxiety can contribute to future negative academic
performance. However, academic self-efficacy can be strengthened if there are positive
results of students’ efforts because they can lead to confronting anxiety more effectively
(Bandura, 1993).
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Another aspect to affective arousal is those with high self-efficacy tend to view it
as a form of motivation to attain their goals instead of a barrier (Bandura, 1994). Alem,
who had a higher rating of perceived self-efficacy than Hao, made strong comments
about timed writing. Because he was highly anxious when he had to complete his timed
exit exam, he failed, which meant he had to take the course over again. It cost him time
and money and a negative reaction to high stakes testing in general. However, he has
reported that in the course he is currently taking, he still does not like timed writing, but
he is better at it. His self-efficacy is not high per se but above average.
Conclusion
This chapter reviewed the results of this mixed method study and the relationships
to the literature. It was revealed that students perceived self-efficacy beliefs ranged from
slightly below to slightly above moderate levels. The interviews supported the numerical
data in areas of recognizing performance improvements, lack of writing strategies to
generate and organize ideas, help seeking and receiving feedback from different sources,
overestimation of self-efficacy and affective arousal. The following chapter will address
the major findings, connections to the literature review, implications, limitations,
suggestions for further research and professional practice.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION

This purpose of this study was to assess ESL community college students’ beliefs
about their academic writing capabilities by investigating the following question: What
are the perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs of adult ESL students in a community
college environment? While navigating through quantitative and qualitative data, there
were some significant findings. Connections to the literature review were made as well as
implications for instructors, administrators and potentially the retention of students,
which would be beneficial to the campus community. There are limitations of the study,
however. With further research, these limitations could be alleviated. Suggestions for
further research and the value added to professional practices are discussed.
Major Findings
Assessing students’ perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs is instrumental for
academic writing course design due to instructors having the opportunity to enhance
academic performance. Knowing students’ present strength of perceived self-efficacy
beliefs, the self-regulatory learning strategies and self-evaluation processes they use
would assist instructors in what students need to know, practice and hone. The data
gathered for this study demonstrated that even though the participants have encountered
adversity with their academic writing, they have also experienced improvements in their
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writing abilities and are feeling more confident about academic writing in general. This
would be indicative of students who have increased their perceived writing self-efficacy
beliefs in their academic writing. However, the overall strength of their beliefs was
primarily in the moderate range, and the findings from self-regulatory learning strategies
and self-evaluation for writing rate scales and interviews indicated there are still areas
that could be improved.
These participants are in need of understanding the writing process and how to
effectively use the strategies required to produce good writing. It appears they know of
the terms used for describing the writing processes as in generating and organizing ideas,
drafting, revising, editing and proofreading and are aware of using certain strategies such
as graphic organizers, outlines and making annotations but less about using them
appropriately to accomplish their writing goals. Moreover, the majority of them do not
find the value of many writing processes and strategies. This may be due to not
experiencing the benefits but also by not applying the various processes and strategies to
complete their writing tasks. The lack of experience with extensive modeling
opportunities in the classroom could contribute to this insufficient application. In
particular, none of the participants mentioned determining purpose or audience. It is
essential to know the purpose of the writing task and who the audience is. Knowing the
purpose allows for students to set process goals and establishing an audience provides the
context for the writer to adhere to and keep the writing focused. Purpose and audience are
the first considerations of the writing process.
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As an instructor and tutor, I know the planning and organization of writing an
essay often takes more effort than the actual drafting; however, primarily using free
writing throughout the writing process and sole writing strategy may limit the
participants’ opportunities to organize their thoughts and discover their own writing
process. These participants do this in hopes they will be able to extract the appropriate
ideas out of the text, organize them properly and revise. Yet, most of them struggle with
generating ideas to choose and organize their topics. Some of them cited that using other
strategies is too time consuming. Typically, the time involved in using strategies such as
graphic organizers is gradually reduced as students become more proficient in their
writing skills.
Learning how to write academically is arduous work, especially when there are
external forces as in coming from a highly oral culture or having different learning styles
that could influence cognition. Therefore, there has to be strenuous effort in exercising
the various cognitive processing needed to use these strategies more effectively.
Academic writing requires a deep level of metacognition and that takes more time
regardless if the task is writing a five paragraph essay or a 500 page dissertation. As
critical thinking skills are acquired, students’ are more adept at analyzing and
synthesizing information, which is beneficial for one’s academic improvement and
personal and professional growth. Understanding and utilizing writing processes and
strategies are essential to improving critical thinking skills and the catalyst to higher
academic achievement.

83

Seeking help is another important consideration in improving student success.
Tutoring in the Writing Center has not been utilized by the majority of the participants of
this study. Students may have a variety of reasons for this as in the amount of time
involved, low confidence in the tutor’s academic knowledge and being judged by a peer.
It is true that visiting a tutor requires more time dedicated to a course, and there is the risk
the tutor may not have adequate knowledge in some areas or possibly give inappropriate
feedback; however, this is more of an exception than the norm, in my experience. It is
understandable that adult students have issues with time constraints between family, job
and school. Therefore, if they are advised by their advisors and instructors before they
begin their literacy coursework about the amount time involved, they have the
opportunity to plan accordingly. Furthermore, students are often intimidated and fearful
of being judged when seeking help. In this study, anxiety arousal was discussed in the
context of timed writing and essays with high point values, yet it is possible that avoiding
tutoring could be associated with anxiety arousal as well. ESL students from a variety of
cultures have shared with me that seeking help, as in tutoring, is considered weak and for
those who are less intelligent. Therefore, admitting to needing guidance may cause
intimidation, stress and anxiety that most would rather avoid. Another consideration
should be that students often believe they are writing for their instructor. Thus, the
objective is to please him or her, and seeking assistance from a tutor does not fulfill that
purpose.
In this case, however, a more universal issue should be addressed. If seeking help
for writing assignments was a cultural norm on campus, it is probable more students
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would seize the opportunities the Writing Center offers regardless of the personal
obstacles. To foster this cultural norm, educating the college community about how
tutoring can assist students is necessary. Often, there is an assumption that writing centers
primarily serve students enrolled in pre-college level courses, which is a myth. Students
of all writing levels should receive feedback because there are always opportunities for
improvement in academic writing. Moreover, sometimes there is a lack of understanding
of what the tutorial process is not just among students but also faculty. The Writing
Center director, faculty, and administration must strive to create an environment which
promotes utilizing tutoring as a part of every student’s academic career.
There are a variety of means of accomplishing this effort. To illustrate, the
Writing Center director could consistently collect and report data to faculty and
administrators, which would demonstrate the areas of achievement and those in need of
improvement. This information could be shared in department meetings along with
efforts made to foster collaborative learning, address concerns and define the
responsibilities of the Writing Center to ensure quality and transparency. This would
adhere to faculty and administrators understanding of the contributions the Writing
Center makes to student success and how to lend support for further development. In
addition, to show an institutional commitment to writing and tutoring, administrators,
faculty and the Writing Center director could share in the development of a Writing
Across the Curriculum program to assist students and faculty of all disciplines with their
writing needs as well as the implementation of a Supplemental Instruction program.
Another opportunity is developing and maintaining an innovative and progressive
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website for tutors, students, staff and instructors to improve their language skills, which
would promote the Center’s expertise and credibility. Designating representatives from
the Writing Center to make 10-15 minute class visits at the beginning of each semester
and seize opportunities for these representatives to be present at campus events would
also provide awareness about the nature of the services offered to students and faculty
and foster a personal connection and potential relationship. Finally, an extensive tutoring
training program for literacy in areas such as writing center theory and practice,
linguistics, grammar, first and second language acquisition, study skills and educational
psychology is essential to a writing center’s success. If the director does not have training
in these areas, then faculty or a trained paraprofessional could facilitate training for peer
tutors to maintain confidence in the Writing Center and support its contribution to
persistence.
Connections the Literature Review
These participants have not had much writing experience, if any. Since they have
been enrolled in academic ESOL courses, their writing abilities have improved. They use
very few strategies and are in the early stages of learning their writing process. Stallard
(1976) found that not all people have the same cognitive structure to support the
necessities that writing requires, which is why instructors are vital to facilitate students’
improvement in writing. There is evidence which identifies the benefits of instructing
ESL adult students in using learning strategies such as concept mapping (Chularut &
DeBacker, 2003). Students perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs are also valuable
sources to enhance metacognitive skills. If their beliefs are strong, students will approach
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tasks positively (Stallard, 1976). Self-efficacy for self-regulation of writing contributes to
writing proficiency (Pajares, 2003) through setting goals and using effective writing
strategies (Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997). Determining purpose and audience,
generating and organizing ideas, drafting, evaluating, revising, editing and proofreading
are the processes and strategies students need to utilize and goal setting is what facilitates
this. Writers who are proficient in these areas typically produce more effective writing
(Flowers & Hayes, 1981).
With regard to seeking guidance and feedback from tutors on writing tasks,
Williams and Takaku (2011) demonstrated that whether students were native speakers or
not, those who made the most visits to the writing center had higher academic
performance. In addition, the majority of the international students had low self-efficacy
for writing but made more visits to the writing center than native speakers. These
findings are indicative of the importance of investing time and effort into tutoring and
help seeking. Furthermore, if students are experiencing the fear of being criticized,
enhancing self-beliefs can lead to diminishing this fear and empowering students to seek
out resources that could assist in more successful academic outcomes (Bandura, 1986).
Essentially, ESL students with low perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs could benefit
from tutoring.
Implications
The purpose of strengthening self-efficacy beliefs is to achieve higher academic
performance. Therefore, assessing students’ perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs and
how they self-regulate and self-evaluate for learning when a course initiates would be
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useful to understand the current beliefs students hold. However, it is also necessary to
continue to assess these beliefs and learning strategies throughout the semester to follow
the progress students are making or lack thereof. This allows instructors to adjust their
teaching practices according to students’ needs to improve their writing skills while
continuing to support the curriculum objectives.
The participants of this study are not utilizing all the writing processes and
strategies that could be significant contributors to their academic progress. For this
reason, scaffolding students throughout the process of learning how to use writing
strategies is essential. These participants have experienced some improvements; however,
to increase their self-efficacy for writing more effectively, it is important for students to
experience the repeated success these strategies can provide, so this may lead students to
placing a higher value on using different strategies and bring students closer to improving
their individual writing process. In essence, instructors must not only model writing
processes and strategies, but also require students to practice and use them, so students
know the value they bring to higher achievement.
In addition, community colleges could significantly benefit from assessing
students’ perceived self-beliefs and self-regulatory processes. According to Chancellor
Steven Rosenstone of the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities (2012), there is great
need to increase retention and completion rates and one of the most effective ways to
accomplish this is through students experiencing early academic achievement. ESL
courses are the beginning of many nonnative speakers’ academic journeys and the sooner
the students enrolled in these classes are having successful outcomes, the more two-year
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institutions have to gain. Being cognizant of students’ beliefs throughout their
coursework allows for the opportunity to promptly intervene in the case their beliefs are
compromised and to challenge those whose beliefs are high with more rigorous academic
expectations.
Limitations
Despite the findings, this research has several limitations. Three of the
participants are natives of the same country, speak the same languages and have shared
cultural practices, which may lead to similarities in their reporting. The number of
participants was limited as well. The data collected and analyzed from only four
participants offers a brief insight of the student population, yet investigating a larger
sample could allow for more extensive findings and greater understanding. Another
limitation is feeling nervous about having to speak and being recorded for the interview.
Often, ESL students are embarrassed about their speaking skills and having a permanent
recording of their voices makes them nervous. Therefore, it is possible the participants
did not answer the questions as completely as they would have in different circumstances.
Although a mixed methods study design can be an effective means to investigate
an issue more holistically, it can problematic as well. Since analysis of qualitative
information is an inductive process, the responses to the interview are interpreted by the
researcher. The interpretation of data may vary from one person to the next and causal
links may be compromised. There could also be issues with conflicting results between
the quantitative and qualitative data, which can be difficult to explain. When a researcher
lacks experience in using two forms of data to provide insight in an investigation,
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explanations can suffer. Thus, having an additional qualified scholar interpret the data
would assist in more comprehensive findings.
Suggestions for Further Research
To fully understand ESL students’ perceptions of their writing capabilities and
improve the strategies they use to achieve higher academic performance, there needs to
be more research dedicated to assessing and enhancing the perceived self-efficacy beliefs
of ESL students in the community college environment. The population of adult
nonnative speakers of English is increasing in the United States, and many of these
learners who choose to pursue post-secondary education begin at a community college.
To ensure their success and increase retention and completion rates, it is essential they
experience positive results of their efforts. There is a strong relationship between
perceived self-efficacy beliefs, learning and academic success but a lack of research
dedicated to this particular population.
Research in developing appropriate perceived writing self-efficacy and selfregulation rate scales that are effective not only in the data collected from them, but in the
length of the scales and use of language appropriate for adult ESL students is needed.
Also, investigating using rate scales in a semester long plan for assessing beliefs and
strategies to measure students’ progress and the impact on academic performance would
be useful. Furthermore, other research that should be conducted to demonstrate the
influence of perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs is a comprehensive longitudinal study
which seeks to investigate the self-efficacy beliefs and academic performance of ESL
students’ beginning from their first semester to graduation or until they cease being a
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student. Understanding the association between self-efficacy beliefs and cultural
practices, certain languages, learning styles, gender, age and educational background
would be advantageous to understand as well. However, none of this research would be
purposeful if there is not more investigation focused on what classroom practices enhance
the perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs of adult ESL students. An examination of these
practices needs more attention, so instructors can guide students appropriately.
Professional Practice
Experiencing the process of conducting educational research and applying the
knowledge gained from this investigation in my practice has benefitted students, the
institution where I am employed and my overall perspective on teaching. It has convinced
me that perceived writing self-efficacy beliefs are the root of student success. Therefore,
assessing ESL students beliefs in the beginning of the semester, mid-semester and at the
end will be a part of my practice. These assessments will guide me in shaping my
instruction to meet students’ needs, so they may perform more proficiently and
experience success in their writing tasks.
Not only is it important to raise awareness of self-regulation for writing but also
to take considerable time to scaffold students through using various strategies instead of
briefly showing them. Most of my students do not have much experience with writing
and need more time to complete their writing assignments; therefore, if they find that
these strategies actually save time, they may be more willing to use them and place a
higher value on their role in the writing process. Guiding them through this process will
most likely be beneficial.
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The most positive outcomes of this research have been that I have been able to
share my knowledge with students and now have a great desire to learn more and
contribute to the field of educational psychology. Students and tutors have responded
well to the importance of self-efficacy beliefs and the various strategies they have learned
under my guidance. Moreover, many continue to make frequent visits to my writing
center because they have experienced the benefits of my instruction. In addition,
understanding how self-efficacy affects humans and its importance in learning has
redirected my practices to take on more of a psychological perspective. Conducting more
research to contribute to instructional practices and sharing the impact of perceived
writing self-efficacy beliefs are areas I would like to give more attention to. In essence,
the experience of doing this study has fostered a great interest in pursuing more
opportunities to improve student success.
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Perceived Writing Self-Efficacy Beliefs Rate Scale

Perceived Writing Self-Efficacy Beliefs Rate Scale

Directions: On a scale from 0 (no chance) to 100 (completely certain), Please rate how
sure you are that you can perform each of the writing skills described below by writing
the appropriate number. Of course, there are no right or wrong answers, so do not spend
too much time on any one statement. Thank you for your cooperation. Your answers will
be kept strictly confidential, and you will not be identified by name.
0

10

cannot
do at all

20

30

40

50

60

70

moderately can do

80

90

100
completely
certain can do

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

I can write a fluent paragraph.
I can write a fluent essay.
I can correctly spell all words in an essay.
I can correctly punctuate an essay.
I can correctly use all parts of speech in an essay.

6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

I can write simple sentences with good grammar.
I can correctly use singulars and plurals and prepositions.
I can correctly use conjunctions and transitions.
I can use a wide range of vocabulary in essays.
I can use synonyms instead of repeating the same words over and over again.
I can easily generate ideas to write about.
I can write a strong paragraph that has a good topic sentence or main idea.
I can write paragraphs with details that support the ideas in the topic
sentences or main ideas.
I can write a proper introduction.
I can write a proper conclusion.
I can edit essays throughout the writing process.
I can write a well-organized and sequenced paper with good introduction,
body, and conclusion.
I can write on an assigned topic without difficulty.
I can get ideas across in a clear manner by staying focused without getting
off the topic.
I can complete a writing task without difficulty by the due date

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
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Self-Regulatory Learning Strategies for Writing Rate Scale

Directions: On a scale from 0 (never) to 100 (always), please rate how sure you are that
you can perform each of the writing skills described below by writing the appropriate
number. Of course, there are no right or wrong answers to such questions, so do not
spend too much time on any one statement. Thank you for your cooperation. Your
answers will be kept strictly confidential, and you will not be identified by name.
0
never
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

10

20

rarely/seldom

30

40

50

60

sometimes/occasionally

70

80

90

often/usually

I brainstorm for ideas before I write.
I use graphic organizers to organize my ideas.
I free-write to get out my thoughts.
I create an outline before I write.
I create a draft before writing the final paper.
I revise my paper if I’m not content with it.
I proofread my work.
I ask my peers to edit my writing.
I ask tutors to evaluate my writing and give suggested revision.
I reread my work several times to find errors in my writing.

100
always

APPENDIX C
Self-Evaluation for Writing Rate Scale

Self-Evaluation for Writing Rate Scale

Directions: On a scale from 0 (never) to 100 (always), please rate how sure you are that
you can perform each of the writing skills described below by writing the appropriate
number. Of course, there are no right or wrong answers to such questions, so do not
spend too much time on any one statement. Thank you for your cooperation. Your
answers will be kept strictly confidential, and you will not be identified by name.
0
never
1.

10

20

rarely/seldom

30

40

50

60

sometimes/occasionally

70

80

90

often/usually

If the drafts of my writing assignments are not getting good feedback or
grades, I ask my instructor for help.
2. I make necessary revisions in my compositions whenever the instructor
suggests me to.
3. I edit errors in my compositions before I submit them to the instructor.
4. I enjoy writing workshops because I am given ideas, so I may improve.
5. I write down the comments of everyone who reads my writing.
6. I browse through my drafts to check the progress of my writing.
7. I am open to feedback which can help improve my compositions.
8. I cross check if my writing progress matches the outline I created.
9. I ask others what changes should be done in my composition for further
improvements.
10. I create my own rubric to check my own writing quality.

100
always
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Interview Questions for Part I and II

Interview Questions

Part I
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

What do you think makes a good essay?
Describe your experience of learning the English language at school/college and
home?
Describe your experience of learning about how to write in English?
How do you feel about writing in English?
How do you feel about writing in your language?
What are your strengths as a writer?
What are your weaknesses?
How has your writing changed since beginning school? If so, how?
Is there anything else you would like to add?

Part II
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

How do you start the writing process for an essay?
What types of writing strategies have you learned about so far?
What writing strategies do you use?
How do you decide which writing strategy to use when assigned a writing task?
What is your plan for completing writing assignments?
If you need to make changes to your plan, what do you do?
What steps to you take to make sure you are sticking to the plan? If you are not,
what do you do?
Is there anything else you would like to add?

APPENDIX E
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Paraphrased Responses to Interview Questions in Part I

1. What do
you think
makes a good
essay?

Hao
All the
elements of a
five paragraph
essay. Good
and explicit.

2. Describe
your
experience of
learning the
English
language at
school/college
and home?

Tough
experience. I
speak
Vietnamese at
home and
English with
many friends,
but not much
practice with
writing.

3. Describe
your
experience of
learning about
how to write
in English?

I like it. It is
fun, but often
writing is hard
especially
writing essays
that require
research. It is
difficult to find

Alem
The topic
because you can
write more if
you are
interested in the
topic. If you are
not interested,
then I don’t
think you can
write.
I think is it
really fun. I
learned English
in school back
home. At home,
my family
speaks other
languages rather
than English but
now we are
developing our
skills. I learned
language in
school not from
home or other
places. My
friends and
community
communicates
in other
languages.
It was really
tough at first
but after second
semester and
third semester I
get it.
I didn’t get that

Rahel
Three things
make a good
essay:
Introduction,
supporting ideas
and conclusion

Desta
I think
convincing
content and
good
organization.
Good use of
language too.

I don’t usually
speak English at
home. We
speak Oromo,
but at work I
practice my
English. At
school, it is
really helpful
for me. I learn a
lot. I learned
grammar,
vocabulary and
how to write
everything.

When I was in
Ethiopia, we
used to take
English
classes. They
started in 6th
grade. In my
college
experience, I
took my first
class during
my sophomore
year. At home,
we speak
Oromo.

Before I started
college, it was
really hard to
write even at
my work when I
had to mail
something I had
problems but

I don’t have
any experience
before I took
this placement
test. In school,
I never wrote
even in my
own language.

the information
because of
limited
vocabulary.

4. How do
you feel about
writing in
English?

much writing in
class when I
was in lower
grades so there
wasn’t
anything, so it
was tough in
college.
Writing in
It’s terrible. It’s
English is fun
rough and
but then I just
intense. I was
jot down things taking full
and get off
credits but not
topic so I need now because I
to do more
am taking
focused free
writing. I give
writing. Also,
more time to
depends on if
writing class so
the writing is
I am a part-time
done in class
student and
or out of class. probably when I
Timed writing get rid of
causes anxiety. writing I will be
I cannot think
full time
clearly and
student.
rush. I jot
down things
and don’t have
time to go over
everything by
the time is up.
With
homework, I
have a lot of
time so I can
reread and
proofread
But if a paper
if worth a lot
of points, I get
nervous too,
but more
nervous with

now I feel better Not even one
but still I need
page. This is
to learn more.
my first
experience
with writing at
all.

Writing in
English is not
easy. It is really
hard. Learning
to write in
English starting
from how to
write a sentence
to a paragraph
then essay.
Learning
vocabulary is
helpful too. I’m
not comfortable
still but I have
some ideas. I
learn.

I felt bad
before I started
practicing for
the class but
after a month I
could write
something.
Before I
couldn’t write
anything and
now I can. I
think better of
it. The first
month I was
not so sure, but
now I am
feeling better
about it.

timed writing.
I believe I can
do it, but if I
grade myself
from 1 to 10
I’m 6-7. I write
slower
compared to
other people I
guess.

5. How do
you feel about
writing in
your
language?

Doing tasks
out of class
makes me feel
a little bit more
confident and
positive about
that. There is a
big difference
between timed
writing and
home work
outside of
class.
I cannot write
in my native
language. I
came here
when I was 9, I
don’t think
much about it.
I live here now
so I know that
English is the
main language
I use every
day. It is good
to write in my
language but
not essential.
The languages
most used are
more important

Actually, I just
take one class
of my language.
That’s it. We
just speak. We
don’t write that
much. I don’t
write. I don’t
have that much
experience if
with my native
language.

I am very
comfortable
writing in my
native language.
It’s easy for me.

The same.
Writing is
general was
something I
never did.

6. What are
your strengths
as a writer?

7. What are
your
weaknesses?

like Chinese,
Japanese,
English,
Spanish.
I correct my
errors when I
receive
feedback and
avoid making
the same
mistake but
sometimes do
because I am
in a rush. I try
to learn from
those mistakes.
I have a lot of
weaknesses.
My friends
have the same
problem. When
we start to
write, we think
a lot and end
up sitting there
for an half an
hour with
nothing on the
paper. We are
thinking too
much and
don’t know
what to put
down. I did try
several
methods that
you
recommended
like mind
mapping but it
is not me. A lot
of times I
wrote
everything

I can create
ideas and
especially if the
topic is my
interest I can
more than 6-7
pages.

I am very
interested in
learning to
write in
English, and I
am motivated. I
am not fast
learner, but
average learner.

I study and
practice a lot. I
am motivated
to do
homework and
got good
feedback from
my instructors.

Depends on the
topic. That’s my
weakness. If I
get a topic that
is my interest
then I write a
lot but a topic
that is not
interesting I
don’t write a
thing.

My weakness is
that I don’t
practice a lot.
Because of my
busy life, I
don’t have time
to practice a lot.
Spelling is my
weakness when
I write. I have a
lot of spelling
errors.

Brainstorming
to get ideas to
write. Making
a thesis and
punctuation.

8. How has
your writing
changed since
beginning
school?

9. Is there
anything else
you would
like to add?

down in my
head and took
the parts from
there and put
them on a
separate sheet
and rewrote it.
It consumed a
lot of time and
that’s why I
am slower than
the rest of
people. The
method you
taught for
outlining and
organizing is
faster but
somehow it
doesn’t suit
me. Another
weakness is
tense and
aspect.
Because in
school you
learn and get
feedback to
improve and
get more
interested in
the topic. You
practice in a lot
in class and
learn lots of
things. My
grammar and
writing have
both improved.
Teachers
should do more
group work
and different
types of

It has really
changed. At
first I didn’t
even understand
the little things.
But now I
notice
organization
and grammar.

My writing has
really changed
since I started
because I
wasn’t
comfortable
with even
writing a
sentence, but I
now can write a
five paragraph
essay. I have
really improved
a lot.

Before I
couldn’t write
anything. Now
I can write a
little bit. One
paragraph or
two
paragraphs.

No

At this college,
teachers give a
lot of work
instead of
teaching you

Practicing is
good. It makes
you feel better.
I feel better
when I do it.

teaching
method for
students who
have different
learning styles.
Some learn
better in
groups and
faster from
their peers.
Some students
have different
styles of
learning as in
auditory and
kinesthetic.

how to do it.
We have to
write a
paragraph or
journal before
we learn the
small things in a
proper way.
They push us to
do a lot. That is
really good on
the one hand
but we need to
focus on one
thing at a time.

APPENDIX F
Paraphrased Responses to Interview Questions in Part II

Paraphrased Responses to Interview Questions in Part II

Part II
1. How do you
start the writing
process for an
essay?

Hao
It depends on
the type of the
assignment. If I
need to do
research, I
research first
and find a good
topic. If it is an
essay and I have
to answer
questions then I
just brainstorm
jot down
anything that
comes to my
head and slowly
organize it pick
out the
important parts
I need. The rest
I throw away.
Free writing.

Alem
I write drafts
that I keep
writing over
and over to
build on. I am
not that kind of
person who
uses graphic
organizers. I
just write,
erase, write
and erase and
finalize it.

After I pull out
the information,
I write the
second draft
and then if I
have time after I
do everything I
will check if I
have the hook
and a good
conclusion,
reread and
check my
grammar.
2. What types of Just free
My college
writing
writing,
reading class

Rahel
First, I
brainstorm,
collect my
ideas and then
free write what
I know and
organize.

Desta
First, I try to
write my
introduction. I
brainstorm for
that. I take
some ideas and
expand them.

I learned how
to brainstorm,

Outlining. I’m
thinking about

strategies have
you learned
about so far?

3. What writing
strategies do
you use?

4. How do you
decide which
writing strategy
to use when
assigned a
writing task?

outlining, mind
mapping. Free
writing comes
natural and
seems the
others take a lot
more time than
free writing.
N/A

I use free
writing for
everything,
research. I go
online to find
sources first. I
look at the date
or what kind of
source it is and
see if it is an
opinion or fact.
With articles, I
look at the
abstracts decide
if it good
information.
Normally, I
look at the title
first.

gave us plans,
but I didn’t use
any of those.
Graphic
organizers,
annotations,
outlining.
Free write.
That’s how I
write. My free
writing is
almost
consecutive
ideas. I can
erase, add,
edit and I’ll
end up with a
final draft.
That’s my
idea. For me it
is simple.
I write my
draft, edit it,
take my time,
and finalize it.
That’s it. It
works really
good for me.
Give me ideas
and give ideas
to control my
grammar
errors.
This semester I
am doing well,
but last
semester it was
so up and
down. My first
homework in
this class I got
a high grade

then how to
create
introduction
and supporting
statements
using graphic
organizers and
free writing.
Graphic
organizers,
outlining and
free writing

what I am
writing.
Getting ideas,
thinking,
outlining…
how to
organize and
proofread.
I don’t use
outline or
mapping. I use
free writing
and try to pull
ideas out. I
write a draft
and get ideas
from the draft.

Depends. I use
graphic
organizer or
free write.

Only used free
writing

but the next
one was not as
good. I’m ok
now but my
work is not
consistent.
Some of my
assignments
have low
grades. I try to
do standard
writing. I think
I am trying. I
feel ok now.
5. What is your I try to finish
Let’s say I get
plan for
whatever
the assignment
completing
assignment
today, then
writing
comes first
right away I
assignments?
from my classes start the free
but I try to get
writing tonight,
the writing done and write more
first because I
the next day.
know writing
Usually we
takes a long
have 2-3 three
time. That’s
days for the
why I try to get assignment. So
the writing out
I try to use my
of the way. So I time well. I
can check my
write the rough
own work
draft on the
again.
first night then
in the morning
I wake up and
it will be
different, so I
will have more
ideas and at the
end of the day
the assignment
will be done.
6. If you need to I try other
I don’t think I
make changes to method like
will have to
your plan, what outlining but it
make any
do you do?
never works, so changes to the

My plan is to
finish on time
and in a timely
manner.
Drafting,
editing and
preparing the
final

My plan is to
prepare well,
Think of ideas
and try realize
them. If I don’t
have enough
ideas, I ask my
husband.

If I need to
change my
plan for some
reason, I’m

Plan b is to do
another
brainstorm for
other ideas.

7. What steps to
you take to
make sure you
are sticking to
the plan? If you
are not, what do
you do?

I have been
using the same
method of free
writing. So let’s
say the
assignment is
near the due
date I free write
but I cannot
reread and
check my
grammar, so I
try to use Word
on the computer
to check
grammar and
spelling.
I know my
course and try
to stick to the
plan as much as
I can to get a
good grade.
Most of the
time I finish the
work on time
unless there are
work, family
issues, but that
usually doesn’t
happen. I try to
improve.
I keep all my
work in a folder
to remind me I
can do better.
I go to a tutor if
I have time and
how extreme I
need it. If I
can’t go, I try to
do it by myself,
but most of the

plan. I start it
and I like it.
Just free write
edit and
summary.

gonna tell my
teacher.
I’ll do it again
and go to a
tutor when it is
complicated to
get advice.
Maybe change
topic and write
it the right
way.

I’m taking ESL
classes and
there are so
many
assignments
like journal,
timed writing,
and research.
So every day is
different. For
homework, I
do free writing
so that means I
am sticking to
my plan. Just
free write
that’s it that’s
my plan.

I prioritize the
things I need to
do for paper. If
the topic and
that work is
hard, I’m
gonna comfort
myself, ask
advice from
tutor and
teacher. I’m
gonna work
hard to finish
it.

It has never
happened. I get
other resources
and talk to the
instructor.

time it doesn’t
come out like
you want. You
get like 70-80%
but verses if
you go to a
tutor the score
can be higher
but it can
consume a lot
of time. But
sometimes the
tutor has limited
knowledge. I
ask them
questions and
they don’t know
the answer. I
mean they
know about it,
but they don’t
know what to
do especially
the math. I
make an
appointment
with a math
tutor. He had
the course
before but he
couldn’t
remember
exactly, so we
end up spending
a lot of time
looking at
problems and
trying to figure
them out. They
help but the
tutor should be
tested so they
know so they
can really help

8. Is there
anything else
you would like
to add

the student
better verses
going there and
wasting time.
I believe the
students should
have access to
software
programs for
the classes
outside of
school not just
on in school
computers.

I don’t think
No
timed writing
can make a
difference or is
good for
students. It is
not a good
measurement
for students.
Last semester
timed writing
cost me a lot of
money. I had
to withdraw
and lose
money. It is so
intense and
most of the
students cannot
give their best.
The teacher
sees you
writing
intensely and
you can’t
concentrate, so
you don’t pass
and have to do
it again. Even
though I am
better at it
now, I still
don’t like it.

My speaking is
not so good.
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