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                  Abstract

 皿1is study was a比11ow－up to Comwe11and McKay’s1997study measuringWhting

Apprehens1on（WA）at Osaka Jogakum Jun1or Co11ege（OJJC）It has been documented

that㎜t1㎎1san1mpo廿antpa㎡ofthe㎝r㎜ulumatOJJC（Comwe11＆Mc胞y1997，

Comwe11＆McKay1998）Ithasa1sobeenseenthatstudentswithhigh1evelsofwriti㎎

apprehension pe此rm1ess su㏄ess皿1y than those with1ower1evels。（Powe11，1984；

Fran㎞nburg町1991）The main purpose ofthis study was to see ifthe makeup ofpeer

editing groups within a writing class wou1d have any e価ect on either肌。r grades over

thecourseofat㎝一weeksemester Wouldamixedgroupconsistingofbothhigh and1ow

apprehens1ve do better than a gmup cons1st1ng ofonly h1gh apprehens1ve？Thls study，s

resu1ts，a1ong w枇h suggestions｛br血ture research，are presented。

Key words距。up makeup，wr1tmg apPrehenslon，anx1e城quest1onnalre

                          （Received Sep由mber16．1998）

                抄    ．録

 本研究は、1997年のコーンウェルとマッケイの研究に続く、大阪女学院短期大学での

ライティング理解力の測定に関するものである。ライティングの授業は、同学のカリキュ

ラムの重要な部分である（Comwe11＆McKay，1997．1998）。一方、ライティング理解力の

高い学生が、同理解力の低い学生より、成功していないとも言われている（Powe111984，

Frankinburger1991）。本調査の主な目的は、10週間の英作文コースにおいて・ペアによる

作業が、ライティング理解力や成績に少しでも影響を与えるかどうかをみることにある。

グループをつくる折、能力の高い学生と低い学生を組み合わせた方が、高い学生のみのグ

ループより良い結果を生むのであろうか。今後のリサーチヘの提言と共に、調査結果を示

すものである。

キーワード：グループ作り、ライティング理解力、不安、質問紙

（1998年9月16日 受理）
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  This studywas a fo11ow－up t6ComweI1and McKay’s1997study measuh㎎Whti㎎

Apprehension（WA）at Osaka J遠akuin Junior Conege（0JJC）1It has been documented

that wdtingis animpo㎡ant part ofthe cumi㎝1um at OJJC一（Comwen＆McKay1997；

Comwen＆Mc胞y1998）Ithasalsobeenseenthatstudentswithhigh1eve1sofwriting

apprehension pe曲㎜1ess success血11y that those with1ower1eve1s、（Powel，1984；

Frankinburger，1991）The main pu叩。se oft止is study was to see ifthe makeup ofpeer

editing groups within a writing class would have any e価ect on either WAor g＝rades over

thecourseofaten－weeksemester．Would amixedgroupconsistingofbothhighand1ow

apprehensive do better than a group consisting ofon1y high apprehensive？

S11bjects

  The subjects were31irstyearjuniorco11ege students from anintactAcademicWht－

ing c1ass at OJJC，Two students dropped out so the丘na1resu1ts are based on29stu－

dents，At OJJC students are p1aced into c1asses according to their scores on a p1ace－

menttest，so的r the purpose ofthis study，these students can be considered to have the

same Eng1ish pm丘。iency、

M前eria1

  0n both the丘rst and1ast day ofthe semester students were administered a witing

apprehens1on questlonna1re ln Japanese An earller study suggested that the quest1on－

naire tapped危ur sub domains ofa㎜【iety：enjoymθnt ofwriting，se1f－perceptions ofabil－

ity，attitudes的ward eva1ua辻ion，and wiI1ingness to show their work to others．For a de－

tai1ed desc吻ti㎝ofthe questi㎝naire and its deve1opment see Comwe11 and McKay，

1997and Comwe11and McKay，in press．Students were asked to answer26questi㎝s

dea1mg w1th the1r att1tudes toward wntmg The fo11ow1ng5 pomt L1ke廿sca1e was

used：Strong1yA餌ee，Agree，No吐Sure，Disagree，and Strong1y Disa距ee．The sp1it ha1f

reliabi1ity of the irst administ正ation was．74・The肘11rehabihty for七he questionnaire

usi㎎the Spea㎜an－Bro㎜prophecy fo㎜u1a was．851．（Hatch＆Lazaraton，1991）

The split half re1iabi1ity of the second administration was，67with the fu11re1iability

80See table one㎞r a copy ofthe quest1on目1n Eng11sh a1ong w1th a breakdown ofthe

percentage ofstudents that chose each aI1swer m the pre and post quest1onna1re
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TABLE ONE：Questions with percentages for pre and post adminis企rations

SA＝Strong1yAgree；A＝Agree；U＝Uncertain；D＝Disag＝ree；SD＝Strong1y Disagree

             SA    A     U     D     SD

1， I avoid㎞ting．

   pre      O．O0    24．14    10．34    44．83    20，69

   post      O．O0     6．90    13．79    55．17    24，14

2．I have no fear ofmy writingbeing eva1uated．

   pre     O．O0     34，48    6．90     34．48    24．14

   pOst     O．O0     6，90     6．90     58．62    27，59

3．I1ook forward to writing down my ideas．

   pre     1O．34    34．48    17．24    37，93     0．OO

   post     13．79    31．03    24．14    24，14     6，90

4．I am afraid ofwriting essays when I know they wi11be eva1uated．

   pre      3．45    34，48     6．90    41．38    13．79

   post     0－00    17．24    13．79    44．83    24，14

5，Tabng a composition course is a veW舳ghtening expehence．

   pre      O，0      6，90     6．90    48．28    37．93

   post     O．00     3，45     3．45    44．83    48，28

6，Handinginacompositionmakes me fee1good．

   pre      6．90    31．03    27．59    34，48     0．OO

   post     17．24    31．03    27．59    20，69     3，45

7．My mind seems to goblankwhen I startto workon a composition．

   pre      O．OO    17．24    10．34    48．28    24．14

   post      0．OO    1O．34     6190    62．07    20，69

8 Expressmgldeas through wr1tmg seems to be a waste oft1me

   pre      O．OO    O．00     0．O0     27．59    72，41

   post     3，45    0．00     0100     34．48    62．07
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9．I wou1d en〕oy subm1ttmg my wr1tmgto magazmes for eva1uat1on and pub11cat1on

   pre      3．45    17．24    37，9     34，48     6．90

   post      3，45     6．90    51．72    20．69    17．24

10，I likeωwhte myideas down．

   pre      17．24    27．59

   post     24．14    24．14

27．59    24，14     3．45

37．93    10，34     3．45

11．I危e1co1■6dentmmy ab111tyωc1ear1y express my1deas1nwntmg

   pre      O．O0     6．90    17．24    41．38    34．48

   post      O．O0    10．34    44．83    27．59    17．24

12．I1ike to have my fhends read what I have whtten．

   pre      3．45    20．69    24．14    41．38

   post      O．O0    24．14    41．38    31．03

10，34

3．45

13．I’m newous about w㎡ting．

   pre      6．90    27．59

   pOst      6．90    20．69

17．24    27．59    20，69

6．90    48．28    17．24

14．Peop1e seem to e向。y what I write．

   pre      0．O0     6．90    62．07

   post      O．OO     O．O0    82，76

17．24    13．79

13，79     3．45

15． I enjoy“ndting－

   pre      20．69

   pOst     27．59

34．48

31．03

27．59    13，79     3．45

27．59    10，34     3，45

16，I never seemto1〕e ab1e to c1ear1ywrite downmyideas．

   pre      O．O0    48．28    20．69    27．59

   post     O．O0    27．59    31．03    34．48

3，45

6，90

17，Whtingis a1otoffun．

   pre     20．69    34．48

   po昌t     17．24    48．28

20．69    20，69     3．45

24，14     6，90     3．45
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18．I expect to do poorly in composition classes even be的re I enter them．

   pre      6．90    31．03    37．93    24，14     0．OO

   post     O．OO    17．24    48．28    27，59     6．90

19．I1ike seeing my thoughts on paper．

   pre      6一．90    41．38    31．03    13，79    6．90

   post      6．90    55．17    20．69    13，79     3．45

20 D1scussmgmywntmgw1th others1s an enJoyab1e expenence

   pre      6．90    37．93    37．93    13，79     3．45

   post      3．45    51．72    31．03    10，34     3．45

21．I have a tenib1e time organizing my ideas in a composition course．

   pre      1O．34    48．28    27．59    13，79     0，OO

   post     6．90    41，38     6．90    31．03    13．79

22，When I hand in a composition I kmw I’m going to do poorly．

   pre      6．90    20．69    41．37    24，14     6．90

   post     3．45    10．34    48．28    31，03     6．90

23．It，s easyformyto wdte good compositions．

   pre      3，45     0．OO     O．O0    55．17    41．38

   post     0．O0     3．45    10．34    65．52    20．69

24．I don，t thiIlk I w枇e as we11as most other peop1e．

   pre     17．24    31．03    34．48    17，24     0．OO

   post     6．90    27．59    55．17    10，34     0．00

25．I don’t1ike my compositions to be eva1uated．

   pre      O．O0    24．14    13．79    44．83    17．24

   post      O．O0     6．90    13．79    48．28    31．03

26．I’m m good atwriting．

   pre     27．59    27．59    24．14    20，69     0．OO

   post     0，O0    34．48    31．03    31，03     3．45

Note：The Japanese version ofthe questionnaire is avai1able by contacting the author

atOJJCorcomwe11＠wilmina，ac．jP
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  The questionnaire a1so asked students to蝸te the1eve1oftheir writing experience in

high schoo1．Studθnts rated their experience writing oI1the sentence，paragraph，and

essay1eve1A h1gh schoo1exper1en㏄score was ca1cu1atθd ran読ng缶。m a1ow of3to a

h1gh of12See table two for a copy of the quest1ons m理ng11sh aloI1g wlth descrlpt1ve

StatiStiCS and舟equenCieS．

TABLE TWO High school witing experience questions and statistics

Inh1gh schoo1howmuchw1tmg exper1ence d1dyouhave w1ththe fono㎜ng

                a lot some not much a1mostmne

Sentences       4     3       2         ユ

Paragraphs     4    3      2        1

Essays          4      3       2          1

Descriptive Statistics

mean  Std Dev  Min  Max

High昌。hoo1

Wr1t1ngExper1㎝ce 6，23      2，17     3．OO   12．00

Frequencies ofResponse

Value   Frequency

  3       4

  4       2

  5       5

  6      9

  7       3

  8       3

  9       3

 10      1

 11      0

 12      1

Tbta1     31

Percentage

   12．9

   6，5

   16，1

   29．0

   9．7

   9．7

   9．7

   3．2

   0．0

   3．2

100，O
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Proced11re

  Based on the scores from the丘rst administration ofthe questiomaire，students were

p1aced mto e1ght groups offour（one group had three㎜embers）Group s1ze was deter－

mined subjective1y by the teacher who fe1t that four was the optima1sma11 group size

for a writing class．Fo11owing Da1y and Mi11er（1975）high apprehensive and low appre－

hensive were deined as being one standard deviation above or below the mean．There

were6students who were considered to be high apprehensive and6students who were

cons1dered to be1ow apprehens1ve See tab1e three for descr1pt1ve stat1st1cs and pre

and post writing apPrehension scores．

TABL11】THRE11：Bas1c Descr1pt1ve Stat1stlcs＆Pre and Post WA scores11sted by g＝roup－

ing

                  N   Mean  Std．Dev． Min  Max

PRE－Wa      29 76．20689 12．33572 48．O0 95．OO

POST－WA       29  70．31035  11．16469  43，O0  90．OO

CHANG11】IN Wへ  29  －5．89655 10．58417 －29．00 16．OO

FINAL GRADE   29  79．55173  6．47294  61．00 86．OO

Group   Pre

 1＊    60

 1＊    63

 1＊    54

 1＊    53

  2    68

  2     72

  2    67

  2    72

  3    79

  3    77

  3    77

  3    74

  4    84

  4    81

  4     83

 5＊    64

Post

57

β5

70

67

71

63

62

57

72

78

77

70

81

77

64

61

Fina1Grade

    70

    86

    82

    77

    71

    81

    84

    85

    82

    81

    80

    81

    85

    61

    84

    81

change

  －3

    2

   16

   14

    3

  －9

  －5

－15

  －7

    1

    0

  －4

  －3

  －4

 －19

  －3
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5＊

5＊

5＊

6

6

6

6

7

7

8＊

8＊

8＊

8＊

95

48

92

80

81

79

79

85

86

88

90

88

91

66      83

43      66

83       85

76      82

67      83

50      84

82      84

63      82

89      68

90      80

81       73

82      81

75      85

一29

－5

－9

－4

－14

－29

  3

－22

  3

  2

－9

－6

－16

＊＝treatment groups（1＝Low，5＝Mked，8＝High）

  Three treatment距。ups were created：one comprised ofhigh apprehensive（HA），one

compnsed of1ow apprehens1ve（LA），and one compr1sed of m1xed apprehens1ve（MA），

i．e．1ow and high apprehensive．Students were randomly assig11ed to these three gI－oups

based on the1r scores The rest ofthe students were ass1gned to groups whlch sewed as

acontro1．GmpMembersdidmt㎞owtheywere駅。upeda㏄ordi㎎towritingappre－

hension，Groups worked together on peer editing assignments and any other距。up

work such as pre－wdting assig皿ments，group essay writing，and other読。up assi餌一

mentS．

Ama1ysis

  As mentioned earlier，on the1ast day ofthe semester students were again given the

Wへquestionnaire．The scores ofthe pre and post questionnaires were ana1yzed using a

repea加d measures ana1ysis of variance（ANOVへ）．See Tab1e的ur．An initial ANOW

showed that there was a signiicant di脆reme between the groups．Since an ANOVA

can on1y show if there are signiicant di揃erences，but not where they are1ocated，a

Sche脆I〕ost hoc test was mn．Sche価e was chosgn since it is a consewative test which is

un1ike1y to false1y reject the nun hypothesis．（Hatch＆Lazaraton，1991，P．354）It

showed one signi丘。ant interaction p＞．04between treatment距。up1（LA）and treat－

ment gmup8（HA）and the irst administration of the㎜questionnaire．The other

groups did not have any signi行。ant interactions．
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TABLE FOUR Repeated measures AN0“of8groups（HA，N＝4；LA，N＝4；Mixed，

N＝4，＆Control，N＝17）STATISTICAsummaW ofa11e脆。ts，E価ect1＝Group，2＝Time

         df    MS     df

E脆。t  E脆。t     1≡】脆。t     Error

  1     7     414．3218    21

  21381．006021
 1＊2     7     93．9130     21

  MS

Emor   F  p－leve1
144．3016   2．871222   ．0286996

59．7778   6．373705   ．0197001

59．7778    1．571035   ．1986540

  In addition to theANOVAmeasuring the e脆。t oftreatment group（HA，LA，Mixed），

a secondANOWwas computed on combined groups with the same membership，i．e．all

HA，n＝6；a11LA，n＝6；and a11Contro1groups，n＝17．See Tab1e Five．Whi1e this ANOVへ

。ould not show the e血ect of距。up make up（High versus Low versus Mixed）it cou1d

prov1de ms1ght1n㎞any d1㎜eren㏄s between HAs，LAs，and the contro1over t1me The

post hoc tests showed several slgn1丘。an土1nteract1ons LA and the Contml d1価ered slg－

n1五。ant1y on the pre＿quest1onna1re but not the post LA and HA d1他red s1g皿1icant1y

on both the pre and post－questionnaire．There were no signi丘。ant di脆rences between

HA and the contro1group for either the pre or post questionnaire．

TABLE FlVE Repeated measuresANOWof3groups（HA，N＝6，LA，N＝6，＆Control，N

＝17）STATISTICAsummaW ofa11e価ects；E脆。t1：Group；2＝Time

         df    MS     df

l≡】脆。t  E脆。t     E脆。t     Error

  1      2     2023．994     26

  21195．79626
 1＊22206．71026

  MS

E㎜or   F   p－1eve1

72．40762   27．95278   ．0000003

57．66553   3．39537    ．0768110

57．66553   3．58464   ．0421779

  Fina11y，co皿e1ations were mn between the WA questionnaire scores and the stu－

dents’inal scores－Taken as an entire c1ass there were no signi丘。ant co皿e1ations be－

tween the WA scores and the ina1scores．However，1ooking at individua1距。upings

there were some in止eresting resu1ts．The HAs pre WA and post WA scores were nega－

tive1y corre1ated at一、838signiicant at pく．051

Diso皿ssiom

  Before startmg the d1scuss1on，1t1s lmpo此an“o mte severa1sho血。mmgs th1s study

has．The samp1e size was ve町sma11 therefore any e価ect wou1d have to be veW1arge to

appear．0n1y㎝岬㎝pcou1dbefo㎜e舳reachtreatment（high，1ow，mixed）andeach

距。up cou1d on1y have4members．In addition，one of the contro1駅。ups sta㎡ed with
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three members but ended w舳two members a允er a student dropped out due to atteIi－

dance pmb1ems．Giventhe sma11samp1e size drawnfrom an intactc1ass，no genera1iza－

tions to a larger popu1ation can be made．Furtbermore，from time to time酊。up mem－

bers were absent necessitating an o㏄asiona1combining ofgroups．

  Additional comments aboutthe desi騨shou1d examine the possibility ofa teacher ef－

fect．A1though the researcher and the teacher were the same，a此er making the餌。ups，

group membership was not referred back to unti1the semester was over．This shou1d

1essen the possibility ofa teacher e価ect．Another comment re1ated to the teacher is that

tbe teacher assigned the students’ina1駅ade．The ina1grade is made up of students，

composition酊ades p1us their c1ass work grades．Since it was not possib1e to get other

raters to rate the students’work，it is not possib1e to repo村the reliabi1ity of the stu－

dentS，ina1gradeS．

  A ina1subjective obse岬ation is that the1ow apprehensive group had some1ow

achievers，not in侮rms oftheir駆ade，but in terms of曲eir a批itude toward the cIass；in

other words，it had students who did not a1ways prepare for c1ass or who were o此en ab－

sent．This cou1d have a価ected their performance．It is di脆。u1“o say whether or not the

student’s HA was the reason for their1ow achievementl However，it has been pointed

out that somet1mes students are mls1abe1ed as md1冊erent when m reallty the1r actlons

are due to anxiety（Horwitz，Horwitz，＆Cope，1986）．

  Withthe above sho武。omings in mind，whatcanwe1eam舟。mthis study？Itis inter－

esting to note that whi1e most groups apprehension1eve1dropped（dec1ines ranged

舟。m2．5to11．5），the LAs’1evel rose7．0points．The mixed距。up at士ained the1argest

apprehension1eveI drop with a fa11of11．5and the high apprehensive leve1dropped

7．25一（See Figlユre One）一
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 Why did the1ow groups’apprehension rise？To丘nd out we would need to ta1k to the

students．0ne mig趾think that perhaps the members had fa1se con舳en㏄based on

the1r prlor wr1tmg exper1emes However，the h1gh schoo1wrlt1ng exper1ence scores d1d

mt correlate si胆i伍。ant1y with either WAor Fina1scores．Maybe，when actua11y writ－

ing they realized that academic writing is more cha11enging than they origina11y

thought．A1so，two of the1owest scores had the1arge increases；perhaps their origina1

scores were incorrect．One of the LA s七udents changed her opinion on what the re－

searcher1abeled“enjoyment ofwritingl，’She went from saying she enjoyed writing to

saying she wasn’t sure．The other LA students，opinion changed in the area of“showing

her writing to others”and in her“om opinion ofher writing一’’She went from a positive

attitude tO a negatiVe One．

  Some students’WAleve1s changed drastica11y between the pre and post administra－

tions．Whi1e most餌。ups’standard deviations ranged from below1to a1itt1e over5，the

mixed group’s was22，6480n the pre and！6，4600n the post．This is to be expected since

it is a餌。up comprised ofhigh and1ow scores，However，one ofthe members dropped29

points from a pre WAscore of95to one of66．One ofthe contro1駅。ups a1so had a mem－

ber whose score fe11drastica11y from85to63，a drop of22points，Fina11y，one ofthe1ow

apprehensive scores rose血。m54to70，an increase of16points－Given the size ofthe

study，these three1arge，extreme changes probab1y a舐ected the resu1ts，

  The secondANOWseems to indicate that some shi丑ing in apprehension1eve1s is oc－

cu皿ing．This is counter to Spie1berger’s persistent trait anxiety which shou1d not

change．（1983）Neve武he1ess，the Contro1町。up and the Low groups’post scores appear

to move together；hence，no sig皿iicant ai拙erence was危und in the post scores－The

same thingis happeningto the high group；however，whi1e it moves c1ose emugh to the

Contm1group to remove any signi丘。ant di脆rence between the two，it sti11is signi丘一

。ant1y di価erent血。m the HAs．

C011c1皿si011s

  This study was done to see if酊。up makeup wou1d have any e脆。t on WA or丘na1

scores．The resu1ts of this study indicate that group makeup does not appear to change

WA or ina1scores．However，scores do change．This can be seen by the tendency for

LA，s WAscores to mcrease However，these resu1ts are not genera11zab1e g1ven the sam－

ple size and other prob1ems mentioned ear1ier．

  This study’s va1ue1ies more in the questions it raises，rather than the answers it pro－

vides．And，it does raise some interesting questions．Why did the LAs leve1ofapprehen－

sion rise？Why were the HAs pre and post scores negative1y corre1ated？Why did most

WA scores drop？Is there a conn㏄tion between low achievement，i－e－poor attendance／

一203一



大阪女学院短期大学紀要第28号（1998）

1ack ofpreparation，and high apprehension？Does one cause the other？Or are they co－

incidental？

  This study shou1d be rep1icated with1arger samp1es to try and answer some ofthese

quest1ons Fu武he㎜ore，smce g students’舳1eve1（some fmm each apprehens1㎝

1evel）changed more than one standard dewat1on w1th no clear exp1anat1on asωwhy，a

qua1itative component shou1d be added to any future studies to get students’0pinions

about why such a change o㏄u皿ed．
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