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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this multiple case study was to explore the impact of a homeschooling context on
the formation of writing self-efficacy among adolescent students. The formation of self-efficacy
beliefs was defined according to Bandura’s four theoretical sources: mastery experiences,
vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and physiological state. Thus, this study sought to
investigate the following central question: What impact does a homeschooling context have on
the formation of writing self-efficacy among adolescent students? And its related sub-questions:
How are Bandura’s theoretical sources of self-efficacy evidenced in the formation of
homeschooled adolescents’ writing self-efficacy? How do the instructional practices of
homeschooling parents impact the formation of adolescent writing self-efficacy? The
participants were comprised of eight homeschooled adolescents (ages 13–17) and their parent
instructors, and data were collected through self-efficacy scales, instructional surveys, journals,
documents, photo elicitation, and interviews. Analysis of the data found evidence of all four
sources of self-efficacy present in the formation of writing self-efficacy among the
homeschoolers included in the study, with the participants assigning the greatest weight to
mastery experiences and social persuasion, respectively. In addition, three themes that appeared
to impact self-efficacy formation emerged from the instructional practices described by the
parents: They customized their instruction by altering the curriculum and offering choices in
writing, delivered guidance through modeling and feedback, and fostered resilience by
intervening in crises and celebrating progress.
Keywords: writing self-efficacy, sources of self-efficacy, homeschooling, writing
instruction, adolescent writers
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Overview
Chapter One offers an introduction to this multiple case study exploring the impact of
homeschooling on the formation of self-efficacy beliefs among adolescent writers (ages 13–18).
It provides the background for the study and explains the researcher’s philosophical assumptions
and paradigms. The phenomenon of interest is introduced in the problem statement, followed by
the purpose statement for the study. Arguments for the significance of this study are presented
and the research questions guiding the study are introduced. The chapter closes with the
definitions of key terms relevant to this study.
Background
This study is set amidst the theoretical context of self-efficacy, the historical context of
academic self-efficacy, and the social context of homeschooling. To date, most studies in
academic self-efficacy have consisted of decontextualized quantitative studies; therefore, this
qualitative examination of the contextual impact upon the formation of writing self-efficacy
beliefs is timely and contributes to the broader field of self-efficacy research.
Theoretical Context
The construct of self-efficacy originated with Bandura (1977) and became a key
component of his social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986). In his seminal work on self-efficacy,
Bandura (1997) defined self-efficacy as a belief in one’s own capabilities to accomplish a task
successfully and posited that these beliefs impact a person’s actions—motivation, perseverance,
and resilience—when undertaking various tasks. He also postulated that there are four sources
from which people form their self-efficacy beliefs: their performance accomplishments (mastery
experiences), their observation of others (vicarious experiences), feedback received from others
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(social persuasion), and their physical and emotional responses when facing a task (physiological
state). A major tenet of this theory argues that self-efficacy beliefs are domain-specific and
differ from global measures of self in that one may hold high self-efficacy beliefs in one area
while harboring low self-efficacy beliefs in another. Based on these theoretical propositions of
self-efficacy beliefs as promoted by Bandura, this study narrows the domain of analysis to
academic self-efficacy and specifically to writing self-efficacy. This study also adopts
Bandura’s four theoretical sources of self-efficacy as the conduit with which to evaluate how
self-efficacy is formed among adolescent writers.
Historical Context
Since Bandura’s introduction of self-efficacy theory in 1977, researchers have used his
theory to understand academic motivation and achievement. In fact, in his 1997 book, Bandura
dedicated a whole section to students’ cognitive self-efficacy and asserted that “perceived
efficacy beliefs contribute independently to intellectual performance rather than simply reflecting
cognitive skills” (p. 214). This assertion has been corroborated by subsequent research. For
instance, in their meta-analysis of longitudinal studies examining self-beliefs (including selfefficacy) related to academic achievement, Valentine, DuBois, and Cooper (2004) concluded that
there was a small but positive effect of self-beliefs on achievement when controlling for initial
levels of achievement. More recently, Klassen and Usher (2010) concluded in their review of
self-efficacy studies, “Researchers have established that self-efficacy is an excellent predicator of
academic motivation and achievement” (p. 5). Academic self-efficacy continues to be a
construct of interest to researchers with conclusions similar to those originally postulated by
Bandura (see, for example, Dixson, Worrell, Olszewski-Kubilius, & Subotnik, 2016; Jansen,
Scherer, & Schroeders, 2015; Phan, 2012a).
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Self-efficacy studies that have narrowed their examination to the domain of writing have
found similar correlations. Two of the seminal publications on writing self-efficacy are
Klassen’s (2002) review of the role of self-efficacy beliefs among early adolescent writers and
Pajares’ (2003) synthesis of the literature on self-efficacy beliefs, motivation, and achievement in
writing; both syntheses concluded that self-efficacy beliefs made independent contributions to
writing achievement. In the most recent review of literature on writing self-efficacy, Bruning
and Kauffman (2016) based their argument for greater attention to writing self-efficacy in
writing instruction on their conclusions that writing self-efficacy is positively correlated to
writing performance.
With the relationship between academic self-efficacy and academic achievement firmly
established, research interests have begun shifting towards an identification of the sources of
these self-efficacy beliefs using Bandura’s four theoretical sources: mastery experiences,
vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and physiological state. In this emerging field of
research, most studies have focused on the academic domains of math or science and have used a
quantitative approach (Ahn, Usher, Butz, & Bong, 2016; Arslan, 2013; Britner & Pajares, 2006;
Butz & Usher, 2015; Chen & Usher, 2013; Joët, Usher, & Bressoux, 2011; Kiran & Sungur,
2012; Phan 2012a, 2012c; Phan & Ngu, 2016; see Appendix B). In general, findings support
Bandura’s hypothesis that all four sources serve as antecedents for self-efficacy development and
that mastery experiences exert the greatest influence on self-efficacy beliefs.
Practical ways to bolster writing self-efficacy, however, remain more grounded in a
theoretical realm than an empirical one. For instance, in their treatise on self-efficacy beliefs and
writing instruction, Pajares and Valiante (2006) argued that writing self-efficacy may be fostered
by individualized instruction and non-competitive environments:
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When classroom structures are individualized and instruction is tailored to students’
academic capabilities, social comparisons are minimized, and students are more likely to
gauge their academic progress according to their own standards rather than compare it to
the progress of their classmates. . . . Individualized structures that lower the competitive
orientation of a classroom and school are more likely than traditional, competitive
structures to increase self-efficacy and academic motivation. (p. 167)
These ideas have been examined in relation to writing instruction and strategies tailored to help
individual writers (e.g., Borg & Deane, 2011; Graham, Harris, & Santangelo, 2015) but they
have not been examined through the lens of their impact on the formation of self-efficacy beliefs.
Student autonomy is another theoretical way to bolster student self-efficacy, posited by
Bandura (1997):
The more strongly their belief in their efficacy to teach themselves, the more [students]
get involved in extracurricular self-instructional pursuits. With ready access to prime
instruction on the Internet, self-regulated learning outside the confines of the school will
play an increasingly influential role in the educational development of students. The
interplay of self-instruction and school-based instruction clearly warrants increased study.
(pp. 233–234)
Again, however, this hypothesis remains untested. Instead, most studies on the sources of selfefficacy are decontextualized studies that use Likert scales with a limited number of selections to
identify the sources of student self-efficacy, despite Bandura’s (1997) acknowledgement that
examining self-efficacy development through “a few preselected factors” (p. 85) is less than
ideal. Joining their voices to Bandura’s caveat are several researchers who have argued that
context and culture play a role in the formation of self-efficacy beliefs (Ahn et al., 2016; Joët et
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al., 2011; Pajares, 2007a) and have urged researchers to attend to contexts in which self-efficacy
develops. Therefore, this study adopts a qualitative approach to examine the formation of selfefficacy beliefs in the social context of homeschooling, which is often characterized by these
theoretical contexts that bolster self-efficacy such as individualized instruction, student
autonomy, and non-competitive environments.
Social Context
Homeschoolers number nearly two million students in the U.S. (National Center for
Educational Statistics [NCES], 2014) and are an ideal population to test self-efficacy theories for
the following reasons: Although homeschools range broadly in style from traditional schools at
home to radical unschools (Murphy, 2012), they often share contextual characteristics theorized
to build self-efficacy such as individualized instruction (Anthony & Burroughs, 2012; Pannone,
2014), student autonomy (Bell, Kaplan, & Thurman, 2016; Hanna, 2012), and a non-competitive
environment. In addition, students from a homeschooling environment are typically taught by
the same parent for multiple years (Ray, 2010); this continuity of instruction allows the
researcher to more closely focus on the specific contextual factors that impact student selfefficacy beliefs.
In a comprehensive review of homeschooling research, Murphy (2012) noted that few
studies examined specific instructional practices. Of the instructional methods that have been
researched, most studies focus on reading methodologies (Murphy, 2012). Wooten (2014) is one
of the few scholars who has tackled writing instruction among homeschoolers, but even she
called for more in-depth studies to follow up her broad overview of homeschool writing curricula
and parent instructional practices.
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Thus, this study seeks to examine the impact of a homeschooling context (such as
individualized instruction, student autonomy, and a non-competitive environment) on the
formation of self-efficacy beliefs among adolescent writers. Because most of the research into
the formation of self-efficacy is limited by its quantitative nature, this qualitative study offers an
in-depth examination of writing self-efficacy and the contextual elements that impact its
formation. This knowledge can assist parent instructors as well as writing teachers in traditional
schools as they seek to strengthen their students’ writing self-efficacy. This study also extends
self-efficacy research into the relatively untapped population of adolescent homeschoolers and
expands the knowledge of homeschool instructional contexts.
Situation of Self
Qualitative research acknowledges the impact of the researcher’s axiology on a study by
making explicit the philosophical assumptions and paradigms to which the researcher ascribes
(Creswell, 2013). Therefore, I would be remiss to ignore the impact of my Christian faith upon
this study. My ontological beliefs center on God as the author of absolute truth and of a single
reality. This worldview may seem incongruous with qualitative inquiry’s tenets of subjective
truth and multiple realities (Creswell, 2013). However, qualitative elements are found in
Christianity—in the four perspectives of the same phenomenon offered in the gospels and in the
observations of the Apostle Paul regarding knowledge limited by an earthly perspective
(I Corinthians 13:12). Thus, although I do not hold to a belief in multiple realities, I do believe
that a phenomenon is best understood from multiple viewpoints and that, from an
epistemological standpoint, the researcher must interact closely with participants to represent
their voices.
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In light of my philosophical assumptions, I have approached this study from a
postpositivist paradigm in which I “view inquiry as a series of logically related steps, believe in
multiple perspectives from participants. . . , and espouse rigorous methods of qualitative data
collection and analysis” (Creswell, 2013, p. 24). Postpositivism is visible in a multiple case
study approach through the use of multiple data collection methods, a computer program to assist
with analysis, and a structured report that resembles a quantitative study, including separate
sections for the problem, research questions, data collection, findings, and conclusion (Creswell,
2013).
Regarding my professional training, I come to this study as a trained English teacher for
grades 6–12. I spent the first six years of my career teaching English at two different private
schools; for the past seven years I have homeschooled my own children and volunteered in
various teaching capacities. When I began homeschooling, I adopted a traditional approach to
teaching using an all-in-one curriculum, but as I came to understand my children’s learning
styles and interests, I gravitated towards a more eclectic approach, in which I researched and
selected various curricula for the core subjects and facilitated my children’s interests in science,
history, art, and music.
Throughout my teaching career, writing instruction has fascinated me. Like many
English teachers, my preservice training focused on the teaching of literature rather than writing
pedagogy (Morgan & Pytash, 2014). When I encountered various writers in an actual classroom,
I wrestled with how to teach the complex skill of writing effectively. Now within the
homeschooling world, I wonder how parent educators, some with no training in pedagogy,
approach writing instruction and how their students fare in the process. Because writing self-
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efficacy has been consistently linked with writing proficiency, I am deeply interested in the
formation of writing self-efficacy within a homeschooling context.
Problem Statement
Writing well is a struggle for the majority of American students (NCES, 2012), and
teaching writing is a challenging task for a majority of educators (Bruning & Kauffman, 2016;
Gilbert & Graham, 2010; Graham, Capizzi, Harris, Hebert, & Morphy, 2014; Oleson & Hora,
2014; Wooten, 2014). Researchers have turned to the field of writing self-efficacy to help
understand how writing skills are developed and how writing confidence may be bolstered.
According to Pajares’ (2003) synthesis of studies on writing self-efficacy, there is a historic
foundation in the literature correlating self-efficacy to writing proficiency. In a later study of
writing self-efficacy among 1258 students, Pajares (2007b) concluded that “self-efficacy beliefs
and writing competence work in tandem, and improving one requires improving the other” (p.
246). Bruning and Kauffman (2016) have continued this refrain, urging educators to focus on
bolstering the writing self-efficacy of their students to improve writing outcomes.
Bandura’s (1997) four theoretical sources of self-efficacy (mastery experiences, vicarious
experiences, social feedback, and physiological state) are useful constructs to assist in
understanding how these writing self-efficacy beliefs develop. Bandura’s sources have been
investigated in various academic domains, including math (Ahn et al., 2016; Butz & Usher,
2015; Joët et al., 2011; Phan, 2012c; Usher, 2009; Usher & Pajares, 2009), science (Britner &
Pajares, 2006; Chen & Usher, 2013; Kiran & Sungur, 2012; Phan, 2012a), reading (Butz &
Usher, 2015), writing (Pajares, Johnson, & Usher, 2007), and French (Joët et al., 2011).
However, despite Bandura’s admonition that the sources of self-efficacy involve complex
processes that do not lend themselves easily to simple surveys, most of these investigations into
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the sources of self-efficacy have utilized a quantitative approach in which students make Likertscale selections on statements regarding the formation of their self-efficacy. Furthermore, these
quantitative studies have decontextualized the development of self-efficacy, leading researchers
to urge that more attention be given to the context in which self-efficacy is developed (Ahn et al.,
2016; Joët et al., 2011).
In conclusion, few studies provide in-depth understanding of the context in which writing
self-efficacy is developed. Homeschooling, however, offers a unique setting in which to
examine the formation of self-efficacy beliefs. Continuity of instruction (Ray, 2010) allows the
researcher to focus on theoretical ways to bolster self-efficacy, including such elements as
individualized instruction (Pajares & Valiante, 2006) student autonomy (Bandura, 1997), and a
non-competitive learning environment (Pajares & Valiante, 2006). This study of the sources of
writing self-efficacy among homeschooling adolescents, then, addresses the problems stated
above by probing the sources of writing self-efficacy in a qualitative manner within the unique
context of a homeschool environment.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this multiple case study is to explore the impact of a homeschooling
context on the formation of writing self-efficacy among adolescent students (ages 13–18). The
formation of self-efficacy beliefs is defined according to Bandura’s (1997) four theoretical
sources: mastery experiences (personal performance successes), vicarious experiences
(observations of others), social persuasion (feedback from others), and physiological state
(physical and/or emotional response to a task).
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Significance of the Study
By utilizing qualitative inquiry to investigate the sources of writing self-efficacy,
especially the contextual influences within a homeschool setting, this study fills several gaps in
the literature and holds empirical, theoretical, and practical significance. First, it contributes to a
gap in the literature by offering a qualitative examination of self-efficacy. In their review of
academic self-efficacy studies from 2000-2009, Klassen and Usher (2010) noted that only 10%
of the studies were qualitative. This same underrepresentation of qualitative inquiry holds true
among studies published since 2006 that investigate the sources of self-efficacy for K–12
students (see Appendix B). Experts in the field have called for qualitative investigations to
complement the findings emerging from quantitative studies regarding the sources of academic
self-efficacy (Butz & Usher, 2015; Usher, 2009; Usher & Pajares, 2008), and this study answers
that call in part.
Second, this study fills a gap in the literature by focusing on the sources of self-efficacy,
one of five areas in self-efficacy research that Klassen and Usher (2010) identified as “hold[ing]
great promise to deepen our understanding of human behavior in educational settings” (p. 20).
The sources of writing self-efficacy, in particular, are an overlooked area of academic selfefficacy, as most studies focus on science or math (see Appendix B). Other than the Pajares,
Johnson, et al. (2007) investigation into the sources of writing self-efficacy, no other published
articles have specifically examined the sources of writing self-efficacy among native English
speakers, and none have done so qualitatively, leading Bruning and Kauffman (2016) to urge,
“Knowledge about writing self-efficacy must be extended further. For example, there is need for
fine-grained analyses of how contextual factors and the linguistic, cognitive, and metacognitive
challenges writers encounter affect writing self-efficacy” (pp. 160–161). Similar to Usher’s
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(2009) qualitative investigation into the antecedents of science self-efficacy, this study allows
students to identify the sources of their writing self-efficacy in their own words.
Third, this study answers the call to consider contextual influences when examining the
formation of self-efficacy (Joët et al., 2011; Kiran & Sungur, 2012). Most self-efficacy research
is decontextualized and does not consider teacher influence or classroom dynamics (Bruning &
Kauffman, 2016; Klassen & Usher, 2010). As Bruning and Kauffman (2016) noted, there is a
need for studies that examine the specific context in which self-efficacy beliefs are formed:
We need to deploy a new generation of process-focused research approaches for studying
writing self-efficacy to learn more about how specific variations in writing contexts (e.g.,
in levels of peer interaction, availably of writing resources) can help us not only develop
writers who are more skilled, but who see themselves as confident and capable writers.
(p. 169)
By investigating the context in which writing self-efficacy is formed among homeschooled
adolescents, such as individualized instruction, student autonomy, and a non-competitive
environment, this study addresses this gap.
Finally, a close examination of the instructional practices that form the context in which
writing self-efficacy among homeschoolers is developed addresses a gap in the emerging field of
homeschool research. In his review of the homeschooling literature, Murphy (2012) stated, “A
few scholars have explored the specific teaching methods employed in homeschools. . . . By and
large, however, the research cupboard is fairly bare” (p. 109). One of those few researchers was
Huber (2002), whose study of homeschool writing instruction noted the significant impact of
context upon writing development: “Homeschool living and learning choices deeply impact how
parent-educators structure writing experiences and children-students manage their composing
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processes” (p. 336). Another of those researchers was Bell (2013), whose research regarding the
instructional practices of homeschooling families complemented Huber’s conclusion and urged
future researchers to examine how students experienced the various motivational climates
created by homeschooling. Therefore, this study addresses yet another gap in the literature by
examining the specific homeschool instructional practices related to the teaching of writing.
This study also offers practical significance to the participants and to teachers of writing.
Writing proficiency has been consistently linked with a writer’s self-efficacy beliefs; therefore,
the more parents can understand their student’s own writing self-efficacy beliefs and how to
bolster them, the greater chance they have to improve their student’s writing skills, a worthwhile
endeavor since good writing skills are valued both in business and higher academics (National
Commission on Writing, 2004, 2005, 2006; Shanahan, 2015). To teachers of writing outside the
homeschooling realm, this study offers an opportunity to test the impact of contextual variables.
New and more advanced writing requirements introduced by the Common Core State Standards
have placed extra pressure on teachers to produce proficient writers (Graham, Harris, et al.,
2015; Shanahan, 2015); therefore, gaining a greater understanding of how self-efficacy is shaped
according to Bandura’s (1997) theorized sources can help all teachers engage in practices that
will bolster student self-efficacy within the writing domain. In particular, it offers additional
insight into the formation of writing self-efficacy that may be useful to those who create writing
interventions for students on an individual basis (Butz & Usher, 2015). In summary, by
addressing multiple gaps in the literature, this study contributes theoretical, empirical, and
practical value to the field of self-efficacy, to the participants in this study, and to teachers of
writing.
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Research Questions
The following research questions will be used to guide this study:
Central Question (CQ)
What impact does a homeschooling context have on the formation of writing self-efficacy
among adolescent students? The central question of this study utilizes Bandura’s (1997)
theorized sources of self-efficacy (mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion,
and physiological state) to examine how self-efficacy is formed within a homeschooling context.
Because Bandura repeatedly emphasized the domain-specific nature of self-efficacy, an
examination of the sources of this construct will be limited to the domain of writing and will
build on earlier studies of writing self-efficacy, in particular the quantitative work by Pajares and
colleagues (1994, 1996, 1997, 1999, 2001, 2006, 2007b). It also draws from the foundation laid
by Usher and colleagues investigating the sources of academic self-efficacy (see Appendix B).
By including an investigation of the context in which these beliefs are formed, this study
incorporates the recommendations of several experts in the field (Ahn et al., 2016; Bruning &
Kauffman, 2016; Joët et al., 2011; Kiran & Sungur, 2012; Klassen & Usher, 2010).
Sub-Questions (SQ)
The following sub-questions outline the probes that will be used to examine the sources
of writing self-efficacy and the context in which they developed as indicated in the central
question.
SQ1. How are Bandura’s theoretical sources of self-efficacy evidenced in the formation
of homeschooled adolescents’ writing self-efficacy?
Bandura (1997) identified four sources that contribute to self-efficacy beliefs: mastery
experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and physiological state. According to
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Bandura, mastery of a challenging task is the most influential way to build one’s confidence and
persistence during future endeavors. This sub-question investigates how homeschool students
define and describe mastery in a setting where grades are often arbitrary (Binz, 2012). Bandura
also theorized that vicarious experiences such as observing a model or comparing
accomplishments with another also influence the formation of self-efficacy, although to a lesser
degree than mastery experiences. Considering that homeschool contexts are often characterized
by limited peer interaction, this sub-question seeks to investigate how student participants
describe their vicarious experiences. An additional source of self-efficacy, according to
Bandura’s theory, stems from social persuasion—the feedback offered by others. Feedback from
adults and peers has been found to have a significant impact on writing achievement (Graham,
Hebert, & Harris, 2015); thus, this sub-question also probes the types of feedback that students
perceive to impact the formation of their self-efficacy beliefs. Bandura’s final theoretical source
of self-efficacy is one’s physiological state—feelings of anxiety, stress, or anticipation
surrounding a task. Thus, this sub-question seeks to probe the feelings students have towards
writing and how this impacts their self-efficacy beliefs.
SQ2. How do the instructional practices of homeschooling parents impact the formation
of adolescent writing self-efficacy?
Although many effective strategies for the teaching of writing have been identified in the
literature (Applebee & Langer, 2011; Graham, Harris, & Hebert, 2011; Graham & Perin, 2007;
Pajares & Valiante, 2006), it is not known whether parent instructors (who may not hold training
in writing pedagogy) incorporate these practices. This sub-question seeks to explore the
techniques parent instructors have employed that they view as successful in teaching writing. In
addition, homeschooling instruction ranges from rigid to relaxed (Anthony & Burroughs, 2012;
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Bell, 2013; Huber, 2002); this sub-question also seeks to explore how differing types of structure
and learning environments impact writing self-efficacy. For instance, Pajares and Valiante
(2006) theorized that individualized instruction facilitated the development of self-efficacy, and
homeschooling researchers (e.g., Anthony & Burroughs, 2012; Pannone, 2014) have identified
individualized instruction as a characteristic of the homeschools included in their studies. Thus,
by exploring the impact of a homeschool learning environment, the researcher can probe
elements theorized to impact self-efficacy.
Definitions
This section contains a list of terms and their corresponding definitions central to this
study: homeschooling, self-efficacy, and writing self-efficacy.
1. Homeschooling – There is no all-encompassing definition of homeschooling; even the
term used to describe this choice of schooling varies in the literature and includes homebased education, home education, unschooling, home-centered learning, home
instruction, and deschooling (Murphy, 2012). Among the various definitions of
homeschooling from the literature, Murphy (2012) identified two consistent themes: (a) a
parent, rather than a school system, directs the education of the child and (b) this
instruction takes place at home rather than in a school building. With the emergence of
hybrid homeschools, the National Household Education Survey has begun including a
time element in the definition as well, excluding students if they were enrolled in a school
for more than 25 hours per week (NCES, 2014). In the literature and among
communities of homeschoolers, there are various terms used to describe specific styles of
homeschooling, often based on the content or structure of the homeschool. Those most
often found in the literature and among homeschooling websites are listed below:
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a. Traditional – This type of schooling is sometimes called a “‘school at home’
model of homeschooling” (Murphy, 2012, p. 111) in which the parent-teacher
follows a prescribed scope and sequence from a prepackaged curriculum
(McKeon, 2007). Grade-level workbooks and textbooks are used and tests are
common elements (Eclectic Homeschooling, 2015).
b. Classical – This type of schooling is founded on the trivium, a form of education
established by the ancient Greeks in which the training of the mind took place in
three stages: the grammar stage of rote memory, the logic stage of evaluating
arguments, and the rhetoric state of crafting arguments (Hahn, 2012; McKeon,
2007; Sherfinski, 2014). Homeschool curricula that follow this model emphasize
the study of traditional subjects as well as Latin and logic (Sherfinski, 2014).
c. Charlotte Mason – This type of schooling is based on the educational
philosophies promoted by Charlotte Mason in the early 20th century. She
emphasized the importance of using real books rather than textbooks to educate.
She also promoted holistic education in which nature, art, music, and handcrafts
were given as much attention as academic exercises (Simply Charlotte Mason,
n.d.).
d. Hybrid – According to Wearne (2016), hybrid homeschools are “schools in which
students attend school with other students for 2 or 3 days per week in traditional
classroom settings, and are homeschooled the balance of the week” (p. 364).
According to the NCES (2014), these students are still counted as homeschooled
if they do not exceed 25 hours per week in a traditional school setting.
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e. Eclectic – Practitioners of this type of schooling are often called “relaxed
homeschoolers” (McKeon, 2007, p. 15). These schools do not utilize a set
structure or curriculum; rather, parents “freely pick and choose from materials and
methods based on the needs of individual students and the subject matter being
studied” (Hahn, 2012, p. 30).
f. Unschooling – This type of schooling is philosophic in nature, based on the belief
that children are natural learners who do not require formal training (Gray &
Riley, 2013; Kirschner, 2008; Morrison, 2016); thus, learning takes place through
life interactions and real-world experiences (e.g., cooking in the kitchen or
balancing the family’s finances) rather than through a textbook detached from real
life. A key element of this type of schooling is that it follows the interests of the
child; parents do not plan learning experiences but facilitate experiences based on
the expressed interests of the child (Gray & Riley, 2013; Morrison, 2016).
g. Co-ops – This is a term assigned to cooperatives where homeschooling families
“merge interests and resources with other families and offer their children
everything from science labs to drama teams to gym class” (Kunzman, 2009b,
p. 19). Often classes in these co-ops are taught by a parent and held one day a
week.
2. Self-Efficacy – In his definitive book on self-efficacy, Bandura (1997) explained,
“Perceived self-efficacy is concerned not with the number of skills you have, but with
what you believe you can do with what you have under a variety of circumstances” (p.
37). Thus, self-efficacy examines the confidence one has that success can be achieved in
a given task within a given context. Bandura clarified that this is a “differentiated set of
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self-beliefs linked to distinct realms of functioning” (p. 36); in other words, self-efficacy
beliefs vary according to the task. For example, students may be confident in their ability
to write an essay but not in their ability to solve an algebra problem. One’s self-efficacy
impacts whether new activities are attempted and how persistent and resilient one is when
faced with difficulties (Bandura, 1997). According to Bandura, there are four major
sources of information that shape self-efficacy beliefs: mastery experiences (such as
success/failure at a given task), vicarious experiences (such as observations of
successful/unsuccessful others), social persuasion (such as praise or criticism received
from a respected authority figure), and physiological state (such as anxiety or
excitement). These experiences in themselves do not shape self-efficacy; rather, how
individuals interpret these experiences impacts their beliefs in their own abilities. These
beliefs, in turn, influence one’s behavior. Thus, self-efficacy is a “mediating mechanism
of personal agency—mediating between the prior influences that are the sources of its
creation and subsequent behavior” (Pajares, 2003, p. 140). Bandura’s four theoretical
sources of self-efficacy have been well corroborated in multiple disciplines including
business, medicine, sports, and education (see Appendix B).
3. Writing Self-Efficacy – Writing self-efficacy is most often defined in the literature as
student confidence regarding personal writing abilities (Engelhard & Behizadeh, 2012;
Sanders-Reio, Alexander, Reio, & Newman, 2014; Villalón, Mateos, & Cuevas, 2015),
with the clearest definition provided by Pajares, Johnson, et al. (2007): “We
operationalized writing self-efficacy as students’ judgments of their confidence that they
possess the various composition, grammar, usage, and mechanical skills appropriate to
their academic level” (p. 111). This is the definition that will be used in this study.
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Pajares and Valiante (1997) clarified the benefits of a higher writing self-efficacy as
helping generate “greater interest in writing, more sustained effort, and greater
perseverance and resiliency when obstacles get in the way of the task” (p. 353). This
construct has received modest attention over the past 20 years and has been found to be
sensitive to differences between gender and grade levels (Webb, Vandiver, & Jeung,
2016). In this study, the words confidence and self-efficacy will be used interchangeably,
following the argument set forth by Butz and Usher (2015), who asserted that “the term
‘confidence’ has been used to conceptualize self-efficacy with early adolescents in prior
research” (p. 51, footnote).
Summary
This chapter outlined the significant factors involved in this study exploring the impact of
homeschooling contexts on the sources of self-efficacy among adolescent writers. The central
phenomenon of interest is the formation of self-efficacy beliefs within the domain of writing and
within the context of homeschooling. Despite Bandura’s (1997) caution regarding the
complexity involved in studying the formation of self-efficacy, most researchers investigating
the sources of academic self-efficacy have used a decontextualized, quantitative approach.
Environments in which the learner is given autonomy to pursue personal interests and instruction
is tailored to his or her learning style and interests have been theorized to bolster self-efficacy,
but have not been thoroughly tested. Homeschooling contexts in which these theorized elements
are often present offer a unique opportunity for the researcher to probe their impact on selfefficacy. This study utilizes a qualitative approach to self-efficacy research to fully explore the
contextual elements that impact the formation of self-efficacy beliefs and extends self-efficacy
research into the growing population of homeschoolers.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview
This chapter contains a review of the literature pertaining to the current study exploring
the impact of homeschooling on the formation of self-efficacy beliefs among adolescent writers.
The chapter first opens with an explanation of the theoretical framework that undergirds the
study, namely Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy. Because the central question of the current
study concentrates on the formation of self-efficacy as defined by Bandura’s four theoretical
sources, the chapter also includes a detailed examination of how these sources are defined by
Bandura and in the literature. One of the major tenets of Bandura’s self-efficacy theory is its
domain-specificity; therefore, the discussion of related literature focuses on the domain of
writing (both writing self-efficacy and writing instruction). In addition, current leading selfefficacy theorists have emphasized the importance of attending to the context in which selfefficacy is formed (Klassen & Usher, 2010); thus, the discussion of related literature includes a
synopsis of what is known about the context and culture of homeschooling. The chapter closes
with a summary of existing knowledge related to the current study and identifies the gaps that
still exist.
Theoretical Framework
The central question of this study seeks to understand the impact of a homeschooling
context on the formation of writing self-efficacy among adolescent students. There are several
overlapping areas of research couched within this question that will be addressed in the section
entitled “Related Literature,” but first an understanding of Bandura’s self-efficacy theory must
be established, and in particular, his four theoretical sources that impact formation of selfefficacy. Self-efficacy is a construct that emerged from Bandura’s research in the field of
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behavioral change (Bandura, 1977). As defined by Bandura (1997), “Perceived self-efficacy
refers to beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to
produce given attainments” (p. 3, emphasis original). In essence, then, self-efficacy refers to an
individual’s confidence in his or her own ability to succeed at a task. It is a critical element of
social cognitive theory in which human behavior is a result of the reciprocal interactions between
behavior, the environment, and personal characteristics such as cognitive, affective, and
biological factors (Bandura, 1986). During his research into human agency, Bandura became
convinced that self-efficacy was an influential element of human action, leading to the
publication of his definitive book on self-efficacy theory in 1997. He explained the impact of
self-efficacy on human agency in the following manner:
People’s beliefs in their efficacy have diverse effects. Such beliefs influence the courses
of action people choose to pursue, how much effort they put forth in given endeavors,
how long they will persevere in the face of obstacles and failures, their resilience to
adversity, whether their thought patterns are self-hindering or self-aiding, how much
stress and depression they experience in coping with taxing environmental demands, and
the level of accomplishments they realize. (Bandura, 1997, p. 3)
According to this definition, self-efficacy is a pervasive construct that impacts every aspect of
human agency, from one’s emotional state to one’s work ethic. Bandura (1997) warned,
however, that self-efficacy should not be confused with constructs like self-concept or selfesteem, which are both global measures encompassing a static judgment of self; rather, selfefficacy varies by domain so that an individual may have high self-efficacy in one area but low
self-efficacy in another (Bandura, 2006). The domain of interest in the current study (writing
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self-efficacy) falls within the field of academic self-efficacy, a branch addressed specifically by
Bandura (1997).
Academic Self-Efficacy
Academic self-efficacy is a pivotal factor in understanding student self-regulation,
motivation, and achievement. In fact, Bandura (1997) claimed that “perceived efficacy beliefs
contribute independently to intellectual performance rather than simply reflecting cognitive
skills” (p. 214). Academic self-efficacy is not a measure of academic ability (although there is
often a correlation; see Valentine et al., 2004) but a measure of students’ confidence level (or
perceived confidence) in their abilities to perform an academic task successfully. This degree of
confidence plays a mediating role in student performance by impacting whether students set
challenging goals, attempt difficult tasks, and persist despite difficulties (Bandura, 1997). Phan
(2012a) perhaps best communicated the impact of academic self-efficacy:
A heightened sense of self-efficacy mobilises both cognitive and affective processes (e.g.
more effort expenditure) and these, in turn, enhance students’ academic learning and
achievement outcomes. Lowered self-efficacy beliefs, in contrast, debilitate persistence
and coping ability, and this results in ineffective learning and academic failures. (p. 703)
Likewise, unrealistically low self-efficacy beliefs (based on one’s perception of ability rather
than an actual lack of skills) often lie at the root of substandard achievement and waning interest
in academics (Pajares, 2007b).
Several researchers have found a positive correlation between academic self-efficacy and
achievement (Britner & Pajares, 2006; Jansen et al., 2015; Phan, 2012a). Others have noted a
reciprocal relationship between self-efficacy and achievement. In other words, higher
achievement leads to higher self-efficacy and higher self-efficacy leads to higher achievement
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(Möller, Retelsdorf, Köller, & Marsh, 2011; Valentine & DuBois, 2005). However, this is not
always the case, as noted in the Fong and Krause (2014) study of underachieving undergraduates
in which their self-efficacy scores were similar to those of their high achieving classmates
despite their poor performance. These researchers posited that the underachievers may have
lacked self-regulatory skills needed to put their abilities into practice; thus, the underachievers
had confidence that they could complete a task (reflected by their self-efficacy scores) but lacked
the focusing ability to execute it.
When examining self-efficacy in the academic domain, it is important to understand the
task-specific tenets of self-efficacy theory. According to Bandura (1997), self-efficacy is not a
global measure of confidence but will “vary across different domains of activities, within the
same activity domain at different levels of difficulty, and under different circumstances” (p. 11).
For example, students may feel very confident that they can complete a complex algebra
problem successfully but not a chemical equation. Therefore, the closer the measure of selfefficacy is related to the task, the more accurate the assessment of self-efficacy will be. For the
purposes of the current study, then, the domain of interest is limited to writing self-efficacy to
gain the most accurate self-appraisals and yield richer data.
Another unique aspect of academic self-efficacy is its sensitivity to gender differences in
various domains. In a meta-analysis of academic self-efficacy conducted by Huang (2013),
significant gender differences were found in several academic domains: Boys reported higher
self-efficacy in mathematics, computer, and social sciences; girls reported higher self-efficacy in
language arts; and no significant differences between genders were found for science selfefficacy. Although Huang’s findings would lead one to expect girls to report higher self-efficacy
in the domain of writing (as it falls under the umbrella of language arts), findings regarding
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gender differences have not been definitive; these findings will be discussed in further detail in
the Related Literature subsection titled “Writing Self-Efficacy.”
Another concept related to academic self-efficacy is self-regulation, described as the
ability, through forethought of anticipated outcomes, to discipline oneself to accomplish a task
(Bandura, 1991). Bandura (1997) explained the relationship between self-regulation and
academic self-efficacy in this manner: “A strong sense of efficacy to regulate one’s motivation
and instructional activities undergirds belief in one’s academic efficacy and aspirations” (p. 231).
This symbiotic relationship is often explored by self-efficacy researchers (e.g., Bruning,
Dempsey, Kauffman, McKim, & Zumbrunn, 2013; Usher, 2009). One of the leading
investigators of self-regulation in academic settings has been Zimmerman (1989, 1990).
Although his research primarily focused on general academic self-regulation, Zimmerman and
Bandura (1994) conducted one study specifically on writing. They investigated writing
proficiency and self-regulatory practices among undergraduate students, finding that writing selfefficacy influenced goal setting and motivation (self-regulation), which led to higher academic
performance. This emphasis on the beneficial value of self-regulatory practices has extended
into current trends in writing pedagogy, especially those promoted by Karen Harris and Steve
Graham (Harris & Graham, 1992; Harris, Graham, Mason, & Friedlander, 2008). These
educators have repeatedly emphasized the value of teaching self-regulated strategies for writing
and have supported their assertions with several meta-analyses (Graham, Harris, & Sandtagelo,
2015; Graham, McKeown, Kiuhara, & Harris, 2012; Graham & Perin, 2007).
Academic self-efficacy has been a topic studied frequently in the past 40 years since its
introduction by Bandura in 1977. A majority of these studies have relied on quantitative surveys
and questionnaires using various self-efficacy scales and have established a correlation between
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self-efficacy beliefs and academic achievement (Klassen & Usher, 2010). However, these
studies have generally ignored the contextual factors that influence the development of selfefficacy. In fact, Klassen and Usher (2010) concluded their review of self-efficacy research from
2000-2009 with this statement:
Over the next decade, researchers will do well to examine self-efficacy through research
approaches that pay attention to the cultural and social variations present in our diverse
societies. Self-efficacy beliefs are not formed in social isolation but are influenced by the
cultural forces that shape our understanding of how to learn, teach, act, think, and live.
Researchers have decried the lack of attention to the ways in which social and cultural
context influences efficacy beliefs, and although a few researchers have begun to
examine the interaction of culture and self-efficacy in educational settings, most research
conducted in the last decade has not examined human functioning with attention to
contextual or cultural factors. (p. 29)
Thus, this study answers the call for more attention to diverse contextual influences by focusing
a qualitative lens on the sources of self-efficacy in a homeschooling context.
Sources of Self-Efficacy
Academic self-efficacy has clearly impacted academic achievement; however, the
formation of these self-efficacy beliefs is less well understood. Bandura (1997) posited that the
development of self-efficacy is a cognitive process in which a person forms self-beliefs based on
an interpretation of many factors; therefore, it is valuable to examine the sources that feed the
development of these beliefs. According to Bandura’s (1997) hypothesis,
Self-efficacy beliefs are constructed from four principal sources of information: enactive
mastery experiences that serve as indicators of capability; vicarious experiences that alter
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efficacy beliefs through transmission of competencies and comparison with the
attainments of others; verbal persuasion and allied types of social influences that one
possesses certain capabilities; and physiological and affective states from which people
partly judge their capableness, strength, and vulnerability to dysfunction. (p. 79)
For example, when applied to the domain of writing, a higher writing self-efficacy may be
strengthened by receiving good grades on writing assignments (mastery experience), comparing
one’s writing to another’s (vicarious experience), receiving praise from a respected teacher for a
stylistic choice in writing (social persuasion), and feeling excited when assigned a challenging
writing task (physiological state).
It is important to note that Bandura emphasized that positive experiences in themselves
do not guarantee a higher self-efficacy. The person must attend to and assign value to these
experiences before these sources impact self-efficacy: “Information that is relevant for judging
personal capabilities – whether conveyed enactively, vicariously, persuasively, or
physiologically – is not inherently enlightening. It becomes instructive only through cognitive
processing of efficacy information and through reflective thought” (Bandura, 1997, p. 79). Thus,
a thorough investigation into self-efficacy should plumb the individual’s interpretation of the
sources to better understand how these experiences are translated into self-beliefs. The following
sections contain a detailed look at each of the four sources of self-efficacy as hypothesized by
Bandura.
Mastery experiences. According to Bandura (1997), when an individual exerts effort to
complete a task and is successful, this experience may bolster the individual’s confidence that he
or she can succeed in similar tasks. Believing that success can be attained then leads to a greater
exertion of effort when faced with challenges and setbacks. The opposite may also be true:
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Repeated failure that cannot be blamed on something beyond an individual’s control lowers selfbeliefs and prompts that individual to approach related tasks with a sense of dread and doubt.
According to Bandura’s research,
Enactive mastery experiences are the most influential source of efficacy information
because they provide the most authentic evidence of whether one can muster whatever it
takes to succeed. Successes build a robust belief in one’s personal efficacy. Failures
undermine it, especially if failures occur before a sense of efficacy is firmly established.
(p. 80)
However, mastery does not automatically raise self-efficacy nor does failure automatically lower
it. Bandura warned that alterations in self-efficacy “result from cognitive processing of the
diagnostic information that performances convey about capability rather than from the
performances per se. Therefore, the impact of performance attainments on efficacy beliefs
depends on what is made of those performances” (p. 81). Based on Bandura’s theoretic
propositions, the current study investigates mastery experience through qualitative inquiry,
allowing students to reflect upon ways in which their performances have impacted their selfefficacy beliefs.
Vicarious experiences. Although mastery experiences are by far the most influential
source of self-efficacy, Bandura (1997) posited that vicarious experiences also exert influence,
especially in cases in which an individual has few mastery experiences from which to form a
self-appraisal. Two main concepts are encompassed within vicarious experiences: social
comparisons and model observations. To illustrate vicarious experiences through social
comparison, Bandura cited studies that found people’s self-efficacy increased when they were
told that they had performed better than average but decreased when told the opposite. The
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observation of models also serves as a source of self-efficacy if the model is deemed to be
similar in ability to the participants. Fong and Krause (2014) expounded on this idea in an
academic setting: “Seeing individuals similar to one’s self succeed can increase perceived
efficacy: if someone similar to the learner is capable, the learner can come to believe that she or
he is capable of learning as well” (p. 251). Both forms of vicarious experiences are commonly
found in academic settings as students compare grades and observe how others solve problems.
Social persuasion. Also called verbal persuasion by Bandura (1997), this source of selfefficacy involves feedback from others, whether verbal or in some other form, and is more
effective when combined with mastery experiences. Thus, Bandura warned that it is easier to
damage self-efficacy beliefs through verbal persuasion than it is to raise them. In other words,
telling someone he or she can accomplish a task does not bolster self-efficacy if that individual
subsequently fails. Especially applicable to teachers who give both formative and summative
feedback, Bandura admonished,
Skilled efficacy builders, therefore, do more than simply convey positive appraisals or
inspirational homilies. In addition to cultivating people’s beliefs in their capabilities,
they structure activities for them in ways that bring success and avoid placing them
prematurely in situations where they are likely to experience repeated failure. (p. 106)
Bandura’s influence is seen frequently in writing research where studies investigate the impact of
feedback on student achievement (e.g., Graham, Hebert, et al., 2015; Zumbrunn, Marrs, &
Mewborn, 2016).
Physiological and affective states. Another personal source of self-efficacy is derived
from people’s emotional and physical responses to a task (Bandura, 1997). Reactions such as
stress, anxiety, fatigue, and moodiness tend to undermine people’s confidence in their ability to
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accomplish a task: “Because high arousal can debilitate performance, people are more inclined to
expect success when they are not beset by aversive arousal than if they are tense and viscerally
agitated” (Bandura, 1997, p. 106). However, Bandura clarified that the same emotions can
prompt two different responses, depending on how they are interpreted. For those already
possessing high efficacy, feelings of stress can push them to exert more effort to excel. For
others who are less confident, the stress is interpreted as an indicator of weakness and may
prompt them to give up. Bandura further explained, “As a general rule, moderate levels of
arousal heighten attentiveness and facilitate employment of skills, whereas high arousal disrupts
the quality of functioning” (p. 108). In the domain of writing, several researchers have focused
on the impact of anxiety/stress on writing achievement (e.g., Martinez, Kock, & Cass, 2011;
Singh & Rajalingam, 2012).
Researchers who have explored the sources of academic self-efficacy primarily rely upon
quantitative surveys and questionnaires (see Appendix B for a summary of studies investigating
the sources of academic self-efficacy). However, Bandura (1997) observed that quantitative
methods are not the most effective means for studying the sources of self-efficacy: “The
inferential processes that govern the self-appraisal of efficacy are better elucidated by analyzing
how people select and integrate multidimensional efficacy information than by having them rate
the relative weight they give to a few preselected factors” (p. 85). This study seeks to follow the
recommendation of Bandura by using qualitative means to trace writing self-efficacy to its
sources. The findings can provide further insight into the formation of self-efficacy, which is a
mitigating factor in multiple elements vital to academic success (e.g., motivation, achievement,
persistence, resilience); thus, gaining a better understanding of the sources of this construct can
assist educators in designing instructional programs that foster self-efficacy development. In
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addition, because self-efficacy is a construct sensitive to domain and context, this study narrows
the examination of self-efficacy to the domain of writing instruction and specifically to the selfefficacy of adolescent writers within the context of a homeschool setting.
Related Literature
In the previous section, the theoretical framework guiding this study’s investigation of
the impact of homeschooling on the formation of writing self-efficacy was presented. In this
section, literature related to the remaining elements of the central question will be examined,
namely the domain-specific and contextual features of the study. Because Bandura (1997)
presented self-efficacy as a domain-specific construct, this study narrows its focus to the domain
of writing within the broader field of academic self-efficacy. In addition, as explained in the
previous section, self-efficacy researchers have called for more studies that attend to the context
in which self-efficacy beliefs are formed (Klassen & Usher, 2010). Thus, literature related to
writing self-efficacy and the sources of academic self-efficacy will be examined first; then,
current research regarding writing instruction and homeschooling will be discussed. A review of
these four topics will address the domain-specific and contextual elements that impact this study
and help paint a clearer picture of the central question of this study.
Writing Self-Efficacy
The domain-specific tenets of self-efficacy theory indicate that people make more
accurate judgments of their confidence level when the domain is specified; the current study,
therefore, has selected the domain of writing as its focus. Much of what is known about writing
self-efficacy among adolescents comes from the research conducted by Frank Pajares and
various colleagues. Between 1994 and his death in 2009, Pajares wrote prolifically on selfefficacy as an academic construct and writing self-efficacy in particular; today, his work
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continues to be foundational to current investigations into writing instruction (Bruning &
Kauffman, 2016). During his lifetime, Pajares developed a scale to measure writing self-efficacy
(Pajares, 2007b; Pajares & Valiante, 1999) and examined the relationship between writing selfefficacy and writing performance (Pajares & Johnson, 1994, 1996; Pajares & Valiante, 2001;
Pajares, Valiante, & Cheong, 2007), gender (Pajares, 2007b; Pajares & Valiante, 1999, 2001),
and grade level (Pajares, 2007b; Pajares & Valiante, 1999). He also probed the sources of
academic self-efficacy (Usher & Pajares, 2006a, 2006b, 2008, 2009) and developed a scale to
measure sources of writing self-efficacy based on Bandura’s self-efficacy theory (Pajares,
Johnson, et al., 2007). The following subsections will review Pajares’ research as well as
examine current research directions in each of these areas that he pioneered in writing selfefficacy: measurement, relationship to performance, relationship to gender, relationship to grade
level, and the sources of writing self-efficacy.
Measurement. Early attempts to measure writing self-efficacy were designed to assess
both reading and writing self-efficacy (e.g., Shell, Murphy, & Bruning, 1989); in fact, Pajares’
earliest investigations into writing self-efficacy utilized the Shell et al. (1989) scale (Pajares &
Johnson, 1994, 1996; Pajares & Valiante, 1997). However, in 1999 Pajares and Valiante
developed a scale that focused solely on writing self-efficacy, naming it the Writing SelfEfficacy Scale (WSES). This self-report scale contained 10 questions, five regarding basic
writing skills (e.g., spelling) and five regarding composition skills (e.g., paragraph construction).
Students were asked to rate their confidence to complete the listed tasks on a scale from 0-100.
In 2007, Pajares conducted extensive testing of the psychometric properties of the WSES and
concluded that it was a valid and reliable correlate (.33, p < .0001) for writing achievement
among students in Grades 4–12 (Pajares, 2007b). His examination also confirmed the two-factor
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solution for the scale, indicating that Factor 1 measured basic grammar skills and Factor 2
composition skills.
In 2012, Engelhard and Behizadeh modified the WSES by adding six self-efficacy probes
regarding idea generation, organization, and writing style. They also revised the 100-point scale
to a 9-point Likert scale as the result of a pilot study that found no students selected scores below
70 on the 0-100 scale. This skew was also noted in the study conducted by Bruning et al. (2013)
and seems a valid reason for Engelhard and Behizadeh to depart from the 0-100 scale used by
Pajares (2007b) and recommended by Bandura (2006).
Other writing self-efficacy scales have been developed to include various additional
measurements such as self-regulation (Bruning et al., 2013; Zumbrunn et al., 2016) apprehension
about grammar (Sanders-Reio et al., 2014) and anxiety about writing (Martinez et al., 2011).
Most of these scales have been used in cross-section correlational studies to examine the
relationship between writing self-efficacy and other variables, although some scales have also
been used in longitudinal studies to help determine whether writing self-efficacy exerts a longterm influence on these variables. Several of these findings will be discussed in the following
sections.
Relationship to performance. Seminal reviews of the literature on writing self-efficacy
such as the syntheses conducted by Klassen (2002) and Pajares (2003), as well as more recent
reviews such as the one conducted by Bruning and Kauffman (2016), concur that self-efficacy
beliefs and writing outcomes are positively correlated. More specifically, Pajares, Valiante, et al.
(2007) found in their review that these correlations ranged between .30 and .50. In other words,
students who express confidence in their ability to write also demonstrate a proficiency in
writing. A notable exception to this correlation is students with learning disabilities who often
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reported an inflated writing self-efficacy although their writing performance was below average
(Klassen, 2002). Engelhard and Behizadeh (2012) hypothesized that the mismatch may originate
from dichotomizing the act of writing as a communication of ideas versus a command of
mechanical skills. For instance, in their study, they interviewed students who felt they were
good communicators and thus scored themselves highly on the writing self-efficacy; however,
their teacher grades did not reflect this confidence and the students blamed the disparity on the
teacher’s grading rubric that focused on the mechanical aspects of the paper rather than the ideas
contained therein (Engelhard & Behizadeh, 2012).
The correlation between writing self-efficacy and writing proficiency continues to be an
area of interest to researchers. However, the lack of a standardized measure of writing
proficiency as well as varying scales to measure writing self-efficacy have yielded mixed results.
For instance, Engelhard and Behizadeh (2012) confirmed that higher writing self-efficacy
correlated with higher grades in their study of eighth grade students. Likewise, Bruning et al.
(2013) found a correlation between writing self-efficacy and student scores on a statewide
writing assessment among 11th and 12th graders, although they cautioned that the correlation
was modest (but still significant). However, not all studies have yielded positive correlations
between writing self-efficacy and performance: Corkett, Hatt, & Benevides (2011) found that, in
their sample of grade 6 students, the writing self-efficacy was not significantly correlated to the
writing assessment scores; they posited that perhaps grade 6 students were too young to
accurately assess their own self-efficacy. This may be a valid conclusion based on Bandura’s
(1997) theoretical assertion that young children “have special difficulty appraising their efficacy
in terms of aggregate experiences spread out over a long time” (p. 86). Villalón et al. (2015) also
noted a disparity in their study between inflated writing self-efficacy scores and poor writing
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performance, speculating that their writing self-efficacy measure was too simple to capture the
complexity of the writing assessment. In summary, although a few studies have yielded
inconsistent results, the majority of studies on the correlation between writing self-efficacy and
writing proficiency (especially when operationalized as grades received in school) have found a
significant correlation.
Relationship to gender. Findings regarding gender differences in writing self-efficacy
have been mixed as well. In 1996, Pajares and Johnson found that among ninth grade students
with similar writing performance scores, boys reported higher writing self-efficacy than girls;
however, at the fifth grade level, girls reported higher writing self-efficacy than boys despite
similar performance scores (Pajares & Valiante, 1997). The study conducted by Pajares and
Valiante (2001) and Pajares (2007b) found a difference between the writing self-efficacy scores
of middle school girls and boys, with the girls measuring significantly higher in their writing
self-efficacy. However, Engelhard and Behizadeh (2012) found the opposite to be true among
eighth grade students, with boys reporting a small but significantly higher writing self-efficacy
than girls even though both groups received similar grades. Several other studies have found no
differences between writing self-efficacy among adolescents although girls outperformed boys in
writing performance (Troia, Harbaugh, Shankland, Wolbers, & Lawrence, 2013; Villalón et al.,
2015; Webb et al., 2016). In general, girls score higher than boys in writing performance
(Peterson & Parr, 2012) but this does not seem to be reflected in the writing self-efficacy scores,
especially among current studies of adolescents.
Relationship to grade level. As illustrated in the previous section on gender, writing
self-efficacy also varies across age groups. Pajares (2007b) found that students reported lower
writing self-efficacy as they progressed from elementary school to middle school and that the
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scores remained at the same level for high school. This decrease is surprising considering that
writing ability increases with age, as demonstrated by the Troia et al. (2013) study of students in
grades 4–10. However, Pajares (2007b) argued that this decrease in writing self-efficacy aligns
with the trend of diminishing confidence in language arts skills among students identified by
expectancy-value researchers, especially between the sixth and seventh grades, and Pajares,
Johnson, et al. (2007) speculated that “greater expectations—both those that students hold for
themselves and those communicated by teachers—account for the lower confidence” (p. 109).
The decreasing writing self-efficacy scores may also reflect Bandura’s (1997) assertion that
young children are less able to accurately assess their own self-efficacy; as they grow, their
writing self-efficacy may decrease as they “become better at integrating social information via
evaluative feedback and peer comparisons” (Butz & Usher, 2015, p. 50). In an earlier review of
16 studies on writing self-efficacy among early adolescents (students in grades 6–10), Klassen
(2002) concluded that the research demonstrated that there is some difference between grade
level writing self-efficacy but “the results are difficult to define into trends” (p. 186) because of
the differing scales and inclusion of various student populations.
In summary, the field of writing self-efficacy has been primarily populated with
quantitative studies that have found fairly consistent correlations between writing self-efficacy
and writing proficiency but inconsistent differences in writing self-efficacy between genders and
between grade levels. There is certainly room for qualitative studies to elucidate these areas
further with an in-depth look at the sources of these writing self-efficacy beliefs.
Sources of Academic Self-Efficacy
Despite the robust collection of research in the field of writing self-efficacy, surprisingly
few researchers have expanded their investigations to examine its sources. There is a growing
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body of research investigating English as a foreign language writing self-efficacy and its sources
(e.g., Abdel Latif, 2015); however, these studies were not considered for this literature review
because of cultural and language differences that could yield different results from the
population of interest in this study (see Ahn et al., 2016; Gafoor & Ashraf, 2012, for cultural
differences among the sources of academic self-efficacy in eastern and western cultures).
According to my extensive literature search, the Pajares, Johnson, et al. (2007) study is the only
published article investigating the sources of writing self-efficacy among native English
speakers.
The specific findings from the quantitative study by Pajares, Johnson, et al. (2007)
examining the sources of writing self-efficacy among a group of elementary, middle school, and
high school students provide further insight into the development of writing self-efficacy. The
researchers developed a scale to measure the influence exerted by each of Bandura’s (1997)
theoretical sources of self-efficacy. As his theory predicted, mastery experiences were the most
influential source for student confidence at every grade level. However, findings regarding the
other three theoretical sources were not as definitive. In fact, vicarious experiences were not
predictive of student self-efficacy at any level; social persuasion was significantly predictive of
self-efficacy for elementary and high school students, but not for middle school; and
physiological state (measured in the form of an anxiety/stress index) yielded significant results
for elementary and middle school students but not for those in high school. Pajares and
colleagues also investigated whether there was a gender difference in the sources of writing selfefficacy, finding that girls recorded significantly higher impacts on their writing self-efficacy
than boys from mastery experience, vicarious experience, social persuasion, and a significantly
lower impact from anxiety/stress.
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Although research into the sources of academic self-efficacy in the domain of writing
remains sparse, the third author of the Pajares, Johnson, et al. (2007) study, Ellen Usher, has
continued to write prolifically on the sources of self-efficacy in other academic domains
including math (Butz & Usher, 2015; Joët et al., 2011; Usher, 2009; Usher & Pajares, 2009),
French (Joët et al., 2011), science (Chen & Usher, 2013), and reading (Butz & Usher, 2015).
Thus, this review will broaden its scope to encompass research regarding the sources of selfefficacy in subject areas other than writing.
Most studies that focus on the sources of academic self-efficacy have utilized a
quantitative, cross-sectional approach to measure Bandura’s (1997) four theorized sources of
self-efficacy (mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, physiological state).
Appendix B contains a summary of published research regarding the sources of academic selfefficacy as well as the methodology used. A cautionary note, however, should be observed when
interpreting the quantitative results, for as Bandura theorized, it is not one’s experiences, but how
one interprets these experiences, that acts as a source for self-efficacy. One’s interpretations are
difficult to measure in a scale, an inherent weakness in quantitative investigations into the
sources of self-efficacy and one of the reasons more qualitative studies are called for (Sadi &
Dağyar, 2015; Usher & Pajares, 2006b, 2008). Quantitative studies are also limited in that they
are decontextualized and do not account for teacher influence or classroom dynamics (Bruning &
Kauffman, 2016; Klassen & Usher, 2010), yet the formation of self-efficacy has been found to be
sensitive to contextual elements (Joët et al., 2011; Kiran & Sungur, 2012). With these caveats in
mind, quantitative findings substantiate Bandura’s theory as to the magnitude of influence
wielded by mastery experiences; however, the findings regarding Bandura’s other three sources
are less clear. Phan (2012a, 2012c; Phan & Ngu, 2016) is one of the few researchers who has
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attempted to examine self-efficacy from a longitudinal standpoint. Although his focus is on
elementary students, Phan’s findings regarding the intermittent influence over time of the other
sources may explain why cross-sectional findings are mixed. The following sections will
examine the most recent findings regarding each of Bandura’s four sources of self-efficacy and
discuss additional sources that have been proposed.
Mastery experiences. Bandura (1997) theorized that mastery experiences have the
greatest impact on the formation of self-efficacy beliefs. This supposition has been confirmed
repeatedly in the literature (Usher & Pajares, 2008). However, an important consideration when
discussing sources of academic self-efficacy is how to determine mastery. Most quantitative
researchers attempt to measure mastery through grades received by the students (Usher &
Pajares, 2008). Statements such as “I have always done well in [subject area]” (Joët et al., 2011,
p. 652) are commonly found in scales that measure the sources of self-efficacy. Table 1 includes
a sampling of statements from various quantitative scales used to measure the sources of
academic self-efficacy between 2009–2016. In their synthesis of the literature on the sources of
self-efficacy, Usher and Pajares (2008) included a similar sampling; therefore, Table 1 samples
statements from studies published in subsequent years.
In their synthesis of the literature on the sources of academic self-efficacy, Usher and
Pajares (2008) concluded, “Unlike with any other source, correlations between mastery
experience and self-efficacy are significant in every investigation” (p. 772). This statement
remains true regarding most of the recent studies, with mastery experiences identified as a
consistent and significant source of academic self-efficacy (Butz & Usher, 2015; Chen & Usher,
2013; Fong & Krause, 2014; Joët et al., 2011; Phan, 2012a; Phan & Ngu, 2016). In fact, Ahn et
al. (2016) chose to examine only vicarious experiences and social persuasion in their study,
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arguing that the other two sources (mastery experiences and physiological state) have
consistently demonstrated their significance in past studies of the sources of self-efficacy.
Table 1
Quantitative Sample Statements Measuring the Sources of Academic Self-Efficacy (2009–2016)
Mastery experience
“I have always been successful with science” (Chen & Usher, 2013, p. 14)
“I have always done well on [subject area: either math or French] assignments” (Joët et al., 2011, p.
652)
“When I come across a though [sic–tough] a science problem, I work at it until I solve it” (Kiran &
Sungur, 2012, p. 624)
“I often receive special awards for doing well in this subject” (Phan, 2012b, p. 2)
“Even when I study very hard, I do poorly in math” (Usher & Pajares, 2009, p. 98)
Vicarious experience—adults
“I have a family member who is really good at math” (Ahn et al., 2016, p. 136)
“My math teacher clearly explains even the most difficult math ideas” (Ahn et al., 2016, p. 136)
“People I admire are good at science” (Chen & Usher, 2013, p. 14)
“My favorite teachers were usually science teachers” (Kiran & Sungur, 2012, p. 624)
“When I see how my math teacher solves a problem, I can picture myself solving the problem in the
same way” (Usher & Pajares, 2009, p. 98)
Vicarious experience—peers
“Most of my friends get good grades in math” (Ahn et al., 2016, p. 136)
“Most of my friends do well in [subject]” (Joët et al., 2011, p. 652)
“Seeing students do better than me in this subject helps me in my own learning” (Phan, 2012b, p. 3)
Social persuasion—adults
“My teacher compliments me on my effort in math” (Ahn et al., 2016, p. 136)
“My family tells me that I can do well in math” (Ahn et al., 2016, p. 136)
“People have told me that I have a talent for science” (Chen & Usher, 2013, p. 14)
“People often tell me that I am a good [subject] student” (Joët et al., 2011, p. 652)
“When my teacher praises me, I find it stimulating and want to do well in this subject” (Phan, 2012b,
p. 4)
Social persuasion—peers
“My friends have given me advice on how to do better in math” (Ahn et al., 2016, p. 136)
“My friends often speak highly of me for my ability in this subject” (Phan, 2012b, p. 4)
“My classmates like to work with me in math because they think I’m good at it” (Usher & Pajares,
2009, p. 98)
Physiological state
“Just being in a science class makes me feel stressed and nervous” (Chen & Usher, 2013, p. 14)
“Just thinking about doing [subject] work makes me feel nervous” (Joët et al., 2011, p. 652)
“I get a sinking feeling when I think of trying to solve hard science problems” (Kiran & Sungur,
2012, p. 624)
“Doing this subject takes all of my energy” (Phan, 2012b, p. 5)
“My whole body becomes tense when I have to do math” (Usher & Pajares, 2009, p. 98)
“My mind goes blank and I am unable to think clearly when doing math work” (Usher & Pajares,
2009, p. 98)
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The only exception to this finding is Phan’s (2012c) discovery in his longitudinal study of
mathematic self-efficacy that elementary students’ mastery experiences had a negative impact on
self-efficacy scores. This finding, however, is colored by the age of the students, who were
enrolled in third and fourth grade during the study. As Bandura warned and Phan (2012c)
reiterated, young children are much more influenced by memories of immediate success or
failure and may lack the ability to draw valid conclusions from their mastery experiences as a
whole. This is one of the primary reasons that the current study delimits participants to those of
adolescent age (13–18 years old).
Vicarious experiences. The measurement of vicarious experiences as a source of
academic self-efficacy has been plagued by non-significant findings and psychometric problems
(Kiran & Sungur, 2012; Usher & Pajares, 2006a, 2006b, 2008). To gain a better understanding
of the influence that vicarious experiences exert upon academic self-efficacy, the measurement
itself may need to be refined: Usher and Pajares (2006b) recommended that for students,
vicarious experiences be separated into two categories—those from peers and those from adults.
Following the example of Usher and Pajares (2008), Table 1 provides sample statements from
quantitative measures that assess vicarious experiences from adults (such as a parent who is
successful in an academic subject) and vicarious experiences from peers (such as a friend who is
successful in an academic subject). This recommendation was echoed again by Kiran and
Sungur in 2012 and tested by Ahn et al. (2016) who found that vicarious experiences from
teachers exerted a significant influence on the formation of mathematical self-efficacy while
vicarious experiences from family and peers did not. In their mixed method study of the sources
of self-efficacy, Butz and Usher (2015) actually found three categories of vicarious experiences:
social comparisons, peer modeling, and adult modeling. For the middle school students included
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in the Butz and Usher study, social comparisons in which the students judged their skills better
or worse than a peer’s were cited as the most frequent type of vicarious experiences that
impacted student self-efficacy.
Studies that move beyond cross-sectional measures further reveal the unique impact of
vicarious experiences: Phan’s (2012c) longitudinal examination of the sources revealed that
vicarious experiences exerted an initial impact on mathematic self-efficacy but not a long-term
one, and Fong and Krause’s (2014) qualitative study of underachievers found that vicarious
experiences were only referenced by students when they described events that undercut their
academic self-efficacy. In her qualitative study of the sources of high and low mathematical
self-efficacy, Usher (2009) found that students with high self-efficacy cited several instances of
vicarious experiences from their parents, who “modeled an interest in the subject” (p. 294), and
even more from their peers with whom they compared their scores. On the other hand, students
with low mathematical self-efficacy often referenced their parents’ weak math skills and made
self-disparaging comparisons to their more able classmates.
Social persuasion. Although social persuasion has been found as a significant source of
academic self-efficacy more often than vicarious experiences, the findings are still variable.
Some studies have found social persuasion to be a significant source of self-efficacy (Ahn et al.,
2016; Pajares, Johnson, et al., 2007; Usher & Pajares, 2006b), second only to mastery
experiences (Butz & Usher, 2015; Fong & Krause, 2014; Joët et al., 2011; Usher & Pajares,
2009), while Phan’s longitudinal studies have found it a non-significant source of academic selfefficacy (Phan, 2012a, 2012c; Phan & Ngu, 2016).
Like vicarious experience, social persuasion has proven sensitive to the identity of the
persuader, whether an adult or a peer. For instance, Ahn et al. (2016) found that social
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persuasion from peers significantly influenced the mathematical self-efficacy of students from
the U.S. and Philippines while social persuasion from family did to a lesser degree and social
persuasion from a teacher did not at all. Due to this sensitivity, Table 1 categorizes sample
statements found in quantitative studies into social persuasion from adults and social persuasion
from peers.
Differences between genders and race have also been indicated. Several studies have
found that girls’ self-efficacy is more influenced by social persuasion than boys (Butz & Usher,
2015; Usher & Pajares, 2006a, 2006b) while Arslan’s (2013) study of middle school Turkish
students found that only boys’ self-efficacy was significantly impacted by social persuasion.
Likewise, in studies where White and African American students have been compared, social
persuasions have carried more influence for African Americans (Usher & Pajares, 2006a, 2006b;
Usher, 2009).
Although Zumbrunn et al. (2016) did not examine feedback as a specific source of
writing self-efficacy, their conclusions can inform researchers on the impact of social persuasion
in the domain of writing. These researchers found a significant relationship between writing
self-efficacy, writing feedback perceptions, and writing self-regulation beliefs. In other words,
students who possessed higher writing self-efficacy perceived writing feedback as beneficial and
scored higher on a writing self-regulation aptitude scale. Zumbrunn et al. concluded, “Our
findings suggest that students’ beliefs about their ability to accomplish certain writing tasks are
related to their level of openness to receiving feedback” (p. 365). It appears from these findings,
then, that social persuasion in the form of feedback on writing assignments also impacts writing
self-efficacy.
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Physiological states. As Bandura (1997) hypothesized, a consistent negative correlation
has been found between physiological state and academic self-efficacy when physiological state
has been measured as stress or anxiety (Chen & Usher, 2013; Joët et al., 2011; Kiran & Sungur,
2012; Pajares, Johnson, et al., 2007; Usher & Pajares, 2008, 2009; see Table 1 for a sampling of
statements from quantitative scales measuring physiological and emotional state). Interestingly,
in studies where more than one subject was examined, this source of physiological state seems
sensitive to academic domain. For instance, Phan (2012c) found a negative association between
physiological state and math self-efficacy but not between physiological state and English selfefficacy. Joët et al. (2011) found physiological state equally significant for both math and
French self-efficacy but girls expressed higher anxiety and lower math self-efficacy than boys.
These gender differences have been noted in other studies as well; for instance, Kiran and
Sungur (2012) found that girls recorded more science anxiety than boys.
In studies regarding writing anxiety among college students, physiological state
consistently impacted self-efficacy scores. Apprehension about grammar was found to have a
negative correlation to writing self-efficacy (Sanders-Reio et al., 2014). Similarly, Martinez et
al. (2011) found writing anxiety to be a significant inverse predictor of writing self-efficacy with
higher anxiety associated with lower self-efficacy. Whether these findings hold true for K–12
students needs to be explored further but the preliminary results seem to indicate that
physiological state significantly correlates with writing self-efficacy.
Additional sources. In addition to Bandura’s four theorized sources of self-efficacy,
Usher and Pajares (2008) challenged researchers to explore other sources of academic selfefficacy and several researchers have answered this call. For instance, self-regulation is a
common additional source found in studies that examine antecedents of self-efficacy (Fong &
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Krause, 2014; Joët et al., 2011; Usher, 2009). Likewise, student autonomy (namely students’
opportunities to choose how they pursue a subject) has been suggested as an apparent source of
self-efficacy (Butz & Usher, 2015; Phan & Ngu, 2016). Finally, the implicit theory of ability in
which students view their abilities as either fixed or able to be improved has been put forth as a
source of self-efficacy (Chen & Usher, 2013; Sadi & Dağyar, 2015; Usher, 2009).
In summary, most studies have found that all four of Bandura’s theorized sources of selfefficacy significantly impact academic self-efficacy, with mastery experiences consistently the
most powerful source, followed by social persuasion, physiological state, and vicarious
experience respectively. Several additional sources of self-efficacy have been hypothesized,
with self-regulation, student autonomy, and implicit theory of ability the three most common.
Some sources such as social persuasion seem more sensitive to gender and race while
other sources seem more sensitive to academic subject. For instance, in studies where the
sources of self-efficacy between two academic subjects were compared, different sources were
highlighted depending on the subject (Butz & Usher, 2015; Joët et al., 2011; Phan, 2012c). Butz
and Usher (2015) concluded their study on the sources of self-efficacy for math and reading with
this caveat:
The information that students attend to when judging their capabilities in one academic
domain may not be identical to the information they attend to in another. . . . Researchers
interested in studying the sources of self-efficacy should be sure to tailor their measures
to the particular academic domain of interest. (p. 60)
Based on these recommendations, the current study tailors its investigation of the formation of
self-efficacy to the particular domain of writing.
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Writing Instruction
This section reviews current research in writing instruction. As noted by several
researchers (Bruning & Kauffman, 2016; Joët et al., 2011; Kiran & Sungur, 2012; Klassen &
Usher, 2010), self-efficacy is sensitive to the context in which it is formed, yet quantitative
studies largely ignore contextual elements such as the instructional practices employed. In a
study such as the current one that addresses the impact of homeschooling on the formation of
writing self-efficacy, a review of the current research on effective writing instruction is
necessary.
The prevailing philosophies regarding writing instruction have shifted drastically over the
past 30 years (Applebee & Langer, 2011) but have arguably been most impacted by the
introduction of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS; National Governors Association
Center for Best Practices [NGA Center] & Council of Chief State School Officers [CCSSO],
2010). It may seem superfluous to discuss the CCSS in a homeschooling study where students
are not required to meet these standards; however, the impact of the CCSS is far-reaching and
includes the alteration of curricular materials and college entrance exams, both of which may
affect homeschooled students. Therefore, a brief synopsis of these changes is in order.
At the turn of the century, increased scrutiny was directed towards the role of writing in
American education. The National Commission on Writing (NCoW) was formed in the early
2000s to address and redress the role of writing in education, and in 2003, the commission
published a blistering condemnation of the then-current instructional practices:
American education will never realize its potential as an engine of opportunity and
economic growth until a writing revolution puts language and communication in the
proper place in the classroom. . . . The nation’s leaders must place writing squarely in the
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center of the school agenda, and policymakers at the state and local levels must provide
the resources required to improve writing. (p. 3)
Despite the NCoW’s call for a writing revolution and follow-up surveys that indicated the value
of writing skills in the workforce (NCoW, 2004, 2005), writing remained a minor curricular
issue, lost amid the reading and math demands of No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2002; see
discussions of NCLB’s impact on writing in NCoW, 2006, p. 9, and Shanahan, 2015, p. 468).
According to Graham and Harris (2015), the first major attempt at writing reform did not occur
until seven years after NCoW’s call for reform, with the emergence of the CCSS.
The publication of the CCSS in 2010 exposed a chasm between current practice and
standard expectations for student writing. The authors of the CCSS inserted extensive writing
goals into the curriculum beginning in kindergarten and extending through the 12th grade. They
explained in “Key Shifts in English Language Arts” that the 2010 standards moved away from
writing simple narrative texts (telling stories or expressing opinions) towards more informational
and expository writing:
Frequently, forms of writing in K–12 have drawn heavily from student experience and
opinion, which alone will not prepare students for the demands of college, career, and
life. Though the standards still expect narrative writing throughout the grades, they also
demand a command of sequence and detail that are essential for effective argumentative
and informative writing. The standards’ focus on evidence-based writing along with the
ability to inform and persuade is a significant shift from current practice. (NGA Center
& CCSSO, n.d., “Reading, writing, and speaking,” para. 3)
This shift is also mirrored in the redesigned SAT launched in 2016, in which the essay portion no
longer requires an argumentative or narrative essay; rather, students must read an argument and
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write an analytical essay evaluating its persuasive elements and citing evidence from the text to
support their statements (College Board, 2016).
The challenges to meeting the new writing demands of the CCSS and the SAT are many.
The most recent national writing assessment administered by the National Center for Educational
Statistics (2012) validated the NoCW’s concerns, finding that only one fourth of American
students met or exceeded a proficient level in writing. Applebee and Langer (2011), in their
overview of changes in writing instruction at the middle school and high school level over the
last 30 years, concluded that although teachers’ attitudes towards the importance of writing and
strategy usage have improved, their integration of writing in the classroom is still much the
same: Most writing assignments are short answer responses that require summative information
rather than synthesis or analysis. In addition, several recent national surveys have found that
teachers feel unprepared to teach writing, especially those trained in disciplines besides language
arts (Gillespie, Graham, Kiuhara, & Hebert, 2014; Graham et al., 2014; Kiuhara, Graham, &
Hawken, 2009; Ray, Graham, Houston, & Harris, 2016).
Because writing instruction has faced such scrutiny and criticism since the turn of the
century, many new avenues of research have been introduced. One avenue of investigation into
writing instruction relevant to the present study has focused on evidence-based practices for
effective writing strategies and interventions with students. Individualized and differentiated
instruction has consistently yielded positive writing outcomes. For instance, in the meta-analysis
and meta-synthesis of researched-based writing practices conducted by Graham, Harris, et al.
(2015), the authors noted that effective writing teachers “adapted writing assignments and
instruction so that they were appropriate to students’ interests and needs” (p. 507). In a recent
study of student beliefs about writing, Zumbrunn, Ekholm, Stringer, McKnight, and DeBusk-
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Lane (2017) found that writing on topics of choice and interest were “strong motivational factors
in the classroom” (p. 674).
In their most recent publication on evidence-based practices for writing instruction,
Graham, Harris, and Chambers (2016) reviewed 19 meta-analyses on writing instruction to
develop a “general roadmap for teaching writing” in which they made six recommendations for
effective writing instruction. The following list of six recommendations is a summary of
Graham et al.’s (2016) advice presented to writing teachers on pp. 220-222:
1. Give students opportunities to write often and with variety.
2. Create a supportive writing environment where assignments are adapted and
individualized.
3. Teach writing explicitly through skill and strategy training.
4. Provide quality feedback regarding student writing and progress.
5. Encourage students to use “21st-Century Writing Tools” (Graham et al., 2016, p. 222)
such as word processing programs with tools to assist with word choice or planning.
6. Use writing for content learning (writing about content presented in class).
Despite the challenges facing writing instruction in the 21st century and the dismal rate of
current proficiency, building student confidence through effective practices offers a hopeful
avenue towards improvement, whether these students are schooled at home or in a traditional
setting. The current study will examine how the instructional practices in a homeschool context
intersect with current writing theory and impact the development of writing self-efficacy.
Homeschooling
To address the contextual elements involved in the development of self-efficacy beliefs,
this study seeks to explore the impact of instructional practices employed within a homeschool
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setting. Understanding the context thoroughly, however, requires a brief history of
homeschooling. Prior to the 1970s, homeschooling in the United States was a rare occurrence,
“the furtive activity of a few radicals” (Gaither, 2008, p. 115). However, the social and political
events of the 1960s and 1970s formed a hotbed of discontent among parents and “made
bedfellows both of radical leftists who wanted nothing to do with conventional America and
conventional Americans who wanted nothing to do with a country that in their view had sold out
to the radical left” (Gaither, 2008, p. 113). Both factions, those from the liberal left and those
from the conservative right, turned to homeschooling (Knowles, Marlow, & Muchamore, 1992).
Over the years, the literature has continued to recognize these philosophical distinctions
among practicing homeschoolers, often dichotomizing them into two camps; Jane Van Galen
(1986) was the first to assign names to the camps, calling those who chose homeschooling for
religious reasons ideologues and those who chose them for instructional reasons pedagogues.
Traditionally the ideologues have utilized a more structured, curriculum-based format with the
parent as the teacher whereas the pedagogues have promoted a freer, child-directed format with
the parent as the facilitator (Gaither, 2008; Knowles et al., 1992). Although the distinction
between ideologues and pedagogues is a contrived dichotomy with considerable overlap between
the two groups (Bell, 2013; Gaither, 2008), the terms have proven to be “remarkably resilient”
(Kunzman & Gaither, 2013, p. 13) in the literature to categorize one’s motivation to homeschool
(e.g., Anthony, 2013; Grunzke, 2010; Hanna, 2012; Martin-Chang, Gould, & Meuse, 2011;
Morrison, 2016; Murphy, 2012).
Origins of modern homeschooling. Most scholars trace the modern homeschooling
movement in America back to two key figures: John Holt, the voice of the liberal left, and
Raymond Moore, the voice of the conservative right. It is important to understand these
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historical roots of homeschooling because homeschooling families are often still tied to these
identities, which impact their instructional practices.
John Holt. According to experts in the study of homeschooling (Gaither, 2008;
Kunzman, 2009a; Murphy, 2012), Holt breathed life into the fledgling homeschooling movement
in the 1960s. Holt’s (1964, 1967) critical publications on the failures of the public school
provided rallying points for parents seeking justification for their choice to move education back
to the home (Gaither, 2008). In 1977 Holt became the voice of homeschooling by publishing a
newsletter called Growing Without Schooling which served to unify previously isolated
homeschooling families (Gaither, 2008). Unschooling, a term used to capture the rejection of
traditional, teacher-directed learning in favor of child-centered and child-led learning, was first
coined by Holt and is still used among homeschoolers today (Gray & Riley, 2013; Morrison,
2016; Thomas & Pattison, 2013). The following description by Hahn (2012) is representative of
most definitions of unschooling in the literature:
The unschooling home educator provides opportunities for learning to happen organically
and support [sic] the student as he decides which areas of study are most relevant to his
interests. This is generally considered to be the least structured form of education. (p. 30)
Thus began the grassroots movement towards unschooling, identified most clearly in the
literature as Van Galen’s pedagogues practicing unstructured and informal instruction. Although
Holt died in 1985, his influence is still evident today: In their survey of 232 unschooling
families, Gray and Riley (2013) found that over half identified the works of John Holt as the
most influential factor in their choice to unschool.
Although the pedagogues of the liberal left were responsible for jumpstarting the
homeschooling movement, they were soon outstripped by conservative homeschoolers. Today,

66
Kunzman (2009a) and Gray and Riley (2013) concur in their estimate that the unschooling
population comprises approximately 10% of the total homeschooling population.
Raymond Moore. If the rise of unschooling in the 1970s is viewed as a homeschooling
movement towards the liberal left, another powerful movement emerged in the 1980s towards
the conservative right. Led by Raymond Moore, evangelical Christians concerned with the
secular influence exerted by public schools began seeking alternative educational opportunities:
Like Holt, Moore also criticized institutional schooling for its standardization and
impersonality, but whereas Holt’s philosophy of unschooling let the child and her
interests determine the pace and direction of her learning, Moore emphasized the
importance and authority of parents in the educational process. (Kunzman, 2009a, p. 4)
With shared faith as a central tenet of their educational choice, these homeschoolers were much
more organized than the loosely affiliated pedagogues. One major unifying factor was the Home
School Legal Defense Association (HSLDA), birthed by Michael Farris and Mike Smith in 1983
and marketed to Christian homeschoolers through annual memberships as a “pre-paid legal
defense” (Gaither, 2008, p. 162). This group of conservative Christians hoping to preserve their
Christian values formed the backbone of Van Galen’s ideologues and were much more likely
than the pedagogues to employ instructional practices similar to conventional schools.
Demographics. As researchers frequently acknowledge, determining the actual
population of homeschoolers is a difficult task. There is currently no national tracking or testing
system for homeschoolers, so data are drawn primarily from volunteer samples, making
definitive statements regarding descriptive statistics difficult (Anthony, 2013; Isenberg, 2007;
Kunzman & Gaither, 2013; Murphy, 2012). To further compound the problem, homeschoolers
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sometimes view educational research with suspicion (Kunzman & Gaither, 2013), making it even
more difficult to gather data and develop a true picture of the homeschooling population.
The one thing upon which most scholars agree is that the homeschooling population has
increased exponentially over the past 40 years. Though it is difficult to assign an exact number
to this population, researchers assume the numbers to be around 2 million students in the U.S.
(Clemmitt, 2014; Murphy, 2012; NCES, 2014; Ray, 2011). According to the most recent
homeschooling estimates from the NCES 2012 survey, the homeschooling population consists of
68% Whites, 8% Blacks, 15% Hispanics, 4% Asian or Pacific Islander, and 5% Other, nonHispanic (Redford, Battle, & Bielick, 2016). In Murphy’s (2012) synthesis of homeschooling
literature, he concluded that the general demographics of homeschoolers are that they are more
often White and middle class; the teaching is primarily done by the stay-at-home mother; the
families are often two-parent marital units; and the religious affiliation is most likely Protestant.
These demographics are certainly the most represented in the literature, with very little known
about minority homeschoolers (Kunzman & Gaither, 2013), although studies of Black
homeschooling are increasing (Fields-Smith, 2015; Fields-Smith & Kisura, 2013; Mazama,
2016; Mazama & Lundy, 2012, 2013; Ray, 2015).
Academic achievement. The academic achievement of homeschoolers is a persistent
theme in the literature, with researchers fairly consistently reporting that homeschoolers perform
as well as or better than their peers (Kunzman & Gaither, 2013; Murphy, 2012). However,
research regarding academic achievement is hampered by the same problems that plague the
demographic data, namely that random sampling is impossible, so data must be drawn from
volunteer samples. Several large-scale studies of homeschoolers’ achievement based on
standardized test scores have been sponsored by the HSLDA and conducted by Brian Ray, the
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founding director of the National Home Education Research Institute (Kunzman & Gaither,
2013). The most recent large-scale study included a sample of 11,739 students; scores across the
board averaged in the 80th-90th percentile compared to the national average at the 50th
percentile (Ray, 2010). However, the impressive volunteer sample appears to be more White,
more married, more educated, and more wealthy than the national average (Kunzman & Gaither,
2013), which begs the question of how fair it is to compare these scores to the national average
(Clemmitt, 2014; Kunzman & Gaither, 2013; Martin-Chang et al., 2011; McCracken, 2014).
In addition, several researchers have questioned the causal relationship that is often
assumed between achievement scores and homeschooling. These arguments are encapsulated in
the following statement by Lubienski, Puckett, and Brewer (2013):
Any such claims about the effects of homeschooling on desirable outcomes are undercut,
however, by basic empirical imperatives. Although there is little dispute that
homeschooling children typically attain higher test scores on average, the question is
whether homeschooling causes better achievement (or engagement, or higher education
participation, etc.). Outcomes such as increased achievement and engagement may
simply be a reflection of the advantages that homeschooling families typically bring to
their children—advantages that would make it likely that these students would succeed
academically and in life even if they were educated in schools. (p. 383)
To address the criticisms inherent in much of the homeschooling literature (i.e., that studies
of academic achievement were weakened when researchers compared a self-selected sampling to
national norms), Martin-Chang et al. (2011) attempted to control for this weakness. These
researchers designed a study so that both the homeschooled group and the traditionally-schooled
group were self-selected; they also tested each student individually instead of relying on self-
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reported test scores. This matched-pair design was praised by Kunzman and Gaither (2013) and
Ray (2015) and may indicate the best direction in which to design future quantitative
comparisons of academic achievement. The results uncovered an interesting dichotomy:
Homeschoolers did not perform uniformly. In fact, the level of their academic achievement
seemed to hinge on the type of structure in their homeschool. Martin-Chang et al. discovered
that students who were schooled in a more structured environment following some sort of
curriculum did significantly better than their public school counterparts. However, the students
whose parents subscribed to a philosophy of unschooling performed lower than their public
school counterparts, and in fact were below grade level in several subjects.
In defense of these negative findings regarding the academic proficiency of unschoolers,
Rolstad and Kesson (2013) reminded readers that the purported purpose of unschooling is not to
produce students who can score well on a single, standardized test, but those who have a love of
learning and can develop their skills at their own pace. It should also be noted that the MartinChang et al. participants were very young, ages 5-10 with a mean of 7 years 10 months.
Whether the unschooling students would eventually catch up and/or exceed their peers is a
question yet unanswered. The study by Green-Hennessy (2014), however, hints at continued
academic problems, finding in a 10-year examination of the data from the National Surveys of
Drug Use and Health (2002-2011) that homeschooled adolescents with weaker religious ties
(often more representative of unschooling) were three times more likely to state that they were
behind their grade-level peers.
Degree of structure. Many homeschooling studies explore the impact of a homeschool’s
structure, ranging from strictly parent-led/curriculum-driven to parent-facilitated/student-driven
(e.g., Bell et al., 2016; Hanna, 2012; Huber, 2003, 2004; Lois, 2006; Martin-Chang et al., 2011;
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Mazama, 2016; McKeon, 2007; Ray, 2010; Yusof, 2015). Some have found a positive
correlation between structure and academic achievement (Martin-Chang et al., 2011; Ray, 2010)
while others have concluded that less structure is more beneficial to the parent-teacher (Lois,
2006) and the student (Yusof, 2015). In their review of homeschooling research, Kunzman and
Gaither (2013) concluded that “one of the most consistent findings of research on homeschooling
practice is that after a year or two of assiduous effort to mimic formal schooling at home,
homeschooling mothers gradually move towards a less-structured, more eclectic approach” (p.
14). This less-structured approach to instruction would presumably lead to higher levels of selfefficacy, for according to Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy (1997), learning opportunities in
which the student is allotted autonomy and instruction is personalized lead to higher selfefficacy: “Personalized classroom structures produce higher perceived capability and less
dependence on the opinions of teachers and classmates” (p. 175). Few studies, however, have
examined self-efficacy among homeschooled students, leaving this supposition as yet
unsupported.
Rather than approaching the degree of structure from a self-efficacy perspective, one study
tackled the subject using self-determination theory instead (Bell et al., 2016). Bell and
colleagues (2016) applied self-determination theory to their examination of the motivational
environment created by homeschools. By surveying the autonomy-support and instructional
practices utilized among their 457 parent participants, Bell et al. found five different clustered
orientations ranging from those who used practices associated with high autonomy, high
mastery, and low use of conditional rewards (29% of the sample) to those who used practices
associated with high control (rather than autonomy), low mastery, and high use of conditional
rewards (11% of the sample). According to self-determination theory, then, those
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homeschooling parents who were the most controlling engendered the least supportive
environment for mastery or autonomy. Because autonomy has been proposed as an additional
source of self-efficacy (Butz & Usher, 2015; Phan & Ngu, 2016), the Bell et al. findings carry
significance for this study and seem to concur with Bandura’s (1997) assertion that personalized
structure leads to higher self-efficacy.
Instructional practices. No matter the degree of structure employed, instructional
practices in a homeschool setting are invariably characterized by a tailoring of instruction to the
individual learner (Anthony & Burroughs, 2012; Pannone, 2014; Thomas, 2016). In the study
conducted by Anthony and Burroughs (2012), for instance, they concluded that homeschooling
instructional decisions are similar to ordering a la carte from a menu: Parents pick and choose
the educational opportunities that they believe best fit their students’ needs. Thomas (2016)
confirmed these findings in his surveys and interviews with over 1000 homeschooling families.
He found that 45% of respondents conformed their routines and schedules to their child’s
individual learning styles (see Thomas, 2016, p. 2079, Table 1).
Very few studies, however, have examined homeschool instructional practices by subject
matter (Murphy, 2012). Sofia (2010) wrote one of the few published articles about writing and
homeschooling, arguing that a homeschool setting allowed for more autonomy which in turn
bolstered motivation. Although Kunzman (2009b) suggests that writing instruction in the
homeschool setting may be strengthened by the individualized feedback offered by parents,
Wooten (2014) questioned whether this actually happens: “This argument fails to account for the
non-specialist status of most homeschooling parents, which limits their knowledge about how to
provide feedback for their children’s writing” (p. 101, footnote). For the most part, in-depth
studies of K-12 writing have primarily been relegated to the realm of dissertations (Huber, 2002;
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Johnson, 2005; Spencer, 2012; Wooten, 2014). The most insightful and in-depth of these
dissertations was written by Huber (2002), who found that the context in which writing
instruction was delivered held the most impact on high school writers. Her descriptive case
study explored the experiences of six families with a total of nine students in grades 9–12 with
the cases representing a spectrum of structured writing instruction from parent-directed to
student-directed. Although self-efficacy was not the focus of her study, her detailed vignettes
revealed interesting dynamics that appeared to strengthen or weaken student self-confidence in
writing. For instance, when describing the case of one unschooled student, Huber concluded that
despite parental affirmation (social persuasion),
he seemed to feel uneasy [about his writing] without the assurance of the very rules he
said he wished to avoid. His unschooling way of learning to write had required him to
figure out—by himself—how to write. Yet he, at times, seemed to find such self-directed
writing opportunities a bit unsettling. (p. 300)
In this case, the contextual element of (lack of) structure served to disrupt the participant’s
confidence in writing.
A few researchers have also approached the subject of homeschool writing by examined
undergraduates, with the general findings that writing skills developed in the homeschool are
satisfactory (Duggan, 2010; Marzluf, 2009). For instance, Duggan (2010) found a nonsignificant difference in writing skills when community college students from backgrounds
including homeschool, public school, and private school were asked to rate their academic
abilities, an apparent indication that homeschoolers’ writing self-efficacy was no different than
that of their peers. In addition, Marzluf (2009) followed several Christian homeschool students
through their first year of college at a secular university and noted that they were able to adapt to
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the writing expectations of their professors, an indication of resiliency that could be interpreted
as evidence of high writing self-efficacy.
Writing curriculum for homeschoolers. As the number of homeschooling students has
grown, the market for homeschool writing curriculum has expanded as well. Wooten (2014)
combed homeschooling forums for discussions of writing curriculum and determined the three
most commonly mentioned were Institute for Excellence in Writing (IEW), BraveWriter, and
WriteShop. Other popular homeschool writing curricula included Bandusia Tutorials, Classical
Writing, Write at Home, Writing Strands, Write Guide, Patrick Henry Writing Mentors,
Time4Writing, Understanding Writing, Writing for 100 Days and Fairview’s Guide to
Composition and Essay Writing, A Beka Language Curriculum, Michael Clay Thompson
Language Arts, Building Christian English Series, Sonlight, WriteSource, Calvert, Essentials in
Writing (see Wooten, 2014, p. 316, Appendix A). New curricula continue to emerge as well.
For instance, Apologia, one of the main homeschool publishers, is in the process of publishing a
four-volume writing curriculum designed by Debra Bell entitled Writers in Residence (Bell,
2015).
Because IEW is one of the most popular curricula and was the one mentioned most often
by the participants of this study, it will be discussed in more detail here. The Institute for
Excellence in Writing was established by Andrew Pudewa in the 1990s to help train teachers
how to teach writing as well as to provide writing curricula for students in grades K–12 (see
http://www.iew.com). The curriculum is unique in that it provides an 11-disk DVD training
series instructing teachers how to use the curriculum. The program itself focuses on teaching
nine different writing structures (e.g., essays, research reports, critiques) and various stylistic
techniques (e.g., using strong verbs or various sentence openers). These structural and stylistic
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elements are reinforced throughout their books. In addition to its writing programs, IEW also
publishes a grammar program called Fix It! Grammar, designed to teach students to find and
correct grammar errors within the context of a story. Wooten (2014) reviewed IEW materials indepth in her dissertation (see pp. 73-148) and concluded that the formulaic approach to teaching
structure and style focuses on length and stylistic requirements to the detriment of content
quality. However, she did acknowledge that a formulaic approach would most likely assist
homeschool teachers untrained in writing pedagogy, providing them with a concrete way to teach
and evaluate student writing.
In conclusion, the current research on writing development among adolescent
homeschoolers is still in an embryonic stage; however, based on the available findings, parental
motivation and the degree of structure impact both instructional practices and academic
achievement and must be examined as contextual factors that influence writing self-efficacy
among homeschoolers.
Summary
This chapter established the theoretical framework for the present study and examined
topics related to the domain and context in which the study was conducted. In summary, then,
Bandura’s four theoretical sources of self-efficacy form the backbone of this study. Because the
construct of self-efficacy is sensitive to domain and context, the current study examines the
sources of self-efficacy in the domain of writing and within the context of homeschooling.
Regarding the literature in the writing domain, a renewed interest in the state of writing
instruction over the past decade has led to an increase in studies searching for effective
instructional practices and teacher beliefs that influence student writing achievement. Due to
findings that writing self-efficacy is correlated with writing proficiency and sensitive to gender
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and grade level, several researchers have called for more qualitative investigations into the
sources of writing self-efficacy. Currently, only one study has examined the sources of selfefficacy in the domain of writing, and only from a quantitative perspective. There is, however, a
growing body of research that has examined the sources of self-efficacy in other academic
domains, especially in science and math. In general, these studies have found that mastery
experiences are the most influential source of self-efficacy, followed by social persuasion,
physiological state, and vicarious experiences. They have also found that the academic context
is influential in the formation of self-efficacy.
Regarding the literature related to the context of homeschooling, findings are tentative.
Although homeschooling is a growing phenomenon with numbers estimated around two million
students in the United States, most studies rely on volunteer participants, making definitive
statements about this population difficult. Studies regarding parent motivation and academic
achievement are most common, while little is known about the instructional practices employed
in a homeschooling context and, specifically, their impact on developing writers. What little
research is available suggests that parental motivation and the degree of structure employed in a
homeschool impact instructional practices and academic achievement.
In summary, this study advances self-efficacy theory into the contextual field of
homeschooling. It answers the call for qualitative inquiry into the sources of writing selfefficacy and addresses the need for more studies that delve into the specific instructional
practices employed by homeschooling families.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS
Overview
This chapter details the methods used to explore the sources of writing self-efficacy
among homeschooled adolescents. The following sections describe the research design, reiterate
the research questions, and identify the setting and participants. The researcher’s role in the
study is elucidated and procedures for data collection are described. Methods of data analysis,
measures to ensure trustworthiness, and matters of ethical consideration are also discussed.
Design
This research study is qualitative in nature and utilizes a multiple-case design. According
to Patton (2015), a qualitative approach is appropriate when the researcher wishes to examine
“the phenomenon of interest to get detailed, descriptive data and perceptions about the variations
in what goes on and the implications of those variations for the people and processes involved”
(p. 6). The present study employs qualitative inquiry in order to explore the sources of selfefficacy beliefs in the depth and breadth of detail that would not be possible quantitatively.
Although historically, case study in American research has been a term synonymous with
fieldwork, it became a distinct research method beginning in the 1980s (Platt, 1992). Robert Yin
(2014) is arguably one of its most influential proponents and has developed the following
definition of case study over his 30+ years writing on this method of inquiry:
A case study is an empirical inquiry that
•

investigates a contemporary phenomenon (the “case”) in depth and within its realworld context, especially when

•

the boundaries between phenomenon and context may not be clearly evident.
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A case study inquiry
•

copes with the technically distinctive situation in which there will be many more
variables of interest than data points, and as one result

•

relies on multiple sources of evidence, with data needing to converge in a
triangulating fashion, and as another result

•

benefits from the prior development of theoretical propositions to guide data
collection and analysis. (pp. 16–17)

When applying Yin’s definition to the present case study, the contemporary phenomenon is the
self-efficacy of adolescent writers in the real-world context of homeschooling, guided by
Bandura’s (1997) theoretical propositions regarding the sources of self-efficacy.
Although the focus of the study is on each individual adolescent writer, the beliefs and
practices of the parent instructors are essential factors to include when considering the context of
the study. In fact, I chose to utilize case study methodology rather than another research design
because of the preeminence given to context, a factor that seems to be an essential consideration
within the homeschooling world. As Yin (2014) explained, “One of the strengths of case study
research is its ability to examine contextual conditions to the fullest extent that might appear
relevant” (p. 214). Thus, case study is an appropriate choice of methodology for the purpose of
this exploratory study seeking the sources of writing self-efficacy among homeschooled
adolescents. Because the focus is on individual adolescent writers, this study is holistic in nature
(see Yin, 2014, pp. 62–63). Using multiple cases yields robust results and adds a degree of
validity to the study (Yin, 2014), making holistic multiple-case design an appropriate choice for
this study.
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One of the foundational ideas in Yin’s (2014) multiple-case design is the concept of
replication. Yin recommended that cases be chosen, not on the basis of a representative
sampling (as in quantitative research), but on the basis of testing a theory for replication. One
case is chosen that captures a facet of the phenomenon; other cases that appear similar are
studied to see if the findings are comparable. If differences occur, the theory is revised to
account for the variations. According to Yin, the examination of similar cases is called a literal
replication. A multiple-case design may also include cases for theoretical replication in which
the researcher “predicts contrasting results but for anticipatable reasons” (Yin, 2014, p. 57).
Originally, I had proposed gathering cases for both literal and theoretical replication, based on
the WSES scores reported by the adolescent participants, with students scoring higher in the
literal group and those scoring lower in the theoretical group. However, once I collected my
cases and began analyzing the data, I realized two problems with my design:
1. My central research question and my sub-questions did not call for making comparisons
between higher and lower self-efficacy groups; rather, they focused on the broader
question of the development of writing self-efficacy among homeschooled students.
2. Although I had selected cases with a range of WSES scores, there were no obvious
distinctions between the cases with higher and lower scores. Perhaps this is because the
distance between the highest score (Allison) and lowest score (Hudson) was not great
enough to reach significance.
As I further analyzed the cases, I came to understand that they were all parallel cases (literal
replications) illustrating writing self-efficacy development among homeschooled
students. According to Yin (2014), revision of literal and theoretical replications is not an
uncommon occurrence in case study:
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You should not think that a case study’s design cannot be modified by new information
or discovery during data collection….
As examples, in a single-case study, what was thought to be a critical or unusual
case might have turned out not to be so, after initial data collection had started; ditto a
multiple-case study, where what was thought to be parallel cases for literal replication
turned out not to be so. With these revelations, you have every right to conclude that
your initial design needs to be modified. (p. 65, emphasis added)
However, beyond a revision in terminology (all literal replications instead of literal and
theoretical), this discovery did not change the overall research approach that I had proposed.
The research questions remained the same. The theoretical propositions using Bandura’s (1997)
theory of self-efficacy remained the same. Only the definition of cases changed, based on
findings from the data analysis.
Research Questions
The following is a restatement of the research questions introduced in Chapter One that
will be guiding this study:
Central Question
What impact does a homeschooling context have on the formation of writing self-efficacy
among adolescent students?
Sub-Questions (SQ)
SQ1: How are Bandura’s theoretical sources of self-efficacy evidenced in the formation
of homeschooled adolescents’ writing self-efficacy?
SQ2: How do the instructional practices of homeschooling parents impact the formation
of adolescent writing self-efficacy?
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Setting
The participants included in this study live in the following five states: Minnesota,
Florida, Oregon, Texas, and Indiana. Because homeschooling laws vary from state to state, each
of the state laws regarding homeschooling will be discussed briefly. According to the HSLDA
(n.d.), Minnesota, Oregon, and Florida are states with moderate regulation. In Minnesota,
homeschoolers are required to register yearly with their local school district and students ages 7–
17 must take a nationally normed test each year (Minnesota Department of Education, 2016). In
Oregon, homeschoolers ages 6–18 must register with their Educational Service District and must
be tested in Grades 3, 5, 8, and 10 using one of five approved nationally normed tests
(OCEANetwork.org, 2017). In Florida, homeschoolers must register with their local school
district and parents must maintain a portfolio of student work throughout the year; students must
also participate in an annual evaluation that can take several forms including a nationally normed
test or a review of their portfolio by a Florida certified teacher (Florida Department of Education,
n.d). Texas and Indiana, on the other hand, do not require homeschoolers to register with the
state. In Indiana, homeschoolers may choose to register with the Indiana State Department of
Education, but are not required to do so; the only requirement is that homeschoolers have 180
days of instruction (Indiana Department of Education, 2016). In Texas, there are no requirement
for registration or evaluation; however, student curriculum is expected to include reading,
spelling, grammar, mathematics, and good citizenship (Texas Home School Coalition, 2017).
Participants
Because the number of homeschooling families in the United States is not consistently
tracked (Kunzman & Gaither, 2013), only rough estimates of the sample pool are available.
According to the latest estimates from the NCES (2014), adolescent homeschoolers (those in
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Grades 6–12) number approximately 658,000. Based on Yin’s (2014) recommendation for
multiple-case design, a total of eight adolescents (who are still under the primary instruction of a
parent) were recruited from this pool to participate in the study. Bandura (1997) contended that
younger children are not able to assess their own self-efficacy accurately; thus, students had to be
adolescents (13–18 years old) so that they could participate in introspection and self-reflection
regarding the development of their confidence in writing. They also had to have been
homeschooling for the past three years. This is a typical criterion in homeschooling research to
ensure that the study is measuring the impact of homeschooling (e.g., Anthony & Burroughs,
2012). In addition to the adolescent participants, their parent instructors (who, in this study,
were their mothers) were also included in the study, bringing the total number of participants to
16.
As explained in the “Design” section of this chapter, Yin (2014) promoted replication
sampling rather than representative sampling. According to Patton (2015), this type of sampling
is called deductive theoretical sampling, which “involves finding case manifestations of a
theoretical construct of interest so as to examine and elaborate the construct, its variations and
implications” (p. 288). The theoretical construct of interest was based on the adolescent WSES
scores. Because my focus was on the contextual influence of homeschooling, I sought recruits
who were diverse geographically, ethnically, and economically and who practiced various styles
of homeschooling (see Chapter One for a list of these styles and their definitions); I also sought a
diverse representation of gender and age of the adolescent participants. Because homeschoolers
are known for their reluctance to participate in educational research (Kunzman & Gaither, 2013),
families were recruited by word-of-mouth, using personal contacts and snowball sampling (see
Appendix H for a sample recruitment letter). As an incentive to participate, each participant
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received a $10 gift card immediately following the interview (the final data collection
procedure). Adolescent participants were also entered into a drawing for $100 with one winner
chosen after all transcripts were finalized and reviewed by the participants.
Table 2
Participant Demographics

Student
Name

Age

Grade

Sex

Location

Ethnicity

Family
Size

Age of
ParentTeacher

Family
Income

Father’s Ed.
Level;
Profession

Mother’s Ed.
Level;
Profession

Allison

17

12th

Female

IN

Caucasian

7

40–49

35–70k

4 yrs. of
college;
management

Bachelor’s;
nurse

Bella

15

9th

Female

IN

Caucasian

5

40–49

35–70k

2 master’s
degrees;
professor/
academic dean

some college;
home educator

Carter

17

11th

Male

IN

Caucasian

5

40–49

35–70k

Bachelor’s; IT
admin.

Bachelor’s;
nurse manager

Drew

16

10th

Male

IN

Caucasian

7

50+

35–70k

Master’s;
teacher

Bachelor’s;
nurse

Ellie

13

8th

Female

OR

Caucasian

5

40–49

35–70k

High school;
military
intelligence

Bachelor’s;
business &
grant admin.

Finn

15

10th

Male

TX

Caucasian
(mother);
Black
(father)

2

50+

<35k

not available

some college;
home educator

Grace

14

8th

Female

FL

Caucasian

8

30–39

>70k

Bachelor’s; real
estate broker

Bachelor’s;
home educator

Hudson

15

9th

Male

MN

Caucasian

5

40–49

>70k

Bachelor’s;
computer
engineer

Associate’s;
home educator
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Based on the demographic synthesis of research conducted by Murphy (2012) and the
most recent demographic data from the NCES (Redford et al., 2016, Table 2, p. 10),
homeschooling parents are likely to have at least some college experience and fall into the
middle socioeconomic status. They will most likely be White, due to the fact that Whites are
disproportionally represented among homeschoolers, although minority numbers are growing
(Fields-Smith & Kisura, 2013; Mazama, 2016; Mazama & Lundy, 2012, 2013; Murphy, 2012).
The general description of homeschooling families in the literature characterizes them as
religiously conservative, two-parent marital units with three or more children (Kunzman &
Gaither, 2013; Murphy, 2012; Ray, 2010). As can be seen in Table 2, participants in this study
fall along the typical demographic lines found in the literature. In addition, all parents reported
attending religious gatherings at least once a week, with most identifying as Protestants or nondenominational Christians; only Hudson’s mother varied in her identification as a Messianic
Jew.
Procedures
The following steps were taken in conducting this research. After I successfully
defended my proposal before my dissertation committee, I sought approval from Liberty’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB), which was granted on January 5, 2017 (see Appendix A).
During the month of January, I conducted pilot tests of the study with two homeschooling
families, testing the data collection procedures as well as the interview questions themselves.
Based on the feedback I received from these families, I refined the instructions for some of the
surveys and added two questions to the interview protocol. I then submitted protocol changes to
the IRB and received approval for these changes.

84
Following the pilot tests and protocol adjustments, I began actively recruiting by
contacting homeschooling parents directly or requesting homeschooling acquaintances to
forward my recruitment letter (see Appendix H) to their contacts. Once a potential family
indicated their interest in participating, I usually scheduled a phone conference with the mother
to verify the student’s eligibility for the study and to clarify that both the student and the parent
teacher were necessary participants in the study. Next I sent informed consent documents for the
participants to sign (see Appendices C, D, E). Once the informed consent documents were
returned, I emailed the parent participants links to the Google Forms containing the demographic
questionnaire, surveys of instructional practices and writing assignments, and parent journal
prompts; the student participants received links to Google Forms containing the self-efficacy
scale and the student journal prompts. I also emailed the students a request to send me a writing
sample written within the last year.
Data collection took place during the months of February, March, and April of 2017.
After all seven data elements were received from a participating family, I scheduled interviews
with the student first and then the parent. These interviews were scheduled on separate days to
allow time for me to process what the student said before I followed up with the parent
interview. The student interviews focused on questions related to their writing sample and their
sources of writing self-efficacy. Towards the end of each interview, I used photo elicitation
methods to discuss their emotional reaction writing (see Appendix J). The subsequent parent
interviews focused on how the mothers delivered writing instruction in the homeschool setting as
well as their observations of their students’ writing self-efficacy. Each interview was transcribed
and copies of the transcripts were sent to each participant to verify or edit what they had said.
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Data analysis began at the individual case level first. I listened to each recorded
interview again while following along in the transcript, then coded the transcripts and journals
using ATLAS.ti software designed for qualitative analysis. Next I constructed each case study
by providing rich description of the participant’s family, homeschooling practices, and writing
confidence; I also evaluated the sources of an individual’s self-efficacy and constructed a table
with quotations from the case linked to Bandura’s four sources of self-efficacy.
Multiple case analysis began with a comparative examination of the quantitative data
gathered in this case study. Tables were created to identify the most frequently used
instructional practices and writing assignments among the parents. Another table was created to
compare student WSES scores. Multiple case analysis of the qualitative data (interviews and
journals) was approached using both inductive and deductive means. Deductive analysis began
by looking for evidence of Bandura’s four theoretical sources of self-efficacy within the student
responses to questions regarding their writing confidence or lack thereof; inductive analysis
followed as I examined the qualitative data for patterns in instructional practices among parents.
The Researcher's Role
In qualitative research, the researcher serves as the instrument rather than relying on the
statistics programs used in quantitative analysis. To borrow the words of Patton (2015), “The
human factor is the great strength and the fundamental weakness of qualitative inquiry and
analysis” (p. 522). In the interest of transparency, therefore, I acknowledge my own biases in
this section and account for them in my data collection and analysis to promote the
trustworthiness of this study.
As an English teacher and a homeschooling parent, I am passionate about the centrality
of writing in education and believe in the value of one-on-one instruction afforded by
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homeschooling. However, these biases have not affected my data collection or analysis
procedures since I was exploring the sources of self-efficacy among homeschoolers, not arguing
for the importance of writing among homeschoolers or the importance of individualized
instruction. Some of participants in this study were acquaintances, some were friends of
acquaintances, and some were complete strangers. Although we shared the choice of
homeschooling, I had no relationship with them beyond that. To further limit any bias, I relied
on Yin’s (2014) protocols for conducting a holistic multiple-case design.
Data Collection
Rigorous and varied data collection techniques are critical aspects of a trustworthy
qualitative study. In this study, data were collected through standardized instruments, journaling,
documents, photo elicitation, and interviews. The standardized instruments were administered to
help establish a baseline of participant confidence in writing. Journaling was used to help
explore the sources of their confidence in their writing skills (or lack thereof). Documents in the
form of writing samples verified the students’ capacity to write and provided a medium for
further discussion of their writing habits during the interview. Photo elicitation in the form of
two separate comics depicting a teacher and student writer were used to explore student attitudes
towards writing. Finally, the student and parent interviews were conducted as the culminating
feature of the study to explore the sources of the student’s writing self-efficacy and the context in
which it developed.
I handled the incoming data in the following manner: I designed a data collection matrix
with all the required data from each case listed. As the data came in, I check it off on the matrix.
In this manner, I ensured that no data elements were omitted; I also used this matrix to ensure
that I did not conduct any individual interviews until all the data had been submitted. As
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recommended by Yin (2014), I organized my computer files to track the incoming information in
a logical way. Each case had its own folder. Within this folder were five sub-folders: consent
documents (digital copies of the signed consent forms from the parents and students), interviews
(digital recordings from the parent and student interviews and my observation notes), parent data
(demographic survey, teacher instructional practices survey, types of writing assignments survey,
parent journal), student data (WSES score, writing sample, student journal), and transcripts
(copies of both the student and parent interviews).
As data trickled in, I tracked the information across cases using tables. Demographic
data were tracked in a table recording student age, grade, gender, ethnicity, birth order, family
size, parent education/profession, family income, religious affiliation and frequency of religious
activities. The individual WSES scale scores were entered into a table color-coded according to
the high, medium, and low ratings indicated by Engelhard and Behizadeh (2012). A separate
table tracked each student’s overall WSES score average compared with the other participant
scores. Tables were also used for the survey results to compare instructional practices and types
of writing assignments.
I recorded the interviews digitally and sent all but four of the interviews to a professional
transcriptionist. Student interviews ranged from 30 minutes to 48 minutes with an average
length of 38 minutes; parent interviews ranged from 31 minutes to 56 minutes with an average
length of 46 minutes. Once I received a completed transcription, I listened to each interview
again while reading the transcript to verify its accuracy. I then removed some of the distracting
filler words from the transcripts (such as “you know,” “um,” “like,” and false starts where the
speaker started to say something and then completely changed direction) and sent the transcripts
to the interviewees for a final review. My thought process in removing some of the filler words
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was as follows: I wanted a clear presentation of the participant responses so that they could be
verified by the participants themselves. By removing some of the filler words and then returning
the transcripts to them for verification, I ensured that I had captured their meaning accurately.
See Appendix N for an example of how the verbatim transcripts were sanitized before sending
them to the interviewees for a review.
Instruments
The surveys, questionnaires, and scales described in this section are included in this study
to establish an in-depth picture of the context in which the adolescent participants have
developed their self-efficacy as well as to elucidate the student’s writing self-efficacy beliefs.
All of the original authors of these instruments have granted their permission to use and adapt
these measures as necessary. Once IRB approval was granted, the instruments were pilot tested
with two homeschooling families to check for technological glitches in the delivery of the
instruments as well as to reveal any areas of confusion before being delivered to the participants.
Parent instructors completed a demographic questionnaire (researcher-designed; see Appendix I)
and the survey of writing instructors created by Graham et al. (2014); student participants
completed the adapted WSES (Engelhard & Behizadeh, 2012).
Demographic questionnaire. This questionnaire was designed by the researcher to elicit
basic demographic information about the homeschooling family. Five experts in education and
homeschooling reviewed the questionnaire to ensure clarity of questions; a copy of the
questionnaire can be found in Appendix I. Most homeschool researchers categorize families by
the number of children, income level, religious involvement, and education level of parents (e.g.,
Ray, 2010), so collecting this information situates these case studies within the broader field of
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homeschooling research. The questionnaire was completed by the parent participant and used to
develop a richer picture of the context in which the adolescent’s self-efficacy developed.
Writing Self-Efficacy Scale. Before I could explore my research questions regarding
the sources of self-efficacy, I needed to establish the level of self-efficacy held by each
adolescent student. The adapted Writing Self-Efficacy Scale (WSES; Engelhard & Behizadeh,
2012) was used to establish a baseline for students’ personal confidence in writing. The WSES
was first developed by Pajares and Valiante in 1999 and further validated by Pajares (2007b). In
2012, Engelhard and Behizadeh modified and validated the scale to include six more questions
regarding idea, organization, and style. In addition, these researchers tested the psychometric
properties of their adapted WSES 9-point scale and labeled ratings of 1–5 low writing selfefficacy, 6–7 medium writing self-efficacy, and 8–9 high writing self-efficacy (see Englelhard &
Behizadeh, 2012, Table 1, p. 136). Engelhard and Behizadeh found the reliability of their scale
to be acceptable (.89 Cronbach’s coefficient alpha). These researchers also found a positive
correlation between self-efficacy scores and student grade attainment, reinforcing the belief that
a correlation exists between self-efficacy beliefs and writing proficiency. A copy of Engelhard
and Behizadeh’s adapted WSES can be found in Appendix F; permission to reproduce this
adapted version was granted by Nadia Behizadeh (see Appendix G). Due to the extensive
history of the original scale yielding significant findings and the validation of the adapted scale, I
believe it is a valid measure for this study to help establish the level of self-efficacy beliefs held
by the participants.
Graham et al. (2014) survey. Graham et al. (2014) designed a five-part survey, pilot
tested it among a group of select middle school educators, made minor adjustments based on
their recommendations, and administered it to a random sample of US middle school teachers,
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requesting information about their approach to teaching writing. Several sections of the survey
gathered demographic and classroom data not applicable to this study; however, two sections
applied directly to this study: Section II (instructional practices) and Section IV (writing
assignments). According to Graham et al., the questions in Section II are based on 19 evidencebased practices for writing. Meta-analyses by Graham have demonstrated the efficacy of these
practices (e.g., Graham & Perin, 2007; Graham, Harris, et al., 2015). This query regarding
instructional practices was included in the present study to address SQ2 regarding the
instructors’ writing practices. A copy of the entire survey was provided by the primary author
and permission to use this survey in the present study was granted by the primary author (Steve
Graham, personal communication, July 27, 2016). Minor adaptations to the survey questions
were made to fit the context of homeschooling (e.g., Circle how often you have students… was
changed to How often do you have your student…). The results of this survey helped situate
each case amidst the greater discussion of adolescent writing instruction and enriched the
knowledge base regarding homeschool instructional practices.
Journaling
After completing the writing self-efficacy scale, the adolescent participants responded to
the following two prompts: (a) Please describe something that has happened to you that made
you feel more confident about your ability in writing. (b) Please describe something that has
happened to you that made you feel less confident about your ability in writing. These prompts
were aimed at addressing SQ1 regarding student sources of writing self-efficacy. The prompts
were adapted from the mixed methods study by Butz and Usher (2015), in which the researchers
asked 2511 participants for a written response to this prompt: “In the space provided below,
write something that has happened that made you feel MORE confident about yourself in [math,
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reading]” (p. 51). Although this question yielded robust results, the researchers noted that a
slight change in wording (“confident about your ability” rather than “confident about yourself”)
would help clarify that the question addressed confidence in ability. They also recommended
that future research explore what makes students less confident in their abilities as well; thus, the
journal prompts used in this proposal reflect those recommendations. Although these questions
could have be asked in the form of an interview, having the adolescent participants respond in
writing offered a deeper level of introspection; according to Janesick (1999), “The clarity of
writing down one’s thoughts will allow for stepping into one’s inner mind and reaching further
into interpretations of the behaviors, beliefs, and words we write” (p. 514). Thus, journaling was
an effective means of providing insight into the sources of writing self-efficacy among the
adolescent participants (SQ1).
The parent participants also responded to the following journal prompts after they
complete the demographic questionnaire and the survey: Please share a specific story about the
best or worse day you had teaching writing. What was the purpose of the lesson/assignment?
How did you go about teaching it? How did your student respond? Why does this day stand out
in your memory? What (if anything) would you have done differently? The literature has noted
that the most effective writing instruction is delivered by teachers who are confident in their own
writing abilities and effective in their use of evidence-based strategies (Graham et al., 2016;
Graham & Perin, 2007; Hughey, 2010). Thus, this journal prompt was designed to access the
comfort level with which parents approached the teaching of writing and explored the specific
instructional practices described in their anecdotes (SQ2).
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Documents
Prior to the interview, student participants chose one extended text that they were proud
of, written within the past year, and sent a copy of it to the primary researcher. During the
interview, questions related to the document were asked such as why the document was chosen
and the process the student went through in producing it. Data from this discussion addressed
both SQ1, the sources of their confidence, and SQ2, the specific instructional practices that
impacted their confidence. This data collection method was chosen based on the success
recorded by Huber (2002) when she used similar methods during her interviews with
homeschooled writers.
Photo Elicitation
During the interview with the adolescent participants, students were shown two drawings
of a student writer interacting with a teacher and asked to choose which picture best depicted
their attitude toward writing. They were also asked what they imagined was being said in the
cartoon. The purpose of incorporating photo elicitation into this study was to gain access to the
affective attitudes of the students towards writing (SQ1): One image communicates anxiety
while the other image communicates enthusiasm (see Appendix J for a copy of the cartoons and
Appendix K for permission from the copyright holder). This practice of asking participants to
discuss the contents of a picture was first introduced as a research method by Collier (1967). It
is most often used with photographs either taken by the researcher or by the participants (ClarkIbáñez, 2004; Harper, 2002), but the use of any visual image can yield meaningful data (Harper,
2002). Harper (2002) posited that photo elicitation interviews are “an interview process. . . that
evokes a different kind of information” (p. 13); in this study, it was used as another way of
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plumbing the affective state of the participant (SQ1). It also helped reveal how parent
instructional practices impacted writing self-efficacy (SQ2).
Interviews
Standardized open-ended interview protocols are the same (standardized) interview
questions asked of all participants that require open-ended answers (beyond a simple yes or no).
Interview protocols were used to ensure that data collected across cases could be compared
(Patton, 2015). Two separate interview protocols were utilized: one for adolescent writers
(Appendix L) and one for their parent instructors (Appendix M). Prior to actual field testing, the
questions were pilot tested with two homeschooling families not included in the study to ensure
clarity in questions and wording. Data from the interviews addressed the central research
question as well as the two sub-questions.
Interview protocol for adolescent writers. Ellen Usher (2009) is one of the leading
investigators into the sources of academic self-efficacy and one of the few who has conducted
qualitative inquiries (see a list of her studies in Appendix B). In 2009 she conducted a study
with eight middle schools students, their parents, and their teachers, investigating the sources of
students’ mathematical self-efficacy. To strengthen the validity of my study and to ensure that I
probed for all the sources of self-efficacy, I adapted her interview protocol (see Usher, 2009, pp.
282–283) to fit the domain of writing in the context of homeschooling. Permission to use and
adapt this interview protocol was granted by the Ellen Usher (personal communication, June 30,
2016). The main prompts are listed below while a copy of the entire protocol used for this study,
including multiple probes for each question, is contained in Appendix L.
1. Tell me a little about yourself.
2. Tell me a little about who you are as a student.
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3. Tell me about a typical school day for you.
4. Tell me a little about who you are as a writer.
5. How does writing make you feel?
6. What do other people say about your writing?
7. Tell me how writing is used by the people around you.
8. Earlier you rated your writing ability on a scale of 1 to 10. How would you rate your
confidence? Why? What could make you feel more confident in your writing abilities?
9. Looking back at your development as a writer, what is the one thing that you think has
most contributed to your confidence in writing?
The purpose of Questions 1–3 and their related probes was to help gather descriptive data
about the participant and the context in which writing instruction was delivered. Because there
are multiple types of homeschools with varying degrees of structure (Martin-Chang et al., 2011;
Murphy, 2012; Ray, 2010), collecting this data helped explain the context of the case and allows
other researchers to judge the transferability of the findings. The questions were also designed to
gather information about specific writing practices (SQ2). Several studies have examined
effective writing strategies for adolescents and explored the types of writing required of
adolescents (Gillespie et al., 2014; Graham et al., 2014, 2016; Graham & Perin, 2007). Because
contextual factors are seen as influential on the formation of self-efficacy (Burning & Kauffman,
2016; Joët et al., 2011; Kiran & Sungur, 2012), data gathered through these questions helped
shed light on some of the influential antecedents of the adolescents’ self-efficacy (SQ2).
The purpose of Question 4 and its probes was to gather information on the students’
experiences with writing and obtain descriptions of their mastery experiences (SQ1). Bandura
(1997) theorized that mastery experiences were one of the most influential sources of self-
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efficacy, confirmed by other studies in academic self-efficacy (Usher & Pajares, 2008).
However, in a soft subject like writing where there are no clear right or wrong answers, how is
mastery determined? This question probed for manifestations of writing self-efficacy such as
persistence, resilience, and self-regulation (Bandura, 1997), in the hopes that students would
provide illumination on how their writing self-efficacy beliefs were formed (SQ1).
Question 5 draws from one of Bandura’s (1997) theorized sources of self-efficacy
(specifically physiological state) and was designed to elucidate students’ emotional response to
writing (SQ1). Several studies have found a curvilinear relationship between physiological
arousal and student self-efficacy (Usher & Pajares, 2008), so this question is designed to tease
out these distinctions in the domain of writing.
Questions 6 and 7 draw from Bandura’s (1997) social sources of self-efficacy (SQ1).
Question 6 queried students regarding the social feedback they receive from others while
Question 7 probed their vicarious experiences by asking about how writing is modeled by those
around them. The social sources of self-efficacy have yielded the most inconsistent results in the
literature on the sources of academic self-efficacy (Ahn et al., 2016; Kiran & Sungur, 2012;
Pajares, Johnson, et al., 2007). Thus, these questions probe how homeschooled adolescents are
impacted by vicarious experiences and social persuasion (SQ1).
The final two questions are summative probes allowing the students to specifically
answer the CQ regarding the sources of their writing self-efficacy. A similar question to
Question 8 was used effectively in Butz and Usher (2015) to yield significant findings regarding
the sources of self-efficacy. Question 9 was added following pilot testing of this interview
protocol to further clarify the most influential source of the student’s writing self-efficacy.
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Interview protocol for parent educators. The parent interview followed the interview
with students. It focused on the homeschooling context, parental beliefs about teaching and the
teaching of writing in particular, and parental evaluations of the student’s abilities and attitudes
toward writing. The main prompts included in this protocol are listed below; the entire protocol
including multiple probes under each prompt is contained in Appendix M.
1. Tell me a little about your homeschool.
2. Tell me a little about who you are as a teacher.
3. Tell me a little about your student as a writer.
4. Tell me about a time when your student seemed to really struggle in writing.
5. Describe how your student typically reacts when you give him/her a writing project.
6. How would you rate your student’s confidence in his or her individual writing abilities?
Why? What could make your student feel more confident about his or her writing
abilities?
Question 1 was designed to probe the parent’s reason for homeschooling, the structure of
the homeschool, and the curricular choices regarding writing. Homeschooling literature has
consistently drawn a distinction between those who homeschool for religious reasons and those
who do so for pedagogical reasons (Gaither, 2008; Hanna, 2012; Knowles et al., 1992; Kunzman
& Gaither, 2013; Van Galen, 1986), with those practicing a more structured approach aligning
with the religious segment and those allowing more student autonomy aligning with the
pedagogical camp (Gray & Riley, 2013; Grunzke, 2010). This question is also designed to probe
how curricular choices in writing instruction are made. Homeschooling literature has noted that
often parents take a “bricolage” approach (Sherfinski, 2014, p. 169) to curriculum, patching
together what works for them, and their curricular choices are greatly influenced by co-ops and
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homeschooling contacts (Anthony & Burroughs, 2012; Hanna, 2012; Pannone, 2014).
Question 1 helped establish what type of homeschooling practices were employed in each case
and, when synthesized with the student interview responses, helped explain how these practices
impacted student writing self-efficacy (SQ2).
Question 2 was designed to gather information about the teaching style of the parent
instructor. The literature supports the assertion that teacher beliefs directly impact student selfefficacy; in particular, teacher beliefs about whether student achievement is a result of a fixed
trait or a learned skill impact their approach to teaching (Bandura, 1997; Chen & Usher, 2013;
Hall & Grisham-Brown, 2011; McCarthey & Mkhize, 2013). There is also evidence that, in the
absence of pedagogical training, teachers will revert to the way they were taught (Knowles,
1998; Oleson & Hora, 2014). Considering that writing pedagogy has changed drastically over
the past 30 years (e.g., process vs. product approach; see Applebee & Langer, 2009), it was
important to probe the parent’s pedagogical practices as a source of student self-efficacy beliefs
(SQ2).
Because teachers understand their students sometimes better than students understand
themselves (Corkett et al., 2011), Questions 3 through 5 were designed to probe parental
evaluations of their children’s writing abilities and beliefs. When synthesized with the student
interview results, these questions helped answer SQ1 regarding the impact of mastery
experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and physiological state upon the student’s
self-efficacy. Bandura (1997) asserted that mastery experiences were the most influential source
of self-efficacy; thus, Question 3 sought to develop a clearer picture of the student’s mastery
experiences (SQ1). It also probed for vicarious experiences that the student had in comparison to
other family members (SQ1). Question 4 asked the parents to illustrate how their students dealt
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with writing difficulties, since resilience and persistence are two manifestations of self-efficacy
(Bandura, 1997). Question 4 also probed how parents used verbal persuasion to help the
students through the difficulty (SQ1). Question 5 specifically addresses the affective and
physiological reactions to writing that parents observed in their students (SQ1).
The final question in the parent interview was similar to the eighth question in the student
interview. It asked the parent to rate the student’s confidence in writing and speculate on the
sources of that confidence. This question addressed the central question of the entire study and
serves as a summation for the interview.
Data Analysis
As discussed in the previous section, both quantitative and qualitative data were collected
in this case study. All quantitative data were placed into tables; because both parent surveys
included frequency counts, I simply averaged the frequencies for reporting purposes. In this way,
the tables provided a quick overview of the items used most frequently across cases. The other
quantitative data utilized in this study were the results from the WSES taken by the students. I
replicated the student survey in its entirely, placing the results in a table and then analyzing each
item, using a color-coding system to categorize the score as low, medium, or high. These rating
distinctions were based on Engelhard and Behizadeh’s (2012) study of the psychometric
properties of their adapted WSES, the same scale used in this study; in Table 1 on p. 136,
Engelhard and Behizadeh discussed the rating scale structure of the WSES and indicated that the
recoded ratings of 1–5 carried a label of low, 6–7 medium, and 8–9 high. I also calculated an
overall confidence score for each student by averaging a student’s individual item scores and
applying a low, medium, or high label based on the Engelhard and Behizadeh ratings.
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Qualitative data in the form of interviews and journals were analyzed using both
inductive and deductive analyses. I employed descriptive coding (an inductive analysis method)
as an initial first cycle coding method to identify common topics within the interviews and
journals. This coding method was defined by Saldaña (2016) as follows: “Descriptive Coding
summarizes in a word or short phrase – most often a noun – the basic topic of a passage of
qualitative data” (p. 102). I also applied hypothesis coding (a deductive analysis method; see
Saldaña, 2016, p. 171) to the data by evaluating student responses through the theoretical lens of
Bandura’s sources of self-efficacy, relying on previous findings regarding the sources of
academic self-efficacy to help guide my categorizing efforts (refer to Table 1, p. 54, for a list of
sample statements from previous research linking student statements to Bandura’s sources).
Qualitative data analysis for individual cases began as soon as the transcripts for a case
were finalized. After listening to the two interviews related to an individual case, I imported the
transcripts and journals submitted by the student and his or her parent into ATLAS.ti. Each case,
then, included four coded documents: parent interview, parent journal, student journal, and
student interview (note that the photo elicitation and discussion of the writing document were
embedded within the student interview discussion). I then began a descriptive coding of the
data. After the first case, I examined the codes and began grouping them into general categories
that would help describe the case. After the final case was complete, I had generated a list of 66
codes and eight categories (plus six codes that did not fit into a specific category); these are
listed in Appendix O. Once the transcripts and journals were coded, I printed the output report
for the individual case organized by code group and document. I then read through the output
and highlighted key quotations to be used in the case descriptions. I also searched for good
examples of Bandura’s sources of self-efficacy. As Yin (2014) explained, one way of
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manipulating the data is by “making a matrix of categories and placing the evidence within such
categories” (p. 135). This is how I began examining SQ1 related to Bandura’s sources of writing
self-efficacy. I created one such matrix for each of the eight participants and presented those in
tabular form in Chapter Four.
Multiple-case analysis was based on Yin’s (2014) foundational idea of replication. I
search for patterns across cases regarding the formation of student self-efficacy and the
instructional practices employed by the parents. To compare the descriptive data presented in
the individual cases, I created simple tables. To begin the cross-case analysis of the students’
sources of self-efficacy (SQ1), I used the quantitative data from the WSES scores to compare
score averages between participants. Next, I opened a new file in ATLAS.ti, uploaded all
interviews and journals from the students, and did a key word search for confiden* across all
files. ATLAS.ti searched through all 16 student documents and identified each mention of the
word confident or confidence in either the question or the student response. As I worked with the
data, I noted that five questions (both journal prompts and three interview questions) explicitly
asked the student to make or explain a judgment about their confidence. For comparison
purposes, I felt that a close examination of student responses to these five questions would
illuminate the sources of the student self-efficacy; in essence, then, I utilized Patton’s (2015)
recommendation for cross-case analysis by “grouping together answers from different people to
common questions” (p. 534). To begin analyzing the student responses to questions about their
confidence, I printed out all student answers under each individual question. I approached the
data through deductive means by highlighting the key words in each quotation, coding the
quotations, and then using hypothesis coding as I had with the individual case studies to
categorize the statements according to Bandura’s theoretical sources of self-efficacy.
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To examine the instructional practices that impact writing self-efficacy (SQ2), I reviewed
the quantitative data from the two parent surveys to determine the most frequently utilized
instructional practices and writing assignments. I then began re-examining the qualitative data
with SQ2 in mind. I re-read all 32 documents, every transcript and journal entry, searching for
any mention of instructional practices and assigned preliminary codes to them. Then I reviewed
the codes and tracked how many participants noted a particular instructional practice. If at least
four of the eight students or their mothers mentioned a practice, I kept it. Six codes resulted
from this approach. For the second cycle coding, I followed the methods of pattern coding
explained by Saldaña (2016, pp. 236–239) in which I listed all the codes that had been generated
in the first cycle coding and looked for common themes among the answers. Three themes
emerged from this coding cycle and are described in Chapter Four. As a final step in the
qualitative analysis of the parents’ instructional practices, I again used hypothesis coding to trace
these instructional themes back to Bandura’s (1997) theoretical sources of self-efficacy.
Trustworthiness
Because of the subjective nature of qualitative research, it is essential to establish the
validity of the findings. Creswell and Miller (2000) clarified that validity carries a different
meaning in qualitative research: Rather than validating the instrument as in quantitative studies,
the researcher’s interpretations and inferences must be validated. To reinforce this distinction in
meaning, Lincoln and Guba (1986) recommended using the term trustworthiness rather than
validity for qualitative inquiry. The following sections employ Lincoln and Guba’s terminology
to explicate how trustworthiness was established in this study.
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Credibility
To help establish the internal validity of the findings (their credibility), triangulation and
member checks were used in this study. Triangulation refers to the practice of cross-checking
the data (Lincoln & Guba, 1986) to establish “convergence among multiple and different sources
of information to form themes or categories” (Creswell & Miller, 2000, p. 126). Data from
instruments, journaling, documents, photo elicitation, and interviews helped triangulate the
themes and establish credibility in the findings. Member checking, in which participants in the
study validate the initial data as well as the findings, is another way credibility will be
established. In this study, participants reviewed interview transcripts for accuracy (Creswell &
Miller, 2000).
Dependability and Confirmability
To help establish the reliability of the findings (their dependability), an audit trail was
used in this study (Lincoln & Guba, 1986). As defined by Creswell and Miller (2000), “An audit
trail is established by researchers documenting the inquiry process through journaling and
memoing, keeping a research log of all activities, developing a data collection chronology, and
recording data analysis procedures clearly” (p. 128). I maintained a detailed record of the
procedures of this study to establish a clear audit trail to strengthen the dependability of my
findings (see earlier sections entitled “Procedures” and “Data Analysis” in this chapter).
To establish the objectivity of the findings (their confirmability), a peer review was
employed in this study. Creswell and Miller (2000) defined this validation method as “the
review of the data and research process by someone who is familiar with the research or the
phenomenon being explored” (p. 129); therefore, I included an expert in the field of educational
psychology on my committee to review my findings on the sources of self-efficacy.

103
Transferability
To help readers decide on the applicability of this study’s findings to other cases (its
transferability), it is essential to establish a “thick” description of each case (Creswell & Miller,
2000; Lincoln & Guba, 1986). This study included detailed descriptions of the setting,
participants, and findings so that such comparisons could be made.
Ethical Considerations
Because this study involves human subjects, no data were collected until formal approval
from Liberty University’s IRB had been granted. Informed consent forms, parental consent
forms, and student assent forms (if the student was under the age of 15) were gathered before any
data collection began. Participants were reassured that their part in the study was voluntary and
that they could withdraw at any point during the study. All participants were assigned
pseudonyms to protect their anonymity. There is a common concern among homeschoolers that
the government will interfere with their practice (Kunzman, 2009a), so I was diligent in
communicating with my participants about the data collection process and the protection of their
anonymity. To further protect their identity, all data was stored in password-protected computer
files, and documents were stored in a locked case.
Summary
This chapter detailed the methods that I employed while conducting this holistic multiple
case study. The central research question guiding this study explored the impact of a
homeschooling context on the sources of writing self-efficacy among adolescent students.
Participants were comprised of adolescent writers (ages 13–18) and their parent instructors
within a homeschooling context, and eight families were recruited through theoretical sampling
with an effort made to include diversity in homeschool styles, family economics, family
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ethnicity, student gender, student age, and geographical location. Various means of data
collection were used including standardized instruments, questionnaires, journaling, documents,
photo elicitation, and interviews. Data analysis was conducted using both inductive and
deductive means. The present study’s trustworthiness was strengthened through triangulation,
member checks, an audit trail, thick description, and peer review. Ethical considerations
included gaining IRB approval and gathering informed consent from all participants. In
addition, participant anonymity was assured; electronic files were password protected and
physical documents were stored in a place accessible only to the researcher.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Overview
This chapter presents the findings from this multiple case study exploring the impact of a
homeschooling context on the formation of writing self-efficacy among adolescent students. The
chapter begins with a presentation of the individual cases by providing a detailed description of
each student participant and the context in which his or her writing self-efficacy has developed.
Data collected from all sources are integrated into these descriptions. Next, the chapter discusses
the results of the cross-case analysis, examining the themes that emerged from data analysis and
addressing the research questions. The chapter closes with a brief summary of the findings.
Participants
Eight homeschooled writers between the ages of 13–17, along with their mothers,
participated in this study (refer to Table 2, p. 82, in Chapter Three), bringing the total number of
participants to 16. All student participants were assigned pseudonyms in alphabetical order from
their highest to lowest WSES scores; therefore, the name “Allison” was assigned to the student
scoring highest on the WSES; Bella scored the next highest, then Carter, Drew, Ellie, Finn,
Grace, and Hudson. In this section, a detailed description of each case is presented beneath the
heading containing the student’s name.
Each case is organized in approximately the same manner, integrating responses from the
parent and student journals and interviews with the quantitative data collected regarding the
student’s self-efficacy rating, the parent instructional practices, and the most frequently assigned
writing tasks. First, a brief description is offered regarding the students’ physical appearance and
their writing ability. Next, their homeschooling journey and the instructional practices used for
writing are described. The students’ writing confidence is then discussed along with their
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apparent sources of self-efficacy. Each case closes with two tables: one reports the results of the
participant’s WSES and the other identifies quotations by the participant or the parent that relate
to Bandura’s various sources of self-efficacy.
Allison
Allison is a 17-year-old confident writer who loves reading, writing, acting, and singing
and finds her writing confidence in the resources surrounding her. Allison and her mother
volunteered to join this study after receiving an emailed invitation explaining the study.
Allison’s family resides in a small city in Indiana and is comprised of seven members: Her
father has completed four years of college and works in management; her mother holds a
bachelor’s degree and works as a nurse; Allison has two older siblings (ages 19 and 22) and two
younger ones (ages 10 and 12). Her mother reported that their annual family income is below
$70,000.
Allison described herself as “an ambivert, more introverted but can be extroverted.”
When I interviewed her in person, I met a Caucasian girl with long brown hair and thick
eyelashes who seemed to measure her words carefully as she spoke. When I asked her to rate
her current writing ability on a scale of 1–10, Allison replied with a 7 and explained, “I definitely
think I do have good writing skills, but there’s definitely a lot more I can learn.” Her mother
rated Allison’s ability level at an 8, acknowledging that spelling and grammar were sometimes a
struggle, but that “she just has a natural ability to speak, and I think for her that overflows into
her writing.” This assessment of a 7–8 seems accurate based on the two-page, single-spaced
writing sample Allison submitted, an overview of A Tale of Two Cities that provided a plot
summary and an examination of the major themes found in the book. The vivid descriptions
contained in her essay revealed Allison’s fascination with language, a fact confirmed by her
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mother during her interview when she informed me that Allison’s broad vocabulary comes from
reading good books and that she even makes her own vocabulary cards while she is reading.
Homeschooling journey. Allison has been homeschooled her entire life and, at the time
of her interview, was finishing her senior year in high school. According to her mother, their
family began to consider homeschooling when their oldest child was just a toddler. Allison’s
father heard about homeschooling from James Dobson, a Christian psychologist who founded an
organization called Focus on the Family in 1977 (Focus on the Family, 2017), while Allison’s
mother was exposed to the idea of homeschooling when one of her good friends started
homeschooling her elementary-aged children. In the end they chose homeschooling because
they wanted to influence their children’s lives: “We didn’t want all that non-Christian influence
when they were so young.” Thus, Allison’s primarily education has taken place at home,
although she did take two years of French at the local public high school and participated in a
local co-op.
Writing instruction. Allison’s mother described their homeschooling style as
“hodgepodge,” an eclectic mixture of curriculums based on her children’s individual learning
styles. Allison has used at least five different writing curriculums (see Table 19 on p. 162 for a
comparative list of all curricula used by participants). Allison’s mother explained that she
approached the teaching of writing with trepidation since she felt like she was not taught how to
write in high school: “It’s been a struggle for me to make sure I’m pushing them, and I think
that’s from my experience of not feeling confident in [writing].” According to her responses on
the surveys regarding her instructional practices and writing assignments (see Appendices P and
Q), Allison’s mother most frequently required Allison to study/imitate writing models, set
specific goals, and use the Internet to locate information. In addition, Allison’s mother reported
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that she often taught Allison strategies for planning and frequently provided verbal praise. Her
most frequently assigned writing included short answers, essays, and e-mails.
Regarding curriculum, Allison’s mother felt that the materials from the Institute for
Excellence in Writing (IEW) gave her children the foundational skills they needed to start
writing. When I asked Allison what one thing had most contributed to her confidence in writing,
she replied, “Probably doing the IEW for so many years. I did it from fourth grade to about 10th
grade, so that’s a very long time.” Both Allison and her mother acknowledged that IEW became
repetitive in the higher grades and they eventually stopped using it; however, Allison seemed to
appreciate her years with IEW and the writing confidence it bred in her.
Throughout her homeschool experience, writing and literature have been interwoven,
with literature guides from Progeny Press and Learning Language Arts through Literature
(LLATL) providing the related writing assignments. In fact, her mother credited much of
Allison’s ability and confidence in writing to her voracious reading. Just a few of the books that
they mentioned that Allison has read within the past few months include War and Peace, Animal
Farm, Frankenstein, and The Little Paris Bookshop.
Despite the multiple writing demands of her homeschool, Allison appeared to relish the
challenges. For instance, after listing all the writing assignments she was working on, including
a research paper and a literary analysis paper, she reassured me that she enjoyed it. In addition to
academic writing, she is a prolific creative writer who is drawn to historical fiction but enjoys
writing “pretty much anything: mystery, play, poem, non-fiction, fiction.” Even when discussing
her least favorite subject (math), her appreciation for being challenged was clear: “It’s my least
favorite because I’m not good at it, but I like the challenge.”
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Writing confidence. When she completed the WSES, Allison indicated that she was
very confident in the fundamentals of composition, idea generation, and style (see Table 3). In
fact, the only area in which she was not confident was spelling. Her average rating on the WSES
was 8.47 out of 9, registering as “high confidence” according to Engelhard and Behizadeh
(2012). During her interview, she seemed quite confident about her writing; when I asked her to
rate her confidence on a scale of 1–10, she replied, “Nine. Definitely.” When I asked her why,
she replied, “Well, naturally I’m a more confident person, and I know that I have good resources.
I have books, and Internet, and mom can help. So that makes me feel pretty confident about it.”
When I asked her what could make her feel more confident, she replied, “If my spelling was
better. Definitely. It’s one of my family’s biggest struggles.” Her mother estimated her
confidence at an 8, justifying her rating in this manner: “She just writes. She’s not characterized
by complaining or struggling with it. She can just write.”
In her journal, Allison wrote the following about the impact of her parent’s feedback on
her writing self-efficacy:
I believe my mom has had a large hand in boosting my confidence in my writing abilities.
She has always been a constant encouragement while reading my papers. I believe the
most confidence boosting times have been in high school, where the papers have required
more difficulty and skill.
She then described how uncertain she felt after submitting a paper on Frankenstein, “but when
mom read the paper, she praised the writing as one of the best papers of mine she had read.”
Impact of homeschooling. Because Allison’s mother recognized Allison’s love of
literature, she has allowed her to approve her literature and writing curriculum and choose the
units of study she is interested in (e.g., poetry, British literature). This literature-rich curriculum
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has led to frequent writing opportunities, which in turn, appears to bolster her writing selfefficacy. Frequent verbal and written feedback from her mother also appears to strengthen her
writing confidence. When I asked Allison whether she thought homeschooling makes it easier or
harder for her to improve her writing skills, she stated, “I think it’s helpful that you have the oneon-one help and that you have all day as opposed to eight hours, but really only like 90 minutes,
to learn.”
Sources of writing self-efficacy. All of Bandura’s sources were evident in the case:
mastery experiences, social persuasion, vicarious experiences, and physiological state (see Table
4). The apparent impact of mastery experiences seemed to vary between negative and positive;
grammar, spelling, and conciseness struggles seemed to negatively affect her self-efficacy while
successful writing ventures bolstered it. The remaining three sources appeared to wield a mostly
positive impact on her self-efficacy, especially social persuasion in the form of positive feedback
from her mother and from the audience watching the play for which she wrote the narration.
Allison’s extensive reading exposed her to multiple writing models and provided positive
vicarious experiences for her. In addition, her physiological state regarding writing appeared to
be characterized by enthusiasm.
In summary, all four of Bandura’s sources seem to impact Allison’s writing self-efficacy.
However, the greatest impacts apparently stem from social persuasion in the form of positive
feedback from her mother and a learning environment that caters to her interest in literature and
provides rich models for her writing.
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Table 3
WSES Results for Allison (avg. 8.47 – high confidence)
How sure are you that you can perform
each of the writing skills below?
I can correctly spell all words in a one-page
story or composition.
I can correctly punctuate a one-page story or
composition.

No
chance
1

Little
chance
2

3

Some
chance
4

5

Probably
6

7

Completely
certain
8

9

4

8

I can correctly use parts of speech such as
nouns, verbs, adjectives, or adverbs.

9

I can write a simple sentence with good
grammar.

9

I can correctly use singulars and plurals,
verb tenses, prefixes, and suffixes.

8

I can write a strong paragraph that has a
good topic sentence or main idea.

9

I can write a paragraph with details that
support the topic sentence or main idea.

9

I can organize sentences into a paragraph that
clearly expresses an idea.

9

I can write a well-organized and wellsequenced paper that has a good
introduction, body, and conclusion.

9

I can write a paper that fully explains,
persuades, or describes the main idea.

9

I can choose appropriate words to convey
accurate meanings.

9

I can use an authoritative voice throughout
the paper.

9

I can write a paper with varied sentence
structure.

9

I can use effective transitions between
paragraphs.

8

I can write a strong paper with a controlling
idea and support ideas.

Note. According to the study conducted on the rating scale structure of the WSES by Engelhard and Behizadeh
(2012), ratings of 1–5 are low (highlighted in orange), ratings of 6–7 are medium (highlighted in yellow), and
ratings of 8–9 are high (highlighted in green). Scale reproduced with permission.
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Table 4
Evidence of Bandura’s Four Sources of Self-Efficacy in Allison’s Case
Data Source

Example

Bandura’s Source

Impact

Allison
journal

“I believe the most confidence boosting times have been in high school,
where the papers have required more difficulty and skill.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Allison
journal

“Rarely have I experienced writer’s block in school, but I was unable to
write anything. I did not fell [sic] confident in my writing abilities at
that time.”

Mastery Experience

negative

Allison
interview

“As I got older and as I kind of improved in my writing, she [mother]
didn’t have to [provide instruction in writing] as much.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Allison
interview

“More concise wording, that’s something that I struggle with a lot, and
then grammar and spelling.”

Mastery Experience

negative

Allison
interview

“The more research that I did, the more I grew confident about it, like,
‘Oh, okay. I get what I need to put in here now.’”

Mastery Experience

positive

parent
interview

“Her vocabulary is a strength. . . . She has a natural way with words and
a natural way of just being witty and saying things and thinking. And a
maturity that I think is a strength that goes into her writing.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Allison
journal

“I believe my mom has had a large hand in boosting my confidence in
my writing abilities. She has always been a constant encouragement
while reading my papers.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Allison
journal

“I did not feel confident about the paper, but when mom read the paper
she praised the writing as one [of] the best papers of mine she had read.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Allison
interview

“The feedback [from parents] is normally good. They’ll give me
constructive criticism, but I ask for it. I appreciate it.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Allison
interview

She described writing the narrated introduction to a play that her brother
helped direct: “We brainstormed, and I did most of the writing for that.
We all pitched in, but I did kind of the end product, and people really
seemed to like it.”

Social Persuasion

positive

parent
interview

When I asked her what she has noticed boosted Allison’s confidence, she
replied, “A lot of encouragement. She likes words of encouragement.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Allison
interview

When I asked how she knew something she had written was good, she
replied, “Comparing it to the style I was copying. Like if I was copying
a haiku or a rhyming poem, then I would find a definition of it or another
one and be like, ‘Okay, so I need to change this and this.’”

Vicarious Experience

positive

parent
interview

“I think the books she reads” adds to her confidence in writing.

Vicarious Experience

positive

parent
interview

“It doesn’t intimidate her to get in front of people and talk or act. She’s
not intimidated. I do think that plays a part when she writes because
she’s not intimidated so much as to what people are going to think.”

Physiological State

positive

Allison
photo
elicitation

She chose the enthusiastic-looking student and speculated that he said,
“I’m terribly excited that we get to write another paper this week! I
thought we weren’t going to write any more.”

Physiological State

positive

parent photo
elicitation

She thought Allison would chose the enthusiastic-looking student and
say something witty: “I thought she might have done an Oliver Twist,
‘Please, sir, can I have some more writing paper?’”

Physiological State

positive

Allison
interview

If I was given a subject I knew absolutely nothing about, I wouldn’t
know where to begin. So that would be kind of stressful.”

Physiological State

negative
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Bella
Bella is a 15-year-old creative writer who loves reading and gardening and feels
compelled to write:
I enjoy being able to put my thoughts into words. And sometimes the way I think, I have
to write it down. Like, it’ll be all jumbled up in my head, but then I put it down on paper
and I can feel more relaxed and realize, “Oh, I actually know what’s going on.”
Bella and her mother volunteered to join this study in response to a call for participants posted on
a regional homeschool group’s Facebook page. Bella’s family resides in one of the larger
metropolitan areas in Indiana and is comprised of five members: Her father holds two master’s
degrees and works as a professor/academic dean; her mother has completed some college and
stays at home educating her children; Bella also has two younger siblings, a brother (age 12) and
a sister (age 9). Her mother reported that their annual family income is below $70,000.
Bella described herself as compassionate and creative and explained that she likes writing
and reading because she can “make it [her] own.” When I interviewed her via FaceTime, I
discovered a Caucasian girl with long brown hair who answered my questions with soft-spoken
replies. When I asked her to rate her current writing ability on a scale of 1–10, Bella replied,
“Whatever I say kind of sounds conceited. . . . I definitely wouldn’t say a 10; but, between a 5
and a 10. Somewhere in there.” Her mother was more concrete, stating, “I would definitely put
her at a 9 or a 10.” This assessment seems accurate based on the writing sample that Bella
submitted, a short story with a well-developed plot, dynamic characters, and vivid imagery.
Homeschooling journey. Bella, who was in ninth grade at the time of her interview, has
been homeschooled for seven of the 10 years she has spent in school. According to her mother,
their family chose homeschooling when Bella entered kindergarten because they were living out
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of state while Bella’s father was working on his graduate degree, so they were unfamiliar with
the schools in the area and felt more comfortable homeschooling. However, when Bella’s
younger brother entered school, her mother found him more challenging to teach, so she began
looking for a school in which to enroll them. From fourth through sixth grade, Bella attended a
small Montessori school. When she graduated from that school after sixth grade, she returned to
homeschooling and has continued at home for the past three years.
Writing instruction. Both Bella and her mother emphasized Bella’s love for creative
writing. Her mother recalls Bella as always creating stories:
Even from when she was very little, she would tell me stories out loud. That was kind of
the beginning of her—maybe not writing, necessarily—but the storytelling. And I would
just sit and listen and ask her questions. And she would make up whole worlds, and
sometimes I would write them down for her. And we just kind of had a lot of fun
storytelling. So I think that from a very young age that was a way of expressing herself
that she liked.
Because Bella writes prolifically on her own (she told me she writes poetry, short stories, and is
working on one novel and planning another), her mother focuses school time on nonfiction
writing: “She’s really very interested in [fiction writing], so I always have tried to stretch her
more in writing about what she’s been reading for class.” For instance, Bella explained that she
wrote a two- to three-page paper a week for her world history class this year.
For most of Bella’s homeschooling, her mother has not used a writing curriculum;
instead, writing assignments emerged from whatever she was learning in other subjects. The
only writing curriculum they have used at home was chosen by Bella through NaNoWriMo
(National Novel Writer’s Month). During the fall of Bella’s ninth grade year, they used this
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NaNoWriMo curriculum to study novel writing. According to her responses on the surveys over
her instructional practices and writing assignments (see Appendices P and Q), Bella’s mother
most frequently required Bella to use a word processor and the Internet for her writing and
provided daily verbal praise for Bella’s writing. Her most frequent writing assignments included
short answers, reading summaries, essays, and research papers.
Although creative writing has always come easily for Bella, essay writing has been more
challenging. Her mother described how intimidated Bella seemed by the longer essay
assignments she was given in seventh and eighth grade: “She would have a lot of tears about it
and be upset, so I just kind of went back to what we did way back when.” Bella’s mother
prompted her to compose orally by asking open-ended questions about the topic, leading her to
the overarching theme and then pointing out that that was her thesis and they had just composed
a paper. As Bella has written more essays, her mother has observed her confidence in essay
writing increase: “I always see her biggest confidence growing best from, ‘Hey, I tried it. You
know, I can do this again.’” While nonfiction writing has been the focus of most of Bella’s
homeschool instruction, her mother has also looked for publication opportunities for her creative
writing. For instance, Bella participated in a weeklong creative writing camp last summer in
which several of her pieces were published in a book at the end of the week. She also entered a
poem into a national competition that was published in an anthology for young writers.
Writing confidence. When she completed the WSES, Bella indicated that she was very
confident in the fundamentals of composition but a little less certain about her skills related to
essay writing such as using authoritative voice (see Table 5). Her average rating on the WSES
was 8.00 out of 9, registering as “high confidence” according to Engelhard and Behizadeh
(2012). During her interview, she seemed to fear appearing overconfident in her writing; when I
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asked her to rate her confidence on a scale of 1–10, she replied, “I think it kind of depends.” She
proceeded to describe her initial anxiety when faced with an essay but then her relief when it was
complete. In her personal writing, she also noted “seasons” where she was not as confident and
then other times when she would say, “Yes, I love this!” She concluded, “So, I think it varies.”
When I pressed her for a number, she replied, “Probably around a 6 or a 7, I think.” Her mother
estimated her confidence at an 8, explaining, “After this last year, I think her confidence is really
high in most different types of assignments.”
When I asked Bella to reflect on her development as a writer and identify the one thing
that had contributed most to her confidence, she replied, “Having people tell me that this is good
and to keep on going with it. Not to give up.” In her journal, Bella wrote about a comment her
father made to her a couple of years ago, when he told her that she wrote better than some of his
college students:
I can feel stressed out and unsure about my writing, but then I remember that my family
is behind me. They believe in me. My family supports me, praises me, critiques me, and
advises me. I still have many areas to work on – and I will work on them hard. When I
get too unsure, I remember what my dad said awhile ago and remind myself that I’ve
come ever so much farther since then. If my dad said that I could write as well as his
college students back then, where am I now? I’m even farther along the way.
In summary, the instructional practices employed by Bella’s mother appear to facilitate Bella’s
confidence in writing, especially the incorporation of Bella’s writing interests throughout their
homeschooling curriculum and the positive feedback she received from both her parents.
Impact of homeschooling. Bella’s mother has incorporated frequent writing
opportunities into her homeschool, which seemed to facilitate Bella’s growth as a writer. When I
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asked Bella whether she thought homeschooling makes it easier or harder for her to improve her
writing skills, she stated, “I think it’s helpful because it’s like, ‘Oh, I like writing, so I can
involve it.’ My mom knows that, so she can involve it in more of my other curriculums.” Bella’s
mother indicated during her interview that following her children’s interests was a major part of
her homeschool philosophy: “As Bella got older, I would try and stretch her a little bit. Maybe
give some suggestions. But usually within those suggestions were multiple different choices that
she could still choose something that interests her.”
Sources of writing self-efficacy. Three of Bandura’s sources were evident in the case:
mastery experiences, social persuasion, and her physiological state (see Table 6). The three
appeared to share equal significance although the impact varied. Most mastery experiences came
in the form of successful attempts at writing and satisfying results which bolstered her writing
self-efficacy. Social persuasion in the form of praise and criticism appeared to have a mixed
impact; while encouragement from her parents boosted her confidence, criticism from a friend
led to doubts about her writing abilities. Her physiological response of anxiety when she falls
behind in her writing or gets stuck on a story also seemed to negatively impact her writing selfefficacy. However, it appears that she has learned to push through the anxiety, at least when
asked to write an essay on a topic she is not excited about. For example, when I asked what her
typical reaction would be to an essay assignment, she stated, “I think it would kind of be, like,
not looking too forward to that. I don’t love essays, but, ‘Okay, I’ll do that.’”
In summary, mastery experiences in the form of successful writing attempts, social
persuasion in the form of positive feedback, and a learning environment that caters to her interest
in writing seemed to impact Bella’s writing self-efficacy the most.
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Table 5
WSES Results for Bella (avg. 8.00 – high confidence)
How sure are you that you can perform
each of the writing skills below?

No
chance
1

Little
chance
2

3

Some
chance
4

5

Probably
6

7

Completely
certain
8

9

I can correctly spell all words in a one-page
story or composition.

9

I can correctly punctuate a one-page story or
composition.

9

I can correctly use parts of speech such as
nouns, verbs, adjectives, or adverbs.

9

I can write a simple sentence with good
grammar.

9

I can correctly use singulars and plurals,
verb tenses, prefixes, and suffixes.

8

I can write a strong paragraph that has a
good topic sentence or main idea.

8

I can write a paragraph with details that
support the topic sentence or main idea.

8

I can organize sentences into a paragraph that
clearly expresses an idea.

8

I can write a well-organized and wellsequenced paper that has a good
introduction, body, and conclusion.

8

I can write a paper that fully explains,
persuades, or describes the main idea.

8

I can choose appropriate words to convey
accurate meanings.

8

I can use an authoritative voice throughout
the paper.

7

I can write a paper with varied sentence
structure.

7

I can use effective transitions between
paragraphs.

7

I can write a strong paper with a controlling
idea and support ideas.

7

Note. According to the study conducted on the rating scale structure of the WSES by Engelhard and Behizadeh
(2012), ratings of 1–5 are low (highlighted in orange), ratings of 6–7 are medium (highlighted in yellow), and
ratings of 8–9 are high (highlighted in green). Scale reproduced with permission.
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Table 6
Evidence of Bandura’s Four Sources of Self-Efficacy in Bella’s Case
Data Source

Example

Bandura’s Source

Impact

Bella
interview

“If I’m satisfied and it feels like something that I wouldn’t mind reading
myself— It’s like, if I came across this short story, for example, and I
found interest in reading it, then I’m like, “Okay, I did a good job.”

Mastery Experience

positive

parent
interview

“One of her greatest strengths: I think [Bella’s] persistence. . . . She is
very creative, and yet she’s not gonna drop it. She just keeps pushing
through the difficult things to get it out and wants to accomplish it.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Bella
interview

When I asked what could make her feel more confident, she replied,
“Probably doing it more often. . . . I don’t always get time to do my own
personal writing, so, like, having more time to focus on it and really
looking back and realizing that I have grown.”

Mastery Experience

positive

parent
interview

“I always see her biggest confidence growing best from, ‘Hey, I tried it.
You know, I can do this again.’”

Mastery Experience

positive

Bella journal

“I . . . remind myself that I’ve come ever so much farther since then. If
my dad said I could write as well as his college students back then,
where am I now? I’m even farther along the way.”

Mastery Experience
Social Persuasion

positive

Bella journal

“My friend once told me that certain stories of mine were not very good.
. . . It rankled for a while - it still does, though maybe less. It makes me
wonder if the stories I'm writing now are really of any more worth than
those were. I know I've come farther in writing, but I still doubt myself.”

Social Persuasion

negative

Bella journal

“I can feel stressed out and unsure about my writing, but then I
remember that my family is behind me. They believe in me. My family
supports me, praises me, critiques me, and advises me.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Bella
interview

“In our classroom [at the Montessori school], generally I would be
recognized as the one that’s the writer. So that was pretty cool.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Bella
interview

“I think my parents are really good at being encouraging so they would
be like, ‘Oh, my daughter’s a good writer.’”

Social Persuasion

positive

Bella
interview

“If somebody praises it, then I’ll take that in and sort of temper it
because sometimes I don’t always feel like I did the best job. So, taking
that and being proud that somebody else found it enjoyable. And then if
somebody critiques it—like sometimes, honestly, I take that too much to
heart.”

Social Persuasion

mixed

Bella’s
photo
elicitation

She identified with the enthusiastic-looking student and explained that
the boy seemed to be saying, “Oh, I finished this!”

Physiological State

positive

parent’s
photo
elicitation

She guessed that Bella chose the enthusiastic-looking student and
explained, “That’s us. She’ll sit and talk to me, and I’m mostly listening.
I try to be that kind of a teacher. That’s what I want, is her being
excited, telling me what she wants to do or what she’s writing about or
whatever.”

Physiological State

positive

Bella
interview

I asked what her typical reaction would be if I asked her to write a fivepage paper on a historical event. She replied, “I think it would kind of
be, like, not looking too forward to that. I don’t love essays, but, ‘Okay,
I’ll do that.’”

Physiological State

mixed

Bella
interview

“With some of the stories I write, if I’ve been on it too long, the thought
of going back to it kind of can stress me out. Or, if there’s an assignment
I’m behind on, like I haven’t been as good with keeping up with this as I
should have been, then that can stress me out.”

Physiological State

negative
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Carter
Carter is a 17-year-old analytical writer who loves outdoor activities like hiking and
kayaking and finds his writing confidence in research and in structure. He and his mother
volunteered to join this study after receiving an email explaining the study and inviting them to
participate. Carter’s family resides in a small city in Indiana and is comprised of five members:
his father holds a bachelor’s degree and works as an IT administrator; his mother also holds a
bachelor’s degree and works part-time as a nurse manager; Carter also has two younger siblings,
a brother (age 15) and a sister (age 11). His mother reported that their annual family income is
below $70,000.
Carter described himself as an introvert, explaining, “I find it hard to express my ideas,
just verbally sometimes. So expressing myself in writing is even harder for me.” When I
interviewed him via FaceTime, I discovered a Caucasian boy with light-colored, short-cropped
hair and an even smile. When I asked him to rate his current writing ability on a scale of 1–10,
Carter said 6 or 7 “because I think I’m halfway decent at it, but I don’t think it’s anything
special. I think it’s just kinda normal.” His mother agreed, rating his ability at a 7 and
explained, “His ideas are generally sound and he’s good at the research of that, but it’s the flow
of putting them all together sometimes.” This assessment seems true for the writing sample
Carter submitted, a literary analysis essay he had written on To Kill a Mockingbird; his assertions
were well-supported but it lacked flow in places.
Homeschooling journey. Carter has been homeschooled throughout his educational
years and, at the time of his interview, was finishing 11th grade. According to his mother, their
family chose homeschooling because “we weren’t real happy with what we saw in public
education.” In addition, they noticed that, as a preschooler, Carter seemed advanced in his
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mathematical understanding but struggled with reading concepts, especially phonics, and they
feared that he would be labeled as a struggling student when they placed him in kindergarten.
She explained that Carter “was a perfectionist. It was really hard on him emotionally to not get
something the first time right,” so to protect him and allow him to learn at his own pace, they
decided to homeschool him. His mother further clarified, “For us it was never a ‘all the way
through high school’ thing, it was a ‘We’ll go each year and see how it goes.’” Interestingly
enough, this decision to homeschool seems to have paid off in terms of fostering Carter’s love of
reading. During his interview, Carter described himself as an avid reader and explained,
“Basically growing up, I read all the time. I would just sit down and read books for like five
hours straight.”
Writing instruction. Both Carter and his mother described his early experiences with
writing as tear-filled and traumatic. Carter explained,
I remember being in tears every time we tried to write something. I just felt like I had no
idea how to write a sentence, how to write a paragraph. I remember days and days of just
bawling over my assignment book.
His mother recalled his elementary years in this manner: “We had problems every time he had to
write. We all knew it was going to be a struggle. And I had to say, ‘Am I up for that fight
today?’” By the time he was in fifth or sixth grade, his mother was desperate to find something
that worked, so she attended a national homeschool convention with the express purpose of
finding a writing curriculum. She attended every writing seminar offered; when she heard a
presentation about the IEW curriculum, she thought, “Oh, this connects with me, and it gives me
tools and handles to teach them, and I think the boys will connect with this, [Carter] in
particular.” She brought the curriculum home and, in her journal, she explained his reaction:
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Within the first week, [Carter] was able to produce a paragraph that sounded smooth –
with very little drama. :) IEW gave him the practical tools to make ordinary writing and
ideas sound interesting and sophisticated. He is still not a "writing fan" but doesn't dread
writing assignments either. Definitely a WIN for both of us.
Carter’s mother explained when I interviewed her that, because IEW provided a checklist of
elements that he needed to include, Carter’s confidence grew as he was repeatedly able to
complete the checklists. She sensed that he was able to relax, as well, knowing that the focus
would be on the elements listed on the checklist, rather than on his mastery of every single thing
in writing. She concluded, “He doesn’t like things to be subjective; he likes to know what the
guidelines are and if he’s meeting them or not. And so that has been very helpful.”
According to her responses on the surveys over her instructional practices and writing
assignments (see Appendices P and Q), Carter’s mother most frequently required Carter to use a
word processor to write and the Internet to locate information. In addition, Carter’s mother
reported that she often used writing to assess his learning and taught him strategies for planning.
His most frequent writing assignments included short answers, lists, and worksheets.
In summary, the instructional practices employed by Carter’s mother, including the
curricular adjustments she made to fit his learning style, seem to have facilitated Carter’s
confidence in writing. Not only did his mother seek a curriculum that connected with his need
for structure, but she also helped him learn to tackle writing in bite-sized pieces:
I kept reinforcing, “As long as you do x, y, and z, I don’t care about what the rest of your
paper is. If it contains these things and you’ve done them well, then it’s an A.” That
made him relax, because it felt like he didn’t have to conquer everything at once.
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Writing confidence. When he completed the WSES, Carter indicated that he was quite
confident he could produce quality writing at the sentence and paragraph level; however, he
indicated there was only “some chance” he would include elements leading to a cohesive paper
(see Table 7). His average rating on the WSES was 7.67 out of 9, registering on the high end of
“medium confidence” according to Engelhard and Behizadeh (2012). His interview confirmed
this self-rating: When asked to rate his confidence on a scale of 1–10, he replied, “It would be
two ratings. Like a 7 confidence that I can complete the assignment, whatever it was. And then
probably like a confidence of 5 on how proud I would be of it.” His mother estimated his
confidence at a 6 or 7 and stated, “I’d like to get that to at least between an 8 and 9 before he
goes to college.” She speculated that more experience in writing would probably boost his
confidence and explained that next year (his senior year) she planned to focus on essay and
research paper writing with him. When I asked Carter to reflect on his development as a writer
and identify the one thing that had contributed the most to his confidence, he responded, “It
would probably be this IEW curriculum, just in the sense that it gives it structure.” He also
thought that his confidence would be boosted if he were in a class and could compare his writing
to his peers: “If I could tell how well I was writing compared to them, that would give me
confidence.”
Impact of homeschooling. For Carter, his mother’s willingness to seek a writing
curriculum that fit his learning style appeared to play a key role in changing his attitude towards
writing. However, when I asked Carter whether he thought homeschooling makes it easier or
harder for him to improve his writing skills, he stated,
I would say that it would make it harder a little bit in the sense that I’m very competitive,
so I like to match myself against someone. . . . When I write, I don’t have to match
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myself against anybody. So I think in that sense, like, being in a school where I knew my
paper was being graded against my peers, I would probably be more competitive.
Vicarious experiences in the form of social comparison are one thing that homeschoolers do not
experience often unless they are in a co-operative writing class, and for Carter, he seems to miss
it. The only people with whom he compared his writing were his younger siblings or his parents.
In his journal, he commented, “I have always compared my writing to that of my parents, which
has made me feel less confident in my abilities.”
Sources of writing self-efficacy. Three of Bandura’s sources were evident in the case,
with mastery and physiological state sharing a major role and vicarious experiences playing a
minor one. Mastery experiences in the form of measurable success seemed to positively impact
Carter’s writing self-efficacy (see Table 8). For instance, he attributed his writing confidence to
the support and structure offered through the IEW curriculum. However, mastery experiences
regarding his frustration with the way his writing sounded served to disrupt his confidence. His
physiological state in the form of dissatisfaction also seemed to impact his confidence in that he
felt his writing “isn’t up to par with what it should be. And I don’t like the fact that I look at
something, and I don’t really like how that looks and I don’t know how to make it look
different.” Vicarious experiences in the form of social comparisons of his writing to others also
seemed to have a mixed impact. For instance, he reported that he felt less confident when he
compared his writing to his parents, but more confident when he helped his sister with her
writing and realized how much he knew. In summary, mastery experiences in the form of
measurable success and curriculum tailored to his learning style seemed to impact Carter’s
writing self-efficacy the most.
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Table 7
WSES Results for Carter (avg. 7.67 – medium confidence)
How sure are you that you can perform
each of the writing skills below?

No
chance
1

Little
chance
2

3

Some
chance
4

5

Probably
6

7

I can correctly spell all words in a one-page
story or composition.

Completely
certain
8

9

8

I can correctly punctuate a one-page story or
composition.

7

I can correctly use parts of speech such as
nouns, verbs, adjectives, or adverbs.

9

I can write a simple sentence with good
grammar.

9

I can correctly use singulars and plurals,
verb tenses, prefixes, and suffixes.

9

I can write a strong paragraph that has a
good topic sentence or main idea.

9

I can write a paragraph with details that
support the topic sentence or main idea.

9

I can organize sentences into a paragraph that
clearly expresses an idea.

9

I can write a well-organized and wellsequenced paper that has a good
introduction, body, and conclusion.

7

I can write a paper that fully explains,
persuades, or describes the main idea.

7

I can choose appropriate words to convey
accurate meanings.

6

I can use an authoritative voice throughout
the paper.

6

I can write a paper with varied sentence
structure.

7

I can use effective transitions between
paragraphs.

7

I can write a strong paper with a controlling
idea and support ideas.

6

Note. According to the study conducted on the rating scale structure of the WSES by Engelhard and Behizadeh
(2012), ratings of 1–5 are low (highlighted in orange), ratings of 6–7 are medium (highlighted in yellow), and
ratings of 8–9 are high (highlighted in green). Scale reproduced with permission.
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Table 8
Evidence of Bandura’s Four Sources of Self-Efficacy in Carter’s Case
Data Source

Example

Bandura’s Source

Impact

parent
interview

“I think right now he feels like shorter essays, no problem; longer essays
and research paper kind of stuff—I think he doesn’t feel fairly proficient
at those yet. He could figure it out, but doesn’t feel like, ‘Oh, I’ve got
this’ yet.”

Mastery Experience

mixed

Carter
interview

“I find it hard to express my ideas, just verbally sometimes. So
expressing myself in writing is even harder for me.”

Mastery Experience

negative

Carter
interview

“I know sometimes it [my writing] sounds off when I go back to it, but
sometimes I don’t know what I need to change to make it sound better.”

Mastery Experience

negative

parent
journal

“[Carter] has responded well to the IEW program. He is very analytical.
The structure and models used, have given [Carter] confidence and
practical tools to make his writing sound much more polished and put
together than it was before.”

Mastery Experience

positive

parent
interview

“There were little successes; it was enough of a bite-size piece that he
could do that. And from that point on I haven’t had trouble with writing
with him. And it’s been a steady progression.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Carter
interview

Asked what one thing has contributed most to his writing confidence, he
replied, “It would probably be this IEW curriculum, just in the sense that
it gives it structure. . . . I think that’s helped me, even though my
paragraphs aren’t awesome, it helps it get better just because I’m
subconsciously putting in some of that stuff.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Carter
journal

“When I help my younger sister with her writing assignments, I realize
how much I know about writing.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Carter
journal

“I have always compared my writing to that of my parents, which has
made me feel less confident in my abilities.”

Vicarious Experience

negative

Carter
interview

“If it [my writing] was compared to a class and I heard other people’s
essays and I heard mine and I could tell how well I was writing
compared to them, that would give me confidence.”

Vicarious Experience

positive

Carter
interview

Asked what would make him feel more confident, he replied, “I guess,
for me, that would probably be if I enjoyed it more. I feel like it’s a
really big chore, so I just kinda do something and get it done.”

Physiological State

negative

Carter
interview

“Writing itself is stressful for me in, like, the context. I don’t like
thinking that what I’m writing isn’t up to par with what it should be.
And I don’t like the fact that I look at something, and I don’t really like
how that looks and I don’t know how to make it look different.”

Physiological State
Mastery Experience

negative

Carter
interview

“I remember being in tears every time we tried to write something. I just
felt like I had no idea how to write a sentence, how to write a paragraph.
I remember days and days of just bawling over my assignment book.”

Physiological State

negative

parent
journal

“IEW gave him the practical tools to make ordinary writing and ideas
sound interesting and sophisticated. He is still not a ‘writing fan’ but
doesn’t dread writing assignments either.”

Physiological State

positive

Carter’s
photo
elicitation

He identified with the nervous-looking student and explained, “My
writing basically consists of someone telling me I need to write
something, and I’m sitting there, like, ‘Oh, man, I don’t really want to
write this.’”

Physiological State

negative

parent photo
elicitation

She guessed that he chose the nervous-looking student: “He wouldn’t
choose to be writing if I wasn’t saying, ‘This is your assignment.’”

Physiological State

negative
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Drew
Drew is a 16-year-old “scientifically-minded” writer who loves flying drones and who
finds confidence in writing about topics of interest, especially anything science-related. He and
his mother volunteered to join this study after receiving an email explaining the study and
inviting them to participate. Drew’s family resides in a small city in Indiana and is comprised of
seven members: His father holds a master’s degree and works as a teacher; his mother was
trained as a nurse and holds a bachelor’s degree; he also has three older siblings (ages 18, 21, 23)
and a younger sister (age 11). His mother reported that their annual family income is below
$70,000.
Drew described himself as a science lover, explaining, “I’m a one and zero type of guy.”
When I interviewed him via FaceTime, I discovered a Caucasian boy with short-cropped hair
and heavy eyebrows, who conveyed confidence in himself throughout the interview. His mother
smiled at my impression, explaining that self-confidence “tends to be part of his temperament.”
When I asked him to rate his current writing ability on a scale of 1–10, Drew said 7, “just
because a lot of times when I write a paper, I may not be familiar on the topic and that’s difficult
for me. But if I’m familiar on the topic, then I’m pretty confident with my skills.” His mother
gave him a similar rating (6 or 7), explaining, “He still has some areas to learn as far as the
structure and the style. If he gets more tools mastered, it might come better for him.” For his
writing sample, Drew submitted his 18-page business plan that he had presented before a board
of investors. His writing sample corroborated his statement in his student journal that he tries “to
convey information as efficiently and simply as possible.”
Homeschooling journey. Drew has been homeschooled throughout his schooling; at the
time of his interview, he was finishing his 10th grade year. According to his mother, their family
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chose homeschooling “specifically for spiritual reasons, so that we could teach the kids a biblical
worldview.” Beyond participating in a co-op that meets twice a month, Drew has been primarily
instructed by his mother. She explained that she is eclectic in her approach to homeschooling,
seeking to use quality publications designed specifically for homeschool students, materials that
“get to the meat of learning without a lot of busy work.” She characterized Drew as an
“independent thinker” and noted that she has given him more autonomy than her other children.
This appears to be an aspect of homeschooling that Drew appreciates:
Sometimes my mom lets me research a topic and write a paper about it. Recently I’ve
been doing a lot of papers and writing for my business that I’m starting. So lots of
business reports, lots of business plan writing, so my mom has incorporated that into the
school day, which has been really nice.
Writing instruction. Both Drew and his mother emphasized the importance he places
on his writing being relevant to him. For instance, his mother commented that “he has not liked
juvenile things in his curriculum. . . . He’s always kinda wanted to have it be real-world stuff.”
Drew’s statements throughout his interview confirmed the priority he places on real-world
application in his writing. For instance, he is a member of a robotics team that meets throughout
the year, and they are required to keep a robotics engineering notebook. He commented on his
notebook, “My peers really get a kick out of my writing because I try to make it colorful and
informative.” He also highlighted the writing he had done for his business proposal and
presentation before a local board of inventors that netted him seed money for his drone-flying
aerial photography business and concluded, “When it comes to real life applications, science
applications, I feel like my writing is very informative and colorful.”
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Drew’s mother has integrated writing into the curriculum throughout Drew’s schooling.
She explained that beginning in elementary, she would often have him write a one- or twoparagraph report on a historical figure they were learning about. Report-style writing is still the
type of writing that Drew prefers, corroborated by this statement in his student journal: “I write
my best when I am condensing information or summarizing a concept that I have been able to
grasp.” According to her responses on the surveys over her instructional practices and writing
assignments (see Appendices P and Q), Drew’s mother most frequently taught grammar and
required Drew to use a word processor, and his most frequent writing assignments included short
answers, worksheets, notes, and e-mails.
In summary, the instructional practices employed by Drew’s mother, including her
integration of Drew’s interests into his writing instruction, have facilitated Drew’s confidence in
writing. Enabling him to participate in activities where writing is used for “real-world”
application also seemed to provide an effective boost to his writing confidence. Most of the
positive writing experiences he discussed were associated with writing that was relevant, such as
his writing for his summer job, his robotics engineering notebook, and his start-up business.
Writing confidence. When he completed the WSES, Drew indicated there was only
“some chance” that he could correctly punctuate a one-page composition. On the rest of the
tasks, his scores hovered between the “probably” and “completely certain” range with an average
score of 7.53 out of 9 (see Table 9), registering on the high end of “medium confidence”
according to Engelhard and Behizadeh (2012). His interview confirmed this self-rating: When
asked to rate his confidence on a scale of 1–10, he replied, “If it’s a topic I’m comfortable with—
9, 10. I’m very confident in my skills if I’m comfortable with the topic.” When I asked him
what his confidence level would be if he was not comfortable with the topic, he replied 6 or 7.
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He explained, “I really feel like I lose my ability to be creative in that aspect because I haven’t
mastered the basics of the topic.” His comfort level with the topic figured as a theme throughout
the interview, with him reiterating in various ways how his writing confidence hinged on his
comfort-level with the topic. For instance, when I asked him what his emotional reaction would
be to writing a paper on a history topic, he replied, “I’d feel weighed down. Bored, almost.
Restrained, especially if it was something about politics.” However, when I asked him what his
reaction would be to an assignment related to a robotics experiment, he replied, “I would feel
probably a lot more confident with the paper. Excited. I’d just kinda feel in the zone, you know.
Like, I feel like I could make my writing more colorful, more information, more unique.”
Impact of homeschooling. For Drew, his mother’s approach to integrating his interests
into his writing assignments appears to have a positive impact on his writing confidence. When I
asked Drew whether he thought homeschooling makes it easier or harder for him to improve his
writing skills, he stated,
I’d say it’s easier because I can write more on what I enjoy writing about. . . . I think
that’s definitely been helpful since I can choose my own topics and I can integrate things
that I’m already working on for language arts, such as my business plan.
Throughout the years, Drew’s mother has used several writing curriculums including Total
Language Plus and LLATL; however, she has relied most heavily on curriculum published by
IEW. She explained that this year, she used IEW’s book entitled Rockets, Radar, and Robotics
for Drew’s writing instruction; this is a book designed for younger students but she adapted it for
Drew because she felt like he would be more interested in the subject matter. Individualization
of instruction to incorporate Drew’s interests seems to be a unique contributor to his writing
confidence.
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Sources of writing self-efficacy. Three of Bandura’s sources were apparent in the case,
with social persuasion playing a major role. In the final question of the interview, I asked Drew
to name one thing that had most contributed to his writing confidence and he replied, “Feedback
from people I admire. So, a lot of scientists. Science-orientated people.” Positive feedback
from judges during robotics competitions, from peers on his robotics team, from the board of
investors regarding his business plan, and from employers at the science center were all brought
up during his interview (see Table 10).
Mastery experiences and physiological state appeared to share a secondary role in Drew’s
writing confidence, with mixed impact (see Table 10). Drew appeared confident in his mastery
of word choice and sentence construction but seemed intimidated by writing assignments outside
his comfort zone of science-related content, especially ones with a required word count. In his
journal, he indicated that a college placement test had negatively affected his confidence. When
I asked about his experience during our interview, he said,
The math and the reading comprehension were pretty easy for me. But writing was very
difficult because I was supposed to interpret a passage from a book and it was a quote
that I didn’t understand fully. So for me, there’s my problem. I didn’t understand the
content and I couldn’t write thoroughly on it, so it just became really fluffy writing.
Although he passed the test, he seemed to interpret his experience as another indication that
writing outside his comfort zone was difficult for him.
In summary, opportunities to write for real audiences, social persuasion in the form of
feedback from respected sources, and mastery experiences in the form of effective writing for
real audiences seem to bolster Drew’s writing self-efficacy.

132
Table 9
WSES Results for Drew (avg. 7.53 – medium confidence)
How sure are you that you can perform
each of the writing skills below?

No
chance
1

Little
chance
2

3

Some
chance
4

5

Probably
6

I can correctly spell all words in a one-page
story or composition.
I can correctly punctuate a one-page story or
composition.

7

Completely
certain
8

7

5

I can correctly use parts of speech such as
nouns, verbs, adjectives, or adverbs.

8

I can write a simple sentence with good
grammar.

8

I can correctly use singulars and plurals,
verb tenses, prefixes, and suffixes.

8

I can write a strong paragraph that has a
good topic sentence or main idea.

9

I can write a paragraph with details that
support the topic sentence or main idea.

8

I can organize sentences into a paragraph that
clearly expresses an idea.

8

I can write a well-organized and wellsequenced paper that has a good
introduction, body, and conclusion.

8

I can write a paper that fully explains,
persuades, or describes the main idea.

7

I can choose appropriate words to convey
accurate meanings.

9

I can use an authoritative voice throughout
the paper.

7

I can write a paper with varied sentence
structure.
I can use effective transitions between
paragraphs.
I can write a strong paper with a controlling
idea and support ideas.

9

8

6

7

Note. According to the study conducted on the rating scale structure of the WSES by Engelhard and Behizadeh
(2012), ratings of 1–5 are low (highlighted in orange), ratings of 6–7 are medium (highlighted in yellow), and
ratings of 8–9 are high (highlighted in green). Scale reproduced with permission.
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Table 10
Evidence of Bandura’s Four Sources of Self-Efficacy in Drew’s Case
Data Source

Example

Bandura’s Source

Impact

Drew
interview

“Verbiage, grammar, punctuation; that comes easy for me.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Drew
interview

“A lot of assignments I’m given, I feel like I could be done with the
assignments in one paragraph but I have to do more and more writing.”

Mastery Experience

negative

parent
interview

“It seems like just in the last year that he’s really grown as a writer.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Drew
interview

“I really don’t like revising. That’s not who I am. I’m a one and done
type of person, so revising is the hardest part for me.”

Mastery Experience

negative

parent
interview

“He does well with report writing or technical things.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Drew
journal

“Whenever I can not [sic] fully apprehend a concept or idea my writing
ability becomes inert. I struggle to write because I feel unversed on the
topic, which leads to fluffy and bland content…. I walked out of the
room feeling less confident in my writing abilities.”

Mastery Experience

negative

Drew
interview

“I write my best when I am condensing information or summarizing a
concept that I have been able to grasp.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Drew
interview

“My peers [members of his robotics team] really get a kick out of my
writing because I try to make it colorful and informative.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Drew
interview

“The judges at my [robotics] competition, they really like my writing.
It’s almost a reward cause they’re like, “Who wrote this part? This part
was really good.” And I can say, “Hey, that’s what I did.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Drew
interview

“To the point and unique and colorful. I think that’s the best way I can
describe what my friends think of my writing.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Drew
interview

The one thing that has most contributed to your confidence in writing?
“Feedback from people I admire. So, a lot of scientists. Scienceorientated people” [such as people he works with at a science center
where he teaches robotics classes in the summer]

Social Persuasion

positive

Drew
journal

“Whenever I add an entry to the notebook I have been compliment [sic]
for my simplistic, yet effective, style in writing.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Drew’s
photo
elicitation

He identified with the enthusiastic student, with conditions: “If I can
choose my topic, and if it’s science-related, and I can have a little bit of
leniency to make my writing a little more colorful.”

Physiological State

positive

Drew’s
photo
elicitation

He identified with the nervous-looking student under the following
conditions: “If I’m given a topic where I can’t have too much freedom
with it, when it’s a topic that’s been chosen for me and there’s a lot of
rules and regulations on what I can do.”

Physiological State

negative

parent
interview

Asked about Drew’s typical reaction to a writing assignment, Drew’s
mother replied, “Kind of flat, like ‘Oh, okay. A writing assignment.
Yeah.’ Not exceptionally happy.”

Physiological State

negative

Drew
interview

Asked about his typical reaction to a writing assignment, he replied, “I’d
feel weighed down.” But if it were about robotics, “I would feel
probably a lot more confident with the paper. Excited. I’d just kinda
feel in the zone.”

Physiological State

mixed
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Ellie
Ellie is a 13-year-old emerging writer who loves art and the outdoors. She and her
mother volunteered to join this study after seeing my invitation for participants re-posted onto
the Classical Conversations Facebook page (a closed group with 34,000 members). Ellie’s
family resides in a small city in Oregon and is comprised of five members: Her father works in
military intelligence and holds a high school degree; her mother works part-time in business and
grant administration and holds a bachelor’s degree; and Ellie has two younger siblings (ages 6
and 11). Her mother reported that their annual family income is below $70,000.
Ellie described herself in the following manner: “I am creative. I like to draw and do art,
read. Also, I like to be outside and go on hikes and all of that fun stuff with the outdoors.”
When I interviewed her via FaceTime, I discovered a Caucasian girl with short dark hair and
black frame glasses who impressed me with her self-possessed demeanor, especially considering
she was the youngest participant in the study. During my interview with Ellie’s mother,
however, her mother painted a more reserved picture of a girl plagued by “performance anxiety”:
When she thinks anybody’s going to be looking at her at all, like watching her do
something, it’ll stress her out to the moon. . . . That’s just always kind of been her
attitude toward learning and being expected to do things that she isn’t great at yet.
When I asked her to rate her current writing ability on a scale of 1–10, Ellie stated, “I would
probably say 8 . . . ‘cause I’m creative, and I can think of really good things to write about. Or,
what I’m supposed to write about, I can read things, and then write about them.” Her mother
gave her a similar rating of 8, based on her observation that Ellie “seems to know what she wants
to say and can talk about it really easily.” As her writing sample, Ellie submitted a persuasive
essay on the choices made by a character in Where the Red Fern Grows. Her writing displayed
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characteristics one would expect from a young developing writer: a formulaic paper following
the five-paragraph format of an introduction, three supporting paragraphs, and a conclusion.
Homeschooling journey. Ellie, who was in eighth grade at the time of her interview,
spent her first four years of school in the Oregon public education system. According to her
mother, the choice to homeschool emerged from the academic challenges facing Ellie:
In third grade, [Ellie] started to struggle— she wasn’t getting what was going on in class.
She’d come home, she didn’t know what she was supposed to do, she wouldn’t know
how to do her assignment, and I’d re-teach her every time she came home and figure out
what it was she was supposed to be learning and make sure she was doing it.
Because her mother was working from home at the time, she decided to homeschool Ellie for her
fourth-grade year and enrolled her in a K12 virtual school. However, the following year her
mother returned to work fulltime so she placed her back in public school for fifth grade. Her
mother’s work arrangement changed again when Ellie entered sixth grade, and she was able to
homeschool her again. This time, however, they did not enroll in a virtual school; instead, they
joined a Classical Conversations co-op in their area and have been involved with that group for
the past three years. Classical Conversations is a national homeschooling organization that
promotes a classical approach to education for preschool through 12th grade. Learning is
divided into three stages: grammar (grades 1–4); dialectic (grades 5–8), and rhetoric (grades 9–
12). Parents choose their own reading and math curricula according to their individual
preferences and teach these subjects one-on-one with their children; all other subjects, such as
history, science, literature, language arts, and Latin, are included in Classical Conversations’
scope and sequence and reviewed once a week in a local co-operative setting with parents trained
as tutors to facilitate the classes (Classical Conversations, 2017).
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Writing instruction. Both Ellie and her mother highlighted her past struggles with
writing, beginning with the physical act of writing; in fact, her mother explained that at first Ellie
wrote everything on a white board because writing with a pen or pencil tired her out. However,
through multiple opportunities to write, her ability and her confidence in writing have grown to
the point where Ellie told me that writing short stories was now one of her favorite things to do.
Ellie does not remember doing much writing in public school, “more filling things out.”
However, once she began participating in Classical Conversations in sixth grade, she was
required to write frequently, using the curriculum published by IEW. In her student journal,
Ellie attributed her growth in writing confidence to these IEW writing assignments. She
highlighted how IEW taught her to outline and use stronger words to make her papers “seem
more grown up.” Her mother also attributed her growth in writing to the step-by-step instruction
facilitated by IEW with its “easy plus one” philosophy of mastering one element in writing
before adding another. The transition to increased writing, however, was not easy. Ellie’s
mother described the transition as follows:
I basically just walked with her side-by-side: “Here’s how you do it.” So that she could
see me doing it, and so she would start to see what the process was for getting an idea in
your head and then getting it onto a piece of paper. The whole thing was pretty
mortifying for her. And so I just tried to model as best I could, and as consistently as I
could, to get her at least comfortable with those tasks.
In seventh and eighth grade, Ellie switched from IEW to the Lost Tools of Writing published by
the Circe Institute for use in Classical Conversations co-ops. Her mother believes Ellie has been
able to build off the foundation established with IEW to continue improving in writing, but she
still works closely with her: “When she’s writing a paper, I’ll look at it maybe five or six times.”
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According to her responses on the surveys over her instructional practices and writing
assignments (see Appendices P and Q), Ellie’s mother most frequently teaches grammar and
strategies for paragraph writing and revising, and has Ellie write about content, use a rubric for
self-assessment, and write with a word processor. Her most frequent writing assignments include
short answers, worksheets, notes, lists, copying text, and responding to reading.
In summary, the instructional practices employed by Ellie’s mother, including her
modeling of writing techniques and frequent feedback, appeared to bolster Ellie’s confidence in
writing. In addition, Ellie’s mother allowed “choice within a framework” to provide some
autonomy for Ellie, which also seemed to facilitate Ellie’s writing confidence.
Writing confidence. When she completed the WSES, Ellie indicated there was only
“some chance” that she could correctly spell, punctuate, and organize sentences in a paragraph to
clearly express an idea. On the rest of the tasks, her scores hovered between the “probably” and
“completely certain” range with an average score of 7.40 out of 9, registering as “medium
confidence” according to Engelhard and Behizadeh (2012; see Table 11). Her interview
confirmed this self-rating: When asked to rate her confidence on a scale of 1–10, she replied, “I
would say 6 or 7, probably right in between. It always depends on the paper I’m supposed to
write.” She further explained that when she is interested in the topic, her confidence increases.
Impact of homeschooling. Both Ellie and her mother seemed to believe that
homeschooling has had a positive impact on Ellie’s writing confidence. Her mother stated,
I think the homeschool environment itself helps her to feel more confident. . . . I think
just being at home and not having some of the stresses on her that she would have in
public school, that she’s just more relaxed and more able to think about things that she
wants to write about and isn’t quite as distracted with life and drama and other things.
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Ellie, too, concluded that homeschooling has made it easier for her to improve her writing skills:
“When I was in public school, we didn’t do much writing. More filling things out. And,
homeschool definitely helped me on what words to use and how to use ‘em right. Also. . . how
to outline; how to write correctly.”
Sources of writing self-efficacy. All four of Bandura’s sources were apparent in the
case, but negative associations with physiological state seemed to play the most significant role
(see Table 12). Both Ellie and her mother acknowledged her feelings of fatigue, stress, and
reluctance associated with writing but pointed out that her attitude towards writing was
improving. For instance, during the photo elicitation segment of the interview, Ellie explained
that the nervous-looking student would have been her a few years ago “because I didn’t like
[writing] at first. It just wasn’t my thing to do. I’d rather just do something else.”
To a lesser degree, mastery of writing tasks appeared to impact her confidence—in both
positive and negative ways. Both Ellie and her mother mentioned her struggles with spelling; in
fact her mother called it “her kryptonite.” But they both also acknowledged her improvement in
writing through the repeated opportunities offered through their homeschooling curriculum.
In summary, Ellie’s writing self-efficacy seems most sensitive to her physiological state
in the form of negative associations with writing; however, mastery experiences in the form of
successful and frequent writing opportunities have served to boost her self-efficacy.
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Table 11
WSES Results for Ellie (avg. 7.40 – medium confidence)
How sure are you that you can perform
each of the writing skills below?
I can correctly spell all words in a one-page
story or composition.
I can correctly punctuate a one-page story or
composition.

No
chance
1

Little
chance
2

3

Some
chance
4

5

Probably
6

7

Completely
certain
8

5

6

I can correctly use parts of speech such as
nouns, verbs, adjectives, or adverbs.

9

I can write a simple sentence with good
grammar.

8

I can correctly use singulars and plurals,
verb tenses, prefixes, and suffixes.

8

I can write a strong paragraph that has a
good topic sentence or main idea.

7

I can write a paragraph with details that
support the topic sentence or main idea.

7

I can organize sentences into a paragraph that
clearly expresses an idea.

6

I can write a well-organized and wellsequenced paper that has a good
introduction, body, and conclusion.

7

I can write a paper that fully explains,
persuades, or describes the main idea.

7

I can choose appropriate words to convey
accurate meanings.

9

8

I can use an authoritative voice throughout
the paper.

9

I can write a paper with varied sentence
structure.

8

I can use effective transitions between
paragraphs.

8

I can write a strong paper with a controlling
idea and support ideas.

8

Note. According to the study conducted on the rating scale structure of the WSES by Engelhard and Behizadeh
(2012), ratings of 1–5 are low (highlighted in orange), ratings of 6–7 are medium (highlighted in yellow), and
ratings of 8–9 are high (highlighted in green). Scale reproduced with permission.
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Table 12
Evidence of Bandura’s Four Sources of Self-Efficacy in Ellie’s Case
Data Source

Example

Bandura’s Source

Impact

parent
interview

“I feel like her sentence structure is varied, almost naturally I would
say.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Ellie
interview

“I’m not very good at spelling.”

Mastery Experience

negative

parent
interview

“She still makes a lot of mistakes. Like grammar mistakes or spelling, of
course.”

Mastery Experience

negative

parent
interview

“I think her fear of failure is starting to subside because she’s had to do
it, and do it, and do it, and do it, and do it. And she realized that she is
getting better. So I think that’s encouraging her.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Ellie
interview

“I’m creative, and I can think of really good things to write about. Or,
what I’m supposed to write about, I can read things, and then write about
them.”

Mastery Experience

positive

parent
interview

“That really helped her; it was like, she saw me do it, and then soon,
she’d be able to do that task on her own. . . . She needed that modeling.”

Vicarious Experience

positive

Ellie
interview

When asked upon what she bases her judgment of whether her writing is
good, she stated, “I’d say the feedback.”

Social Persuasion

positive

parent
interview

“When we first started homeschooling, if I corrected her in any way it
was extremely off putting to her. But since we’ve been doing this for a
few years now, she’s gotten to the point where she just has accepted that
that’s my job, and she doesn’t take it personally.”

Social Persuasion

mixed

Ellie photo
elicitation

She chose the eager student and explained the student was probably
asking, “Do you think this is a good idea?”

Physiological State

positive

Ellie photo
elicitation

“A few years ago, the first one [nervous-looking student] would
probably be how I thought of writing because I didn’t like it at first. It
just wasn’t my thing to do. I’d rather just do something else.”

Physiological State

negative

Physiological State

negative

parent’s
photo
elicitation

She guessed that Ellie chose the nervous-looking student and explained,
“She’s usually not happy to have to write about something.”

parent
interview

“She still has that, sort of, anxiety, I call it performance anxiety, when
she thinks anybody’s gonna be looking at her at all, like just watching
her do something, it’ll stress her out to the moon.”

Physiological State

negative

Ellie
interview

“My hand would hurt a lot after writing these long papers. And,
sometimes, I just didn’t wanna write, and just didn’t do it.”

Physiological State

negative

parent
interview

“She seems to be at a point where she’s no longer mortified to have to
write. It’s like, ‘Okay, yeah. I can do this. I might not want to do it, but
I can.’”

Physiological State

positive

parent
interview

“When she first starts [a writing assignment], she’s resigned a little bit.
Like, ‘I have to do this. I don’t really want to do this, but I have to do
it.’ Which is a much better place to be than where we started.’”

Physiological State

positive

Ellie
interview

“It doesn’t make me nervous or stress me out all the time, it’s just if I’m
behind or just not—I-don’t-want-to write-this kind of feeling.”

Physiological State

negative
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Finn
Finn is a 15-year-old writer with high functioning autism who feels compelled to write
and finds freedom to do so through his homeschool. He began writing because, in his own
words, “I had an idea for a story that I was really, really interested in, and I wouldn’t stop
thinking about it.” He and his mother volunteered to join this study after seeing my invitation for
participants re-posted by the administrator of a national unschooling Facebook site. They reside
in one of the large urban communities in Texas, and their family is comprised of just the two of
them (Finn’s father is “not in the family picture”). His mother has completed some college
courses and was trained as an army medic. Currently, she stays home with Finn full-time and
reported an annual family income below $35,000.
Finn carries a diagnosis of high functioning autism and receptive-expressive language
disorder. When I interviewed him via FaceTime, I discovered a dark-skinned boy with fuzzy
black hair, a shy smile, and eyes that didn’t often make contact with mine. Aware of his
diagnosis, I was unsure whether he could complete a 45-minute interview; however, despite his
clear exhaustion by the end of our conversation (punctuated by frequent yawns) and his tendency
to repeat himself, he seemed eager to answer my questions and to share his love for writing.
When I asked him to rate his current writing ability on a scale of 1–10, Finn stated, “I’d
say an 8. Because— I think I have the ability to write a bunch of things.” His mother gave him
a rating of 5–6, based on his struggles with punctuation, but “bump[ed] that up to a 7” after
recalling that she didn’t do as much editing anymore. In the four-page, single-spaced short story
he sent as his writing sample, I discovered a violent revenge story full of imagery and poetic
expression. I was so impressed with his poetic expressiveness that, during my interview with
him, I asked if he had written any poetry; he replied that he had wanted to but had not attempted
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it. Two days later, his mother texted me a poem he had just written entitled “To Be
Remembered.” The poem repeats the question whether he’ll be remembered and concludes,
“Nobody knows, only time will tell. / I’ll dance in heaven or burn in hell. / I curse the day when
I’ll find out. / In my mind, I want to scream and shout. / To be remembered.” This is the first
poem he had attempted, and is indicative of his writing confidence and of his writing voice,
much smoother than his verbal communications.
Homeschooling journey. Finn, who was in 10th grade at the time of his interview,
began his educational career with the Preschool Program for Children with Disabilities (PPCD),
a service for 3–5-year-old students with special needs offered by the Texas Educational Agency
(Texas Educational Agency, n.d.). However, according to his mother, during Finn’s second year
in PPCD, his teacher’s aide hit him: “I went to the teacher, to the assistant principal, and to the
principal, and nothing was ever done. No action was ever taken, and so I was like, I feel safer
with him at home.” Finn’s mother has been homeschooling him ever since and searching for
ways to help him learn: “He doesn’t learn like kids in a classroom learn. . . . I’ve had to learn to
word things in a way that he can understand.”
They tried various virtual schools such as K12 and Connections Academy, but the
schools did not make accommodations for his disabilities, and they “moved too quickly for him.”
According to Finn, “We tried K12, but it didn’t work for me either because I needed a different
type of—this is kinda hard to explain. It’s like, it’s like they didn’t explain it well for me.”
Finally, they turned to unschooling, precipitated in part by their health needs (Finn’s mother has
had three strokes in the last three years). His mother explained,
In the past we’ve had set curriculum that we’d followed. But this year, because of his
medical issues and my medical issues, it’s been more unschooling. So, like, if we work
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out a budget, that counts toward math. If we go on a nature hike, that counts towards
science. . . . This year it’s all about him. . . . If he feels like he’s got a say in what he’s
learning, and he’s learning something that he’s interested in, I’m all about that.
Writing instruction. True to an unschooling philosophy, Finn’s mother does not use a
writing curriculum or give him writing assignments. Instead, she allows him to dictate when and
what he writes: “We’ll be sitting downstairs, and he’ll say, ‘I need to go write.’ And he’ll get up
and go to his bedroom. . . . I mean, he does it because he wants to.” When I asked her what
Finn’s probable reaction would be if she assigned him a research paper, she replied, “I think it
would be not a happy one. Because when he writes, he writes what’s on his mind. He doesn’t
have to try to decipher what’s being said— what’s already been said— and then retell the story.”
Finn confirmed this assessment, asserting that he “wouldn’t really be interested” in writing a
research paper.
In essence, the writing instruction offered by Finn’s mother is by invitation only. She
only helps if Finn requests it:
Sometimes he’s got really good ideas, but he can’t put it down on paper. And, so we’ll
talk through it. . . . And then there are times when he— like the story that he sent to you.
. . . He said that he was scared to let me see it because it is dark. And I said, “Honey, if
you have something that you don’t want me to read, I won’t read it.” I said, “The
important thing is you put it down.” I don’t invade his privacy in that area.
According to her responses on the surveys over her instructional practices and writing
assignments (see Appendices P and Q), Finn’s mother most frequently required Finn to use a
word processor when he wrote and to use the Internet to locate information; she also offered
verbal praise several times a week.
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Writing confidence. When he completed the WSES, Finn indicated there was only
“some chance” that he could correctly spell, punctuate, use authoritative voice, and insert
effective transitions. On the rest of the tasks, his scores hovered between the “probably” and
“completely certain” range with an average score of 7.33 out of 9, registering as “medium
confidence” according to Engelhard and Behizadeh (2012; see Table 13). His interview
confirmed this self-rating: When asked to rate his confidence on a scale of 1–10, he said 8 and
explained, “I’m confident, but, like, not too confident. I’m not overly confident. Kinda most
confident in that I can create a story. Or that I’m good at creating stories or thinking of an idea
for a story.” When I asked how he knows he has done a good job in writing something, he
replied, “I just know that I’ve done a good job or that it’s the best one that I’ve written. I just, I
just kinda get that feeling.”
Impact of homeschooling. Both Finn and his mother noted that homeschooling offers
him freedom to learn at his own pace and pursue his own interests. His mother explained,
“We’ve got the time. We can sit down, and we can look at [it]—if he doesn’t understand it, then
we can look at it again.” Finn further explained that homeschooling has facilitated his writing by
giving him “the freedom to write whatever I want.” It appears that their non-traditional approach
to education has served to boost his confidence as a creative writer; whether that will translate to
academic writing, however, is yet to be seen. Finn’s mother stated that she has not had him write
any research papers because when he tried several years ago, “it was tough for him. And, not
that I was trying to be too easy on him, but I wanted to lower his stress.”
Sources of writing self-efficacy. Social persuasion, mastery, and physiological state
were prevalent in the case (see Table 14). Social persuasion in the form of positive feedback
figured prominently in both Finn’s and his mother’s responses to questions about his confidence
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(see Table 14). When I asked him to identify what would make him more confident in his
writing skills, Finn replied,
I guess I’m confident enough, but sometimes I, I wonder if I really am good at writing.
I’ve showed one of my friends one of my writings, and she says that it’s really good. She
would keep praising me about the story that I wrote and kinda like boost up my
confidence.
To a lesser degree, mastery of writing tasks and his physiological state appeared to impact his
confidence, in both positive and negative ways. When asked to look back at his development as
a writer and identify one thing that most contributed to his confidence in writing, he pointed to
his past success in writing: “It kinda gives me some, I’d say, some confidence that I can write
more.” But lack of mastery (an inability to capture his thoughts) also serves as a source of
anxiety for him: “It sometimes makes me nervous that I can’t give it my all, or I can’t give it my
full attention. . . . I can’t capture what’s in my head.” Finn’s physiological state in the form of
varying emotions also appears to impact his confidence. His explanation of “that feeling” he
gets when he has captured his ideas on paper seems to boost his confidence, but it is
counterbalanced by a fear of what others will say about his writing.
In summary, Finn’s writing self-efficacy seems most sensitive to social feedback from his
parent and his peers while the supportive framework of his homeschool appears to foster his
creative writing ability.
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Table 13
WSES Results for Finn (avg. 7.33 – medium confidence)
How sure are you that you can perform
each of the writing skills below?

No
chance
1

Little
chance
2

3

Some
chance
4

I can correctly spell all words in a one-page
story or composition.
I can correctly punctuate a one-page story or
composition.

5

Probably
6

7

Completely
certain
8

6

4

I can correctly use parts of speech such as
nouns, verbs, adjectives, or adverbs.

8

I can write a simple sentence with good
grammar.

8

I can correctly use singulars and plurals,
verb tenses, prefixes, and suffixes.

7

I can write a strong paragraph that has a
good topic sentence or main idea.

8

I can write a paragraph with details that
support the topic sentence or main idea.

8

I can organize sentences into a paragraph that
clearly expresses an idea.

9

I can write a well-organized and wellsequenced paper that has a good
introduction, body, and conclusion.

8

I can write a paper that fully explains,
persuades, or describes the main idea.

8

I can choose appropriate words to convey
accurate meanings.

8

I can use an authoritative voice throughout
the paper.

6

I can write a paper with varied sentence
structure.
I can use effective transitions between
paragraphs.
I can write a strong paper with a controlling
idea and support ideas.

9

8

6

8

Note. According to the study conducted on the rating scale structure of the WSES by Engelhard and Behizadeh
(2012), ratings of 1–5 are low (highlighted in orange), ratings of 6–7 are medium (highlighted in yellow), and
ratings of 8–9 are high (highlighted in green). Scale reproduced with permission.
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Table 14
Evidence of Bandura’s Four Sources of Self-Efficacy in Finn’s Case
Data Source

Example

Bandura’s Source

Impact

parent
interview
parent
interview

“His sentence structure is great.”

Mastery Experience

positive

“He will write a paragraph, and then write another paragraph. Well, the
paragraph below— I mean, you know, you need to do a flip-flop. … So,
he’s becoming good at figuring that out.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Finn
interview

“When I’m trying to make something new, it’s really hard for me to
write it because I can think the big picture, but when it comes to, like, the
little details, it’s really hard for me.”

Mastery Experience

negative

Finn journal

Asked by the journal prompt what made him feel less confident about his
ability in writing, he wrote, “when i don’t know how to move forward
with the story. not being able to put my thoughts on paper”

Mastery Experience

negative

parent
interview

When I asked her what seems to boost Finn’s confidence in writing, she
responded, “Praise.”

Social Persuasion

positive

parent
interview

“He’s shared some stories with friends, and they all rave about it. And
so that has built his confidence, too.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Finn
interview

“I’ve showed one of my friends one of my writings, and she says that it’s
really good. She would keep praising me about the story that I wrote and
kinda like boost up my confidence.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Finn
interview

When I asked him what would make him more confident in his writing,
he replied, “I’d say like, what I said earlier, the feedback.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Finn journal

Asked by the journal prompt what made him feel more confident about
his ability in writing, he wrote, “my friends praised my work.”

Social Persuasion

positive

parent
journal

“Children (AND adults!) in our neighborhood use poor grammar, and I
didn't want him sounding uneducated. Just because we're ‘poor’ doesn't
mean we have to SOUND like we are! At first, he gave me the usual
that's-how-Billy-says-it routine. When I explained how to say it
properly, he was glad that he knew more than Billy--and Billy's parents!”

Vicarious Experience

positive

Finn’s photo
elicitation

He chose the nervous-looking student and explained the student was
probably thinking, “Wow! I wish I wasn’t here.” When I asked what he
thought the teacher was saying to the student, he replied, “Pay attention.”

Physiological State

negative

Finn
interview

“I’ll try to write something, but I’ll get kind of exhausted, and then I’ll
stop for, like a few weeks, and then I’ll try to get back on it. Most times
it’s kinda like an on and off thing, but when I’m really interested in the
story that I’m writing, I won’t stop.”

Physiological State

mixed

parent
interview

“The story that he sent to you, when he gave it to me to edit, he was very
nervous about giving it to me, you know? And afterward he said, ‘Well,
what do you think about it? Am I a bad person?’ I’m like, ‘No, you’re
not a bad person.’ I said, ‘This is very well written.’”

Physiological State

negative

Finn
interview

“I was nervous of what she would say when she would read my story. I
thought she would look at me differently.”

Physiological State

negative

Finn
interview

“I just put all of my, my feelings in the story. I kinda, like, put all my
heart and soul into it. And, so it made me, it made me proud because I
kinda— you know it’s like, I gave it 110%.”

Physiological State

positive
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Grace
Grace is a 14-year-old tentative writer who prefers math to literature and finds confidence
in the support and scaffolding offered through her homeschool. She and her mother volunteered
to join this study after hearing about it from a mutual friend. Grace’s family resides in one of the
large Florida beach communities along the Gulf coast and is comprised of eight members: Her
father works as a real estate broker and holds a bachelor’s degree; her mother holds a bachelor’s
degree and stays home with their children; and Grace has five younger siblings (ages 5 months,
3, 7, 10, 12). Her mother reported an annual family income above $70,000.
According to her mother, Grace is a determined student: “She just has a natural discipline
not all kids have, which is a blessing, so she doesn’t give up easily.” When I interviewed Grace
via FaceTime, I discovered a Caucasian girl with long brown hair and a shy smile. When I asked
her to rate her current writing ability on a scale of 1–10, she replied, “Maybe like a 6 or a 7. . . .
I feel pretty confident in writing, but I’m not, like, amazing.” Her mother gave a similar rating
(6–7): “I think she definitely has a lot of growth to do, but for her age, I think she’s a pretty great
writer. She does pretty well.” For her writing sample, Grace submitted a two-page, fiveparagraph essay on Hammurabi which seemed similar to Ellie’s paper in its formulaic approach.
Homeschooling journey. Grace, who was in eighth grade at the time of her interview,
began her formal education at a private Christian school; however, when she started third grade,
her family turned to homeschooling. Her mother explained that their decision hinged on several
reasons, one of them being that she felt like her children were gone all the time and she was
missing out on quality time with them. For the next two years, Grace and her siblings were
homeschooled using material from Classical Conversations. Two years into homeschooling,
however, things changed for her family. Grace’s mother explained, “We just did fulltime
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homeschool by ourselves. And that was the plan to keep doing, but then, I got pregnant with
number five, and I thought, ‘This is really hard with four kids to do all by myself.’”
Thus, for the past four years, Grace and her siblings have attended a “community”
school, otherwise known as hybrid homeschooling. On Tuesdays and Thursdays, they attend a
K–8th grade school where teachers with at least a bachelor’s degree in the grade/subject direct
their education; on Mondays and Wednesdays, students work at home on the assignments given
by their teachers; on Fridays they return to the school campus to participate in enrichment
activities such as art, music, drama, and sports. Class sizes are capped at 14 students. Grace’s
mother said of the hybrid model of homeschooling,
It’s been a huge blessing because they [the teachers] do a lot of the curriculum on their
own, and then I just follow what they’re telling me to do rather than me trying to find
everything that I need to do and want to do and pull it all together.
When I asked Grace which part of school she looked forward to most, she replied, “At home I
like just relaxing and not being stressed to get stuff done and not having set classes and stuff.
But, at school I like being around other people and having teachers. I like getting both.”
Writing instruction. For the most part, curriculum choices are made by the community
school. The only exception is math because Grace is taking algebra, a class not offered at the
school. When asked what kind of writing she does, Grace explained that she writes “a lot of
essays” in history and in grammar class. Her mother clarified that the community school uses
writing curriculum from IEW.
Grace appears to appreciate the scaffolding provided by the school in its structured
approach to teaching writing; for instance, she explained that her history essays take a whole
semester to write, beginning with researching several topics, then choosing a topic, writing a
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thesis statement, choosing three topics sentences, writing a paragraph for each topic, adding an
introduction and conclusion, and then revising. She concluded, “So, that’s how we do it. Kind
of over a semester.” She further clarified her appreciation for the way writing is approached
slowly and methodically by stating,
You’re not rushed to get something done overnight. I think that would be really hard. If
she [the teacher] gave it to you on Tuesday and it had to be turned in on Wednesday, I
think that would be really hard, and you wouldn’t have time to really think about what
you’re writing.
She also seems to like the rubrics included with the IEW curriculum, drawing confidence
from satisfying the checklist: When asked how she knows she’s done a good job in writing, she
explained that if she has satisfied the checklist and followed the requirements for the number of
paragraphs, she is confident that she will do well. Grace’s mother commented that using IEW
materials has made a difference in Grace’s writing and in her ability to help Grace:
I see it helping her become a better writer in knowing, these are the things I should really
have in my essay. . . . And it helps me be able to see where she’s really at. Rather than,
“Well, that was a pretty good essay,” I have some kind of rubric to follow.
Although Grace’s writing is graded by her grammar, literature, and history teachers, her mother
is involved in the process as well. She reads through the essays with Grace and goes through the
checklist to ensure that she has met the requirements. According to her responses on the surveys
over her instructional practices and writing assignments (see Appendices P and Q), Grace’s
mother or her teachers at the community school most frequently required Grace to study/imitate
models, write summaries of reading, and use pre-writing activities. In addition, Grace’s mother
reported that Grace was frequently taught sentence-combining, strategies for revising, and
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grammar. Her most frequent writing assignments included short answers, copying texts, and
worksheets.
In summary, the instructional practices employed by Grace’s mother and by the hybrid
homeschool in the form of scaffolding and support appear to help boost her confidence. As
Grace explained, “It’s helpful to have people there to show me how to do it, and what to do for
each part,” and she has found multiple assistants between her teachers at the community school
and her mother at home. The frequent checklists included with her writing assignments also
appear to increase her confidence that her writing is satisfactory.
Writing confidence. When she completed the WSES, Grace indicated there was only
“some chance” that she could correctly spell, use authoritative voice, vary her sentence structure,
and incorporate appropriate vocabulary. On the rest of the tasks, she wavered between the
“probably” and “completely certain” range with an average score of 7.2 out of 9, registering as
“medium confidence” according to Engelhard and Behizadeh (2012; see Table 15). Her
interview confirmed this self-rating: When asked to rate her confidence on a scale of 1–10, she
said 7 and explained, “I feel confident, but not, like, that I’m gonna make everything perfect.
But, I know what I’m doing generally. But I’ll probably miss a bunch of grammar stuff and
spelling.” Mastery experiences in the form of high grades and frequent practice seem to be the
greatest source of her confidence. For instance, Grace’s mother explained that “she really looks
at her grades as a benchmark.” When asked to identify the one thing that has most contributed to
her confidence in writing, Grace replied, “Probably doing it a lot. Like, how I’m practicing all
the time and doing it constantly, I think that’s helpful.”
Impact of homeschooling. When I asked if homeschooling has made it easier or harder
for her to improve her writing skills, Grace replied, “I think it’s easier because you’re not rushed
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to get something done overnight. . . . I think that would be really hard, and you wouldn’t have
time to really think about what you’re writing.” For Grace, the advantages of hybrid
homeschooling—especially in the additional help she receives from multiple adults—seems to
have a positive impact on her writing self-efficacy.
Sources of writing self-efficacy. Three of Bandura’s theoretical sources of self-efficacy
were present in the case (see Table 16), but mastery experiences and to a lesser degree her
physiological state seemed to be the most influential upon Grace’s writing confidence whereas
social persuasion was not coded in any of her responses. Mastery in the form of frequent
practice figured prominently in both Grace’s and her mother’s responses to questions about her
confidence (see Table 16). For instance, when asked to look back at her development as a writer
and identify one thing that most contributed to her confidence in writing, Grace responded,
“Probably doing it a lot.” Conversely, her writing self-efficacy appears to be negatively
impacted by her anxiety about her spelling and grammar proficiency (indicative of her
physiological state). The only vicarious experience that seemed to impact her self-efficacy was
coded when she discussed the benefits of having multiple people to help and model writing for
her.
In summary, three of Bandura’s four sources of self-efficacy seem to impact Grace’s
writing self-efficacy. However, the greatest impact appears to stem from her mastery
experiences in the form of both positive and negative success with writing assignments, and her
unsuccessful writing attempts seem to lead to a negative physiological state.
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Table 15
WSES Results for Grace (avg. 7.20 – medium confidence)
How sure are you that you can perform
each of the writing skills below?

No
chance
1

Little
chance
2

3

Some
chance
4

I can correctly spell all words in a one-page
story or composition.

5

Probably
6

7

Completely
certain
8

5

I can correctly punctuate a one-page story or
composition.

8

I can correctly use parts of speech such as
nouns, verbs, adjectives, or adverbs.

8

I can write a simple sentence with good
grammar.

9

I can correctly use singulars and plurals,
verb tenses, prefixes, and suffixes.

8

I can write a strong paragraph that has a
good topic sentence or main idea.

9

I can write a paragraph with details that
support the topic sentence or main idea.

8

I can organize sentences into a paragraph that
clearly expresses an idea.

9

I can write a well-organized and wellsequenced paper that has a good
introduction, body, and conclusion.

8

I can write a paper that fully explains,
persuades, or describes the main idea.

7

I can choose appropriate words to convey
accurate meanings.
I can use an authoritative voice throughout
the paper.
I can write a paper with varied sentence
structure.

9

6

4

5

I can use effective transitions between
paragraphs.

7

I can write a strong paper with a controlling
idea and support ideas.

7

Note. According to the study conducted on the rating scale structure of the WSES by Engelhard and Behizadeh
(2012), ratings of 1–5 are low (highlighted in orange), ratings of 6–7 are medium (highlighted in yellow), and
ratings of 8–9 are high (highlighted in green). Scale reproduced with permission.
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Table 16
Evidence of Bandura’s Four Sources of Self-Efficacy in Grace’s Case
Data Source

Example

Bandura’s Source

Impact

Grace
interview

“I feel confident, but not like that I’m going to make everything perfect.
But, I know what I’m doing generally, but I’ll probably miss a bunch of
grammar stuff and spelling and stuff.”

Mastery Experience

mixed

parent
interview

“She just keeps working at it. She just has a natural discipline not all
kids have, which is a blessing, so she doesn’t give up easily.”

Mastery Experience

positive

parent
interview

“She really had a hard time coming up with her own sentences at the first
part.” I asked how she worked through it and her mother replied, “I
think mostly just from practicing it.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Grace
interview

“I feel pretty confident in writing but I’m not, like, amazing… Normally,
I can come up with the main scheme of things almost. But, grammar and
spelling and stuff, it’s just not my thing. I’m just not very good at
spelling.’

Mastery Experience

mixed

parent
interview

“I would say she probably thinks, because she doesn’t love it as much,
that it doesn’t come as easy for her. But, it really does. Like, she’s able
to put together her thoughts and write a paper a lot more quickly than
others.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Grace
interview

“The last writing assignment went really, I thought it went well. ‘Cause
we had to pick the picture. She had a couple pictures on the board, and
we had to pick, and I saw one, and I was like, ‘Oh, I know exactly what I
would do for that.’”

Mastery Experience

positive

parent
interview

“She really looks at her grades as a benchmark. That will help her boost
her confidence a little.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Grace
interview

When I asked her what had most contributed to her writing confidence,
she replied, “Probably doing it a lot. Like, how I’m practicing all the
time and doing it constantly, I think that’s helpful.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Grace
interview

“It’s helpful to have people there to show me how to do it, and what to
do for each part and stuff.”

Vicarious Experience

positive

Grace
interview

“If I had to do a paper and turn it in tomorrow, then I would be stressed
out.”

Physiological State

negative

Grace photo
elicitation

She chose the picture of the eager-looking student and explained, “I’d
rather be writing something rather than being taught something…else
about grammar. Openers and stuff like that.”

Physiological State

positive

parent’s
photo
elicitation

“She guessed that Grace chose the nervous-looking student and
explained, “She kind of has that ‘ho hum’ kind of thing sometimes? ...
It’s just like, ‘Uh, I had to write this paper.’”

Physiological State

negative

parent
interview

When I asked her mother what Grace’s typical reaction to a writing
assignment was, she replied, "Not super excited about it. I mean, just
determined, I guess. Like, okay, I’m just going to do it and get it done
with.”

Physiological State

negative

Grace
interview

“I normally try and get [writing] over with as fast as possible.”

Physiological State

negative
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Hudson
Hudson is a 15-year-old struggling writer who loves skiing with friends, playing football,
and rock climbing and finds his writing confidence through the validation of his voice. He and
his mother volunteered to join this study after receiving an email invitation forwarded by a
mutual friend. Hudson’s family resides in one of the larger cities in Minnesota and is comprised
of five members: His father works as a computer engineer and holds a bachelor’s degree; his
mother, who earned her associate’s degree, stays at home and schools her children; and Hudson
has one younger and one older sister (ages 8 and 17). His mother reported an annual family
income above $70,000.
According to his mother, Hudson is a “hands on” kid, more like his father, the engineer.
When I interviewed Hudson via FaceTime, I discovered a Caucasian boy with wavy, shoulderlength hair and an infectious smile. He frequently used his hands as he talked, either to flip his
hair to the other side of his head or to snap his fingers or point for emphasis. While he enjoys the
defined lines of math (in his view, “it’s either right or wrong”), he doesn’t care for the subjective
nature of English. Even when he is given a rubric for writing, he strains against the boundaries,
explaining “I’m not too much of a fan on the checklist.” Over the years, writing has been a
struggle for Hudson, who claimed that he could come up with supporting facts easily, but
formulating those ideas into a cohesive paper was difficult: “I can get ideas pretty fast, and
putting them on the paper isn’t hard. But it’s configuring them to make sense which is the
hardest part.” When I asked him to rate his current writing ability on a scale of 1–10, he replied,
“Probably a 6 or a 7. Six, probably.” His mother gave a similar rating (7–8). She was quick to
point out that “he has come a long way. But he needs to fine tune it always.” His writing
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sample, a five-paragraph essay on the sleep deprivation of teenagers, seemed to accurately reflect
his rating of 6–7.
Homeschooling journey. Hudson has been homeschooled throughout his school years
and was in the ninth grade at the time of his interview. The family chose homeschooling
because, when they were looking into private kindergartens for their daughter (Hudson’s older
sister), they were told that she was advanced and would probably be bored the first couple of
years. Worried that her daughter would get into trouble without a challenging environment, his
mother listened to counsel from veteran homeschoolers who encouraged her to try
homeschooling:
So, that’s how our journey started. . . . Now I’m seeing the fruit of it, from my oldest
being in college and doing really well. And I’m like, “Okay, God had a hand in it from
the get go.” But it’s been a training. For me and my kids.
Although Hudson’s mother started by using the same textbooks as the Christian school in
their area, she soon realized it was not an effective choice for her active son. She switched to a
literature-based program called My Father’s World, a unit study approach to education that
incorporates elements of Charlotte Mason and classical education. She explained, with this
curriculum, Hudson could be bouncing on the trampoline while she read to him or “running up
and down the stairs doing spelling. . . . He needed movement versus just sitting in a chair.”
Writing instruction. When it came to writing instruction, his mother also changed the
curriculum based on Hudson’s needs. They began with a curriculum called Writing Strands, a
comprehensive writing program that teaches four styles (“strands”): argumentative, explanatory,
creative, and report writing (Duffy, 2016). Although the curriculum had worked well with her
older daughter, “a born writer,” his mother struggled to teach writing to Hudson one-on-one: “I

157
tried! We did Writing Stands for a couple years with him, and it was just like—I was pulling my
hair out because it wasn’t fun. It was really a struggle.” That’s when they turned to outside help.
Hudson joined a co-op writing class offered by a local homeschooling mother who taught writing
to a small group of homeschoolers using the IEW writing curriculum.
According to her responses on the surveys covering instructional practices and writing
assignments (Appendices P and Q), Hudson’s mother or his co-op teacher most frequently
required Hudson to study/imitate models, learn strategies for paragraph writing, set specific
goals, use a word processor, and locate information and share his writing via the Internet. His
most frequent writing assignments included worksheets, lists, reading responses, and e-mails.
Writing confidence. When he completed the WSES, Hudson appeared to be a confident
writer at the sentence level but indicated that he lacked confidence in his ability to produce a
cohesive paper with effective transitions and organization (see Table 17). His average rating on
the WSES was 6.73 out of 9, registering in the lower half of “medium confidence” according to
Engelhard and Behizadeh (2012). Due to his lower WSES score, I was surprised during the
interview when I asked Hudson on a scale of 1–10 to rate his confidence in writing and he
replied 9. I asked the same question of his mother in my separate interview with her and she said
the same thing: 9–10. They seemed to draw a distinction between his writing ability and his
writing confidence, interpreting “confidence” to mean believing in his voice. Voice is “the
distinctive style or manner of expression of an author” (Nordquist, 2015), and both Hudson and
his mother referred to this idea throughout the interviews. For instance, his mother explained her
confidence rating of 9–10 like this: “He’s very, ‘I believe in whatever I write.’ So, very
confident.” Hudson’s explanation backed up her interpretation: “Every person has a different
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writing style, and I just think I’ve grown my style to where it is today and I like that better than
where it was a couple years ago.”
However, both reported that his confidence had nosedived earlier in his writing career.
According to his mother, Hudson “hit a wall” about a year ago in his writing. He had been
participating in a writing class with eight students taught by another homeschooling mother
using IEW when he declared (according to his mother), “I can’t do this. I don’t wanna do this.
I’m frustrated.” Hudson referenced the same event briefly in his student journal in response to
the question: “Describe something that has happened to you that made you feel less confident
about your ability in writing.” He wrote, “I got teased from my peers.” When I asked about this
in his interview, he further explained, “They were just kind of like, ‘Eh, you know, ours [papers]
are way better.’ . . . It did, at the time being, affect my confidence level. I was like, ‘Oh, okay,
I’m not that good at writing.’” His mother remembers that time as a crisis of sorts for her and
her husband: “You reevaluate yourself as a teacher and say, ‘Do I just try this or that?’ I mean,
we were Googling, reading books, trying to ask others out there, and everybody’s like, ‘Every
kid is different.’” The breakthrough finally came when Hudson’s parents invited the co-op
teacher to come to their home to talk to him one-on-one. According to his mother, the teacher
offered to make Hudson’s assignments “really customized, individualized for him.”
Impact of homeschooling. This individualized, customized approach to teaching writing
seems to have provided the boost Hudson’s confidence needed, unleashing his creativity, and
validating his style of writing. From that point on, he was given more autonomy in his selection
of topics to write on. For instance, his mother told me that in his co-op, Hudson had been
assigned a historical research paper but he was allowed to research a topic of interest instead (in
this case, the octopus). Writing may never come easy for Hudson or be a strength of his, but he
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has demonstrated resilience in getting past the “wall,” thanks in part to the individualized
approach his parents and co-op teacher have adopted. When asked if he thought homeschooling
has made it easier or harder for him to improve him writing skills, he replied:
Oh, way easier. I don’t dread writing. . . . I know it’s not going to be as good as other
people’s, but I’m not like, “Oh no, I have to write a paper” and get all worried about it,
you know? And so my confidence has gone way up.
In summary, the instructional practices employed by Hudson’s family such as differentiation by
changing curriculum and individualizing the assignments seemed to help validate Hudson’s
“writing style” (his voice), thereby increasing his writing self-efficacy.
Sources of writing self-efficacy. All Bandura’s theoretical sources of self-efficacy were
present in the case (see Table 18), but social persuasion seemed to be the most influential upon
Hudson’s writing confidence. For instance, the “wall” was precipitated by disparaging
comments made by his peers, yet it was the validation from his parents and co-op teacher that
helped him push past this wall. When I asked Hudson to look back at his development as a
writer over the last ten years and identify one thing that he thought had most contributed to his
confidence in writing, he replied,
Let’s go with parents. They affected me as in always saying, “Yeah, that’s a good
paper,” and not saying, “Oh, you’re total trash, like, your paper is horrible. Go rewrite
the whole thing.” So, keeping my confidence up in my writing style and just helping me
when I do do something that’s not good writing, they’ll say, gently and kindly, “Hey, that
right there, that isn’t the right writing style, or the right way to put that sentence.”
In summary, consistent support from his parents and flexibility in his assignments seem to have
the greatest impact on Hudson’s writing self-efficacy.
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Table 17
WSES Results for Hudson (avg. 6.73 – medium confidence)
How sure are you that you can perform
each of the writing skills below?

No
chance
1

Little
chance
2

3

Some
chance
4

5

Probably
6

I can correctly spell all words in a one-page
story or composition.

7

Completely
certain
8

7

I can correctly punctuate a one-page story or
composition.

6

I can correctly use parts of speech such as
nouns, verbs, adjectives, or adverbs.

8

I can write a simple sentence with good
grammar.

9

I can correctly use singulars and plurals,
verb tenses, prefixes, and suffixes.

5

I can write a strong paragraph that has a
good topic sentence or main idea.

6

I can write a paragraph with details that
support the topic sentence or main idea.

7

I can organize sentences into a paragraph that
clearly expresses an idea.

6

I can write a well-organized and wellsequenced paper that has a good
introduction, body, and conclusion.

5

I can write a paper that fully explains,
persuades, or describes the main idea.

6

I can choose appropriate words to convey
accurate meanings.

8

I can use an authoritative voice throughout
the paper.

7

I can write a paper with varied sentence
structure.
I can use effective transitions between
paragraphs.
I can write a strong paper with a controlling
idea and support ideas.

9

9

4

8

Note. According to the study conducted on the rating scale structure of the WSES by Engelhard and Behizadeh
(2012), ratings of 1–5 are low (highlighted in orange), ratings of 6–7 are medium (highlighted in yellow), and
ratings of 8–9 are high (highlighted in green). Scale reproduced with permission.
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Table 18
Evidence of Bandura’s Four Sources of Self-Efficacy in the Hudson’s Case
Data Source

Example

Bandura’s Source

Impact

parent
interview

“He’s not writing a perfect paper when he writes. But at the same time
he has learned a lot of skills over the course of the last couple years.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Hudson
interview

“I’m not too good with the sentence structure and so, like, I’d probably
have periods and commas and stuff out of place.”

Mastery Experience

negative

Hudson
interview

“Right now as a high schooler, I’m pretty confident about my writing.
You know, I think it’s pretty good.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Hudson
interview

“The facts and stuff—those are pretty easy. You just look at the facts,
write in, and then use the bibliography or something if you want. But,
like the intro and tying the reader in, as in being good with words and
stuff, that’s where I start to fall.”

Mastery Experience

mixed

parent
interview

“It [writing] wasn’t something that he couldn’t do. He just was stuck.
He was literally, ‘I don’t know what to do.’”

Mastery Experience

negative

Hudson
interview

“I felt like it was better researched than my last papers, and so I took a
lot of time into planning it, more than others, and so I felt more confident
about how it was structured.”

Mastery Experience

positive

Hudson
interview

“I don’t dread writing…. But I know it’s not going to be as good as
other people’s.”

Vicarious Experience

negative

Hudson
interview

“My sister is really good at writing. . . . So she just helps; like, if I say,
‘Hey, how does this sentence fit into here?’ and so she’ll help with that.”

Vicarious Experience

positive

Hudson
journal

Asked by the journal prompt what made him feel less confident about his
ability in writing, he wrote: “I got teased from my peers.”

Social Persuasion

negative

parent
interview

“For [Hudson], he likes writing with a group…. Those kids, the peers
are looking at you to get it done.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Hudson
interview

“Let’s go with parents. They affected me as in always saying, ‘Yeah,
that’s a good paper,’ and not saying, ‘Oh, you know, you’re total trash,
you know, like, your paper is horrible. Go rewrite the whole thing.’ So,
keeping my confidence up in my writing style and just helping me when
I do do something that’s good writing.”

Social Persuasion

positive

Hudson
interview

“We had a writing class a couple years ago, and I wasn’t too good at
writing then. And [his peers] were just kind of like, ‘Eh, you know, ours
are way better.’ You know, and I was like, ‘Eh.’ And so, I guess that
kind of affected my writing. . . . It did, at the time being, affect my
confidence level.”

Social Persuasion

negative

Hudson’s
photo
elicitation

He chose the picture of the nervous-looking student and explained,
“She’s [the teacher’s] telling him to do something, and he has no idea
what to write on.”

Physiological State

negative

parent’s
photo
elicitation

She guessed that Hudson chose the nervous-looking student and
explained, “He would just do the, ‘Uh, mom, I have an assignment.’ …
And he doesn’t really want to, but at the same time he knows he has to.
It’s part of school.”

Physiological State

negative

parent
interview

“I truly believe he just needed to believe in himself more than anybody
else. ‘Cause all of us were trying to say things to him and be there, but he
just zoned out everybody and had to feel okay with how he was writing.”

Physiological State

mixed

Hudson
interview

When I asked what would make him stressed out or nervous, he replied,
“If I have to write in a different style than what I like. . . . I won’t be
very happy about that because I’ll have to change my writing style.”

Physiological State

negative
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Summary of Participants
In homeschooling literature, the motivation for homeschooling and the structural design
of a homeschool are frequently reported and correlated with findings. As a summary of this
section on the individual participants, Table 19 was created to provide a broad overview of the
context in which each student has developed his or her writing self-efficacy.
Table 19
Descriptive Homeschool Data from Interviews and Surveys
Participant

Allison

Bella

Carter

Drew

Motivation to
Homeschool

Homeschool
Structure/Style

Homeschool Writing
Curriculum

Most Frequently Assigned
Writing (see Appendix Q)

religious

eclectic

LLATL; IEW; Fairview’s;
Elegant Essay; WriteShop;
Jensen’s Format

short answer
5-par. essay
write to describe
email

academic

eclectic
(leans towards
unschooling)

none; NaNoWriMo (for
one semester)

short answer
5-par. essay
reading summary
research paper

eclectic

A Beka; Rod & Staff; IEW

short answer
lists
reading summary
worksheets

eclectic

Total Language Plus;
Writing Strands; LLATL;
IEW

short answer
email
notes
worksheets
short answer
worksheets
lists
reading summary

academic

religious

Ellie

academic

classical

IEW; Lost Tools of
Writing

Finn

academic

unschooling

none

[writing is not assigned]

Grace

religious

hybrid

Rod & Staff; IEW

short answer
worksheets
copy text

Hudson

academic &
religious

Charlotte Mason
at home; co-op
for writing

Writing Strands; IEW

worksheets
lists
reading response
email
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Results
This multiple case study is built upon the foundation of eight individual cases
representing a variety of homeschool settings. In the previous section, each case was presented
using all data collected to illuminate the sources of an individual student’s writing self-efficacy
and the context in which that self-efficacy was developed. Now, looking collectively at these
case studies, the central question of the study asks, “What impact does a homeschool context
have on the formation of writing self-efficacy among adolescent students?” To address this
question, two related sub-questions are examined. The first question asks, “How are Bandura’s
theoretical sources of self-efficacy evidenced in the formation of homeschooled adolescents’
writing self-efficacy?” And the second sub-question asks, “How do the instructional practices of
homeschooling parents impact the formation of adolescent writing self-efficacy?”
Theme Development
The research questions encompass two distinct areas of inquiry: student formation of selfefficacy and parent instructional practices. Thus, the following cross-case analysis will separate
the findings in the same manner, addressing self-efficacy data first and then examining parent
instructional practices.
Comparative self-efficacy data. This section presents both quantitative and qualitative
findings relevant to self-efficacy theory. First, a quantitative comparison of student participants’
writing self-efficacy scores is presented in Table 20. Then, qualitative data from the interviews
and journals are analyzed using deductive means to identify the ways in which Bandura’s four
sources of self-efficacy are evidenced among the student participants in this study.
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Table 20
Comparison of Participants by Grade (Age), Gender, and WSES Score
Name

Grade (Age)

Gender

WSES score

Allison

12th (17)

Female

8.47 (High)

Bella

9th (15)

Female

8.00 (High)

Carter

11th (17)

Male

7.67 (Med.)

Drew

10th (16)

Male

7.53 (Med.)

Ellie

8th (13)

Female

7.40 (Med.)

Finn

10th (15)

Male

7.33 (Med.)

Grace

8th (14)

Female

7.20 (Med.)

Hudson

9th (15)

Male

6.73 (Med.)

There are a few things to note from this table: First, none of the student participants
scored in the low range (scores below 6.0 were considered low according to Engelhard and
Behizadeh’s 2012 evaluation of the adapted WSES psychometrics). Second, for the most part,
the older the participant, the higher the confidence score. Notable exceptions to this observation
would be Bella (9th grade, age 15) who scored the second highest and Ellie (8th grade, age 13)
who scored higher than three older participants. Third, the scores seem to be distributed fairly
evenly between male and females (excluding the highest and lowest scores).
Qualitative data analysis of writing self-efficacy began with an examination of the eight
tables presented earlier in this chapter (Tables 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18) that categorized student
and parent references to Bandura’s four sources of self-efficacy (mastery experiences, social
persuasion, vicarious experiences, and physiological state). Table 21 was created to synthesize
the data from those eight tables to provide an overview of the frequency with which the sources
were mentioned and the perceived impact that each statement referenced, whether positive or
negative.
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Table 21
Cross-Case Synthesis of Student Responses Related to Bandura’s Sources of Self-Efficacy
Mastery
Experiences
Impact:

pos. neg. mix

pos. neg.

Allison

+4

Bella

+5

Carter

+4

-3

Drew

+4

-3

+5

Ellie

+3

-2

+1

Finn

+2

-2

+5

Grace

+6

Hudson

+4

-1

±1

+2

-2

+32

-13

±4

+21

-3

TOTALS

-2

Social Persuasion
mix

+5
+3

Vicarious
Experiences
pos. neg.
+2

-1

-1

+2

-1

+1

-4

+1

-2

+1

+3

-5

+1

+1

-3

+1

+1

-4

+1

±1

±2

±2

pos. neg. mix
+3

±1

±1

mix

Physiological
State

-1

+1

-1

+7

-2

+12

±1

±1

±1

-3

+1

-23

±4

Note. The data presented here is a compilation of the data presented for each student in Tables 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14,
16, 18. Pos. is an abbreviation for positive; neg. is an abbreviation for negative. Mix indicates that the student
statement included both positive and negative references to an experience.

If the analysis ended here, one could conclude based on the positive impact counts that
mastery experiences were the most influential source of self-efficacy among this study’s
participants, followed by social persuasion, physiological state, and vicarious experience.
However, this compilation of data risks the same problems as those of quantitative studies:
namely, that a positive or negative experience may not necessarily translate to student
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confidence. As explained in Chapter Two, Bandura (1997) argued that “information that is
relevant for judging personal capabilities – whether conveyed enactively, vicariously,
persuasively, or physiologically – is not inherently enlightening. It becomes instructive only
through cognitive processing of efficacy information and through reflective thought” (p. 79).
Therefore, to triangulate these findings and ensure that the students’ “cognitive
processing of efficacy information” was being tapped, I re-examined the data, focusing in on the
five questions (two journal prompts and three interview questions) that asked students
specifically to make a judgment about their writing confidence. Table 22 lists these questions
and the key words from each student response. The table also lists the codes assigned to the
responses and the source linked to each response. To further validate these findings, I created a
12-page document quoting student responses in their entirety and explaining my reasoning for
the codes and sources assigned; I submitted this document for a peer review to Dr. Debra Bell,
an expert in homeschooling research with a degree educational psychology, who corroborated
my findings.
A quick note about the two journal responses: Although the instructions directed the
students to write in complete sentences and thoroughly answer the question, only the top four
scoring participants did so. Allison, Bella, and Drew wrote lengthy paragraphs and Carter
offered a longer sentence explanation; however, Ellie, Finn, and Hudson answered in very short
or incomplete sentences. For both prompts, Grace answered in a complete sentence explaining,
“There’s not a specific moment that I can think of.” For the brief answers provided by Ellie,
Finn, and Hudson, I probed these ideas during the interview to develop a better understanding of
what the students actually meant by their responses.
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Table 22
Student Confidence Responses Coded by Participant and Source of Self-Efficacy
Journal Prompt 1: Describe something that has happened to you that made you feel more confident about your ability in writing.
Participant

Key Words/Phrases

Code

Source

Allison

mom, encouragement, praised

positive adult feedback

Social Persuasion

Bella

dad, praise, support

positive adult feedback

Social Persuasion

Carter

how much I know

comparison

Vicarious Experience

Drew

compliment

positive adult feedback

Social Persuasion

Ellie

writing assignments

increased practice

Mastery Experience

Finn

friends, praise

positive peer feedback

Social Persuasion

Grace

--

Hudson

got an A

performance success

Mastery Experience

Journal Prompt 2: Describe something that has happened to you that made you feel less confident about your ability in writing.
Allison

unable

inability/difficulty

Mastery Experience

Bella

friend, not very good

negative peer feedback

Social Persuasion

Carter

compared, less

negative comparison

Vicarious Experience

Drew

struggled

inability/difficulty

Mastery Experience

Ellie

public school*

lack of practice

Mastery Experience

Finn

don’t know how, not able

inability/difficulty

Mastery Experience

Grace

--

Hudson

peers, teased

negative peer feedback

Social Persuasion

Interview Question: How would you rate your confidence in writing?
Allison

books, mom, help

modeling

Vicarious Experience

Bella

enjoy, relaxed, have to write

enjoyment of writing

Physiological State

Carter

I can

ability

Mastery Experience

Drew

comfortable, passionate, topic

enjoyment of writing

Physiological State

Ellie

depends, topic

enjoyment of writing

Physiological State

Finn

I can, I’m good

ability

Mastery Experience

Grace

I know what I’m doing

ability

Mastery Experience

Hudson

not stressed

absence of stress

Physiological State

Interview Question: What would make you feel more confident in your writing skills?
Allison

outside feedback

positive adult feedback

Social Persuasion

Bella

doing it more often

increased practice

Mastery Experience

Carter

enjoyed it more

enjoyment of writing

Physiological State

Drew

comfortable with my topic

enjoyment of writing

Physiological State

Ellie

choose what I wrote about

enjoyment of writing

Physiological State

Finn

friends, praising

positive peer feedback

Social Persuasion

Grace

people to show me how to do it

modeling

Vicarious Experience

Hudson

I can

ability

Mastery Experience

Interview Question: Looking back, what is the one thing that you think has most contributed to your confidence in writing?
Allison

a lot of repetition, IEW

increased practice

Mastery Experience

Bella

encouraging feedback

positive adult feedback

Social Persuasion

Carter

structure, IEW, get better

performance success

Mastery Experience

Drew

feedback, people I admire

positive adult feedback

Social Persuasion

Ellie

learned how to use stronger words

performance success

Mastery Experience

Finn

I wrote a lot

increased practice

Mastery Experience

Grace

practicing all the time

increased practice

Mastery Experience

Hudson
parents, saying, good
positive adult feedback
Social Persuasion
Note. *Ellie’s journal answer to this question was “public school.” When I interviewed her, she explained, “When I was in public school, they
didn’t write very often.”
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As one can see in Table 22, most incidents that built the participants’ confidence
(addressed in Journal Prompt 1) were related to either mastery experiences or social persuasion.
Allison, Bella, Drew, and Finn all reported that praise from others (parents, friends) boosted their
confidence. Hudson and Ellie identified mastery experiences related to their writing
performance as boosting their confidence.
Carter was the only one who did not cite either a mastery experience or social persuasion
in the first journal prompt; instead, he reported that he felt more confident when he compared his
writing to his sister’s: “When I help my younger sister with her writing assignments, I realize
how much I know about writing.” I coded this as a vicarious experience since the answer
focused on a comparison of his writing to another’s (see discussion of how Bandura defines
vicarious experiences in Chapter Two).
Table 22 also reveals how the participants interpreted events that undermined their
writing self-efficacy (addressed in Journal Prompt 2). Several students cited instances related to
a lack of mastery, where they struggled with a writing assignment. For instance, Allison wrote,
“I conducted research on the subject which I was writing about, but I still did not know how to
begin,” and Finn wrote that he feels less confident, “When I don’t know how to move forward
with the story.” Ellie’s response was also related to a lack of mastery; however, she focused on
how her public school classes did not offer her practice in writing.
Social persuasion was also represented in the responses: Bella and Hudson both cited
instances where a friend/peer criticized their writing. Bella wrote,
My friend once told me that certain stories of mine were not very good. . . . It rankled for
a while – it still does, though maybe less. It makes me wonder if the stories I’m writing
now are really of any more worth than those were.
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Again, Carter was the only student who deviated from a response related either to a mastery
experience or social persuasion. He explained that comparing his writing to his parents’ writing
has always made him feel less confident; his response was again coded as a vicarious experience
since he was comparing his writing to another’s.
Based upon the journal prompt responses, a picture of the sources of writing self-efficacy
among homeschoolers began to emerge, heavily dependent on mastery experiences and social
persuasion. The data analysis of the three interview questions included in Table 22 elaborates on
the judgments upon which these homeschooled participants evaluate their writing self-efficacy.
Participants mostly based their judgments about their writing confidence rating on either
mastery experiences or their physiological state (first interview question). Carter, Finn, and
Grace all pointed to their writing abilities (mastery experiences) as evidence for their selfefficacy rating. For instance, Grace asserted, “I know what I’m doing generally, but I’ll
probably miss a bunch of grammar stuff and spelling.” On the other hand, Bella, Drew, Ellie,
and Hudson relied on their feelings about writing (physiological state) to rate their confidence.
Drew explained, “I’m very confident in my skills if I’m comfortable with the topic,” and Hudson
asserted, “I’m not stressed about it. . . . I’m pretty confident about my writing. You know, I
think it’s pretty good.”
Table 22 also illustrates what the participants felt would increase their confidence
(addressed in the second interview question); these responses were more evenly distributed
among Bandura’s four sources of self-efficacy. Allison and Finn felt that positive feedback
(social persuasion) would strengthen their confidence while Carter, Drew, and Ellie felt that
enjoying the topic on which they were writing (physiological state) would help them feel more
confident. Bella and Hudson focused their responses on opportunities to increase their skills
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(mastery experiences), while Grace felt that having writing models (vicarious experience) would
strengthen her confidence.
In the final interview question examined in Table 22, students were asked to identify one
thing that most contributed to their writing confidence. Like the journal responses, most
participants provided a response related to either a mastery experience or social persuasion.
Allison, Carter, Ellie, Finn and Grace all identified multiple opportunities to practice or perfect
their writing (mastery experiences) while Bella, Drew, and Hudson identified positive feedback
from respected adults (social persuasion).
Figure 1 summarizes the results of the data analysis presented in Table 22 regarding
Bandura’s sources of self-efficacy. Mastery experiences were most frequently cited, while social
persuasion and physiological state were reported less frequently. Vicarious experiences were
reported the least frequently of any of Bandura’s theoretical sources.

SOURCES OF SELF-EFFICACY
Mastery
Experiences
42%
Social
Persuasion
29%

Physiological
State
18%

Vicarious
Experiences
11%

Figure 1. Summary of the sources of self-efficacy referenced in the five student questions
regarding confidence in writing.
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Because academic sources of self-efficacy are often examined as a factor of gender or
ability level, Table 23 separates the previous findings by participant and gender.
Table 23
Sources of Self-Efficacy Separated by Participant and Grouped by Gender
Participant

Mastery Experience

Vicarious Experience

Social Persuasion

Allison

2

1

2

Bella

1

Ellie

3

Grace

2

1

8

2

2

2

Total for
Females
Carter

3

Physiological State

1
2

5

3
1

Drew

1

2

Finn

3

2

Hudson
Total for
Males

2

2

1

6

4

8

2

2

Comparative instructional data. This section presents both quantitative and qualitative
findings relevant to the instructional practices utilized by the parents in this study. The
quantitative data regarding instructional practices include the findings from the parent surveys
regarding instructional practices and writing assignments; these are presented in table form in
Appendices P and Q. The qualitative data encompass findings from the journals and interviews;
these were analyzed using the inductive methods described in Chapter Three and are presented in
table and narrative form in this chapter.
Appendix P summarizes how frequently certain instructional practices were incorporated
by the parent teacher and highlights the instructional practices that were incorporated at least
several times a month across the eight cases. The ten instructional practices most cited by the
eight parent participants in this study were as follows: study/imitate models; teach strategies for
paragraphs; require summaries of reading; set specific goals/guidelines; use word processor to
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write; teach strategies for revising; require research; provide verbal praise; teach grammar; and
use the Internet to locate information. Of these 10 practices, verbal praise was reported the most
frequently of all.
Appendix Q summarizes how frequently certain writing assignments were given by the
parent teachers and highlights those that were assigned at least monthly. Eight types of writing
were assigned most frequently according to the parent surveys: short answers, lists, worksheets,
five-paragraph essays, writing to describe, reading summaries, reading responses, and notes. Of
these eight types, writing short answers was reported the most frequently of all.
The data from these tables, however, should be interpreted with caution. Several of the
parents wrote notes at the end of the surveys to explain that their instruction changed from year
to year. For instance, Carter’s mother wrote,
Some years we have specifically taught writing, grammar and spelling. Other years those
topics are incorporated with other subjects and used as teaching moments when the need
arises. So I had to average out what my response to several questions would be. Some
years I would do the above activities daily and other times weekly or monthly.
Other parents explained that their students wrote from their own initiative so they did not feel the
need to assign certain writing tasks. For instance, Allison’s mother wrote, “[Allison] does many
of these activities on her own initiative; writing poems, stories, plays, etc.”
The qualitative data regarding instructional practices will be examined next. Because the
participants included in this study all scored medium or high in writing confidence on the WSES,
this section will examine the specific instructional practices incorporated by their parents that
presumably led to their confidence. As explained in Chapter Three, six instructional practices
incorporated by at least half the participants emerged through qualitative analysis. Further

173
analysis through pattern matching revealed three themes among the six instructional practices.
These findings are listed in Table 24. Following Yin’s (2014) recommendation to search for
replication, the cases in which each instructional practice was described are identified in
Table 24 as well.
Table 24
Instructional Practices and Their Related Themes by Participant
Instructional Practice
alter curriculum

A

B

Participants
C
D
E
F

x

x

x

offer choices

x

x

x

x

x

x

G

H
x
x

model writing

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

offer feedback

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

celebrate progress

x

x

x

x

x

x

intervene in crises

x

x

x

x

Themes
customize
instruction
deliver
guidance
foster
resilience

Note. A–H represent the first initials of the student participants (e.g., A=Allison; B=Bella).

Customize instruction. One of the themes prevalent throughout the data was the
customized way in which the parent participants approached the teaching of writing, including
changing curriculum when needed and incorporating student interests and choice into writing
assignments.
Alter curriculum. One of the primary ways parent customized instruction was by
changing the curriculum. Throughout their interviews, parents repeatedly explained that
curriculum was chosen based on the needs of the individual student. Often the mothers realized
that what had worked for one child did not for the next; such was the case with Hudson. His
older sister had used Writing Strands successfully; however, the same was not the case for him,
so his mother switched to a co-op setting that used IEW materials. She commented, “We had to
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be creative and change it up. But that’s the beauty of homeschooling.” Carter’s mother also
completely changed his writing curriculum because it did not meet his needs. She described
attending every single writing presentation offered at a national homeschool convention until she
found a program that fit his learning style. Likewise, Drew’s mother discussed less drastic, but
still meaningful, alterations to her writing curriculum. She wrote in her journal the following
after describing a writing lesson she was teaching Drew and his sister in which she introduced a
“free pass” into the writing curriculum for certain requirements:
I enjoyed [IEW] but was frustrated with the kids [sic] discouragement with the stylistic
check list. When I introduced the “free pass,” the kids demonstrated a break through in
their comfort with the check list. I also felt rewarded in that I had taken a curriculum and
used it as a tool rather than a master.
Ellie’s mother also modified the curriculum, reducing some of the requirements to ease the
pressure on Ellie. The mothers of Allison and Bella, on the other hand, described adding to their
writing curriculum based on the expressed interests of their daughters. For instance, Bella chose
the NaNoWriMo curriculum on novel writing herself, while Allison selected the British literature
book from LLATL.
Offer choices. Another way in which parents customized their instruction was by
offering choices in writing. Drew appreciated the opportunities offered through homeschooling
to write based on his interests: “I think that’s definitely been helpful since I can choose my own
topics and I can integrate things that I’m already working on for language arts, such as my
business plan.” Finn’s mother explained her philosophy this way: “If [Finn] feels like he’s got a
say in what he’s learning, and he’s learning something that he’s interested in, I’m all about that.”
Finn concurred, listing one of the advantages of homeschooling as, “ I have the freedom to write
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whatever I want.” Hudson echoed the same sentiments about the benefits of homeschooling:
“The freedom to do what I want and the time to write when I want.” In the interview with
Hudson’s mother, she explained this freedom: “We didn’t stifle him. We didn’t say, ‘Okay, you
must do this. You must do that.’” Ellie’s mother elaborated on this idea, explaining that the
choice was not whether to write but what to write about:
[Ellie] has choice within a framework. . . . I let her switch to a different book to write her
essay if she wanted to, and then within the essay she could write on any issue that she
wanted to. But she did have to write a persuasive essay.
Bella’s mother echoed similar sentiments, explaining, “Within those [writing] suggestions were
multiple different choices that she could still choose something that interests her.”
Deliver guidance. The second theme to emerge from the data was an emphasis on how
the parents offered guidance. At various times throughout the interviews, the participants
alternated in describing their mothers as tutors or editors, and these roles were reiterated by the
mothers themselves in their interviews and in the surveys they filled out. As tutors, the mothers
worked one-on-one with their students, instructing them how to write by modeling good writing
techniques. As editors, they provided correction as well as positive feedback.
Model writing. One of the primary ways parents delivered guidance was by modeling
good writing techniques for their students. Findings from the survey of instructional practices
(see Appendix P) indicated the students’ mothers incorporated 10 of the 23 evidenced-based
instructional practices identified by Graham et al. (2014) into their homeschool at least several
times a month. Among the most frequently used practices were teaching strategies for paragraph
construction and for revision.
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Interview data corroborated these quantitative findings. Both students and parents related
stories of their sitting together and working through a writing assignment. For instance,
Allison’s mother brought up a paper Allison was struggling with and explained that she tried to
“guide her through to just talk about this part and this part” and thus narrow the focus of the
paper. Allison commented, “I think it’s helpful that you have the one-on-one help.” Finn’s
mother mentioned a similar instance, where Finn declared he wanted to be a writer but did not
know how to begin. She described how she pointed him to models to help him start by saying,
“Let’s look and see how a lot of stories start, and you can get a feel for how those stories start.”
In fact, all the mothers except Hudson’s related stories where they sat down with their students
and worked through writing with them (and considering Hudson’s parents placed him in a co-op
with a separate writing teacher, this is not an unexpected finding).
Offer feedback. Another way in which parents delivered guidance was by offering
frequent and quality feedback. The participants in this study identified both positive feedback
and constructive criticism as beneficial instructional practices. In fact, in the survey of
instructional practices, the parents selected “provide verbal praise” the most frequently,
indicating that praise was offered on at least a weekly basis across all participants (see Appendix
P). This finding was corroborated in the interviews. For instance, Allison’s mother explained
that she always writes a note on Allison’s paper “because I want to encourage her about how
good it is” while Grace’s mother thought she could strengthen Grace’s writing confidence most
through “continuing to encourage her that she’s doing a great job.” Carter’s mother noted that he
often “needs reassurance” and Finn’s mother explained that she offers “high praise” when he
does well.
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In addition to tutors, the parents were often described as editors. Carter stated, “My
parents usually, they critique [my paper] a lot until a final draft that we actually do feel good
about and then I’ll get positive feedback about that.” Bella, Grace, Finn, Ellie, and Hudson all
made similar comments about the editing help they received on their papers. For instance,
Allison stated, “[My parents] give me constructive criticism, but I ask for it. I appreciate it.”
Foster resilience. The third theme to emerge was unexpected. Although I included an
interview question in both student and parent protocols asking about a time when the student had
struggled with writing, I did not expect the responses to be so emotionally charged. Several
respondents described bouts of tears and general resistance. Usually tied into their discussion,
however, at least with the parent participants, was a reminder of how far the students had come
in their writing.
Intervene in crises. One of the ways parents fostered resilience was by intervening
during crises in writing. The mothers of Bella, Carter, Ellie, and Hudson all mentioned their
children crying over writing at some point. For Carter, it was discouragement as a beginning
writer in how to form sentences and paragraphs. For Bella, it was intimidation over writing
longer essays. For Ellie, it was being overwhelmed and “she just kind of stopped doing
anything” according to her mother. For Hudson, his mother explained, “When he hit that block a
year ago, he was peeved. I mean he was livid every time.” She further elaborated, “He was
stuck. He was literally, ‘I don’t know what to do.’” All the mothers intervened to help their
students past the point of an emotional breakdown. Carter recalls his breakdown in this manner:
I remember being in tears every time we tried to write something. . . . I remember days
and days of just bawling over my assignment book. [Interviewer: And how did you get
through it or past it?] I guess my mom just kept working on it with me.
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The same could be said of each situation: The mothers persisted in searching for a solution.
Sometimes it involved making accommodations, as in the cases of Ellie and Hudson where
Ellie’s workload was reduced and Hudson’s assignments were modified to allow for more
creativity. And sometimes, as in Bella’s case, it involved stepping away from writing altogether
and just composing the paper verbally.
Celebrate progress. Another way in which parents fostered resilience was by focusing
on student progress. A frequent theme in the parent interviews was the student’s determination
and improvement in writing. Drew’s mother focused on Drew’s progress: “It seems like just in
the last year that he’s really grown as a writer.” On the other hand, two other mothers focused
on their daughters’ resilience and determination, noting that Bella “just keeps pushing though the
difficult things” and Grace “just keeps working at it.” Perhaps Carter’s mother summed up the
parent’s outlook best:
[Carter] isn’t afraid of it now, where before he would cry and it would be this huge deal.
Now if I say write a paper, he gets in and gets it done. It’ll never be his favorite thing to
do, but he’s proficient at it. . . . That’s progress.
Ellie’s mother shared similar observations of Ellie’s progress: her determination to complete the
writing assignments despite reservations.
It appears that the parent’s focus on progress has transferred to the students. For
instance, during her photo elicitation questions, Ellie said she identified with the excited looking
student, but would have identified with the nervous looking one in previous years. Hudson also
recognized his own progress, concluding his interview with this statement: “I think I’ve grown
my style to where it is today and I like that better than where it was a couple years ago.”

179
Research Question Responses
In this section, the research questions are reiterated and addressed in narrative form,
integrating the findings detailed earlier in this chapter.
Sub-question one. How are Bandura’s theoretical sources of self-efficacy evidenced in
the formation of homeschooled adolescents’ writing self-efficacy? Although Bandura’s four
sources of self-efficacy were manifested in several ways among the participant responses, as
illustrated in Table 22, the following summaries identify the most frequent displays of each of
Bandura’s theoretical sources.
Mastery experiences. When asked about their writing confidence, homeschooled writers
in this study most frequently identified mastery experiences as their source of information for
self-efficacy judgments. Rather than focusing on grades earned, as is common among their
public school counterparts, these students most often mentioned internal judgments regarding
their competency: whether they knew or did not know how to complete a writing assignment;
whether a writing assignment was completed with ease or difficulty; whether they felt they had
received enough practice in the required style of writing.
Vicarious experiences. Experiences in which the students compared their work to others
or learned from a model writer were cited the least frequently as impacting the participants’
writing self-efficacy. This finding is not unexpected since only two students had regular
exposure to peer writers: Grace, who participated in a writing class of 10 students through her
hybrid homeschool, and Hudson, who took a weekly co-op writing class with seven other
students. As discussed previously, Carter’s judgments of his confidence were heavily dependent
on comparisons of his writing to others. For other students, help with writing came from adult
models and served as a vicarious experience to boost their confidence.
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Social persuasion. Feedback from others was the second more cited source of writing
self-efficacy among the participants in this study and was most frequently mentioned in the form
of positive adult feedback about one’s writing. Peer feedback was only mentioned by two
participants and was the only type of feedback associated with a negative impact on selfefficacy.
Physiological state. Physical and/or emotional reactions to writing were the third most
frequently reported source of self-efficacy. The students’ physiological states were discussed
mostly in terms of whether one enjoyed writing or not. Students especially noted that their
writing confidence would increase if they enjoyed writing about a select topic or were allowed to
choose their topic.
In summary, among the homeschooled participants in this study, mastery experiences had
the greatest impact on student writing self-efficacy, followed by social persuasion and
physiological state. Vicarious experiences were cited the least frequently among participants as
a source of their writing self-efficacy.
Sub-question two. How do the instructional practices of homeschooling parents impact
the formation of adolescent writing self-efficacy? The parents in this study approached the
teaching of writing by customizing the curriculum to meet the needs and interests of their
students, by delivering guidance through one-on-one instruction and verbal feedback, and by
fostering resilience through celebrations of success and interventions during crises. These
instructional practices may be traced back to Bandura’s four sources of self-efficacy using
deductive analysis as explained in Chapter Three. Table 25 presents the results of this deductive
analysis; note that all four of Bandura’s sources were fostered through these instructional
practices.
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Mastery experiences that held potential impact for the student participants were fostered
through altering the curriculum. This was most evident in Carter’s case, where both he and his
mother credited his growth in writing confidence to the replacement curriculum she had chosen.
Table 25
Instructional Practices Linked to Bandura’s Sources of Self-Efficacy
Theme

Instructional Practice

Source Link

alter curriculum

mastery experience

offer choices

physiological state

model writing

vicarious experience

offer feedback

social persuasion

intervene in crises

physiological state

celebrate progress

social persuasion

Customize Instruction

Deliver Guidance

Foster Resilience

Vicarious experiences that held potential impact for the student participants were fostered
through modeled writing by the parents. This was especially evident in Allison’s case where she
cited her mother’s availability to help as a main source of her confidence.
Social persuasion that held potential impact for the student participants was fostered
through parental feedback and celebrations of progress. This is evident in Bella’s case where she
attributed her confidence to her parents’ support and the progress she has made.
And finally, positive physical and emotional responses to writing (physiological state)
were fostered through offering choices in student writing and intervening in crises. This is most
evident in Hudson’s case where he faced a major crisis in his attitude towards writing. Instead of
caving to his complaints, his parents continued searching for a solution and his co-op teacher
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individualizing his assignments, leading Hudson to conclude that his parents most contributed to
his confidence in writing.
In summary, the six instructional practices utilized by the parents in this study may foster
the formation of adolescent writing self-efficacy through mastery experiences (altering
curriculum); vicarious experiences (modeling good writing techniques), social persuasion
(offering meaningful feedback and celebrating progress); and physiological state (offering
choices in writing topics and intervening when writing crises hit).
Central question. What impact does a homeschooling context have on the formation of
writing self-efficacy among adolescent students? Under the contextual conditions described
among the homeschooling families included in this study, homeschooling appears to exert a
positive impact on adolescent writing self-efficacy through all four of Bandura’s theoretical
sources of self-efficacy. As explained in the previous sub-questions, student participants
described mastery experiences as being the most influential source of self-efficacy, and one of
the ways mastery experiences were fostered in the homeschooling setting was through
curriculum choices that fit the specific needs of the student. Social persuasion in the form of
adult feedback was also an influential source of self-efficacy and was fostered through
instructional practices where the parents offered meaningful feedback and celebrated student
progress. Physiological state in the form of enjoyment of writing was identified as another
influential source of self-efficacy among the participants in this study and was fostered through
choices in writing topics and intervention when writing crises hit. Vicarious experiences
appeared to be the least noted source of self-efficacy among the student participants, who cited
parent modeling as the most frequent way vicarious experiences impacted their self-efficacy.
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Summary
This chapter presented the results of the data analyses conducted for this multiple case
study. First, complete profiles of each participant were presented using the results from all data
collection methods to paint a rich description of the context in which the student’s writing selfefficacy developed. Next the results from the cross-case analysis were presented. Findings were
divided into two main areas of inquiry: data regarding self-efficacy theory and data regarding
parental instructional practices. The analysis results were presented in table format for ease of
comparison between cases and for verification of Yin’s (2014) concept of replication. Finally,
the chapter concluded with responses to each of the research sub-questions as well as the central
research question.

184
CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION
Overview
This final chapter concludes the multiple case study investigating the impact of a
homeschooling context on the formation of writing self-efficacy among adolescent students.
First, a brief summary of the findings from Chapter Four is offered, followed by a discussion of
the findings in terms of their theoretical and empirical significance. Next, the implications of
these findings are detailed, and the limitations and delimitations of the study are discussed. The
chapter closes with recommendations for future research and a chapter summary.
Summary of Findings
This study examined how homeschooled adolescents assigned value to their writing
experiences, and results were interpreted based on Bandura’s theoretical sources of self-efficacy.
Following the recommendations of several experts in the field of academic self-efficacy, the
context in which these beliefs were formed was examined as well. This study found evidence of
all four sources of self-efficacy in student responses to questions regarding their writing
confidence, with mastery experiences and social persuasion coded in the majority of responses.
Three major themes regarding parent instructional practices emerged from the data analysis as
well: Effective parent practices that bolstered self-efficacy included customizing writing
instruction, delivering guidance, and fostering resilience. Responses to the specific research
questions are briefly summarized in the following paragraphs.
Sub-Question One
How are Bandura’s theoretical sources of self-efficacy evidenced in the formation of
homeschooled adolescents’ writing self-efficacy? Among the participants in this study, writing
confidence judgments were based most frequently upon mastery experiences followed by social
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persuasion, physiological state, and vicarious experiences respectively. Mastery experiences
were most often described as internal judgments of competence regarding the ease or difficulty
with which they completed an assignment or whether they felt they had received enough practice
in the required style of writing; social persuasion was most often described in terms of
encouraging feedback provided by respected adults; physiological state in terms of enjoyment of
writing, especially related to the topic; and vicarious experiences in terms of learning from a
model writer or comparing their work to others.
Sub-Question Two
How do the instructional practices of homeschooling parents impact the formation of
adolescent writing self-efficacy? The parents in this study held six instructional practices in
common, categorized into three themes describing how they customized instruction, delivered
guidance, and fostered resilience. They approached the teaching of writing by customizing the
curriculum to meet the needs and interests of their students, by delivering guidance through oneon-one instruction and verbal feedback, and by fostering resilience through celebrations of
success and interventions during crises. These instructional practices may impact the formation
of adolescent writing self-efficacy through mastery experiences (altering curriculum); vicarious
experiences (modeling good writing techniques), social persuasion (offering meaningful
feedback and celebrating progress); and physiological state (offering choices in writing topics
and intervening when writing crises hit).
Central Question
What impact does a homeschooling context have on the formation of writing self-efficacy
among adolescent students? Among the homeschooling families included in this study, writing
instructional practices such as customizing instruction, offering guidance, and fostering
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resilience provided opportunities for positive self-efficacy formation. In fact, all four of
Bandura’s theoretical sources of self-efficacy were evident in the evaluations of writing
confidence offered by the student participants.
Discussion
This section situates the findings listed in Chapter Four amidst the greater body of
theoretical and empirical research discussed in Chapter Two. Under the “Theoretical” heading,
topics related to Bandura’s four sources of self-efficacy are discussed, especially those findings
related to academic self-efficacy. Under the “Empirical” heading, findings related to writing
instruction and homeschooling are discussed.
Theoretical
The qualitative findings from this study regarding the sources of self-efficacy corroborate
conclusions reached in quantitative inquiries into the sources of academic self-efficacy (e.g.,
Usher & Pajares, 2009): mastery experiences accounted for the majority of judgments on
confidence, while social persuasion registered as the next most commonly cited source, followed
by physiological state and vicarious experiences respectively. The findings sometimes differed,
however, regarding the ways in which these sources were manifested.
Mastery experiences. The mastery experiences described by students included in this
study were fundamentally different from their public schooled counterparts. In most quantitative
scales measuring the sources of self-efficacy, grade attainment was equated with an indication of
a mastery experience. For instance, this statement, interpreted as a mastery experience, was
included on the Sources of Self-Efficacy scale developed by Pajares, Johnson, et al. (2007): “I get
good grades in writing” (p. 110). Even in qualitative studies among public school students,
similar findings held true: The participants in Usher’s (2009) case study cited their grades as a
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main source for their self-efficacy judgments. However, among the homeschooled participants
in this study, only Hudson mentioned earning an A as an indication of his mastery of writing.
Instead, homeschooled participants pointed to repeated practice or how well they were able to
complete an assignment as an indication of their mastery. For instance, when I asked students to
identify the one thing that had most contributed to their writing confidence, Finn replied, “I
wrote a lot,” and Grace answered, “Practicing all the time.”
Vicarious experiences. The vicarious experiences described by the participants in this
study were similar to findings in quantitative research. Like Usher & Pajares (2009), vicarious
experiences were the least reported source of writing self-efficacy, and students described
vicarious experiences in ways similar to the literature: through comparison to others and through
watching models. Like Ahn et al. (2016), modeling from teachers was the most frequent way in
which vicarious experiences were recorded; however, findings in the qualitative study by Usher
(2009) differed from those of this study. Usher found that students with higher self-efficacy
scores often compared their abilities to peers and derived competency judgments from those
comparisons; however, in the responses to the five questions that explicitly asked about writing
confidence in this study, only Carter mentioned comparing himself to others, but even then, his
comparisons involved his much younger sister and his parents, not a peer.
Social persuasion. According to the findings present in this case study, the experiences
involving social persuasion differed slightly from those described in the literature, although the
overall influence of social persuasion as second only to mastery experiences was similar to
findings in Butz and Usher (2015); Pajares, Johnson, et al. (2007); and Usher and Pajares (2009).
Adult feedback figured prominently as a source of student confidence among the participants of
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this study, whereas peer feedback was more influential among US students in grades 6–10
included in the Ahn et al. (2016) study.
Physiological state. While findings from this study indicate that physiological state
exerts a moderate influence on self-efficacy and aligns with findings from other studies (e.g.,
Usher and Pajares, 2009), differences in the descriptions of physiological state exist. In
quantitative studies, physiological state is almost always evaluated in terms of negative
emotional reactions to a task, especially stress and/or anxiety (e.g., Chen & Usher, 2013; Joët et
al., 2011; Kiran & Sungur, 2012). The participants in this qualitative inquiry, however, focused
much more on their like or dislike of writing than whether they felt stress or anxiety. In fact,
Hudson is the only one who judged his confidence in terms of not being stressed.
Gender. Some studies have suggested that different genders rely on differing sources of
self-efficacy (Arslan, 2013; Butz & Usher, 2015) while others concluded that there were minimal
gender differences (e.g., Britner & Pajares, 2006). Among the males and females included in
this study, there appeared to be a fairly even distribution of sources between genders (see Table
23, p. 171); thus, findings in this study would align more closely with those of Britner and
Pajares (2006).
Empirical
This section compares the instructional practices used by the parents in this study with
current literature on writing pedagogy. In addition, this section examines how the findings from
Chapter Four relate to those in the homeschooling literature.
Writing instruction. The six instructional practices most commonly utilized by parents
in this study and identified through the qualitative analysis were altering curriculum, offering
choices, modeling good writing techniques, offering encouraging feedback, intervening during
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crises, and celebrating student progress. These practices align with the first four
recommendations made by Graham et al. (2016) in their roadmap for teaching writing based on
their review of evidence-based practices in writing instruction. Assuming that these six
instructional practices contributed to the medium and high self-efficacy ratings reported by the
participants, this study lends credence to Graham et al.’s conclusions regarding effective
teaching techniques. It also seems to counteract Wooten’s (2014) criticism that parents who are
untrained in writing pedagogy cannot teach writing effectively.
In particular, the parents’ practice of customizing their curriculum to fit the needs of their
students seems to hold import for the development of student writing self-efficacy, especially as
it may lead to more enjoyment of writing, a source demonstrated to hold sway by the students in
this study. These findings appear to confirm Bandura’s (1997) assertion that personized
instruction leads to “higher perceived capability and less dependence on the opinions of teachers
and classmates” (p. 175).
Regarding the quantitative data collected for this study, results align with other studies of
instructional practices and writing assignments. Similar to the findings of Applebee and Langer
(2011) regarding writing tasks assigned by middle and high school teachers, short answer was
used most frequently as a writing activity for adolescents (see Appendix Q). Of the 23 evidencebased practices listed on the instructional survey, the parents in this study reported using 10 of
them at least monthly (see Appendix P). On the other hand, writing assignments given less than
once or twice a year primarily related to creative writing assignments: play, power point, journal
entry, autobiography, blog. Although the preference for teaching expository writing to the
detriment of creative writing is noted in the literature (Olthouse, 2012), it is surprising that this
same trend extends to homeschools, especially when the parents have much more leeway in
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tailoring writing assignments. However, it could be, as voiced by Allison’s and Bella’s mothers,
that they do not assign creative writing because the students choose to write creatively on their
own. This assertion was corroborated by several students during their interviews; for instance,
Bella, Allison, Ellie, and Finn all mentioned short stories or novels they were working on.
One notable absence in the findings of this case study is peer influence, either during
writing instruction or in student judgments regarding writing confidence. Although this finding
is not surprising considering that homeschooling is often conducted in isolation from one’s peers,
it does raise the question of whether this absence of peer influence protects or hinders the
formation of writing self-efficacy. One could assume that limited peer interaction may protect
students from negative comments like the ones that Bella and Hudson reported as undermining
their confidence. However, Carter pointed to his competitive nature and seemed convinced that
being in a class with his peers would spur him to higher achievement.
Homeschooling. As discussed in Chapter Two, some homeschooling studies have
identified differences among student outcomes based on motivation of the parent or structure of
the homeschool. However, in this study (as illustrated in Table 19, p. 162), neither motivation to
homeschool nor the structure of the homeschool seem to have a clear impact on higher selfefficacy scores in writing. For instance, parental motivation to homeschool (whether religious or
academic) was divided fairly evenly among participants and distributed evenly between the
highest and lowest self-efficacy scores. Regarding homeschool structure, perhaps a case could
be made that an eclectic style of homeschooling trends towards higher self-efficacy scores, since
the top four scorers were all taught in an eclectic manner; however, with such a small sample
size and so many other variables, I would be hesitant to draw any conclusions.
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The findings of this study related to the instructional practices of homeschooling parents
align with other studies of homeschooling instructional practices, in particular the aspect of
customizing and individualizing the student learning experience described in the studies by
Anthony and Burroughs (2012), Pannone (2014), and Thomas (2016). However, few
homeschooling studies have discussed the emotionally charged interactions during instruction
that half the parents in this study described and the theme of fostering resilience that emerged
from these descriptions. During my years of teaching writing, I cannot think of a time when one
of my high school students cried over a writing assignment. However, among the participants in
this study, half of them broke down in tears over writing, according to their mothers. Kunzman
(2009b) is one of the few who conducted extended observations of homeschooled students
during instruction and recorded emotionally-charged interactions similar to ones described in this
study. Kunzman explained these emotional tensions and outbursts in this manner: “The
familiarity of the parent-child relation has many benefits, but it can also ‘push our buttons’ and
cause us to act in ways we wouldn’t in public setting with others” (p. 45). Whether emotional
tension is common within the homeschool dynamic or whether writing in particular provokes
strong emotion may warrant further investigation.
Implications
This multiple case study exploring the impact of homeschooling on the formation of selfefficacy beliefs among adolescent writers holds theoretical, empirical, and practical import for
various stakeholders including self-efficacy researchers, writing teachers, and homeschooling
parents.
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Theoretical
There are several theoretical implications of this study. First, the findings of this
qualitative investigation of the sources of writing self-efficacy for the most part align with
quantitative research, especially regarding the degree of impact each source exerts on student
self-efficacy. This lends credibility to the current study and aligns with Bandura’s theory
regarding the impact of all four theoretical sources of self-efficacy as well as his theory that
mastery experiences are the most influential source. The findings imply that, although
homeschooling contexts differ in significant ways from public school contexts, Bandura’s theory
still applies. Second, for writing researchers interested in using Engelhard and Behizadeh’s
(2012) adaption of the WSES, the scale seemed to provide an effective measure of student
writing self-efficacy, the findings of which were corroborated by student and parent interviews
and journals.
Empirical
There are also empirical implications regarding writing instruction. Among the
participants in this study, their writing assignments appear to be similar to those given in the
public school, especially considering that both reported use of short answer as the most prevalent
writing task. Surprisingly, creative writing tasks were rarely reported on the surveys completed
by the mothers despite frequent references to creative writing projects by both students and their
mothers during the interviews. Perhaps a better measure for writing tasks for homeschoolers
could be developed, one that catalogued not only writing assigned by parents but also writing
completed by choice.
For writing teachers, the findings in this study reinforce the self-efficacy-building value
of Graham et al.’s (2016) recommendations: Writing teachers must give students opportunities
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to write often and with variety, create a supportive writing environment where assignments are
adapted and individualized, teach writing explicitly through skill and strategy training, and
provide quality feedback regarding student writing and progress. Although Graham et al.’s
recommendations were based on findings regarding student achievement, they hold direct links
to the six effective instructional practices that led to medium and high self-efficacy among the
participants in this study, and therefore imply that following Graham et al.’s recommendations
will help boost self-efficacy and achievement.
Practical
The findings of this study also hold practical implications for the home educator. I would
recommend that all homeschooling parents make writing instruction a priority as writing is a
foundational and often necessary skill for academic and professional advancement. Although
my information is only anecdotal, I am concerned about the number of families I invited to join
the study who told me they do not teach writing in their homeschools. Several parents were
chagrined to admit this and some assured me that they planned to change things in the next year;
nevertheless, the fact remains that these parents, many of whom were college graduates, did not
require writing of their high school students. As Kunzman (2009b) suggested, even if parents
themselves are uncomfortable teaching a subject (such as writing) one-on-one, there is an
abundance of on-line, dual-credit, and co-op writing classes available.
For those parents who do teach writing, they should be encouraged that their efforts are
most likely fostering a strong sense of self-efficacy among their students, especially if they are
incorporating the six instructional practices described by parents in this study. They should also
be prepared for emotional outbursts from their students at one point or another, as was the case
for half the families included in this study; however, it is important to their students’ self-
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efficacy for these parents to encourage resilience by working through the challenges together and
celebrating their progress.
If Kunzman (2009b) is correct in his assessment of emotional tension when the parent
also serves as the teacher, as the current study seems to confirm, the way parents react to these
emotional outbursts could have great impact on a student’s self-efficacy. The parents included in
this study kept working with the students to assist them through the crisis; however, it would be
just as plausible that a parent would drop writing from the curriculum in the presence of
continued tension, especially in the absence of required standards regarding writing for
homeschoolers. For homeschooling parents, fostering resilience may play a larger role in their
instructional practices than has been recognized in the literature.
Delimitations and Limitations
The delimitations of this study include features related to the methodology and the
participants in this study. I chose to employ case study methodology because the homeschooling
context of each case is vital to the study itself. I further delimited the study by choosing a
multiple case study approach. Including multiple cases allowed me to explore not only how
instructor and student experiences interacted within the context of a homeschooling family but
also how these findings compared between families; these features are unique to a multiple-case
design.
Regarding the delimitations of participants, I recruited participants who had been
homeschooling for at least the past three years, similar to the parameters set by Anthony and
Burroughs (2012) to ensure veteran homeschoolers were included in the study. As Lois (2006)
and Hanna (2012) noted, homeschoolers’ instructional practices drift from rigidly structured to
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more relaxed the longer they homeschool; therefore, I wished to capture a more experienced
perspective in my study by targeting those who were veteran homeschoolers.
Participants were further delimited by age. Younger children were excluded based on
Bandura’s (1997) warning that self-assessments among younger children are often inaccurate.
The findings by Corkett et al. (2011) regarding writing self-efficacy among elementary students
seemed to support this assumption; thus, students included in this study had to be homeschooled
adolescents, ranging from 13–18 years of age.
There are several potential limitations to this study. As with most qualitative studies, the
findings are not generalizable to a larger population; these findings are unique to the families
included in the study. However, I have attempted to aid in the transferability of the findings by
including detailed descriptions of the setting and participants. There is also the possibility that
the homeschool families who volunteered for this study altered their responses to ensure
homeschooling was portrayed in a favorable light; I attempted to control for this by including
multiple forms of data collection. A third limitation is that this study depended on volunteer
participants, limiting the likelihood that a family who does not teach writing would be included
in this study.
Perhaps the greatest limitation of this study is that it depends on judgments related to
self-efficacy, relying on the ability of participants to practice self-reflection and the expertise of
the researcher to interpret their responses. I sought to mitigate these limitations by relying
heavily on previous studies by experts in the field of academic self-efficacy, in particular the
body of work by Ellen Usher. To access student self-reflection, I modeled my interview protocol
and journal prompts after Usher (2009) and Butz and Usher (2015). To interpret the student
statements, I studied how student responses were coded both in quantitative studies regarding the
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sources of self-efficacy (Ahn et al., 2016; Arslan, 2013; Britner & Pajares, 2006; Chen & Usher,
2013; Joët et al., 2011; Kiran & Sungur, 2012; Pajares, Johnson, et al., 2007; Phan 2012a, 2012c;
Phan & Ngu, 2016; Usher & Pajares, 2006a, 2006b, 2009) and in qualitative studies (Butz &
Usher, 2015; Usher, 2009). I also created Table 1, a listing of quantitative survey statements
categorized into separate sources of self-efficacy, to help guide my interpretations. Finally, I
submitted the raw data and my coding process for peer review to strengthen the validity of my
findings.
Recommendations for Future Research
The following recommendations apply to researchers interested in conducting a
replication of this study, quantitative or qualitative studies on the sources of self-efficacy, or
studies involving homeschooling populations.
Recommendations for Replication Studies
If this study is replicated, I would recommend using a mixed method approach in which
the WSES is administered to a large population of homeschoolers (perhaps 200+) with four
students from each score grouping (low, medium, and high) included in a multiple case study.
This methodology would allow nuanced differences between the sources of high and low writing
self-efficacy to be examined. Based on my experiences with this case study, I would recommend
that the target population include 15–18 years old students, as the students younger than 15 years
were more difficult to interview, most likely because they did not have as many experiences to
draw from as the older students did. I would also recommend not using the two parent surveys
in their current form, since they were designed for professional writing teachers limited to
teaching a single subject; although this data collection method appeared to be serviceable in the
pilot testing, it produced mixed reactions from my actual participants. As Ellie’s mother
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explained in a written note to me at the end of one of the surveys, “I tried to average the
frequency of the practices over the last 4 years of home schooling. It was a bit difficult to
determine since the frequency of the practices has varied widely and I don't naturally catalog or
categorize my practices.” This is most likely true of most homeschooling instructors; because
they teach writing to the same student over multiple years, they can focus on one aspect of
writing one year, knowing that the following year, they can focus on another aspect. The
continuity of instruction allows for more flexibility, but makes frequency counts more difficult.
Recommendations for Quantitative Studies on the Sources of Academic Self-Efficacy
As explained earlier in this chapter, most quantitative scales for the sources of selfefficacy primarily measure mastery experiences by grade attainment. However, based on the
responses students gave to questions about their confidence in this study (see Table 22, p. 167),
repeated practice may also be a mastery experience that serves as a source of self-efficacy.
Quantitative researchers designing surveys about mastery experiences as a source of academic
self-efficacy should consider adding a statement related to confidence derived from repeated
practice. Such a statement could be worded, “I feel more confidence in [writing, algebra,
French, etc.] because I practice it often.”
Recommendations for Qualitative Studies on the Sources of Writing Self-Efficacy
Although I believe I was justified in coding enjoyment of writing as an indication of a
participant’s physiological state in this study, it may be worthwhile investigating whether one’s
attitude towards writing (enjoyment or the lack thereof) should be considered a separate source
of writing self-efficacy, rather than a subgroup of one’s physiological state. My
recommendation is based on the fact that nearly all the responses to questions regarding student
confidence that were coded as physiological state were related to one’s like or dislike of writing.
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Another source of writing self-efficacy that may be worth investigating is the student’s
relationship with reading. All four of the most confident writers in this study described
themselves as avid or voracious readers. Whether reading is a separate source of writing selfefficacy or should be considered a vicarious experience in which good writing is modeled for
students may be worth investigating.
Recommendations for Homeschooling Studies
It is time to expand homeschooling studies beyond the typical examinations of academic
achievement, student socialization, and parental motivation to homeschool. The findings from
this study introduced new avenues of inquiry that may be worth pursuing including
investigations into the emotionally-charged interactions between parents and students and the
lack of writing instruction among some homeschooling families. Based on these discoveries, I
would recommend two future studies: First, I believe a mixed method study of the emotionallycharged interactions typical in the homeschool setting is warranted. A broad survey could be
given to 500+ participants asking about emotional interactions during academic instruction
between parents and students (e.g., crying). This survey could be followed up with a multiple
case study examining these interactions. Some questions to be addressed could include the
following: Are such interactions typical in the homeschool setting? How do parents handle these
interactions? How do students handle these interactions? Are academic subjects dropped due to
tensions between parents and students?
Another valuable homeschooling study could revolve around why some parents do not
teach writing. For instance, the study could begin with a brief survey sent to 500+
homeschooling families asking how many homeschooling parents teach writing, how they teach
it, and with what frequency it is taught, followed up by a multiple case study of families who do
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not teach writing. Some questions to be addressed could include the following: What reasons
factor into an avoidance of teaching writing? What is the writing self-efficacy of those students
who have not been formally taught writing?
Summary
This multiple case study exploring the impact of homeschooling on the formation of selfefficacy beliefs among adolescent writers holds theoretical, empirical, and practical import for
various stakeholders. For self-efficacy researchers, it confirms findings in quantitative studies on
the sources of academic self-efficacy while expanding our understanding of how these
experiences are interpreted, specifically in a homeschool context. For writing teachers, six
instructional practices were identified that seem to have a positive impact on adolescent writing
self-efficacy. And for homeschooling parents who teach writing, positive findings should
encourage their continued efforts while caution should be taken in how writing crises are
handled.
In conclusion, the impact of writing self-efficacy on writing achievement has already
been established; now it is the responsibility of teachers of writing to find ways to bolster this
self-efficacy. It is my hope that findings regarding the sources of writing self-efficacy from this
study, to borrow the words of Bruning and Kauffman (2016), “can help us not only develop
writers who are more skilled, but who see themselves as confident and capable writers” (p. 169).
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Appendix A: IRB Approval Documentation

January 5, 2017
Katherine Todd
IRB Approval 2748.010517: Teach Me the Write Way: A Multiple Case Study Exploring the
Impact of Homeschooling on the Formation of Writing Self-Efficacy
Dear Katherine Todd,
We are pleased to inform you that your study has been approved by the Liberty University IRB.
This approval is extended to you for one year from the date provided above with your protocol
number. If data collection proceeds past one year, or if you make changes in the methodology as
it pertains to human subjects, you must submit an appropriate update form to the IRB. The forms
for these cases were attached to your approval email.
Your IRB-approved, stamped consent form is also attached. This form should be copied and used
to gain the consent of your research participants. If you plan to provide your consent information
electronically, the contents of the attached consent document should be made available without
alteration.
Thank you for your cooperation with the IRB, and we wish you well with your research project.
Sincerely,

G. Michele Baker, MA, CIP
Administrative Chair of Institutional Research
The Graduate School

Liberty University | Training Champions for Christ since 1971
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Appendix B: Sources of Academic Self-Efficacy (2006–2016)
The following table summarizes the findings from investigations into the sources of academic
self-efficacy conducted over the past 10 years (2006–2016).
Subject/
Grade Level

Researchers

Participants

Methodology

Relevant Findings

Ahn, Usher,
Butz, & Bong
(2016)

1200
students
(US, Korea,
Philippines)

Quantitative

In a cultural comparison of social
persuasion and vicarious experience,
Korean students’ self-efficacy was most
influenced by social persuasion from
family members while Filipino and US
students were more influenced by social
persuasion from peers. US students were
also more impacted by their vicarious
experiences of teacher modeling.

Math

Arslan (2013)

984 students
(Turkey)

Quantitative

Mastery and vicarious experiences were
influential for both genders and for both
high and low achievers, with the additional
influence of social persuasion for the boys.

General
Academics

All four sources were significantly
correlated with self-efficacy; mastery
experiences were predictive of science
self-efficacy. Minimal gender differences.

Science

Grades 6–10

Grades 6–8

Britner &
Pajares (2006)

319 students
(US)

Quantitative

Butz & Usher
(2015)

2511
students
(US)

Mixed
Methods:
Qualitativeè
Quantitative

Students indicated that mastery
experiences and social persuasion exerted
the most influence on their self-efficacy
beliefs. Source differences between
genders and the subject areas of math and
reading were found.

Reading,
Mathematics

Chen & Usher
(2013)

1225
students
(US)

Quantitative

Four student profiles were developed.
Students who were influenced by all four
sources and viewed ability as a product of
effort reported the highest science selfefficacy and highest grades. Those who
reported the lowest self-efficacy were most
influenced by negative affect and viewed
ability as a fixed trait.

Science

Joët, Usher, &
Bressoux
(2011)

395 students
(France)

Quantitative

Mastery experiences and social
persuasions were predictive of math selfefficacy; mastery experiences, social
persuasions and physiological state were
predictive of French self-efficacy. The
impact of gender differences and
classroom context was also examined.

French,
Mathematics

Kiran & Sungur
(2012)

1932
students
(Turkey)

All sources except vicarious experiences
were predictive of science self-efficacy.
Mastery experiences were the most
influential. Invitations to others were
found as an additional source.

Science

Quantitative

Grades 5–8

Grades 4–8

Grades 6, 9–10

Grade 3

Grade 8
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Pajares,
Johnson, &
Usher (2007)

1256
students
(US)

Quantitative

Phan (2012a)

332 students
(Australia)

Quantitative

339 students
(Australia)

Quantitative

Phan (2012c)

Phan & Ngu
(2016)

Usher (2009)

328 students
(Australia)

Quantitative

8 students
(US)

Qualitative

Usher &
Pajares (2006)

263 students
(US)

Quantitative

Usher &
Pajares (2009)

1111
students
(US)

Quantitative

Mastery experiences were the most
influential sources of writing self-efficacy
for all grade levels. Vicarious experiences
were not predictive of writing selfefficacy. Social persuasion and
physiological states were predictive for
some grades.

Writing

Enactive mastery and vicarious
experiences positively impacted science
self-efficacy over time.

Science

A longitudinal study of academic selfefficacy changes revealed a negative
association between mastery experiences
and math and a positive association
between mastery experiences and
physiological states and English selfefficacy. Non-significant associations were
found for vicarious experiences and social
persuasions.

English,
Mathematics

In this longitudinal study, the authors
demonstrated the sustained influence of
mastery experiences and the intermittent
influence of the other three sources upon
academic self-efficacy and achievement
over the course of a year.

General
Academics

Four students with high self-efficacy in
math and four with low self-efficacy were
interviewed, along with their parents and
teachers. All four sources were influential
in the formation of math self-efficacy.
Self-regulation, teaching structures, and
course placement were additional sources.

Mathematics

All four sources were predictive of selfefficacy, with mastery experiences
reported as the greatest influence. Girls
and African Americans were more
influenced by social persuasions. White
students were more influenced by mastery
and physiological state.

Mathematics

All four sources were found to have
significant correlations with math selfefficacy scores. Mastery experiences were
the most powerful source, followed by
social persuasions, physiological state, and
vicarious experience respectively.

Mathematics

Grades 4–11

Grades 3–4

Grades 3–4

Grade 6

Grades 6–8

Grade 6

Grades 6–8
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Appendix C: Informed Consent Form
Teach Me the Write Way: A Multiple Case Study Exploring the Impact
of Homeschooling on the Formation of Writing Self-Efficacy
Katherine Todd
Liberty University
School of Education
You are invited to be in a research study of the development of confidence in writing. You were
selected as a possible participant because you have a student between the ages of 13-18 that you
have homeschooled for at least the past three years. I ask that you read this form and ask any
questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study.
Katherine Todd, a doctoral candidate in the School of Education at Liberty University, is
conducting this study.
Background Information:
The purpose of this study is to better understand how homeschoolers’ confidence (their “selfefficacy”) in their writing skills is developed. The theory is that there are four sources of selfefficacy in one’s writing abilities, but it’s unknown how this theory plays out in the lives of
students learning in a homeschooling environment. Therefore, this study seeks to understand
through the administration of a self-efficacy questionnaire as well as through interviews of
students and their parent instructors how students’ writing confidence is impacted by various
factors.
Procedures:
If you agree to be in this study, I would ask you to do the following things:
1. Complete a brief demographic survey (approximately 5-10 minutes). Your responses will
be confidential, meaning that I will know how you answered the questions but I will not
disclose your identity in my study.
2. Electronically complete a multiple-choice survey about how frequently you use various
instructional practices in teaching writing. This survey will take approximately 20-30
minutes to complete and will remain confidential.
3. Electronically complete a multiple-choice survey about how frequently your student
produces various types of writing assignments. This survey will take approximately 2030 minutes to complete and will remain confidential.
4. Write a response to one question with an estimated time demand of approximately 10-20
minutes. Your response can be made electronically and will be kept confidential.
5. Participate in a one-time, 30-45 minute interview regarding the writing confidence of
your student and how you teach writing. This interview will be audio-recorded and
transcribed to ensure accuracy. You can read through your transcript to ensure that it is
accurate. The recording and transcripts will be kept confidential.
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Risks and Benefits of being in the Study:
The risks involved in this study are minimal, no more than you would encounter in everyday life.
The insights gained from this study will benefit other homeschooled parents who hope to
strengthen their students’ confidence in writing and to teachers of writing in general who seek to
improve students’ writing ability. Good writing skills are essential for people in higher
education and business, so understanding contextual elements in which writing confidence is
developed can help teachers foster an environment to build confident writers and prepare them
for success in their future pursuits.
Compensation:
You will be compensated for participating in this study. At the conclusion of the interview, you
will receive a $10 gift certificate. If you withdraw from the study before the interview, no
compensation will be offered.
Confidentiality:
The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report I might publish, I will not
include any information that will make it possible to identify you. Research records will be
stored securely and only the researcher will have access to the records.
•
•
•
•

Pseudonyms will be assigned to all participants so that their identities are protected.
Documents that have your real name on them will be stored electronically in passwordprotected files accessible only to the researcher.
The digitally-recorded interview will be transcribed by either the researcher or a
professional transcriptionist. No one else will have access to the recording.
All data (surveys, written responses, audio recordings, and transcripts) collected from this
study will be stored electronically in computer files and protected by passwords known
only to the researcher. This data will be stored for three years and then deleted.

Voluntary Nature of the Study:
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect
your current or future relations with Liberty University. If you decide to participate, you are free
to not answer any question or withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships.
How to Withdraw from the Study:
If you choose to withdraw from the study, please contact the researcher at the email
address/phone number included in the next paragraph. Should you choose to withdraw, data
collected from you will be destroyed immediately and will not be included in this study.
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Contacts and Questions:
The researcher conducting this study is Katherine Todd. You may ask any questions you have
now. If you have questions later, you are encouraged to contact her at (727) 417-8454 or
ktodd6@liberty.edu. You may also contact the researcher’s faculty advisor, Dr. Kathie Morgan
at kcjohnso@liberty.edu.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone
other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the Institutional Review Board, 1971
University Blvd, Green Hall 1887, Lynchburg, VA 24515 or email at irb@liberty.edu.
Please notify the researcher if you would like a copy of this information to keep for your
records.
Statement of Consent: I have read and understood the above information. I have asked
questions and have received answers. I consent to participate in the study.
(NOTE: DO NOT AGREE TO PARTICIPATE UNLESS IRB APPROVAL INFORMATION
WITH CURRENT DATES HAS BEEN ADDED TO THIS DOCUMENT.)
The researcher has my permission to audio-record me as part of my participation in this
study.
______________________________________________________________________________
Signature
Date
______________________________________________________________________________
Signature of Investigator
Date
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Appendix D: Parent/Guardian Informed Consent Form
Teach Me the Write Way: A Multiple Case Study Exploring the Impact
of Homeschooling on the Formation of Writing Self-Efficacy
Katherine Todd
Liberty University
School of Education
Your student is invited to be in a research study of the development of confidence in writing. He
or she was selected as a possible participant because your student has been homeschooled for the
past three years and falls between the ages of 13-18. I ask that you and your student read this
form and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to allow him or her to be in the study.
Katherine Todd, a doctoral candidate in the School of Education at Liberty University, is
conducting this study.
Background Information:
The purpose of this study is to better understand how homeschoolers’ confidence (their “selfefficacy”) in their writing skills is developed. The theory is that there are four sources of selfefficacy in one’s writing abilities, but it’s unknown how this theory plays out in the lives of
students learning in a homeschooling environment. Therefore, this study seeks to understand
through the administration of a self-efficacy questionnaire as well as through interviews of
students and their parent instructors how students’ writing confidence is impacted by various
factors.
Procedures:
If you agree to allow your child/student to be in this study, I would ask him or her to do the
following things:
1. Electronically complete a short survey consisting of 15 questions that ask about the
student’s confidence in different aspects of writing (including grammar, sentence
construction, and idea generation). The survey should take approximately 10 minutes to
complete. Responses will be confidential, meaning that I will know how they answered
the questions but I will not disclose their identity in my study.
2. Write responses of approximately one paragraph to each of two questions with an
estimated time demand of approximately 20-30 minutes. Their responses can be
submitted electronically and will be kept confidential.
3. Select a longer paper that they are proud of and that they have written within the last 12
months; email this paper to me. This task should take approximately 5 minutes and the
authorship of the paper will remain confidential.
4. Answer questions during an interview of approximately 30-45 minutes asking about their
experiences with writing. This interview will be audio-recorded and transcribed to ensure
accuracy. The students can read through their own transcripts to ensure that they are
accurate. The recording and transcripts will be kept confidential.
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Risks and Benefits of being in the Study:
The risks involved in this study are minimal, no more than you would encounter in everyday life.
The insights gained from this study will benefit other homeschooled parents who hope to
strengthen their students’ confidence in writing and to teachers of writing in general who seek to
improve students’ writing ability. Good writing skills are essential for people in higher education
and business, so understanding contextual elements in which writing confidence is developed
can help teachers foster an environment to build confident writers and prepare them for success
in their future pursuits.
Compensation:
Your student will be compensated for participating in this study. At the conclusion of the
interview, your child will receive a $10 gift certificate. His or her name will also be entered into
a drawing for $100 (along with the other 6-9 teenage participants in this study). The drawing will
be held after all interviews are completed, most likely on or before July 1, 2017. If your child
withdraws from the study before the final drawing, no compensation will be offered.
Confidentiality:
The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report I might publish, I will not
include any information that will make it possible to identify a subject. Research records will be
stored securely and only the researcher will have access to the records.
•
•
•
•

Pseudonyms will be assigned to all participants so that their identities are protected.
Documents that have the student’s real name on them will be stored electronically in
password-protected files accessible only to the researcher.
The digitally-recorded interview will be transcribed by either the researcher or a
professional transcriptionist. No one else will have access to the recording.
All data (surveys, writing samples, audio recordings, and transcripts) collected from this
study will be stored electronically in computer files and protected by passwords known
only to the researcher. This data will be stored for three years and then deleted.

Voluntary Nature of the Study:
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to allow your student to
participate will not affect his or her current or future relations with Liberty University. If you
decide to allow your student to participate, he or she is free to not answer any question or
withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships.
How to Withdraw from the Study:
If your student chooses to withdraw from the study, you or your student should contact the
researcher at the email address/phone number included in the next paragraph. Should your
child/student choose to withdraw, data collected from him or her will be destroyed immediately
and will not be included in this study.
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Contacts and Questions:
The researcher conducting this study is Katherine Todd. You may ask any questions you have
now. If you have questions later, you are encouraged to contact her at (727) 417-8454 or
ktodd6@liberty.edu. You may also contact the researcher’s faculty advisor, Dr. Kathie Morgan
at kcjohnso@liberty.edu.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone
other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the Institutional Review Board, 1971
University Blvd, Green Hall 1887, Lynchburg, VA 24515 or email at irb@liberty.edu.
Please notify the researcher if you would like a copy of this information to keep for your
records.
Statement of Consent:
I have read and understood the above information. I have asked questions and have received
answers. I consent to allow my child/student to participate in the study.
(NOTE: DO NOT AGREE TO ALLOW YOUR CHILD/STUDENT TO PARTICIPATE
UNLESS IRB APPROVAL INFORMATION WITH CURRENT DATES HAS BEEN
ADDED TO THIS DOCUMENT.)
The researcher has my permission to audio-record my child/student as part of his or her
participation in this study.
______________________________________________________________________________
Signature of Minor
Date
______________________________________________________________________________
Signature of Parent
Date
______________________________________________________________________________
Signature of Investigator
Date
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Appendix E: Child Assent Form
What is the name of the study and who is doing the study?
This study is titled “Teach Me the Write Way: A Multiple Case Study Exploring the Impact of
Homeschooling on the Formation of Self-Efficacy” and is being conducted by Katherine Todd, a
homeschooling mom.
Why am I doing this study?
I am interested in how homeschooled teenagers gain confidence in writing.
Why am I asking you to be in this study?
You are being asked to be in this research study because I want to hear your side of the story.
I’m curious about your opinion regarding things that build your confidence in writing or tear it
down. What can parents and teachers do to help teenagers write better or with more confidence?
I’m not looking for participants that love writing—I’m looking for a variety of writers with
different levels of confidence, so anyone qualifies to take part in this study as long as they have
been homeschooled for the past three years and are between 13-18 years old.
If you agree, what will happen?
If you are in this study, you will fill out a survey, write answers to two questions, choose a
writing sample (something you’ve written in the past year) to share with me, and participate in
an interview about the subject of writing. At the end of the interview, you’ll receive a $10 gift
card. Your name will also be entered in a $100 drawing to be held after all 6-9 teenage
participants have been interviewed (probably on or before July 1, 2017).
Do you have to be in this study?
No, you do not have to be in this study. If you want to be in this study, then tell the researcher. If
you don’t want to, it’s OK to say no. The researcher will not be angry. You can say yes now and
change your mind later. It’s up to you.
Do you have any questions?
You can ask questions any time. You can ask now. You can ask later. You can talk to the
researcher. If you do not understand something, please ask the researcher to explain it to you
again.
Signing your name below means that you want to be in the study.
______________________________________________________________________________
Signature of Child
Date
If you have questions or concerns, you can contact me (Katherine Todd) at ktodd6@liberty.edu,
727-417-8454, or my faculty advisor (Dr. Kathie Morgan) at kcjohnso@liberty.edu, or
the Liberty University Institutional Review Board,
1971 University Blvd, Green Hall Suite 1887, Lynchburg, VA 24515
or email at irb@liberty.edu.
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Appendix F: Writing Self-Efficacy Scale (WSES)
Directions: On a scale from 1 (no chance) to 9 (completely certain), how sure are you that
you can perform each of the writing skills below?
1

2

No
chance

3
Little
chance

4

5
Some
chance

6

7

8

Probably

9
Completely
certain

1. I can correctly spell all words in a one-page story or composition.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
2. I can correctly punctuate a one-page story or composition.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

9

3. I can correctly use parts of speech such as nouns, verbs, adjectives, or adverbs.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
4. I can write a simple sentence with good grammar.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8

9

5. I can correctly use singulars and plurals, verb tenses, prefixes, and suffixes.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
6. I can write a strong paragraph that has a good topic sentence or main idea.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
7. I can write a paragraph with details that support the topic sentence or main idea.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
8. I can organize sentences into a paragraph that clearly expresses an idea.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
9. I can write a well-organized and well-sequenced paper that has a good introduction,
body, and conclusion.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10. I can write a paper that fully explains, persuades, or describes the main idea.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
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11. I can choose appropriate words to convey accurate meanings.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

9

12. I can use an authoritative voice throughout the paper.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8

9

13. I can write a paper with varied sentence structure.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8

9

14. I can use effective transitions between paragraphs.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8

9

15. I can write a strong paper with a controlling idea and support ideas.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
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Appendix G: Copyright Permission to Reproduce Adapted WSES
From: Nadia Behizadeh <nbehizadeh@gsu.edu>
Sent: Thursday, June 29, 2017 7:20 PM
To: Todd, Katherine
Subject: RE: copyright request?
Dear Katherine,
You are fully granted permission! You may reprint the scale in future publications as well, citing the original.
Congrats on almost finishing your dissertation! What did you find out? I know you just wrote many pages on this
topic, but perhaps you can summarize in a short paragraph... :)
Best regards,
Nadia
Nadia Behizadeh, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor of Adolescent Literacy
M.Ed. in Literacy Education Program Coordinator
Ph.D. in Teaching and Learning & B.S.E. in Middle Level Education Faculty
Department of Middle and Secondary Education
College of Education and Human Development
Georgia State University
nbehizadeh@gsu.edu
From: Todd, Katherine L <ktodd6@liberty.edu>
Sent: Monday, June 26, 2017 2:52:07 PM
To: Nadia Behizadeh
Subject: copyright request?
You may or may not remember me, but you graciously granted me permission last summer to use your adapted
WSES scale as one of the measures in my dissertation examining the sources of self-efficacy among adolescent
writers. This is the WSES scale that was published as an appendix to the article written by you and George
Engelhard in 2012 in the Journal of Applied Measurement, 13(2), 132-145.
Now as I near the completion of my dissertation, I am writing you to seek copyright permission to reprint the WSES
scale as part of my dissertation when it is sent to ProQuest Theses and Dissertations. I am hoping that since the scale
was printed in its entirety in the original 2012 article, it would be acceptable to reprint it again in my dissertation
(with references, of course, to the original article and authors).
I already checked with Richard Smith, the editor of the Journal of Applied Measurement, to seek copyright
permission, and he said that the journal copyrights the article but not the scales used or reproduced within the article.
He concluded that you would be the one to give permission as to whether or not it could be reproduced as part of my
dissertation and disseminated through ProQuest. Therefore, I'm checking with you for copyright permission. Also, if
I pursue publication of my findings, do I have your permission to reprint the scale in the publication?
Thank you for your consideration of my request!
Respectfully,
Katherine Todd
EdD candidate
Liberty University
ktodd6@liberty.edu
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Appendix H: Sample Recruitment Letter
My name is Katherine Todd, and I am pursing a doctorate degree in education through Liberty University
(Lynchburg, VA). As the culminating project for my degree, I am writing my dissertation about
homeschooling. I would like to invite you and your teenage student to participate in the study I have
designed to explore how the unique aspects of homeschooling contribute to student confidence in writing.
Your teen must be between the ages of 13-18 and both you (as the teacher) and your teen must agree to
participate in the study.
The type of study I’m conducting is a multiple case study, which simply means that I will be recruiting
between 6-9 families to help me understand the processes that homeschooled teens go through as they
develop into writers. I’m looking for students with a variety of confidence levels, so they don’t have to
love writing or feel confident in their writing to participate; however, they do need to write on a fairly
regular basis as part of their homeschooling. If your family agrees to be part of this study, both the parent
teacher and the teen will receive a $10 gift card at the time of the interview, and the teen will be entered
into a drawing with the other teenage participants to win $100. Your participation will be kept strictly
confidential; names and identifying information will be changed in the dissertation to protect your
privacy.
Your involvement would include filling out surveys about the types of writing you assign and your
instructional practices as well as an interview asking you about the writing instruction you do with your
student and what you’ve found to be effective. If possible, I would like to conduct the interview face to
face; if this is not possible, FaceTime or Skype will be used.
Your teenage child’s participation would include filling out a brief survey about his/her confidence in
writing, providing a writing sample, writing responses to two questions about instances in which his/her
confidence was strengthened/weakened, and participating in an interview asking about his/her
experiences in learning to write.
I know how busy life can be as a homeschool mom, so I really tried to design the study to be easy and
convenient; you and your teenager can do everything online at the times of your choosing except for one
interview with the parent and one with the teen which should last no longer than 30-45 minutes each. In
pilot tests of this research plan, the time commitment from the parent and the participating teenager was
about two hours each.
Please respond to this email or contact me by phone if you are interested in participating. In your email,
please include the following information:
1. Your full name (example: Katherine Todd)
2. Your ethnicity (example: Hispanic)
3. Number of children you are homeschooling (example: 3 children)
4. Age and gender of teen (example: 15 years old, girl)
5. How many years your teen has been homeschooled (example: 5 years)
6. How confident your teen is as a writer (example: not very confident)
If you family is a good fit for this study, I will send you a consent document containing detailed
information about the study. This form must be signed and returned to me before your participation in the
study becomes official. Thank you!
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Appendix I: Demographic Questionnaire for Parents
Directions: The following questions ask you to tell me a little more about your family. This
information is important for a few reasons. Most homeschool researchers categorize families by
the number of children, income level, religious involvement, and education level of parents, so
collecting this information about your family helps me better understand where your homeschool
fits along the broad spectrum of homeschooling.
1. Please list all people living in your household, including grown children.
(Example: me, my husband, 4 children, 1 foster child)
2. What is the father’s ethnicity, profession, and highest degree earned?
(Example: Asian; accountant; master’s degree)
3. What is the mother’s ethnicity, profession, and highest degree earned?
(Example: African American; homemaker; master’s degree)
4. Please select the age range of the parent who does most of the homeschooling:
20-29 years
30-39 years
40-49 years
50+ years
5. Please list the gender and age of all children in the family.
(Example: girl-2, girl-10, boy-15)
6. If you do not homeschool all of your school-aged children, please indicate which ones are
NOT homeschooled. (Example: boy-15)
7. Please select your annual household income from the drop-down menu*:
Less than $35K
$35k-70k
More than $70k
8. Please indicate your religious affiliation.
(Examples: Baptist, Catholic, Mormon, none)
9. Please indicate how frequently (on average) your family attends church/religious gatherings.
Never
1-2x/year
1x/month
1x/week
More than once a week

*These income divisions are similar to the ones used by the National Home Education Research
Institute (although $35k-50k and $50k-$70k are separated; to be less intrusive and protect the
privacy of my participants a little more, I have combined the middle numbers.) See Home School
Legal Defense Association and Ray (2009).
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Appendix J: Cartoons Used for Photo Elicitation
Directions for student writers: Please choose the picture that best depicts your attitude toward
writing and then fill in the conversation bubbles of the cartoon you have chosen.
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Appendix K: Copyright Permission to Reproduce Cartoons

Just Kidding by Rod Maclean
www.justkiddingcartoons.com
Copyright 2002

Copyright Letter of Permission

Date: 03-22-2016
For information about Just Kidding, please contact Rod Maclean at the address below.
Permission is hereby granted to Katherine Todd to reproduce and distribute copies of
these cartoons for non-profit educational purposes, provided that the name of the
author (Maclean) and copyright noitice (c.) are included on each copy. This permission
is in addition to rights of reproduction granted under Chapter C-42, Section 13(1),(4)
and other provisions of the Canadian Copyright Act.
Rod Maclean
e-mail: ramaclean@shaw.ca
Vancouver, B.C. Canada
(604)737-0665
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Appendix L: Interview Protocol for Adolescent Writers
(adapted from Usher, 2009, pp. 282-283)
1. Tell me a little about yourself.
•

Have you always been homeschooled?

•

What sort of personality do you have?

•

What sorts of extracurricular things do you enjoy?

•

What are your friends like?

•

Who are the people you most admire?

2. Tell me a little about who you are as a student.
•

What would you say is your best subject? Why? What is your favorite subject? Why?

•

What subject do you feel is your weakest? Why? Which subject is your least favorite?
Why?

•

What type of reader are you? (avid? reluctant?) What are some of your favorite books?

•

How are your assignments assessed? Grades? Verbal/written feedback?

3. Tell me about a typical school day for you.
•

Do you have a set schedule?

•

What part of school do you look forward to the most?

•

What kind of writing do you do for school? (worksheets? comprehension questions? lab
reports? five-paragraph essays? poems? stories?)

•

What kinds of writing do you like the best?

•

How much is your parent involved in teaching you writing skills?

•

What would make you feel more confident in your writing abilities?

4. Tell me a little about who you are as a writer.
•

What sort of work habits do you have when writing something for school?

•

If you were asked to rate your ability in writing on a scale of 1 (lowest) to 10 (highest),
where would you be? Why?

•

Do you think homeschooling has made it easier or harder for you to improve your writing
skills?

•

Tell me about a time you experienced difficulty completing a written assignment. How
did you deal with it?
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•

Tell me about a time when you wrote something that you were really proud of [review
writing sample with student]. Can you describe the process you went through in writing
it and explain why it made you proud?

•

How do you know you’ve done a good job in writing something?

•

What do you like to do related to writing outside of school?

5. How does writing make you feel? [review photo elicitation response]
•

If I asked you to write a 5-page paper for me about a historical event, what would your
initial thoughts be? Why?

•

Does writing come easy or hard for you most of the time? Can you give me an example?

•

What do you think the hardest part of sitting down to write a paper is?

•

Does anything about the subject of writing make you nervous or stressed out? Why?

6. What do other people say about your writing?
•

Who reads your writing, and what kind of feedback do you get?

•

Have you ever been recognized for your ability in writing? Explain.

•

What would your parents tell their friends about your writing skills?

7. Tell me how writing is used by the people around you.
•

What do members of your family do that involves writing?

•

What do your parents tell you about writing skills?

•

How are your siblings’ writing skills?

•

Describe what kinds of writers your friends are.

•

How do you think your friends would describe your writing skills?

•

Do you think the people you admire would be good writers? Why?

8. Earlier you rated your writing ability on a scale of 1 to 10. How would you rate your
confidence? Why? What could make you feel more confident in your writing abilities?
9. Looking back at your development as a writer, what is the one thing that you think has most
contributed to your confidence in writing?
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Appendix M: Interview Protocol for Parent Instructors
1. 1. Tell me a little about your homeschool.
•

Why did you decide to homeschool?

•

How would you classify your homeschooling style? Why?

•

What kinds of curriculum do you use?

•

What influences your curriculum decisions?

•

How much choice/autonomy does your student have in choosing what to study?

2. Tell me a little about who you are as a teacher.
•

What kinds of experiences did you have with writing in school?

•

Who has influenced you most as a teacher of writing?

•

How do you grade his/her work? What kind of feedback do you give him/her?

•

What do you believe about learning to write? Is it a fixed trait or can it be developed? If
you believe it can be developed, how so?

3. Tell me a little about your student as a writer.
•

What are his/her strengths? weaknesses?

•

Does writing come easy or hard for your child? Why do you think that is?

•

How confident does he/she seem in his/her writing skills?

•

If you were asked to rate your student’s ability in writing on a scale of 1 (lowest) to 10
(highest), how would you rate him/her? Why?

•

Do you think he/she will be prepared for college writing?

•

How do your student’s writing skills compare to his or her siblings’?

•

Which part of the writing process comes the easiest/hardest for your student? (planning?
drafting? revising? publishing?)

4. Tell me about a time when your student seemed to really struggle in writing.
•

What did he/she have difficulty with?

•

How did he/she overcome it?

•

How did you assist him/her?

•

What worked to boost his/her confidence in writing?
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5. Describe how your student typically reacts when you give him/her a writing project.
•

Does he/she seem nervous? anxious? enthusiastic? fatigued? annoyed?

•

Why do you think he/she reacts that way?

•

Does he/she have different reactions for different types of assignments?

•

During my interview with your child, I showed your student these two pictures [photo
elicitation] and asked him/her to choose the one that best depicted his/her feelings about
writing. Which one do you think he or she chose and why?

6. How would you rate your student’s confidence in his or her individual writing abilities?
Why? What could make your student feel more confident about his or her writing abilities?
7. Is there anything else that you think contributes to your student’s writing confidence that you
would like to add?
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Appendix N: Example Transcript

Clean Transcript

Verbatim Transcript

KT: If you could change anything or have anything
different, what would give you a boost of confidence in
your writing?
GRACE: Um…, I don’t know. Like, just any writing?
KT: Any writing, yep.
GRACE: Probably having teachers there to help me
with it and my mom and stuff. I don’t know, it’s
helpful to have people there to show me how to do it,
and what to do for each part and stuff.

KT: If you could change anything or have anything
different, what would give you a boost of confidence in
your writing?
GRACE: Um…, I don’t know. Like, just any writing?
KT: Any writing, yep.
GRACE: Um, I— I, um. Probably having me, like,
teachers there to help me with it and my mom and
stuff. I don’t know, it’s helpful to have people there to,
like, show me what’s— how to do it, and, like, what to
do for each part and stuff.
KT: Um-hm. So getting feedback from them or
guidance from them?
GRACE: Yeah.
KT: Okay, that makes total sense. All right. So now
we’re on the fourth section, so we’re gonna talk
specifically about you as a writer. Um, what sort of
work habits do you have when you’re writing for
something— writing something for school? So, you
get an assignment on Tuesday to write, whatever, an
essay. Do you go home and tackle it right away? Do
you put it off as long as you can?
GRACE: I normally try and get it over with as fast as
possible. I, like— I’ll probably start it Tuesday night
and then finish it Wednesday.
KT: Okay.
GRACE: So that— yeah.
KT: Yeah. That makes sense. If you were asked to rate
your ability in writing, so just right now where you’re
at, how good you are as a writer. And I set it on a scale
of one to ten, so one being lowest, ten being highest,
where would you put yourself?
GRACE: Maybe like a six or a seven.
KT: Um-hm. How come?
GRACE: Well, I feel, like, pretty confident in writing,
but I’m not, like, like, amazing, and, like, I don’t know.
But, um…
KT: Is it, is it the grammar part that you’re kinda iffy
about or the whole, as a whole—
GRACE: Yeah, [crosstalk]
KT: --how it sounds? Go ahead.
GRACE: Normally, I can, like, come up with, like, the
main, like, scheme of things almost. But, like, grammar
and spelling and stuff, it’s just not my thing. [chuckles]
It’s just, like, I don’t know, I have— I’m just not very
good at spelling. So…

KT: Um-hm. So getting feedback from them or
guidance from them?
GRACE: Yeah.
KT: Okay, that makes total sense. So now we’re on the
fourth section, so we’re gonna talk specifically about
you as a writer. What sort of work habits do you have
when you’re writing something for school? So, you
get an assignment on Tuesday to write an essay. Do
you go home and tackle it right away? Do you put it off
as long as you can?
GRACE: I normally try and get it over with as fast as
possible. I’ll probably start it Tuesday night and then
finish it Wednesday.
KT: Okay. That makes sense. If you were asked to rate
your ability in writing, so just right now where you’re
at, how good you are as a writer. And I set it on a scale
of one to ten, so one being lowest, ten being highest,
where would you put yourself?

GRACE: Maybe like a six or a seven.
KT: Um-hm. How come?
GRACE: Well, I feel pretty confident in writing, but
I’m not, like, amazing…
KT: Is it the grammar part that you’re kinda iffy about
or as a whole how it sounds?

GRACE: Normally, I can come up with the main
scheme of things almost. But, grammar and spelling
and stuff, it’s just not my thing. [chuckles] I’m just not
very good at spelling.
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Appendix O: Code List for Participant Case Descriptions
disorder
favorite subject
interests/hobbies
job
personality
physical activities
physical characteristics
reading
student creativity
weakest subject
Classical Conversations
curriculum choice
curriculum influences
Fairview’s
Fix It grammar
IEW
Jensen's Format
Learning Language Arts through
Literature
autonomy
differentiation
individualization
college preparation
crisis
fixed trait vs. learned skill
hybrid homeschooling
impact of homeschooling
reason to homeschool
style of homeschool

Character Description

Lost Tools of Writing
Progeny Press
Rod and Staff
Sonlight
Total Language Plus
virtual schools
Write Shop
writing curriculum
Writing Strands

grades
grading
mastery
repeated practice
rubric
subjective nature of writing = frustration
workbooks
writing ability
writing approach
writing challenges
cartoon – bottom picture
cartoon – top picture
determination
nervous
physiological state
stress
student attitude
feedback
friends
parent feedback
parents
peer - sibling
peer – students
modeling
parent writing skills
social comparison
vicarious - parents
vicarious – peers
vicarious
creative writing
extracurricular writing
help for parent
learning style
work - homeschool balance
writing confidence

Curriculum

Individualization

Homeschool Philosophy

Source: Mastery

Source: Physiological State

Source: Social Persuasion

Source: Vicarious Experiences

No Code Group Assigned
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Appendix P: Types and Frequency of Instructional Practices Per Student Participant
Frequency of Use as Reported by Mother of Student
Instructional Practice

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

Total(Avg)

Study/imitate models

3

1

4

3

1

0

4

5

21 (2.63)

Teach strategies for
paragraphs

2

1

4

2

3

1

3

5

21 (2.63)

Teach sentence-combining

1

1

2

3

1

1

4

4

17 (2.13)

Require summaries of
reading

1

5

4

2

3

0

4

4

23 (2.88)

Use writing to assess
learning

1

2

5

2

1

0

3

4

18 (2.25)

Set specific
goals/guidelines

3

2

5

3

3

0

1

5

22 (2.75)

Work with student on
process

1

2

3

3

3

2

1

4

19 (2.38)

Use word processor to
write

1

6

5

4

3

4

1

5

29 (3.63)

Use pre-writing activities

1

0

4

3

2

0

4

4

18 (2.25)

Provide written feedback

2

2

4

3

2

0

0

4

17 (2.13)

Use process approach

0

2

3

2

1

0

0

4

12 (1.50)

Teach strategies for
planning

3

2

3

3

2

1

1

4

19 (2.38)

Teach strategies for
revising

1

2

3

3

3

1

4

4

21 (2.63)

Require research

3

3

5

3

1

0

1

4

20 (2.50)

Provide verbal praise

4

6

4

3

3

5

3

4

32 (4.00)

Use rubric for selfassessment

1

0

3

3

3

1

0

4

15 (1.88)

Write for content learning

1

0

5

2

3

1

1

4

17 (2.13)

Teach grammar

2

0

2

4

4

2

4

4

22 (2.75)

Use software to teach

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

4

8 (1.00)

Use software to grade

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

1 (0.13)

Use Internet to locate info

3

5

5

3

1

5

3

6

31 (3.88)

Share writing via Internet

0

3

0

0

0

3

0

5

11 (1.38)

0
2
0
0
0
0
0
4
6 (0.75)
Collaborate via Internet
Note. A-H represent the first initials of the student participants (e.g., A=Allison; B=Bella). The codes for the
frequencies are as follows: 0 (never); 1 (several times a year); 2 (monthly); 3 (several times a month); 4 (weekly); 5
(several times a week); 6 (daily); 7 (several times a day); thus, the higher the number, the more frequent the
occurrence. The highlighted instructional practices were the most frequently used among the parents of the eight
participants (the average rounded up to usage at least several times a month).
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Appendix Q: Types and Frequency of Writing Assignments Per Student Participant
Frequency as Reported by Mother of Student
Type of Writing

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

Total(Avg)

story

1

3

1

1

1

0

1

3

11 (1.37)

personal narrative

1

3

1

2

1

0

1

1

10 (1.25)

journal entry

0

0

1

0

0

1

0

2

4 (0.50)

poem

1

1

1

0

0

1

1

1

6 (0.75)

lists

0

1

6

2

4

1

3

5

22 (2.75)

book report

2

1

1

2

2

0

1

3

12 (1.50)

lab report

0

0

3

3

1

1

1

1

10 (1.25)

power point

0

1

0

1

0

0

1

0

3 (0.38)

research paper

1

4

1

1

2

0

1

2

12 (1.50)

play

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

2 (0.25)

worksheets

0

1

6

4

5

1

4

5

26 (3.25)

copy text

0

0

0

1

4

1

4

4

14 (1.75)

social letters

1

0

1

2

1

0

0

1

6 (0.75)

autobiography

0

1

1

0

0

1

0

1

4 (0.50)

biography

1

1

3

1

3

0

0

1

10 (1.25)

persuade

2

3

1

1

4

1

1

1

14 (1.75)

5-par. essay

3

4

3

3

2

0

3

3

21 (2.63)

describe

3

3

5

3

3

0

1

3

21 (2.63)

summarize reading

2

4

5

3

4

1

3

3

25 (3.13)

reading response

2

0

5

3

4

0

3

5

22 (2.75)

newspaper article

1

2

0

1

0

0

1

1

6 (0.75)

notes

1

1

5

4

4

0

3

3

21 (2.63)

cause-and-effect

1

0

1

1

2

1

1

1

8 (1.00)

compare/contrast

2

1

1

1

2

1

1

1

10 (1.25)

business letter

1

0

1

3

0

1

0

1

7 (0.88)

email

3

0

4

4

2

0

2

5

20 (2.50)

instructions

0

0

1

1

1

0

1

3

7 (0.88)

short answers

4

4

6

5

6

0

4

4

33 (4.13)

blog

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

3

4 (0.50)

student-initiated

0
2
3
3
1
0
1
4
14 (1.75)
Note. A-H represent the first initials of the student participants (e.g., A=Allison; B=Bella). The codes for the
frequencies are as follows: 0 (never); 1 (once or twice a year); 2 (once every two months); 3 (monthly); 4 (weekly);
5 (several times a week); 6 (daily); thus, the higher the number, the more frequent the occurrence. The eight
highlighted writing assignments were used most frequently (the average rounded up to at least monthly use).

