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OZET

Ingilizce Hazirhik Siifi Ogrencilerinin Yabanci Dilde Yazma Kaygis1 Uzerine Bir

Arastirma

KEYVANOGLU, Fahrettin Bilge

Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Yabanci Diller Egitimi ABD
Ingilizce Ogretmenligi Bilim Dali
Tez Danigmani: Dogent Dr. Cagla ATMACA
Temmuz 2021, 117 sayfa

Son zamanlarda yabanci dil olarak Ingilizcenin 6gretiminde yazma becerisi ile ilgili
arastirma calismalarinin sayisinda bir artis olmustur. Ogrencilerin akademik basarilarinin
ilerlemesi i¢in yazma performanslarinin incelenmesi énemlidir. Yazma, etkili bir yabanci
dil gelisimi i¢in ¢ok Onemli becerilerden biri olarak kabul edildiginden, yazmanin bazi

duyussal faktorlerle olan iliskileri de incelenmeye degerdir.

Bu calismanin amaci, 6grencilerin yabanci dil kaygi diizeylerini belirlemek ve yabanci
dilde yazma kaygis1 diizeyleri ile yabanci dilde yazma performanslari arasindaki iliskiyi
incelemektir. Katilimcilar Tiirkiye'deki bir devlet iiniversitesinden 120 hazirhik smifi
ogrencisiydi. Bu 6grenciler 2020-2021 akademik yili giiz donemi ilk kurunda Al, A2 ve
Bl seviyesinden farkli siniflarda ders aldilar. Katilimcilar, Cheng (2004a) tarafindan
hazirlanan Ikinci Dil Yazma Kaygisi Envanterini (SLWAI) ve calisma igin yazih
yapilandirilmig goriisme formunu tamamladilar. Yazma performanslar ile yabanci dilde
yazma kaygis1 diizeylerini karsilagtirmak i¢in ara smav ve donem sonu sinavlarindaki
yazma becerileri boliimii puanlar1 da veri toplama araci olarak kullanilmistir. Bu veri
toplama aracglar1 2020-2021 egitim-0gretim yilinin ilk modiiliniin 6. haftasinda
katilimcilara e-posta yoluyla gonderilmistir. Nicel veriler, SPSS programi ile betimsel

istatistikler kullanilarak analiz edilmis, nitel veriler ise igerik analizi ile analiz edilmistir.

Sonuglar, katilimcilarin cogunun (%43.3) ikinci dilde yiiksek diizeyde yazma kaygisi,

%34,2'sinin orta, %?22,5'nin ise diisiik kaygi diizeyine sahip oldugunu gostermistir. Al

vii



diizeyinden katilimcilar 68,5 ortalama puan ile en yliksek yazma kaygisina sahiptir. Ayrica
kadinlarin erkeklere gore daha yiiksek kaygiya sahip olduklar1 bulunmustur. Katilimcilar
cogunlukla konulari, destekleyici fikirleri, ayrintilar1 ve Ornekleri bulurken ve yazma
alistirmasi sirasinda zaman sinirlamasi oldugunda gergin hissettiklerini belirtmislerdir. Son
olarak sonugclar, katilimcilarin yazma kaygilari ile yazma performanslari arasinda 6nemli

bir iligki olmadigini gostermistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Yabanci dilde yazma kaygisi, yabanci dilde yazma performansi,

hazirlik smifi 8grencileri, Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenen Tiirk 6grenciler.
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ABSTRACT

An Investigation into Preparatory Class EFL Students’ L2 Writing Anxiety

KEYVANOGLU, Fahrettin Bilge

MA Thesis in ELT
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Cagla ATMACA

July 2021, 117 pages

There has been an increase in the number of research studies on EFL writing
recently. It is essential to investigate the writing performance of the students for the
advance of their academic success. Since writing is considered one of the crucial skills for
an effective foreign language progress, the relations of writing with some affective factors

are also worth studying.

The purpose of this study was to find out the foreign language anxiety levels of
learners and examine the relationship between their second language (L2) writing anxiety
levels and foreign language writing performance. The participants were 120 preparatory
class students from a state university in Turkey. They studied in different classes from Al,
A2, and B1 levels in the first module of the fall term of the 2020-2021 academic year.
They completed the Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWAI) prepared by
Cheng (2004a) and a written structured interview form for the study. Their midterm and
final exam scores were also used as data collection tools in order to compare their writing
performance with their L2 writing anxiety levels. These data collection instruments were
sent to participants through e-mails in the 6" week of the first module of 2020-2021
academic year. The quantitative data were analysed by using descriptive statistics with the

SPSS program and the qualitative data were analysed through content analysis.



The results showed that most of the participants (43.3%) had high levels of writing
anxiety in a second language while 34.2% of them had moderate and 22.5% of them had
low anxiety levels. The participants from Al level had the highest level of writing anxiety
with a mean score of 68.5. In addition, it was found that females had higher anxiety levels
than males. They mostly felt nervous while finding topics, supporting ideas, details, and
examples and when there was a time limitation during the writing exercise. Finally, the
results showed that there was not a significant relationship between the writing anxiety of

the participants and their writing performance.

Key words: L2 writing anxiety, L2 Writing performance, Preparatory class

students, Turkish EFL learners.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

This chapter involves six sections. In the first section, the background of the study
is discussed. The second section presents the statement of the problem, and the third
section presents the purpose of the study. In the fourth section, the research questions are
given. The significance of the current study is explained in the fifth section. In the final

section, the limitations of the study are discussed.

1.1. Background to the Study

Writing is one of the most crucial skills for language learning. According to Meyers
(2005), writing is defined as the ability to discover and put ideas in order, reflect them on
paper, reorganize and revise them. According to Myles (2002), writing well is not an
inborn talent because it is acquired in educational environments. This fact brings some
problems to the writing process as it requires the social, cultural, and educational
backdrops of the students to be reflected upon their written products. It becomes even more
difficult for students when writing in L2 is required because they have to provide formally

and grammatically correct texts as well as correctly organized ideas.

Writers sometimes have difficulty in the decision-making process and this brings
about some kinds of anxiety for them. According to Henter (2014), the learning process is
based on certain components: cognitive elements (language tendency, learning strategies),
affective elements (approaches, motivation, and anxiety), metacognitive elements, and
demographic elements. Anxiety is an affective factor like motivation and attitudes, but it is
considered as an element that has a ‘calamitous impact’ on oral and written communication
practice (Henter, 2014). It is connected with fear, worry, self-doubt, frustration, and
tension (Arnold, 1999).

According to McLeod (1987), writing anxiety in a foreign language usually refers

to negative, anxious emotions that obstruct certain pieces of the writing



process. According to Maclintyre and Gardner (1994), foreign language anxiety is ‘the
feeling of pressure and uneasiness especially related to speaking, listening and learning
contexts of a second language’ (p. 284). Brown (2000) also claims that anxiety in a foreign
language is a specific type of anxiety that is distinguished from the other anxiety kinds, and

the language learning process can be affected in an adverse way.

Cheng (2002) and Atay and Kurt (2007) pointed out that there were not many
studies that directly focused on writing anxiety in a second language. Therefore, further
research is needed in this field to consider the effects of anxiety on writing abilities of the
students. It is also essential to search the interrelation of foreign language anxiety and the
writing performance of the learners since it would help decrease the anxiety level of the
students and improve their writing skills. Thus, foreign language writing anxiety is the

main focus of this study.

In the Turkish education system, English language teaching has a crucial place for
decades (Oztiirk & Aydm, 2019). However, the English proficiency level of most college
students is not enough to carry on the required skills for their major (Ozsevik, 2010). There
are various reasons for this situation. For instance, since there is an exam-oriented
education system before college in Turkey, the assessment system is not suitable for
teaching productive skills in the classroom (Ozsevik, 2010; Yolcu & Kartal, 2010). In
addition, the curriculum needs some changes as it is considered heavily loaded and it has
some mismatch between curriculum and assessment according to the research conducted
by Ozsevik (2010). According to a study conducted by Kagar and Zengin (2009), students
who have traditional learning habits consider writing and listening less important than
speaking and reading. In addition, according to Demirel and Demirezen (2015), the rules of
the language are taught instead of the language itself in the Turkish education environment.
All of these facts lead to some problems in writing classes at universities. As a result of
these problems, students become more vulnerable to get anxious while performing writing

skills in EFL classes.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

The factors that affect the classroom performance of learners have been under

investigation by many researchers for a long time. Anxiety, as an affective factor, has a



major role in these studies since it has been considered to have a negative effect which
makes learners more nervous and afraid during the learning process (Bekleyen, 2004). In a
similar vein, there have been many studies specifically on writing anxiety to attract
attention to the impacts of anxiety on the writing performance of language learners (Al
Asmari, 2013; DeDeyn, 2011; Negari & Rezaabadi, 2012; Zhang, 2011).

Horwitz et al. (1986) conducted a study to develop the Foreign Language
Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS). They wanted to define anxiety in a foreign language
classroom environment and investigate language anxiety in quantitative measures.
Research studies that used this scale as a data collection instrument indicated a negative
interaction between foreign language anxiety and learners’ L2 learning attitudes,
proficiency levels, language processing, and L2 academic achievement. However, the main
focus of this scale was the oral proficiency of the learners. Therefore, after Daly and Miller
(1975), who suggested the new term ‘writing apprehension’, Krashen and Lee (2002)
literally defined writing apprehension as ‘anxiety about writing’ (p.533). As a result,

anxiety in the classroom has become an issue for writing classes since then.

As mentioned in the previous section, Turkish learners who are studying at EFL
classrooms have some unignorable problems during the lessons, which require productive
skills. The exam-oriented education system brings about some wrong points such as
focusing more on grammar, vocabulary, and memorization both for the learners and
teachers (Yan, 2014). For these reasons, learners who study English at various departments
experience difficulty with the writing and speaking skills of language because of their
previous language-learning habits (Oztiitk & Giirbiiz, 2016). In this regard, Alagdzlii
(2007) conducted a study with 76 participants who are studying in an ELT department in
Turkey and the results showed that learners lacked critical thinking and personal tone in
their literary essays. This problem is often seen in preparatory classes of the universities
where English is taught through all four skills. Since most of the students have ignored or
have not paid much attention to the productive skills during their previous education
process, they often have trouble in learning and performing these skills. Consequently,
these reasons lead to more anxiety in language classrooms and affect the performance and

success of the learners.



1.3. Purpose of the Study

This study aims to investigate L2 writing anxiety levels of the preparatory class
students at a state university in Turkey. In addition, the relationship between their writing
anxiety levels and writing performances is another focus of the current study. The
perceptions of the participants about their EFL writing anxiety are also included in the

present study.

1.4. Research Questions
The current study aims to give answers to four following questions:

1. Do the participating preparatory class university students experience foreign

language writing anxiety? If so, at what level do they have it?

2. Are there any statistically significant differences among the participating

students regarding their English language proficiency levels and L2 writing anxiety levels?

3. Is there a significant relationship between the participating students’ L2 writing

anxiety levels and their writing performances?

4. What are the participating students’ reflections upon their possible L2 writing

anxiety?

1.5. Significance of the Study

There have been several studies on the foreign language writing anxiety of
preparatory class university students in Turkey (Atay & Kurt, 2006; Ates, 2013; Geng &
Yayh, 2019; Kara, 2013; Kurt & Atay, 2007; Oztiirk & Cegen, 2007; Susoy & Tanyer,
2013; Yastibags & Yastibas, 2015). However, studies that focus on L2 writing anxiety
among different language levels are still rare. Al, A2, and Bl level participants were
included in the present study. In addition, sub-dimensions of Cheng’s Second Language
Writing Anxiety Inventory (2004a) were analysed through four different aspects (gender,
language levels, ages, and faculties). One of the purposes of this study was to make

contributions for filling these gaps.



Yastibag and Yastibas (2015) conducted a study in order to search for the impacts
of peer feedback on writing anxiety of Turkish participants who were studying EFL and
their perceptions towards it. There were 16 participants who were students of English in
the Preparation Department at a university in Turkey. The data tools in the study were two
interviews, the diary of the researcher, and Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory
(SLWAI) by Cheng (2004a). The results showed that the students supported benefiting
peer feedback in their writing lessons diminished their writing anxiety, heightened their
self-confidence, and developed their writing through collaboration with each other. They
also learned from their friends, and with the practice of peer feedback in their writing
classes, their somatic, cognitive, and avoidance anxiety in writing decreased. However, this
study focused mainly on the effects of peer feedback instead of taking writing anxiety from
a more general view. Also, in the present study, both qualitative and quantitative data

collection tools were used in order to get a profound finding in terms of L2 writing anxiety.

Susoy and Tanyer (2013) also conducted a study in order to examine the levels of
writing anxiety in a foreign language of 48 participants who were Turkish EFL pre-service
teachers and the interaction between their writing performance and writing anxiety.
SLWAI (Cheng, 2004a), an open-ended questionnaire, and midterm results of the
participants were used as data collection instruments in the study. The results demonstrated
that there was a statistically significant negative relationship between writing anxiety and
the writing performance of the students. In the ‘Pedagogical Implications’ section of this
study, the researchers suggest that in order to have statistically meaningful results, writing
anxiety should be examined with more participants. In addition to midterm exam grades,
final exam grades can be included into research for further and richer clarifications as well.
These points were considered and the midterm and final exam writing section grades of the
participants were included in the present study in order to fill these gaps and get a deeper
understanding about the relationship between L2 writing anxiety and L2 writing
performance. In addition, there were 120 participants from different language levels in the
present study to make comparison for the study.

Finally, another major purpose of the current study is to guide the researchers and
students with the help of its results, implications, and suggestions for further studies on
writing anxiety and its causes. In this way, valuable solutions to overcome this problem in

teaching / learning writing process could be regarded and applied by various stakeholders



such as experts, teachers and authorities to facilitate writing practises in foreign language

classrooms.

This study was conducted during the pandemic period so the education was totally
online. L2 writing anxiety levels of participants from three different language levels were
determined and compared in terms of various demographical features. Both qualitative and
quantitative data collections were employed in order to get a deeper understanding about
the writing anxiety levels, their relationship with writing performances of the participants,

and the perceptions of the participants regarding L2 writing anxiety.

1.6. Limitations of the Study

This study was conducted with a small number of participants in only one
institution. Thus, its results cannot be generalized to other settings. Therefore, future
studies can be conducted with a larger population in different ENL, ESL, EFL contexts to
bring about a complete picture of L2 writing anxiety. In this study, only a scale, an
interview, and exam results of the participants were used as the data collection tools.
Additionally, some different data collection tools like student diaries, observations, and
teacher reflections can be employed to triangulate the data and different ENL/ESL/EFL
contexts can be compared at the international level to draw more detailed conclusions
about the effects of varying writing practices. Also, both scales used in the study were
conducted at the same time. Thus, the findings of the study might have been affected since
the participants might not have wanted to spend a lot of time giving comments to the scales
that consisted of several pages in a written form. Using the instruments separately at
different times would be better for future studies. Furthermore, since the exams were
conducted online during the Covid-19 pandemic, it is conceivable that the students got help
from extra resources. Finally, they may not have had a considerable amount of anxiety
during the exams because of certain reasons such as the possibility of using the lesson
materials, getting help from other people, not experiencing classroom anxiety. Because of
these reasons, their writing grades were generally high, and their overall writing anxiety

may have had effect on their scores to some extent.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Background information and a close look at the previous studies about writing
skills in L2, anxiety as an affective factor in the ELT field, and their relationship are
studied in this chapter under different headings. This chapter focuses on the relevant
literature about L2 writing anxiety and gives information about L2 writing skills, anxiety

as an affective factor in EFL classrooms, and writing anxiety in L1 and L2, respectively.

2.1. Writing Skill in the Second Language

Since writing is a mental process, it requires critical thinking skills. According to
Al-Sawalha, Salem, Chow, and Foo (2012), the process of creating, organizing, and
reflecting thoughts into the written text are the most challenging stages of writing. In a
similar vein, Gilmore (2009, as cited in Arindra & Ardi, 2020) indicates that writing in
another language is even harder than writing in the native language. Writing in a second or
foreign language becomes a convoluted process as it constitutes both cognitive strategies
and background knowledge on the target language in terms of genre, culture, values, etc.
(Polio & Williams, 2009), and many elements including writing ability in L1, proficiency
in L2, and previous writing experiences in both languages may influence language users’
writing in a target language (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2008; Kubota, 1998). Thus, writing is
considered as one of the most challenging skills when compared to the other skills
(Hengwichitkul, 2006; Rattanadilok Na Phuket & Othman, 2015; Reid, 2002; Sermsook,
Liamnimitr & Pochakorn, 2017; Watcharapunyawong & Usaha, 2013) and the cause is
suggested to be that writing activities in educational settings generally include formal
aspects (Goger, 2011; Temizkan, 2007; Ulper, 2012).

Leki, Cumming, and Silva (2008) studied on L2 writing and found differences in
using cohesive devices, organizational forms, discourse modes, grammar matters, and
lexical rule between L1 and L2 texts. In addition, a study conducted by Ai and Lu (2013)
showed that non-native English writers formed less syntactically complex texts than L1

English writers. Also, Crossley and McNamara (2009) suggested that L2 writers had less



lexical diversity, sophistication, and sense of knowledge in their texts. Finally, in the study
of Eckstein and Ferris (2018), it was claimed that L2 writers had more grammatical errors

than L1 writers.

When comparing the L1 and L2 writings, the researchers mostly study on the
assumption that most of the people consider ‘writing fluency’ in a foreign language to be
more difficult than writing in their native tongue (Waes & Leijten, 2015). Even though
they possess a high level of competence in the second language, most language learners
realize and are frustrated by the fact that their L2 writing skills are not as fluent as in L1
(Segalowitz, 2010). In several studies, it was found that the L2 learners produce much
more fluent L1 texts than L2 texts (Rahayu, Utomo, & Setyowati, 2021). Thus, it becomes
important to search for the variables that provide a better understanding to explain these
differences (Lindgren et al., 2008; Ong & Zhang, 2010; Segalowitz, 2010). Thus, this
thesis will enable the participants to have better awareness about their writing skills and get

the opportunity to improve their L2 writing skills.

2.2. Anxiety as an Affective Factor in EFL Classrooms
2.2.1. Various Definitions of Anxiety

According to Ellis (1994), anxiety is an emotional condition that occurs according
to the weakness felt during the preparation for an identified danger. On the other hand,
anxiety in the second language is described as ‘the feeling of tension and apprehension
particularly related with second language contexts, including speaking, listening, and
writing” (MaclIntyre & Gardner, 1994, p.284).

One of the most essential affective factors in foreign language learning is anxiety,
and specifically, anxiety in foreign language learning has been a focus study for many
researchers (Abdullah, Hussin, & Shakir, 2018; Blasco, 2016; Daud, Daud, & Kassim,
2005; Ho, 2016; Jalili & Shahrokhi, 2017; Kirmizi & Kirmizi, 2015; Negari & Rezaabadi,
2012; Stewart, Seifert, & Rolheiser, 2015).

Kimura (2008) states that anxiety has become one of the most crucial affective
factors that can be a determiner for the success or failure in a second language learning, so

it has been investigated commonly as an individual difference in the area of L2 acquisition



(Baralt & Gurzynski-Weiss, 2011). Anxiety is a composite, multifaceted anomaly
(Macintyre & Gardner, 1994), but it is widely agreed that language anxiety must be
understood as a situation-specific system that reappears gradually during time within the
conditions of language learning positions (Horwitz, 2001; Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope,
1986; Maclntyre & Gardner, 1991). Furthermore, foreign language anxiety is a
recognizable kind of situation-specific anxiety that is a part of language learning and

separate from other types of anxiety (Horwitz et al., 1986; Loreto & McDonough, 2013).

To sum up, as suggested by Maclntyre and Gardner (1991), an anxious learner can
be described as an individual who sees language learning as an insecure experience, who is
unwilling to participate in activities, who feels under pressure not to make errors, and who

withdraws from trying new linguistic forms.

Daly (1991, as cited in Aydm, 1999) claims that there are five causes of the
development of anxiety. These causes are genetic disposition, the reinforcements and
punishments a person receives all his/her life in the act of communication, the inconsistent
rewards and punishment, inadequate acquisition of early communication skills, and finally,
the role of suitable models of communicating. Daly (1991) states that all these five causes
cyclically interact with each other and ‘people that are anxious about having
communication stay away from opportunities to strengthen their communication skills, and
in situations where communication is required they find themselves doing not as good as
their more skilled counterparts.” According to Daly (1991), this anxiety may be the cause
of the avoidance of settings where communication skills could be developed (Ates, 2013).
Thus, feelings of worry, lack of confidence, frustration, fear, and tension can all be

considered causes of emerging anxiety.

2.2.2. Anxiety Types

A three-dimensional categorization of anxiety was suggested by Cheng (2004b):
somatic anxiety, cognitive anxiety, and avoidance behaviour. Somatic anxiety could be
defined as one’s recognition of the physiological impacts of the anxiety experience
whereas cognitive anxiety could be described as the mental aspect of facing anxiety which

includes negative expectations, engrossment with performance, and worrying about others’
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perceptions. Finally, avoidance behaviour occurs while trying to steer clear of writing in

the second language.

In addition, anxiety is divided into three categories: state, trait, and specific-
situation anxiety (Maclntyre & Gardner, 1989, 1991, 1994). State anxiety exists when
learners are exposed to specific conditions or situations. Trait anxiety occurs when people
feel anxious apart from the conditions they are exposed to. Similarly, Worde (1998) claims
that trait anxiety is a part of a personality and invariable disorder. Finally, specific-situation
anxiety is the type of anxiety that occurs in anxious people only in specific situations
(Maclintyre & Gardner, 1991).

Alpert and Haber (1960), Kleinmann (1977), and Scovel (1978) also classified
anxiety as facilitating and debilitating anxiety. These anxiety types are about the language
learning performance of the individuals. According to Scovel (1978), facilitating anxiety is
a motivation to cope with the new learning task for the learners while debilitating anxiety
is @ motivation for the learner to ‘flee’ the new learning task (Ates, 2013). Yaman (2010)
also described two kinds of anxiety: anxiety with negative effects that hinder learning
exercises and anxiety that makes learning easier by contributing motivation. The second
kind of anxiety can be seen through learners’ success in writing to a certain degree. Yaman
(2010) states that the adverse type of writing anxiety causes hesitation, fear, stress, lack of
self-confidence and power, and disruption of the thinking process, as cited in Brand and
Leckie (1988), and Petzel and Wenzel (1993). Bruning and Horn (2000) confirmed that
writing anxiety in a language is strengthened by checking written material without care and
that anxiety affects learners cognitively and affectively in a negative way and decreases
their motivation. In the research studies of anxiety, it was found that highly anxious
learners have been less successful than learners who had low anxiety (Aydin & Zengin,
2008).

Tobias (1990) suggested The Cognitive Capacity Formulation in order to explain
the anxiety related to testing contexts. Test-taking situations and performance evaluation
are parts of the foreign language learning process. Therefore, this formulation is also
related to foreign language learning anxiety which includes test anxiety in its construct.
Tobias (1990) comments that there have been two theories that explain test anxiety:
‘Interference Model’ and ‘Deficit Model’. The Interference Model hypothesizes that

learning may occur, but the evaluative threat posed by the testing situation creates anxiety
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in the student, which in turn, interferes with the student’s ability to recall what was learned.
However, The Deficit Model hypothesizes that inadequate study habits and poor test-
taking skills rather than interference by anxiety are the causes of the low test scores
obtained by anxious students. Tobias (1990) thinks that these two models are not
alternatives to each other, so he suggests the Cognitive Capacity Formulation Hypothesis
accounts for the effects of both interference and deficit models in the language learning
environment. Tobias (1990) states two advantages of interpreting the deficit and the
interference models of test anxiety in cognitive capacity. First, the effects of both models
are complementary rather than ‘mutually exclusive’. Second, it offers a wide area of
investigation for studying test-taking skills and test anxiety phenomena. For example,
students who are less successful and have high test anxiety may need a program to develop
their skills and decrease their anxiety whereas students who are more successful and have

high test anxiety may need a program only for their test anxiety problem (Ates, 2013).

Various researchers have proposed different sources of foreign language anxiety
(Aydmn, 1999; Hui, 2009; Young, 1991; Zhang & Zhong, 2012). For instance, Young
(1991) categorized six possible causes of foreign language anxiety after a close
examination of the literature about anxiety in foreign language learning. These are:
individual and interpersonal anxieties, learner perceptions about language learning,
instructor perceptions about language teaching, classroom proceedings, and language
testing (p.427). In addition, Hui (2009) suggests four determinants of language anxiety:
much expectation from parents, tolerance of uncertainty, irrational opinions about language
learning, and identification and culture shock. From the perspectives of Turkish learners of
English, individual reasons, teachers’ behaviours in the classroom, and teaching

proceedings could be defined as the causes of language anxiety (Aydin, 1999).

Horwitz et al. (1986) suggest that there are two choices for teachers when dealing
with anxiety: they can help learners cope with their existing source of anxiety or make the
language classroom more comfortable. They also assert that teachers must first accept the
presence of foreign language anxiety before fulfilling either of these options. Most teachers
may have seen some negative behaviours in their learners such as avoiding engaging in the
classroom activities, coming to class unprepared or being indifferent to the lesson.
Therefore, they suggest that ‘teachers should always regard the probability that anxiety is

responsible for the student behaviours discussed here before associating poor student
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performance merely with lack of ability, insufficient background, or weak motivation” (p.
131).

Studies on the effects of anxiety on foreign language learning have shown negative
effects on EFL learners’ performance (Andrade & Williams, 2009; Gregersen & Horwitz,
2002; Kirmizi & Kirmizi, 2015). The findings of these studies show that the language
competence of EFL learners could be blocked by the anxiety felt by them cognitively and
socially (Daud, Daud, & Kassim, 2005; Ho, 2016; Jalili & Shahrokhi, 2017; Kirmiz1 &
Kirmizi, 2015).

As indicated in Arnold (1999), research on foreign language anxiety mostly shows
a negative relationship between anxiety and performance. In addition, studies show the
negative interaction of anxiety with some factors such as grades in language courses,
performance in proficiency tests, performance in writing and speaking activities, having

self-confidence, self-esteem, i.e., the reasoning of one’s worth.

2.3. Writing Anxiety
2.3.1. Various Definitions of Writing Anxiety

Writing anxiety is a type of situational anxiety because it is evolved by the learner
just before writing. McLeod (1987) defines writing anxiety as a kind of anxiety related to
conditions in which people may have difficulty while experiencing the writing process
although they have the necessary writing skills. Nevertheless, writing anxiety is also a type
of language anxiety (Cheng, Horwitz, & Schallert, 1999). Daly (1978) defines writing
apprehension as a ‘situation and subject-specific personal difference concerned with
general inclinations of people to approach or refrain from situations perceived to request
writing accompanied by some amount of assessment.” (p.10).

Since L2 writing anxiety is considered a multifaceted situation, second language
writing anxiety can be caused by several reasons. First, foreign language writing anxiety
exists because of time restrictions (Cheng, 2004b; Ho, 2016; Pasaribu, 2016). Learners
may have anxiety while writing under time pressure and it may lead to a decrease in their
language development. The fear of negative assessment is another factor (Cheng, 2002;
Cheng, 2004b; Ho, 2016; Lin & Ho, 2009; Pasaribu, 2016). Lin and Ho (2009) state that
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the learners may hope for a good assessment for their writing and be frightened of the bad
assessments of their teachers and the possibility of having a bad grade. Another reason is
that learners may have certain assumptions for themselves and peer assumptions of their
writing (Cheng, 2004b; Lin & Ho, 2009; Pasaribu, 2016). It is likely that students need to
be satisfied with their products, feel their advancement and get the admiration of other
people. Fourth, a specific topic that is not attractive for the learners could be another
reason for writing anxiety (Lin & Ho, 2009). Cheng (2004b) states that learners may have
anxiety when their teachers assign a topic about which they do not have any background
information since this could make the writing task become unattractive. Next, foreign
language writing anxiety can be stemmed from an unusual writing format (Lin & Ho,
2009). When the instructor makes hard, intricate, or inflexible writing formats, students are
likely to have anxiety about whether they will meet the expectations or not. Sixth, some
research suggests that the writing anxiety of the learners is established by their self-
confidence in writing (Cheng, 2002; Cheng, 2004b; Ho, 2016; Pasaribu, 2016). In other
words, learners’ lack of self-confidence could have more effects on their writing anxiety
than their writing proficiency. Finally, inadequate writing skills are considered to be
another cause of writing anxiety (Cheng, 2002; Cheng, 2004b; Ho, 2016; Pasaribu, 2016)
because when the learners are not sure about their own writing skills, they have a tendency

of having anxiety about the outcomes.

According to Zhang (2011), fear of failure in tests is the most important and
common reason for foreign language writing anxiety since ‘writing is a constructive
activity strongly influenced by time pressure’ (p. 13). Zhang underlines the fact that even
highly skilled learners will suffer anxiety if they believe they will do poorly in writing
classes. Other sources of foreign language writing anxiety include time, topic, and
language ability. Foreign language learners experience some linguistic problems such as
insufficient vocabulary and poor grammar while writing in English and this situation
causes them to experience anxiety when they cannot express themselves in proper and
accurate language. In addition, the level and type of the writing topic can negatively
influence learners’ writing processes. Leki (1999, as cited in Zhang & Zhong, 2012) also
counts the possible sources of foreign language writing anxiety as learners’ limited
linguistic capability, teachers’ inconsistent method of evaluation, and treatment of writing
as a test of structural information rather than as ‘a communicative experience in which

language learners relate linguistic structures with the topic ideas’ (p.65).
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According to Blasco (2016), writing anxiety builds stress and worry as an affective
element for learners and makes them avoid or stop writing. Writing anxiety can be
demonstrated in several feelings such as anger, fear, sadness or in several physical
conditions such as cramps during a writing activity (Ozbay & Zorbaz, 2011). Additionally,
Grabe and Kaplan (1996) suggest that writing includes many different fundamentals. The
fact that writing causes anxiety can be the result of the sophisticated quality of writing. In a
similar vein, Daly (1978) makes a connection between writing anxiety and personal
differences. Factors such as personality aspects, learners’ views on their writing
proficiency, teachers’ views, the relationship between learners and teachers, classroom
conditions, and tests are considered to be the causes of writing anxiety (Karakaya & Ulper,
2011).

Hassan (2001) gives a description of second language writing anxiety as ‘a general
avoidance of writing and of situations perceived by the individuals to potentially require
some amount of writing accompanied by the potential for evaluation of that writing’.
Likewise, Daly (1978) suggests that writing anxiety is a condition in which a learner stays
away from the writing activity because of the fact that writing requires a certain amount of
formal assessment by the teacher and Bloom (1981) also gives a description of second
language writing anxiety as ‘highly situation specific, seems to be self-limiting, is
relatively visible, and more importantly appears to be relatively easily overcome by
rational instruction’ (p.107). As a result of all these definitions, it can be said that there are
negative impressions of anxiety that cause learners to hold off writing in the second

language.

As cited by Eiland (2016), Martinez, Kock, and Cass (2011) claim that there are
learners who are anxious about writing. Writing anxiety could be in various forms, such as
hesitation, aggression, enthusiastic rewriting, or reluctance to write. Therefore, Martinez et
al. recommend school administrations to help learners develop strategies if they are unsure
about any learner endeavouring with writing anxiety. These strategies contain giving
feedback, counselling with the writing procedure, reading for relaxation, or writing for

extra points.

In order to determine writing anxiety, Daly and Miller (1975) developed the
Writing Apprehension Test (WAT). That test was a standardized Likert-type writing

anxiety questionnaire that was in connection with three features of writing: tendencies to
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stay away from writing, perceptions toward written communication, and emotions
experienced during writing. They proposed the term ‘writing apprehension’ to refer to the
‘dysfunctional anxiety that many individuals suffer when confronted with writing tasks’
(Cheng, 2002, p. 647). Cheng (2004b) adapted the WAT particularly to use with writers in
L2, and his SLWAI measures three dimensions of anxiety: physiological, behavioural, and
cognitive responses. The SLWAI comprises 22 items, and its scores are based on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from 5-strongly agree to 1-strongly disagree. Psychometric analyses of
the SLWAI showed that both the total scale and the subscales had good internal
consistency reliability, test-retest reliability, satisfactory convergent and discriminant
validity, and criterion-related validity. It was also found that the SLWAI was distinct from
second language writing self-efficacy through a factor analysis of the SLWAI items with

the items of a second language writing self-efficacy scale.

Cheng (2002) suggests that helping students develop positive and realistic attitude
of their writing capability is crucial in reducing second language writing anxiety. Singh
and Rajalingam (2012) also underline the need for providing more exposure to the target
language, the adoption of student-centred problem-based methodology in language
teaching, the treatment of writing as a process rather than product and taking more

practices in writing activities in diminishing the writing anxiety of EFL learners.

Some inconsistent results about the effects of writing anxiety have existed after
many research studies on that topic. Some experts suggest that writing anxiety has a crucial
role in writing ability since it provokes learners’ concentration and accuracy (Brown,
2007). However, some other researchers believe that learners should not be exposed to
anxiety since it could affect their writing skills improvement negatively (Negari &
Rezaabadi, 2012). Many studies have shown that writing performance decreases because
of writing anxiety (Rezaei, Jafari, & Younas, 2014). Furthermore, various investigations in
language teaching have proved that anxiety may interfere with the development of writing

abilities and causes lower writing performance (Negari & Rezaabadi, 2012).

On the other hand, some experts claim that moderate writing anxiety may have a
positive effect on EFL learners’ writing skills (Brown, 2007; Negari & Rezaabadi, 2012).
Learners can cope with the writing assignments with the help of that kind of facilitative
anxiety. Some research has shown that EFL learners who have writing anxiety would have

more concentration and would write more accurately (Brown, 2007) because concentration
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and accuracy are among the supporting elements for better writing action (Negari &
Rezaabadi, 2012).

2.3.2. Studies on Writing Anxiety

In this section, previous studies that were conducted on writing anxiety are
described in terms of L1 and L2 writing anxiety. Each heading is listed according to the

focus points of the studies.

2.3.2.1. Studies on writing anxiety in L1 in Turkey.

Anxiety studies on L1 writing in Turkey include studies of recognition (iseri &
Unal, 2012; Karakog Oztiirk, 2012; Tiryaki, 2011), scale development (Karakaya & Ulper,
2011; Ozbay & Zorbaz, 2011; Yaman, 2010), and scale presentation (Zorbaz, 2011).

The purpose of Tiryaki’s study (2011) was to examine the relationship between the
skill of writing argumentative texts, writing anxiety, and learners’ critical thinking abilities.
There were 363 participants from different departments of a state university in Turkey. The
‘Cornell Critical Thinking Test Level X (CCTTX)’ by Ennis and Millmann (1985) that
was adapted into Turkish by Akar (2007), the ‘Writing Anxiety Scale’ by Daly and Miller
(1975) that was adapted into Turkish by Zorbaz (2010), ‘Argumentative Text Writing
Form’, ‘Rubric for Argumentative Text Elements’ and ‘Problem Inventory for
Argumentative Text Elements’” were used as data collection instruments in this study. The
results showed a statistically significant and positive relationship between students’ critical
thinking and their skills in writing argumentative texts. In addition, there was not any
significant relationship between students’ level of writing anxiety and critical thinking

skills and their skills of writing argumentative texts.

Iseri and Unal (2012) conducted a study in order to investigate Turkish language
teacher candidates’ writing anxieties according to certain variables. There were 222
participants who were studying at the Turkish Language Teaching Department at a
university in Turkey. Karakaya and Ulper’s (2011) Writing Anxiety Scale was used as the
data collection instrument. The results demonstrated that there was no considerable

difference between the participants in terms of their gender, level of education, housing
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situations before and after coming to university, money they get in a month, and the
number of books they read during a year. However, an important difference was found in
terms of their writing situation in that when writing frequency increased, the writing

anxiety of the participants decreased.

In order to find out if there was a significant difference in the writing anxiety level
of elementary school students regarding various variables, a study was conducted by
Karakog Oztiirk (2012). The participants were 611 elementary school students from the 6,
7" and 8" grades. Personal Information Form and Writing Anxiety Scale (Yaman, 2010)
were used as data collection tools. The results showed that the class with the highest
anxiety level was the 6™ graders while the class with the lowest anxiety level was the 8™
graders. The results also showed that the students who read books on a daily basis had
lower writing anxiety levels compared to those who did not read at all. In addition, the
writing anxiety of the students differed according to the time they were given for writing,
and the students who thought the writing time was sufficient had lower anxiety levels

compared to those who did not think the time was sufficient.

2.3.2.2. Studies on writing anxiety in L2.

There have been various studies on L2 writing anxiety that focus on different
aspects and there are some experts who investigated the L2 writing anxiety levels of the
participants. Their studies are reviewed in the following paragraphs.

First of all, Cheng (1999) studied on the possible relationship between
second/foreign language classroom anxiety in general and second language writing anxiety
along with their associations with second language speaking and writing achievement. He
conducted the study in Taiwan with 433 participants from four universities. The
participants were taking English speaking and writing classes simultaneously. The
instrument used in this study was a questionnaire that contained the Foreign Language
Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS), the second language version of the Daly-Miller
Writing Apprehension Test (SLWAT), and a background questionnaire. The final course
grades of the learners in their English speaking and writing classes were used as
achievement measurement scales. The results showed that second language classroom

anxiety was a general type of anxiety about learning a foreign language, but second



18

language writing anxiety was a language skill-specific anxiety. Also, it was found that the
second language classroom anxiety (FLCAS) and the second language writing anxiety
(SLWAT) were significantly and negatively correlated with both English speaking and
writing achievement. This study suggested that second language writing anxiety was a
language skill-specific anxiety since it had a higher relationship with writing achievement
and had significant potential to predict writing performance.

In order to see the possible effects of time constraints on the anxiety levels of the
students, Cheng (2004b) assigned a time-limited essay to the students in his study to
develop the writing anxiety scale. He wanted the participants to write a comparison essay
about English classes in their high school and in college. The results indicated a significant
negative relationship between the two under a time constraint. The participants’ anxiety

went up and their performance decreased under a specific time restriction.

Atay and Kurt (2006) also conducted a study with 85 prospective EFL teachers who
were all fourth-year students and native speakers of Turkish. The data collection
instruments were the SLWAI developed by Cheng (2004a) and an open-ended
questionnaire. While the results of the SLWAI showed that majority (N= 69) of the
participants had high or moderate writing anxiety, the students’ answers to the open-ended
questionnaire showed that those with high or moderate writing anxiety had difficulties in

organizing their thoughts and producing ideas while writing in English.

In addition, Rodriguez et al. (2009) conducted a study in order to investigate the
existence of foreign language writing anxiety among pre-service EFL teachers. The
participants were 120 prospective teachers from two universities in Venezuela. The data
were collected through a background questionnaire to get information regarding students'
age, gender, institution, and course level, The Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale
(FLCAS) to measure foreign language anxiety, The SLWAI to assess foreign language
writing anxiety, and The Native Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (NLWAI), which
was developed by the researchers to evaluate the writing anxiety level in the native
language. The results showed that the relationships among all the three language anxieties
were positive and statistically significant, and the relationship between the language
anxieties within one language was stronger than that of anxiety across languages.
Moreover, female students had higher levels of general foreign language anxiety and

foreign language writing anxiety than male students did.
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In order to investigate the L2 writing anxiety of the university students, Armendaris
(2009) carried out a study with 21 participants. 17 were from different countries and spoke
12 different languages. Interviews were used as data collection instruments. The results
showed that all of the participants had certain degrees of writing anxiety, and it was also
found that being exposed to the native language had no significant effect in improving

students’ academic writing.

Furthermore, Takahashi (2010) wanted to investigate the writing anxiety of
Japanese students in her research. There were 139 participants who were EFL learners
studying in an English course at a private university in Japan. The data were collected
through the Second Language Writing Apprehension Test (SLWAT) which was a modified
version of Daly and Miller’s (1975) Writing Apprehension Test, the Strength of
Motivation Scale (Ely, 1986), the Can-do Scale (Kitano, 2001), a C-Test which consisted
of five short passages chosen from three different textbooks to determine the English
proficiency of the students, and the students’ scores from the final examination. The results
showed that students who had higher levels of writing anxiety had weaker motivation
towards learning the language, and there was a negative relationship between foreign
language writing anxiety and self-perceived English ability, and writing anxiety was

negatively associated with both language proficiency and class performance.

In one of the research studies on L2 writing anxiety among graduate students across
disciplines in EFL / ESL fields that was conducted by Huwari and Aziz (2011), the data
collection instrument was Daly and Miller’s WAT. It was found that about 71 % of the
participants who were Jordanian EFL graduate students (N= 103) experienced a high level
of L2 writing anxiety; it was also found that young doctoral students were more concerned
than the older participants. In addition, it was suggested that dissertation writing was more
anxiety-provoking among the participants than writing coursework papers. Nevertheless,
Huwari and Aziz’s (2011) findings must be reviewed carefully because many other kinds
of graduate-level writing tasks such as comprehensive exams and writing for journal

publication were not used to be compared in their study.

Finally, Geng and Yayl (2019) conducted a research study on investigating anxiety
levels of EFL learners and the sources and consequences of their L2 writing anxiety. The
participants were 257 B2 level EFL students at a preparatory class of a university in
Turkey. The data collection tools were SLWAI by Cheng (2004a) and a questionnaire with
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open-ended questions, and interviews. The results of the study indicated that the
participants had high to moderate level of L2 writing anxiety and they felt more anxious

during exams than writing in class or at home.

There are also several studies that were carried out in order to see the relationship
between L2 writing anxiety and L2 writing performances of the participants. These studies

are reviewed in the following paragraphs.

First of all, in a study conducted by Masny and Foxall (1992), the relationship
between L2 writing anxiety, preferred writing processes, and academic achievement
among 28 adult ESL students was analysed. They were categorized into two groups and
were classified as high and low achievers in their writing classes. They were also
categorized as having high and low anxiety according to the scores they got from an
adapted version of the writing apprehension test of Gungle and Taylor (1989). The results
showed that writing achievement was negatively correlated with writing anxiety, meaning
that low achievers had high apprehension and vice versa. The results also showed that high
and low achievers were more anxious about form than content, low achievers were more
anxious about form than high achievers were, and low anxious students were more anxious
about form than high apprehensive students were. In addition, highly anxious students
were reluctant to take more writing classes. The students who were highly concerned about
form had the tendency to see the necessity to write, and females were more anxious than

males.

In addition, Onwuegbuzie (1997) studied graduate students’ writing anxiety. In the
study, a negative relationship between writing anxiety and research proposal capacity of 81
Native English Speaking (NES) graduate students studying in humanities fields at an

American university was found.

In order to analyse the relationship between students’ writing anxiety and their
writing performance in L2, a study was conducted by Daud, Daud, and Kassim (2005) by
using their Deficit Model Hypothesis, which suggests that students who have low
performance have more anxiety because of their cognitive-linguistic disability. There were
186 participants who were third-year students taking accountancy and business courses at
university. Daly and Miller’s (1975) Writing Apprehension Test and the results of two
language examinations were used as instruments. The results showed that the students with

higher proficiency felt less anxious than low performers, which was also parallel with their
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Deficit Model Hypothesis. The anxiety of these students was based on their lack of writing
skills, limited vocabulary knowledge and practice of language use.

Zhang (2011) investigated the effect of second language writing anxiety on the
writing performance of the students in her research. The participants were 49 freshmen and
47 sophomores studying English in China. The instruments of the study were the grades of
a time-limited writing task (a 30-minute essay) and English writing lesson grades of the
participants, and SLWAI by Cheng (2004a). The results showed that there were significant

negative correlations between the writing anxiety and writing performance of the students.

DeDeyn (2011) also conducted a study in order to examine the relationship between
learners’ personality, writing anxiety, and writing performance. There were 33 participants
who were international undergraduate students in an introductory writing course in an
American university. In order to measure the participants’ identity, journals about the
participants’ educational experiences in their hometown and the United States were used as
an instrument. In addition, SLWAI (Cheng, 2004a) and papers of the learners in their
writing class were used as the other instruments to collect data. The results indicated that
there was no significant correlation between students’ writing performance and their

writing anxiety levels.

In a research that was carried out by Singh and Rajalingam (2012), the purpose was
to examine how writing anxiety level and writing self-efficacy beliefs influenced writing
proficiency level. The participants were 320 Malaysian pre-university students. The data
were collected through an adapted version of Daly-Miller Writing Apprehension Test
(EWAS), an adapted version of Shell Writing Self-Efficacy Test (SWST), and the
Malaysian University English Test (MUET). The results showed that there were moderate
levels of writing anxiety among the participants. A significant moderate opposite
relationship between writing anxiety and self-efficacy beliefs was observed. In addition, a
positive relationship between writing anxiety and L2 writing proficiency was found,
indicating that the higher the anxiety level gets, the better the students’ performance

becomes.

In addition, a correlational study was conducted by Erkan and Saban (2011) in
order to examine the relationship between writing performance and writing anxiety, self-
efficacy in writing, and perceptions towards writing. There were 188 EFL students as
participants who were studying at the school of foreign languages of a state university in
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Turkey. The data were collected with three instruments; Daly-Miller’s Writing
Apprehension Test (WAT), Self-Efficacy in Writing Scale (SWS) developed by Yavuz-
Erkan (2004), and Attitude—Towards-Writing Questionnaire (WAQ) developed by Rose
(1984). The participants completed these tests in a two-hour period on the same day. After
the completion of the questionnaires, the students were given a topic to write a
composition in 45 minutes. The students’ compositions were graded, and these marks were
used as indicators of writing performance. The results showed that the L2 writing
performance of the students was negatively correlated with writing anxiety, writing self-
efficacy, and writing anxiety were also negatively correlated, and a positive relationship

existed between writing anxiety and writing attitude.

Finally, Negari and Rezaabadi (2012) conducted a study to investigate the positive
impacts of writing anxiety while writing a composition on the writing performance of the
learners. There were 27 participants who were studying English at a university in Iran. The
instruments to collect the data were SLWAI by Cheng (2004a) and an open-ended
questionnaire to find the writing anxiety level of the students in two different writing
settings; writing in class without grades or evaluation, which was expected to provide low
anxiety setting, and writing in the final exam, which was expected to provide high anxiety
setting. In their research, it was suggested that students’ writing performance would be
improved by benefiting from the facilitative feature of anxiety. Some degree of anxiety is
necessary for most of the learners, and it is suggested that some degree of concentration

that occurs from facilitative anxiety is necessary for writing.

Apart from the studies about L2 writing anxiety levels and the relationship between
L2 writing anxiety and writing achievement, there are also some studies that focused on
the participants’ opinions about L2 writing anxiety. Some of these studies are reviewed in

the following paragraphs.

Firstly, Lee (2001) focused on the revision processes of university students in a
writing course. The item ‘What changes do you make the most when revising your
writing?’ was asked to the participants. The results were in parallel with the study of
Gungle and Taylor (1989) in the way that the learners who had low anxiety did more
revision on content and organization, and the learners who had a high anxiety revised

grammar and word choice more. This study also suggested that students who had high
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anxiety mainly focused on form rather than content, as suggested by Krashen (1982)

‘apprehension produces monitor over-users’ (as cited in Lee, 2001, p.116).

Cheng (2002) also conducted another study to see the relationships among learners’
opinions of their second language writing anxiety and learner differences and between
second language writing anxiety and native language writing anxiety. There were 165
participants who were English major university students in northern Taiwan. There were
four instruments that were used in this study; the SLWAT (Daly-Miller’s Writing
Apprehension Test adapted for the second language), the FLCAS, first language anxiety
scales, and a background questionnaire. The results of the study demonstrated that
perceived L2 writing capability predicted L2 writing anxiety better than L2 writing
achievement did, and it was also found that L2 writing anxiety was different from L1
writing anxiety. In addition, it was found that female learners had higher levels of writing
anxiety in L2 than male learners. Cheng concluded that enhancing students’ positive and
realistic perceptions of their writing competence is essential in reducing their writing

anxiety levels.

Some studies, on the other hand, focused on the relationship between L2 writing
anxiety and peer feedback. For example, Atay and Kurt (2007) conducted a study to
examine the outcomes of peer feedback on L2 writing anxiety. There were 86 participants
who were prospective EFL teachers. They were divided into two groups, one experimental
and one control group. The experimental group took a course on peer feedback, and they
were required to work in pairs in the writing lesson, to provide feedback on each other’s
writings and discuss these feedbacks with their friends before giving them to their
instructors, and the control group had only feedback from the instructors on their writings
during the process. Both groups completed SLWAI at the beginning and at the end of the
study. Finally, 20 participants from the experimental group had an interview at the end of
the term. The results demonstrated that the experimental group was less anxious than the
control group. Furthermore, the participants who took advantage of the peer feedback
process, became aware of their mistakes and got views from their friends to elaborate on
during the process, and this collaboration let them look at their writings in English from a

different point of view.

In addition, Cmar (2014) conducted a research study in order to investigate the

relationship between L2 writing anxiety and peer feedback. There were 16 participants
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who were English preparatory school students at intermediate level. The data were
collected through two interviews in English that were carried out at the beginning and end
of the study, SLWAI that was used as a pre-test and post-test, and the researcher’s diary.
The results of SLWAI showed that peer feedback caused a decrease in the students’
anxiety level. While the pre-test showed 70% of the students were anxious, the post-test
showed that it decreased to 57%. The results of interviews and teacher diary showed that
the learners had positive reflections towards the use of peer feedback during L2 writing
lessons, and that using peer feedback in writing classes decreased their anxiety, heightened

their self-confidence, and developed their writing in English by collaboration.

Additionally, there are several studies that focus on the different aspects of L2
writing anxiety. For example, in a study conducted by Onwuegbuzie (1998), the interaction
between writing anxiety and the learning habits of 90 American participants who were
studying in social and behavioural science disciplines was investigated by using Daly and
Miller’s (1975) Writing Anxiety Test (WAT). The results showed that the learners who
preferred to study in groups had a tendency of a high level of writing anxiety because
many writing tasks at the graduate level were conducted by individual learners
independently. In addition, Oztiirk and Cegen (2007) conducted action research in order to
see the effects of portfolio keeping on the writing anxiety. There were 15 participants who
were EFL students in a university. The data were collected through SLWAI, a background
questionnaire, and two reflective sessions to get feedback from the students. The results
showed that 40% of the students were highly anxious, 33% were moderately anxious, and
27% had low level of anxiety. It was also found that keeping a portfolio is beneficial to

overcome the writing anxiety of the participants.

A qualitative study was carried out by Lin and Ho (2009) in order to examine the
causes of university students’ feeling anxious while writing in English. The participants
were 16 university students in Taiwan. Each of them was interviewed face-to-face for
twenty minutes after their writing course. The results showed that there were five main
causes of their anxiety; time limitation, teacher’s evaluation, peer competition, writing

subjects, and required writing format.

Finally, in order to observe the writing process of students, Al-Sawalha and Foo
(2012) conducted a study. There were 60 participants who were English language and

literature students at a university in Jordan. A writing strategy questionnaire developed by
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Petric and Czarl (2003) and the students’ written essays were used as data collection
instruments. The results showed that the students used more strategies in the revising stage
than the planning and writing stages. Nevertheless, the overall scores showed that the
learners did not have ‘a satisfactory level of awareness of the mechanics of the writing
processes’, such as organizing and linking ideas, using appropriate vocabulary, and correct
grammar (Al-Sawalha & Foo, 2012, p.385). This thesis will also fill in a gap in terms of
getting a deeper understanding about the L2 writing anxiety levels of the preparatory class
students and the relationship between their L2 writing anxiety levels and L2 writing
achievement. The reasons for having high or low L2 writing performance will be analysed
in the light of interviews that were conducted in order to understand these reasons related

to L2 writing anxiety.



CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

There are two sections in this chapter. These are, setting and participants, and data
collection instruments sections. Data collection procedures and data analysis were

explained in detail under these headings.

3.1. Setting and Participants

The study was conducted at the School of Foreign Languages at a state university in
Turkey. In the School of Foreign Languages Department of that university, preparation
class students are taught English in four different modules for a year. Before the first
module starts, a placement test is done in order to organize the classrooms according to the
English levels of the students. The first term starts with the Al, A2, and Bl level
classrooms. These levels are arranged according to the CEFR, and the students who get 0-
40 points from the placement test are classified as Al (elementary), 41-60 points are
classified as A2 (pre-intermediate), and 61-100 are classified as B1 level (intermediate).
Each module lasts for eight weeks. When the students get 70 as an average of their exams,
they can pass to the next module. If they fail in one of these modules, they take the same
module one more time. They have to achieve B1" level in order to graduate from the
preparation class and go on their departments. They all have 24 hours of English each
week which includes nine hours of the main course, five hours of reading, five hours of
writing, three hours of speaking, and two hours of listening skills. Writing skills lessons
are conducted on Thursdays. Each module has a different syllabus, and the students are
generally taught about the paragraph and essay types, and how to write these text types in

an organized way.

This study was conducted in the first module of the 2020-2021 academic year. The
education was carried out online during that module. Although more students started the
term, the number of students who attended the final exam and completed the term was 632
in total. Convenience sampling ‘which entails recruiting participants from individuals
available for the study’ (Mackey & Gass, 2005, p.122) was used to reach the participants.
The data collection tools were given online with the help of the other teachers, and they
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were also collected online. The participants sent their forms through e-mails. Because of
the difficulties of reaching all the students for this study, the number of participants was
120. 60 were male, and 60 of them were female. The number of participants who attended
the Al level classrooms in the first module was 51 (26 males and 25 females), and this
number was 45 for the A2 level participants (23 males and 22 females) while the number
of the B1 level participants was 24 (11 males and 13 females). The ages of the participants
changed between 18 and 21. They were enrolled in four different faculties of that
university. These are: Faculty of Education, Faculty of Engineering, Faculty of Science

and Arts, and Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences.

Table 3.1 shows the demographic features of the participants according to their
genders, ages, faculties, and language levels. When the distribution by gender is examined,
it can be seen that 50% of the participants were males and 50% were females. The
percentage of 18-year-old participants was 38.7%, 19-year-old was 43.7%, 20-year-old
was 11.8% and 21-year-old was 5.9%. One of the participants did not give information
about his/her age. When the distribution according to faculties was examined, the rate of
Education Faculty students was 7.6%, Science and Arts students was 16.8%, Economics
and Administrative Sciences students was 52.9%, and Engineering Faculty students was
22.7%. One participant did not give information about his/her faculty. When the
distribution by language level was examined, the rate of Al level students was 42.5%, A2

level students was 37.5%, and B1 level students was 20%.

Table 3.1. Demographic Information about the Participants

N %
Male 60 50.0

Gender Female 60 50.0
Total 120 100.0
18 46 38.7
19 52 437

Age 20 14 11.8
21 7 5.9

Total 119 100.0 (continued)
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Table 3.1. Demographic Information about the Participants (continued)

%

Education 9 7.6
Science and Arts 20 16.8
Faculty Economics and Administrative Sciences g3 52.9
Engineering 27 22.7
Total 119 100.0
Al 51 425
A2 45 375
Language Level B1 24 20.0
Total 120 100.0

3.2. Data Collection Instruments

The study was designed as a concurrent mixed-method research design. There were
both qualitative and quantitative data for the research. According to Creswell (2009), ‘there
is more understanding to be obtained from the usage of both quantitative and qualitative
research than either establish by itself and their combination enables an extended
comprehension of research problems’ (p. 203). The Second Language Writing Anxiety
Inventory (SLWAI) by Cheng (2004a) was used for quantitative data collection and
structured interviews were used for qualitative data collection in order to explain the
results of SLWAI. Both qualitative and gquantitative data were collected at the same time.
In addition, the midterm and final exam grades of the students were used in order to

compare the L2 anxiety levels and writing performances of the participants in this study.

3.2.1. The Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWAI)

The Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWAI) (Cheng, 2004a) was
used to measure participants’ writing anxiety in this study. The SLWAI was developed by
Cheng (2004a) to measure the levels of anxiety experienced while writing in a
second/foreign language. This scale includes 22 items scored on a 5-point Likert type scale
ranging from the anchors ‘strongly agree (5 points)’ to ‘strongly disagree (1 point)’. Seven
items (1, 4, 7, 17, 18, 21, 22) in SLWAI are reverse-coded, and reverse scoring was used

while they were being analysed.
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The original version of SLWAI (Cheng, 2004a) was used as the quantitative data
collection instrument for A2 and B1 level participants in the study. Turkish version, which
was adapted by Oztiirk and Saydam (2014), was used for A1 level students who may have

had possible difficulty in understanding the items correctly in English.

Results of Cheng’s study (2004a) showed that ‘total scale and the subscales of the
SLWAI had good internal consistency reliability (a=.91), test —retest reliability (.85),
sufficient concurrent and discriminating validity, and acceptable criterion-related validity’
(p. 331). Ozturk and Saydam (2014) translated SLWAI into Turkish and then back
translated this inventory, and their translated version has the reliability of .89. Oztiirk and
Saydam (2014) and Kaynak (2017) used this version in their research. The reliability of the
English version of the inventory in this study was calculated as 0.912. The required
permissions to use these scales in the current study were received from these scholars (see
Appendix I11).

Reliability analysis was performed to determine the reliability level of the scale
used in the study, and the Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient (Cronbach, 1984) was obtained.
The criterion of evaluation conducted in the evaluation of Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient is

as follows:

0.00 < a < 0.40 means that the scale is not reliable.
0.40 < a < 0.60 means that the scale has low reliability.
0.60 < a < 0.80 means that the scale is quite reliable.
0.80 < a < 1.00 means that the scale is highly reliable.

The Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients obtained are given in Table 3.2 below.

Table 3.2. The Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients

Cronbach’s Alpha
Total 0.912
Somatic 0.932
Cognitive  0.887
Behavioural 0.725
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Kolmogorov Smirnov and Shapiro Wilks tests were conducted in order to
determine whether the general and sub-dimensions of the anxiety scale were compatible

with the normal distribution or not.

Table 3.3. The results of Kolmogorov Smirnov and Shapiro Wilks Tests

Kolmogorov Smirnov Shapiro Wilks

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Total .050 120 .200" .989 120 .449
Somatic .051 120 .200" .981 120 .079
Cognitive 060 120 .200" 987 120 .314
Behavioural .095 120 .110 .973 120 .116

According to Table 3.3, the overall and sub-dimensions of the scale were

compatible with normal distribution.

3.2.2. Structured Written Interviews

Structured interviews were used to investigate the perceptions of the participants
about the EFL writing anxiety. Eyisi (2016) claims that ‘qualitative data instruments such
as observation, open-ended questions, in-depth interview (audio or video), and field notes
are used to collect data from participants in their natural settings.” (p. 92). In addition,
Alshengeeti (2014) suggests that more disproportionate information and data about the
topics which are examined are gathered in a normal and less complicated way by using
interviews. According to Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2007, p. 409), interviewing, a
strong appliance for researchers, is ‘a flexible data collection tool, providing multi-sensory
instruments to be conducted: verbal, nonverbal, spoken and heard’. The reason for using
interviews was to explore the participants’ perceptions about the EFL writing anxiety and
their writing performance in greater depth in this study. Also, written interviews were more

practical during the pandemic period to reach more participants.

The participants were interviewed in a written way in the last week of the first
module. The interviews were conducted in Turkish for Al level students, and in English

for A2 and B1 level students. There were five items in the interview. Expert opinion was
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gathered from three lecturers at the Faculty of Education at a state university in Turkey.
One of them was a lecturer at Psychological Counselling and Guidance Department and
had been lecturing for about ten years. Additionally, the opinions of two EFL instructors
who had been teaching English for more than ten years were asked about the items of the
interviews in order to provide the content and face validity of the instrument. After the

required layout and content arrangements were made, the interview form was finalized.

The qualitative data obtained via written interviews were analysed through content
analysis. One of the qualitative methods suitable at present for analysing and interpreting
data and its meaning was qualitative content analysis (Schreier, 2012). It serves as a
systematic and equitable way of explaining and quantifying phenomena as a research
method (Downe-Wamboldt, 1992; Schreier, 2012). A requirement for an effective content
analysis is that data can be decreased to concepts that explain the research circumstances
(Cavanagh, 1997; Elo & Kyngis, 2008; Hsieh & Shannon, 2005) through producing
classifications, concepts, an example, conceptual map, or conceptual scheme (Elo &
Kyngds, 2008; Morgan, 1993; Weber, 1990). The common and important elements,
themes, and arrangements were identified in the data. Then, these coherent terms were
grouped for each level. The recorded data that were formed as sentences from each
participant were transformed into results by describing, coding, and classifying by the
researcher himself and another researcher who conducts qualitative and quantitative

research in the area and is acquainted with content analysis (Creswell, 2007).

As for the interview data, summative content analysis which requires counting and
comparing keywords or content in light of the interpretation of the context was used and
the researcher started the data analysis procedures following a relevant literature review in
order not to miss any essential aspects or end up with irrelevant categories (Hsieh &
Shannon, 2005). Due to the iterative qualitative data analysis procedures, a zigzag pattern
was applied by the researcher while examining the data and establishing sections by

comparing with the previous and following examples of written interview items (Ddrnyet,

2007).

The following questions were used in the interviews (see Appendix Il for the

Turkish version of the interview questions):
1. How do you feel while writing a text in English?

2. How do you evaluate your writing performance in English? Why? Give examples.
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3. Have you received any feedback from your teacher for English writing activities? If so,
was this feedback sufficient? Why?

4. What were the easiest and most difficult genres for you when creating an English text
(essay (opinion, cause/effect, compare/contrast, etc.), poetry, summary paragraph, book
evaluation, CV, etc.)? Why?

5. Do you have any other comments and suggestions about your writing experiences in
English?

3.2.3. Writing Section Grades from Midterm and Final Exams of the Students

The grades for the essays that were written by the students in the midterm and final
exams were used to measure their writing proficiency and their relationship with the
anxiety levels of the participants. The qualitative data were examined by conducting
content analysis. Content analysis can be defined as ‘a method that can be utilized to
identify similar patterns across qualitative data, summarizing and interpreting written data’
(Cohen, et al., 2007, p. 475). The standard rubrics that were provided by Testing Office of
the institution were used by the Writing instructors in order to evaluate the exam papers of
the students. The final grades of Al level included 15 points of Writing section out of 100
points. They were 25 points for A2 and B1 levels out of 100 points. The total scores of the
midterm exams of each level were the same as the ones in the final exam scores. All of the
instruments were sent to the participants through e-mails in the sixth week of the first
module, and they had three weeks to fill in and send them back. They are listed in the

Appendix section (Appendices | and I1).



CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

This chapter was formed in order to explain the results of the study in detail. The
purpose of this study was to investigate whether the participants had writing anxiety in
English, and whether there was a relationship between their writing anxiety and their
writing performance, and finally to examine the perceptions of the students towards their
writing anxiety. Both qualitative and quantitative data analysis procedures were employed

to analyse the results of the study.

4.1. Descriptive Statistics

The descriptive statistics of the data collection instruments used in the study are
presented in this section where the results of the data are given with frequency tables and
graphs. The first research question of the current study is ‘Do the participating preparatory
class university students experience foreign language writing anxiety? If so, at what level
do they have it?’ In addition, the second question is ‘Are there any statistically significant
differences among the participating students regarding their English language proficiency

levels and L2 writing anxiety levels?’ The answers to these questions are explained below.

4.1.1. Descriptive Statistics of EFL Writing Anxiety

Table 4.1 demonstrates the general descriptive statistics of writing anxiety in a
second language. The overall mean of L2 writing anxiety is 63.0, according to Table 4.1. It
means that the participants were mostly unsure about the items in the scale. It can also be

said that they did not agree or disagree with most of the items in the scale.
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Table 4.1. General Descriptive Statistics of SLWAI

N  Mean Std. Deviation F p
Total A1 51 685 15.0

A2 45 601 124
Bl 24 566 134

Total 120 63.0 14.5
*p<0.05

7.740 0.001*

Table 4.1 also shows the mean scores of each level. According to the results of a
one-way analysis of variance, it can be seen that the general mean of Al level was 68.5,
which means that Al level participants had a high level of writing anxiety. The general
mean of A2 level was 60.1. It means that A2 level participants had a moderate writing
anxiety. Finally, the general mean of B1 level was 56.6, which means that Bl level

participants had the lowest writing anxiety of all.

Accordingly, the overall scale differs significantly according to the language level
(p<0,05). The results showed that the total anxiety level of those at Al level was
significantly higher than those at A2 and B1 levels in terms of general foreign language

writing skill anxiety level.

According to the statistics, item 2, ‘I feel my heart pounding when | write English
compositions under a time constraint.” had the highest mean score (M=3.67) for Al level
participants. However, item 16, ‘I would do my best to excuse myself if asked to write
English compositions.” had the lowest mean score (M=2.39) for Al level participants. The
item that had the highest mean score for A2 level participants was item 18, ‘I usually seek
every possible chance to write English compositions outside of class.” The mean score of
this item was 3.40. On the other hand, item 20, ‘I’'m afraid of my English composition
being chosen as a sample for discussion in class.’ had the lowest mean score (M=1.96) for
the same level participants. For Bl level participants, item 11, ‘My thoughts become
jumbled when | write English compositions under a time constraint.” had the highest mean
score (M=3.46), while item 10, ‘I do my best to avoid situations in which | have to write in

English.’ had the lowest mean score (M=1.33).
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Table 4.2. Categorization of the Participants according to EFL Writing Anxiety Levels

Anxiety Groups

Low Moderate High Total
Language Al N 7 12 32 ol
Levels % 13.7% 23.5% 62.7%  100.0%
A2 N 10 21 14 45
% 22.2%  46.7% 31.1% 100.0%
Bl N 10 8 6 24
% 41.7% 33.3% 25.0% 100.0%
Total N 27 41 52 120
% 225% 34.2% 43.3% 100.0%

p=0.002

Table 4.2 shows the distribution of the participants based on SLWAI anxiety levels
according to the results of the chi-square test. When the total percentage is taken into
consideration, it can be seen that 27 out of 120 participants had low writing anxiety, with
the lowest percentage in general (22.5%). 34.2% (N= 41) of the total participants had a
moderate level of anxiety. The highest percentage belongs to 52 participants who had a
high level of anxiety (43.3%). Al level participants had the highest level of anxiety
(62.7%, N= 32) out of 51 participants. Seven of them had a low level of anxiety (13.7%),
and 12 of them had a moderate level of anxiety (23.5%). The statistics for A2 level show
that 21 participants had a moderate level of anxiety with the percentage of 46.7%. 14
participants had a high level of anxiety (31.1%), and 10 participants had a low level of
anxiety with the percentage of 22.2%. According to the statistics, 10 out of 24 participants
from B1 level had a low level of anxiety (41.7%). While 8 of them had a moderate level of
anxiety (33.3%), only 6 of them (25.0%) had a high level of anxiety. Finally, it can be said
that there was a significant relationship between language levels and anxiety levels
(p<0,05).

4.1.2. Comparison of Foreign Language Writing Skill Anxiety in terms of Gender

In order to see the relationship between the L2 writing anxiety level of the

participants and their genders, a chi-square test was run.
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Table 4.3. Foreign Language Anxiety Levels of the Participants According to Their

Genders in Each Level

Low Moderate High
N % N % N % p
0 0 0
SR v < B B
o MLS o Emon mmo o mm gy
MRS H D mm ot BN o

Table 4.3 shows the relationship between the L2 writing anxiety and genders of the
participants according to the results of a chi-square test. At Al level, 26.9% (N= 7) of
males had a low anxiety level, 30.8% of them had a moderate level of anxiety and 42.3%
of them had a high level of anxiety. None of the females had a low level of anxiety;
however, 16% (N= 4) had a moderate, and 84% (N= 21) had a high anxiety level. This can
be interpreted as a significant relationship between gender and anxiety level at Al level
(p<0,05).

At A2 level, 21.7% (N= 5) of males had a low anxiety level, 52.2% (N= 12) of them
had a moderate level of anxiety and 26.1% (N= 6) of them had a high anxiety level. 22.7%
(N= 5) of females had a low anxiety level, 40.9% (N= 9) of them had a moderate, and
36.4% (N= 8) of them had a high level of anxiety. A significant relationship was not found

between gender and anxiety level at A2 level (p>0,05).

At B1 level, 54.5% (N= 6) of males had a low anxiety level, 27.3% (N= 3) of them
had a moderate level of anxiety and 18.2% (N= 2) of them had a high anxiety level. 30.8%
(N= 4) of the females had a low anxiety level, 38.5% (N=5) of them had a moderate, and
30.8% (N= 4) of them had a high level of anxiety. Again, a significant relationship was not

found between gender and anxiety level at B1 level (p>0,05).

4.1.3. Types of L2 Writing Anxiety

According to Cheng (2004b), SLWAI is a three-dimensional anxiety scale that
includes the subscales of cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety, and avoidance behaviour. The

scores of the items connected with each category were calculated and the sequences of the
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three types of L2 writing anxiety are demonstrated below. Items 2, 6, 8, 11, 13, 15, and 19
demonstrate somatic anxiety, items 1, 3, 7, 9, 14, 17, 20, and 21 include cognitive anxiety
descriptions, items 4, 5, 10, 12, 16, 18, and 22 demonstrate behavioural avoidance. Figure
4.1 shows this distribution of all the three subgroups of SLWAI. As can be seen in this
figure, there were slight differences among these three subscales. According to the figure,
cognitive anxiety was the most common type of writing anxiety that the participants
experienced. The second type of writing anxiety experienced by the participants was
somatic anxiety. Behavioural avoidance was the least common type of writing anxiety

among the participants.

30

20

Sonatic Cognitive Eehavioral
Figure 4.1. General distribution of the types of L2 writing anxiety among the subjects.
4.1.3.1. Comparison of sub-dimensions of foreign language writing skill
anxiety in terms of gender.

The results of the t-tests were analysed to investigate whether the difference
between the mean scores of the overall and sub-dimensions of the foreign language writing

skills anxiety scale by gender was significant or not.
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Table 4.4. Distribution of Foreign Language Writing Skill Anxiety by Gender

N Mean Std. Deviation t p
Gender
Total Male 60 58.8 13.8 *
Female 60 67.2 14.1 -3.275 0.001
Somatic Male 60 19.0 6.3
_ *
Female 60 23.2 5.8 3.799 0.000
Cognitive  Male 60 20.7 5.8
-3.7 .000*
Female 60 24.8 6.3 3.709 0.000
Behavioural Male . .
60 162 48 0.039 0.969

Female 60 16.1 4.6

According to Table 4.4, while the overall, somatic and cognitive sub-dimensions of
the scale differed significantly according to gender (p<0,05), but behavioral avoidance did
not differ significantly (p<0,05). Total anxiety level (M=67,2), somatic (M=23,2), and
cognitive anxiety levels (M=24,8) of the females were significantly higher than those of the

males.

4.1.3.2. Comparison of foreign language writing skill anxiety in terms of

language level.

The mean scores of the general and sub-dimensions of the foreign language writing
skill anxiety scale in terms of language level and one-way analysis of variance results were
analyzed to determine whether the difference between these mean scores was significant or

not.

Table 4.5. Distribution of Foreign Language Writing Skill Anxiety in terms of Language
Levels

N Mean Std. Deviation F p

Total A1 51 685 150
A2 45 601 124
Bl 24 566 134
Total 120 63.0 145

0.001*
7.740

(continued)
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Table 4.5. Distribution of Foreign Language Writing Skill Anxiety in terms of Language
Levels (continued)

N  Mean Std. Deviation F p

Somatic Anxiety Al 51 229 68
A2 45 19.7 55

3.841 0.024*
Bl 24 198 65
Total 120 21.1 6.4
Cognitive Anxiety Al 51 251 59
A2 45 208 59
6.853 0.002*
Bl 24 213 66
Total 120 227 6.3
Behavioural Avoidance A1 51 171 4.9
A2 45 1658 45
7.735 0.001*

Bl 24 130 29
Total 120 16.1 4.7

*p<0.05

According to Table 4.5, the overall scale and all sub-dimensions were seen to differ
significantly according to the language levels of the participants (p<0,05). The results of
Tukey’s HSD Test conducted to determine which group the difference originated from

were analyzed in the following paragraph.

For foreign language writing skills general anxiety level; the total anxiety level of
those at Al level was significantly higher than those at A2 and B1 levels. For somatic
anxiety level, the total anxiety level of those at Al level was significantly higher than those
at A2 and B1 levels. For cognitive anxiety level, the total anxiety level of those at Al level
was significantly higher than those at A2 and B1 levels, and for behavioural avoidance
level, the total behavioral avoidance level of those at the Al and A2 levels was

significantly higher than those at the B1 level.

4.1.3.3. Comparison of foreign language writing skill anxiety in terms of the

ages of the participants.

The mean scores of the general and sub-dimensions of the foreign language writing

skill anxiety scale in terms of age and the results of one-way analysis of variance were
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calculated to determine whether the difference between these mean scores was significant

or not.

Table 4.6. Distribution of Foreign Language Writing Skill Anxiety in terms of Age

N Mean Std. Deviation F p

Total 18 46 5gg9 1383
19 52 6590 15.12
20 14 61.93 12.98 2.678 0.050

2l 7 7057 12.30
Total 119 6300 14.56
Somatic Anxiety 18 46 1904 637

19 52 2204 587
20 14 2207 668 3.277 0.024*
217 2543 748

Total 119 2108 6.43
Cognitive Anxiety 18 46 21.00 5.85

19 52 2431 6.90
20 14 9079 442 3.325 0.022*

217 2571 556

Total 119 2370 6.37
Behavioural Avoidance 18 46 1576 4.72

19 52 1638 436
20 14 1629 621 0.149 0.930

217 1600 4.40
Total 119 1611 4.69

*p<0.05

According to Table 4.6, while somatic and cognitive anxiety sub-dimensions
differed significantly according to age (p<0.05), the overall behavioral avoidance sub-
dimension of the scale did not differ significantly according to age. The results of Tukey’s
HSD Test conducted to determine which dimension caused the difference for sub-

dimensions that differ significantly were analyzed in the following paragraph.

For somatic anxiety sub-dimension, somatic anxiety level of 21-year-old
participants was significantly higher than those of 18, 19 and 20-year-old participants. In
addition, 19/20-year-old participants had significantly higher somatic anxiety than 18-year-
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old participants. For cognitive anxiety sub-dimension, cognitive anxiety level of 19 and 21-

year-old participants was significantly higher than that of 18 and 20-year-old participants.

4.1.3.4. Comparison of foreign language writing skill anxiety in terms of the

faculties of the participants.

The mean scores of the general and sub-dimensions of the foreign language writing

skill anxiety scale in terms of the faculties of the participants and the results of one-way

analysis of variance were given to determine whether the difference between these mean

scores was significant or not.

Table 4.7. Distribution of Foreign Language Writing Skill Anxiety in terms of the Faculties

of the Participants

N Std.
Mean Deviation F p
Total Faculty of Education 9 62.9 132
Faculty of Science and Arts 20 543 10.6
Faculty of Economics and Administrative
Sciences 63 67.4 137 5.631 0.001*
Faculty of Engineering 27 58.9 16.0
Total 119 629 145
Somatic Faculty of Education 9 223 59
Anxiety . 2.661 0.051
Faculty of Science and Arts 20 184 6.2
Fagulty of Economics and Administrative 63 223 6.2
Sciences
Faculty of Engineering 27 195 6.6
Total 119 210 6.4
Faculty of Ed.ucatlon 9 247 6.0 5542 0.001*
N Faculty of Science .and Arts o 20 202 5.9
Cogpltlve Fagulty of Economics and Administrative 63 245 56
Anxiety Sciences
Faculty of Engineering 27 198 6.9 )
119 227 6.4 (continued)

Total
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Table 4.7. Distribution of Foreign Language Writing Skill Anxiety in terms of the Faculties

of the Participants (continued)

Std.
N~ Mean Deviation F P

Beha&/ioural Faculty of Education 9 132 36
Avoidance .

Faculty of Science and Arts 20 132 23

Faculty of Economics and Administrative .

Sciences 63 173 5.0 5.680 0.001

Faculty of Engineering 27 165 4.4

Total 119 16.1 4.7
*p<0.05

Table 4.7 shows that overall mean score, cognitive anxiety and behavioral
avoidance levels differed significantly in terms of faculties according to the results of one-
way analysis of variance (p<0,05). The results of Tukey’s HSD Test conducted to
determine which group caused the difference were analyzed in the following paragraph.

For the general mean scores of the scale; the general anxiety level of the students of
the Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences was significantly higher than the
students of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences, the Faculty of Engineering, and the Faculty of

Education.

For cognitive anxiety level, the cognitive anxiety level of the Faculty of Economics
and Administrative Sciences students was significantly higher than the students of the
Faculty of Arts and Sciences and Faculty of Engineering. The students of the Faculty of

Education had the highest level of cognitive anxiety.

For behavioral avoidance level, the behavioral avoidance levels of the students of
the Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences were significantly higher than the
students of the Faculty of Education, the Faculty of Arts and Sciences, and the Faculty of

Engineering.
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4.2. The Relationship between Writing Anxiety and Writing Performance

The third research question of the current study is ‘Is there a significant relationship
between the participating students’ L2 writing anxiety levels and their writing
performances?’ The answer to this question is explained in detail in this section. The

participants’ anxiety level, midterm points, final points and mean scores are also presented.

The writing anxiety levels of the participants and their writing grades that they got
from the midterm and final exams of the first module and their relationship were
investigated in this section. Midterm exam was conducted in the fifth week and final exam
was conducted in the last week of the first module. Since the exams were conducted
online, it is possible that the students got help from extra resources. In addition, they may
not have a considerable amount of anxiety during the exam. Because of these reasons, their
writing grades were generally high and their overall writing anxiety may have had little
effect on their scores.

Table 4.8. L2 Writing Anxiety Levels and Writing Grades of Al Level Participants

Students Anxiety Level Midterm Final (15 pts.) Average Scores
(15 pts.) (15 pts.)
S1 Low 15 14 14.5
S2 Moderate 13 13 13
S3 High 9 14 11.5
sS4 Low 14 12 13
S5 Moderate 12 13 12.5
S6 Low 15 15 15
S7 High 10 15 12.5
S8 High 6 11 8.5
S9 Low 15 15 15
S10 High 12 13 12.5
S11 High 12 14 13
S12 High 12 13 125
S13 Low 15 13 14
S14 Moderate 14 12 13
S15 High 13 14 13.5
S16 High 12 11 11.5
S17 Low 13 11 12
S18 High 13 12 12.5
S19 High 4 15 9.5
S20 High 12 14 13
S21 Moderate 10 ? 10
S22 Moderate 13 10 11.5
S23 High 12 11 11.5
S24 High 15 ? 15
S25 High 11 ? 11
S26 High 8 10 9

S27 High 15 12 13.5 (continued)
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Table 4.8. L2 Writing Anxiety Levels and Writing Grades of Al Level Participants
(continued)

S28 High 15 ? 15
S29 High 10 8 9
S30 Moderate 15 13 14
S31 Moderate 13 15 14
S32 High ? 14 14
S33 High 11 ? 11
S34 Moderate 12 11 11.5
S35 High 14 15 14.5
S36 Moderate 9 ? 9
S37 High 2 8 5
S38 Low ? 14 14
S39 High 14 14 14
S40 Moderate 15 15 15
S41 High ? 11 11
S42 High 15 13 14
S43 High 10 11 105
S44 High 14 14 14
S45 High 14 15 14.5
S46 Moderate 2 12 7
S47 High ? 10 10
S48 Moderate ? 11 11
S49 High 12 12 12
S50 High 9 8 8.5
S51 High 1 ? 1
TOTAL (N:  Total averages 11,56 12,52 11,91
51)

Table 4.8 shows the writing anxiety levels of the Al level students and their writing
grades of midterm and final exams which were conducted in the first module of the spring
term of 2020-2021 academic year. ‘S’ refers to the ‘Students’ in the table and the item “?’
refers to the missing grades that could not be obtained from the Testing Office because of
technical problems. They were not included in the mean scores of the exams. The exam
scores were classified as low (0-5 pts.), moderate (5-10 pts.), and high (11-15 pts.) for Al
level participants. The total score of the final exam for the writing section was 15 points
for Al level. The writing section was composed of two different writing tasks in the
exams, and the students were supposed to do sentence completion tasks (5 pts.) and write a
paragraph about a picture (10 pts.). The total average score of their writing exam grades
was 11,91.
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Table 4.9. Relationship between Writing Anxiety in L2 and Writing Performances of Al
Level Participants

Writing Performance
Low Moderate High Total

Writing Low N 0 0 7 7
Anxiety % 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Moderate N 0 3 9 12
% 0.0% 25.0% 75.0% 100.0%
High N 2 6 24 32
% 6.3% 18.8% 75.0% 100.0%
Total N 2 9 40 51

% 3.9% 17.6% 78.4%  100.0%

*p= 0516

Table 4.9 shows the relationship between L2 writing anxiety and L2 writing
performance of Al level participants. The number of participants who had low anxiety was
seven, and all of these participants had high grades from their exams. Out of the 12
participants who had a moderate level of anxiety, nine participants got high grades and
three participants got moderate grades. There were 32 Al level participants who had high
anxiety levels and 24 of them got high grades while only two of them got low and six of
them got moderate grades from their exams. According to the results of chi-square test,
there was not a significant relationship between writing performance and writing anxiety in
L2 for Al level (p>0,05).

Table 4.10 shows the writing anxiety levels of the A2 level students and their
writing grades of midterm and final exams. ‘S’ refers to the ‘Students’ in the table. The
exam scores were classified as low (0-9), moderate (10-18), and high (19-25) for A2 level
participants. The total score of the final exam for the writing section was 25 for A2 level.
The writing section was composed of two different writing tasks in the exams and students
were supposed to make a full sentence using the pictures and the information (10 pts.) and
write a narrative paragraph about a person by using the information given in a chart (15

pts.). The average score of their writing exam grades was 20,45.



Table 4.10. L2 Writing Anxiety Levels and Writing Grades of A2 Level Participants

Students Anxiety Level Midterm Final (25 pts.) Average Scores
(25 pts.) (25 pts.)
S1 High 21 25 23
S2 High 24 22 23
S3 Low 20 21 20.5
S4 Moderate 25 25 25
S5 Low 29 19 20.5
S6 Low 20 24 22
S7 High 17 17 17
S8 Moderate 22 19 20.5
S9 Moderate 25 24 24.5
S10 Moderate 18 23 20.5
S11 High 24 23 23.5
S12 High 13 21 17
S13 Moderate 25 17 21
S14 High o5 23 24
S15 Moderate 21 25 23
S16 High 25 23 24
S17 Moderate 20 21 20.5
S18 Moderate 23 19 21
S19 Low 24 19 215
S20 Moderate 19 20 19.5
S21 High 8 15 115
S23 High 16 15 15.5
S25 Low 25 25 25
S26 Moderate 21 13 17
S27 Moderate 17 14 15.5
S28 Moderate 23 13 18
S29 Low 18 21 19.5
S30 High 21 18 19.5
S31 Low 25 21 23
S32 Moderate 29 21 21.5
S33 Moderate 22 17 195
S34 High 19 11 15
S35 Moderate 25 22 235
S36 High 25 19 23
S37 Low 21 18 19.5
S38 Low 20 20 20
S39 Moderate 24 17 20.5
S40 Moderate 23 21 22
S41 Moderate 29 24 23
S42 Low 17 21 19
S43 High 29 17 19.5
S44 Moderate 24 20 22
S45 Moderate 18 13 15.5
TOTAL (N:  Total averages 21.18 19.67 20.45

43)
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Table 4.11 shows the relationship between L2 writing anxiety and L2 writing
performance of A2 level participants. The number of participants who had low anxiety in
A2 level was 10, and all of them had high grades from their exams. 20 of them had
moderate anxiety levels and 16 of them had high grades while four of them had moderate
grades. Eight out of 13 participants with a high anxiety level got high grades while five of
them had moderate grades. There were no participants who got low grades in that level.
According to the results of chi-square test, there was not a significant relationship between

writing performance and writing anxiety in L2 for A2 level (p>0,05).

Table 4.11. Relationship between Writing Anxiety in L2 and Writing Performances of A2

Level Participants

Writing
Performance
Moderate High Total
Writing Low N 0 10 10
Anxiety % 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Moderate N 4 16 20
% 20.0% 80.0% 100.0%
High N 5 8 13
% 38.5% 61.5% 100.0%
Total N 9 34 43

% 20.9% 79.1%  100.0%

p=0.079

Table 4.12 shows the writing anxiety levels of the Bl level students and their
writing grades of midterm and final exams. ‘S’ refers to the ‘Students’ in the table. The
exam scores were classified as low (0-9), moderate (10-18), and high (19-25) for B1 level
participants. The total score of the final exam for the writing section was 25 for B1 level.
Writing section was composed of five different writing tasks in the exams and the students
were supposed to write a suitable topic sentence for a given paragraph (1 point), write
suitable major and minor supporting sentences for a given paragraph (2 pts.), complete a
given paragraph by writing a suitable concluding sentence (1 point), find the irrelevant

sentence in a given paragraph (1 point), and write an opinion paragraph by organising their
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ideas according to the order of importance (20 pts.) The average score of their writing
exam grades was 20,30.

Table 4.12. L2 Writing Anxiety Levels and Writing Grades of B1 Level Participants

Students Anxiety Level Midterm (25  Final (25 pts.) Average Scores

pts.) (25 pts.)
S1 Moderate 21 15 18
S2 High 24 25 24.5
S3 Moderate 23 15 19
S4 Low 24 18 21
S6 Low 25 19 22
S7 Low 20 25 22.5
S8 High 19 18 18.5
S9 Low 10 20 15
S10 Moderate 23 22 225
S11 Moderate 19 24 21.5
S12 Low 25 25 25
S13 High 23 24 23.5
S14 High 22 17 195
S15 Low 3 21 12
S16 Low 13 23 18
S17 Moderate 24 25 24.5
S18 High 22 25 23.5
S19 Moderate 25 20 225
S20 High 19 25 23
S21 Low 9 19 14
S22 Moderate 18 8 13
S23 Moderate 24 19 21.5
S24 Low 23 22 22.5
TOTAL (N:  Total mean scores 19.91 20.60 20.30
23)

Table 4.13 shows the relationship between L2 writing anxiety and L2 writing
performance of B1 level participants. The number of participants who had low anxiety was
nine and five of them got high grades while four of them had moderate grades. Eight of the
participants had a moderate anxiety level. Six of them got high grades and two of them got
moderate grades. All of the participants who had a high anxiety level (N= 6) got high
grades from their exams. According to the results of chi-square test, there was not a
significant relationship between writing performance and writing anxiety in L2 for Bl
level (p>0,05).
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Table 4.13. Relationship between Writing Anxiety in L2 and Writing Performances of B1
Level Participants

Writing
Performance
Moderate High Total
Writing Low N 4 5 9
Anxiety % 44.4%  55.6%  100.0%
Moderate N 2 6 8
% 25.0% 75.0% 100.0%
High N 0 6 6
% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total N 6 17 23

% 26.1% 73.9%  100.0%

p=0.158

In general, there were 26 participants who had low anxiety, and 22 of them got high
grades from their exams. Four of them got moderate grades and none of them got low
grades. In addition, there were 40 participants who had moderate anxiety. While 31 of
them got high grades from their exams, nine of them got moderate grades. None of them
got low grades. Finally, there were 51 participants who had high anxiety, and 38 of them
got high grades from their exams. While 11 of them got moderate grades, only two of them
got low grades. The detailed analysis of the chi-square tests for the results of all
participants in general can be seen in Table 4.14. According to these results, there was not
a significant relationship between writing performance and writing anxiety in L2 for all

levels in general (p>0,05).

Table 4.14. Relationship between Writing Anxiety in L2 and Writing Performances of All

Participants

Writing Performance
Low Moderate High Total

Writing Low N 0 4 22 26
Anxiety %  0.0% 154%  84.6% 100.0%
Moderate N 0 9 31 40

% 0.0% 225%  77.5% 100.0%
High N 2 11 38 51  (continued)
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Table 4.14. Relationship between Writing Anxiety in L2 and Writing Performances of All
Participants (continued)

% 3.9% 21.6% 745% 100.0%
Total N 2 24 91 117
% 1.7% 20.5% 77.8% 100.0%

p=0.516

4.3. Structured Interviews

The last research question of the current study was ‘What are the participating
students’ reflections upon their possible L2 writing anxiety?’. The answer to this question
was explained in detail in this section. Structured interviews were conducted in Turkish for
Al level participants and in English for A2 and B1 level participants. The items and
responses of the Al level students were then translated to English by the researcher. They
were collected in the last week of the first module, together with the quantitative data

instruments.

Firstly, the qualitative content analysis scheme of Creswell (2012), which is shown
in Figure 2, was taken into consideration. All the data were transcribed and read in order to
get a general overview. Next, related text segments were assigned a code label. Then, the
responses of the participants received from the interviews were analysed by classifying the
items according to the response types in the Excel format. Positive, negative, and neutral
responses were grouped for each item, and the interpretations were made according to
these groups. There were five question items in total for the interview. The results were
interpreted according to their language levels by calling the participants ‘S1° (Student 1),
‘S2’ (Student 2), and so on in order to provide confidentiality. The other researcher who
helped analyse the data followed the same steps and the results were compared at the end
of the study. The results were in parallel in terms of interrater reliability. The other
researcher who was also a Turkish EFL instructor at a state university in Turkey had
experience in English language teaching (ELT) for more than ten years and had an MA
degree in the ELT field. He was informed about the details of the study and was sent the
data files via e-mail. First, 30% of the data were analysed, then all the data were analysed
together with that researcher. The interrater reliability was found at 0,927 at the first stage

that included 30% of the data. Then, when all the data were analysed, it was found 0,965,
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which means a high-reliability agreement level according to the formula described in Miles
and Huberman (1994) for all the data.

Codes the Text for Codes the Text
Description to Be Used for Themes to Be Used
in the Research Report in the Research Report —e=—
—_
T \
/ \ Simultaneous
/ The Researcher Codes the Data
/ (i.e., locates text segments and |

/  Iterative /v assigns a code label to them)
[

‘. "'v The Researcher Reads Through Data
\ ' (i.e., obtains a general sense of material)

\ \
N\ The Researcher Prepares Data for Analysis

\ \.\ie,‘ transcribes fleld$otes)
The Researcher Collects Data
~_, (le., atextfile such as fieldnotes,

transcriptions, or optically scanned
material)

Figure 4.2. The qualitative process of data analysis (Creswell, 2012, p.237).

Item 1: ‘How do you feel while writing a text in English?’

The responses to this question were divided into three groups according to the
views of the participants: calm, normal, and anxious. The analysis of this item showed that
10 of the participants in total told they felt normal, meaning that they felt neither anxious
nor calm. While writing in English, 38 of them told they felt good or comfortable, and 58
of them told they felt anxious while writing a text in English. Most of the participants who
were defined as anxious commented that they felt anxious and under pressure during the
time-limited activities. The second important reason for their anxiety was being scared of
making grammar or vocabulary mistakes. Table 4.15 shows the frequencies and

percentages of the responses to this item.



52

Table 4.15. The Frequencies of the Responses of the Participants to Item 1

Feelings of participants  Frequency Percentage (%)
Calm 38 35.84

Normal 10 9.43

Anxious 58 54.71

Total 106 100

For Al level participants, three of them commented that they felt normal during a
writing activity. 33 of them commented they felt anxious or under stress during a writing
activity. One student said that he always felt enthusiastic about an interesting topic. While
one participant commented that he felt good for short writing activities but anxious for
longer ones, another participant said that he sometimes felt happy and sometimes bored
during a writing activity. 14 of the participants commented that they were mostly anxious
about making grammar or vocabulary mistakes. Time limitation is another reason for
anxiety according to five participants. Nine of the participants commented that they were
calm or comfortable while writing a text in English. Some of the responses of Al level

participants to the first item are illustrated below:

S6 commented: 1 feel quite normal. | just need time to get everything in my mind before 1

start writing.’

S9 had a different opinion about the item: ‘As long as the text catches my attention, |

feel very enthusiastic. If it doesn't appeal to me, | stay locked.’

S10 wrote: I feel anxious. Because at that moment I can't think of words.
Especially if we are in a limited time, my sentences are grammatically incorrect and

incompatible.’

S16 told: ‘I am nervous when writing English texts. Doing wrong makes me a little

worried and scared, and this leads to making more mistakes.’

S23 had an interesting comparison: ‘I feel like I dropped them all when | put the

plates. Scared and worried.’

For A2 level participants, 23 of the 45 participants commented that they felt good
or comfortable while writing. Three of these participants stated that they felt really happy,



53

enthusiastic and excited about writing activities where they learn something new and have
a chance to produce something new. 16 participants commented that they felt bad or
anxious during a writing activity. The main reasons for that were time restriction, lack of
practice and organization of their ideas. Three of the participants stated that they felt
neither anxious nor comfortable while writing a text in English. One of them commented
that there was no difference for him while writing in his native language. A2 level
participants wrote their responses in English so in order not to ruin the nature of data, no
corrections were made on participant comments. Some of the responses of A2 level

participants to the first item are given below:

S6 commented: ‘I feel normal when I am writing a text in English. Because people

don’t see me. Therefore, there is not a problem for me.’

S20 wrote: ‘I feel excited because it's a pleasure to set things up and translate them

into English. However, sometimes it can be very challenging.’

S26 replied: ‘If I can’t dream about a topic that | write about, | may be nervous. In

addition, if I am under time pressure, I can be more nervous.’

S35 told: I feel ordinary. Nothing has changed for me. Just as I can comfortably

write in Turkish, I think in Turkish and write in English.’

S42 commented: ‘I feel good and a little anxious because when | write something in

English, I learn something new.’

For Bl level participants, 10 out of 24 participants indicated that they felt
comfortable or confident while writing a text in English. While 10 of them commented that
they felt anxious, four of them commented that they felt normal or nothing while writing a
text in English. Time limitation is the major factor of anxiety like the participants from
other levels. B1 level participants wrote their responses in English so in order not to ruin
the nature of data, no corrections were made on participant comments. Some of the

responses of B1 level participants to the first item are exemplified below:

S10 replied: ‘While writing, if time is limited, | may feel stressed. Due to stress, |

forget most of the words I know. But normally, I am relieved while writing.’

S13 wrote: ‘I feel like I can’t write anything if | have no idea on topic. If | have idea

about topic, | write comfortably.’
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S16 told: ‘I don't feel any different from writing in Turkish. The only difference for

me is using dictionary from time to time.’

S18 commented: I feel nervous because I can’t remember what I think. Since [
can’t remember, I start to think that it will not be good enough to read. | feel that my self-

confidence is getting lower.’

S23 replied: ‘I feel relaxed because I think expressing yourself is so clear in

English when compared to Turkish.’

Item 2: ‘How do you evaluate your writing performance in English? Why? Give

examples.’

Table 4.16. The Frequencies of the Responses of the Participants to Item 2

Writing Performances  Frequency Percentage (%)
Good 40 33

Bad 37 31

Moderate 43 36

Total 120 100

Table 4.16 shows the responses to this item as they were categorized into three
groups; good, bad, and moderate 40 of the participants in total evaluated their writing
performance in English as good or very good. 37 of them thought that their writing
performance in English was bad. The other participants commented that their performance
was neither good nor bad, or getting better in time, or it depended on the topic. The reasons
for being bad were not having enough vocabulary, not having good grammar knowledge,
need for more time to improve writing, using dictionary very often, having problems in
forming new sentences, not studying English for a long time before university, and
comparing themselves with other learners. The reasons why they thought they had a good
performance were; not feeling nervous, doing all the homework correctly, teachers’ good

feedback, being able to use the new structures and following the rules, being creative and
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being able to write original sentences. Table 4.17 shows these responses for having high

and low performances in writing.

Table 4.17. The Reasons for High and Low Writing Performance

Reasons for High F % Reasons for Low F %
Performance Performance
Not feeling nervous 10 23 Not having enough 10 27
vocabulary
Doing all the homework 5 11 Not having good 9 24
correctly grammar knowledge
Teachers’ good feedback 14 32 Need for more time to 6 16
improve writing
Being able to use the new 9 20 Using dictionary very 3 8
structures and following the often
rules
Being creative and being 6 14 Having problems in 5 14
able to write original forming new sentences
sentences
Not studying English for 1 3
a long time before
university
Comparing themselves 3 8
with other learners
TOTAL 44 100 37 100

For Al level participants, while 16 of the participants thought that their writing
performance was good, 20 of them commented that they had a bad writing performance. 15
of them told that they had neither good nor bad performance for writing classes. Some of
them added that their performance was improving gradually. The reasons for defining their
performance bad were being afraid of writing, poor vocabulary and grammar knowledge,
need for more time to improve writing, stress of time limitation, not being able to make
correct sentences, and the lack of ability to write without the help of translation programs.

Some of the responses of Al level participants to the second item are provided below:

S2 commented: ‘My writing performance is good and understandable, but I don't

find myself adequate because I always want better.’
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S16 told: ‘7 cannot say that | am good at this. My fears about this issue are

demotivating me and therefore I cannot work.’

S23 replied: ‘Actually, I'm fine because I came here without a good background,
despite that, I do my homework completely and | understand it. For example, if it is a topic

that | do not understand, first | search it on the lnternet, take notes, then I do the exercise.’

S39 wrote: ‘I think I'm bad. I cannot write without translation programs. There is
always a problem in making sentences. | always have difficulties even when | am writing to

the teacher in the lesson in chat and | have to look and write correctly.’

S51 commented: I think it is moderate. Most of the time, I find myself moderate
because of the mistakes | make. Always making mistakes while doing homework pushes me

to this idea.’

For A2 level participants, 19 of them commented that they had a good writing
performance in English while 13 of them thought they had a bad performance. The reasons
for considering their performance as poor were; having poor grammar and vocabulary
knowledge, being nervous, keeping making mistakes, and feeling to get more help. Some
of the responses of A2 level participants to the second item are offered below:

S10 told: ‘Currently I do not find myself sufficient in this regard. | like to write in

English, but my sentence structures are distorted due to poor grammar.’

S11 commented: ‘Not so good. Because I have a problem with the sentence layout,

but I can write normal texts.’

S22 responded: ‘I do not feel like it is enough. Because | haven't taken English

lessons for a long time. For example, I last took English lessons in 2018.’

S28 wrote: ‘I think my writing performance in English is good because I'm trying
not to use complicated words and dull sentences. I'm trying to be fluent and | want to show

the right answers in my sentence.’

S39 told: ‘If I should give rate, it would be 6/10. In live lectures, my lecturer finds
mistakes in my texts. Mostly, they are grammar mistakes. | have to improve my grammar if

| want to progress in writing.’
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For Bl level participants, nine participants commented that their writing
performance in English were good. Only four of them told that their performance was bad
while 11 of them thought that their performance was neither good nor bad. The reasons for
considering their performance as bad were comparison with other learners, spending too
much time while checking, lack of self-confidence and thinking their level was not enough
for formal writing. Some of the responses of B1 level participants to the second item are

exemplified below:

S4 commented: ‘My writing skills are better than my speaking skills. Because we
have not taken English lessons for about one and a half year in high school because we
were in the Maths class. | did practice writing through the game and social media since

then. That’s the reason why my writing is better than my speaking.’

S8 told: ‘Although at first I think I write very well, later I’ m thinking I don’t write
as good as | think. For example, when | compare myself to others, | find myself quite
flawed.’

S14 wrote: ‘I think my writing performance in English is medium level. This is
because my lack of vocabulary knowledge, my lack of grammar knowledge and I don’t
have self-confidence. For example, I am checking my sentences frequently or when | am
talking about any subject, 1 am thinking about how to talk, how to spell, how to make

sentence, which words I should use etc.’

S16 responded: ‘I find my creative writing good, but | have to improve on academic

writing because I didn’t use it often before.’

S23 commented: ‘Its neutral now because I just start. However, I should develop

myself in terms of vocabulary.’

Item 3: ‘Have you received any feedback from your teacher for English writing

activities? If so, was this feedback sufficient? Why?’



58

Table 4.18. The Frequencies of the Responses of the Participants to Item 3

Feedback from the Teachers  Frequency Percentage (%)

Yes 77 64
No 32 27
No answer 11 9
Total 120 100

As shown in Table 4.18, 77 of the participants replied that item positively. While
32 of them gave a negative reply for that item, 11 of them did not respond it positively or
negatively. 67 out of the 77 participants who said ‘Yes’ to that item also thought that the
feedback was sufficient. 10 participants reported that the feedback was insufficient because
of various reasons such as difficulty in communicating with the teacher because of the

online education, low self-confidence, and receiving short answers from their teachers.

For Al level participants, 21 of them responded that item “Yes’ while 25 of them
responded it ‘No’. Most participants who gave a negative answer to that item were from
Al level. The participants who gave a positive answer to that item suggested that their
teachers were very helpful and thanks to their feedback, they could see their mistakes. In
addition, they were also motivating and useful for their learning. To illustrate, some of the

responses of Al level participants to the third item are illustrated below:

S7 commented: ‘Because of online education, there are some problems in our
communication with our teachers and this is normal. Teachers cannot tell us directly what

they want.’

S10 told: ‘For writing, our teachers give enough homework and then evaluate and
send them back to show where we went wrong. And so I'm trying to see my mistake and not
to make the same mistake in the next exercises or assignments. In addition, 1 didn't want

anything.’

S28 commented: ‘When | contacted my writing teacher for my midterm exam, he
said he gave almost full points. I could not get information exactly about my mistakes. (due

to problems with the system)’

S34 wrote: ‘Some teachers say good things in the lessons and they like the patterns

I use and this makes me even more enthusiastic. In short, | try harder when | get positive
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feedback. I did not get bad feedback until this time, but if I did, it would push me more and

I would be more determined.’

S49 replied: Yes | did. It was enough. Because my mistakes were shown one by one

and replaced by their right forms.”’

For A2 level participants, 34 of the participants responded as ‘Yes’ to that item
while eight of them responded ‘No.” Only two of the participants who gave a positive reply
to that item claimed that the feedback from their teachers was not sufficient. The others
told that feedback was sufficient, they got new ideas, learned about their mistakes, and had
a chance to correct them, and improved themselves with the help of their teachers’
feedback. Some of the responses of A2 level participants to the third item are presented

below:

Sl1told: ‘Yes, I have. I think it’s enough because she tells me my mistakes and offers

some ideas for my paragraph.’

S14 commented: ‘Of course, I receive feedback from my teacher. This situation
makes me happy. | think the feedback from my teachers is sufficient. Because | think that |

improve myself by seeing my mistakes.’
S16 said: ‘No, I guess we could not communicate.’

S32 stated: ‘Unfortunately. Because teachers have no time to give feedback and

they have many students. I want to take feedback.’

S33 replied: ‘I took feedback in our past lessons only. We sent homework via e-mail

and teacher wrote only “thanks.”.’

For B1 level participants, 22 of them gave a positive answer to that item. Only one
student gave a negative answer to that item. 19 out of 22 participants suggested that the
feedback they received from their teachers were sufficient. Only three of them were not
satisfied with the feedback they got. Some of the responses of B1 level participants to the

third item are given below:

S6 commented: ‘I received feedback from my teachers, but they were not sufficient

because | needed more feedback.’
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S8 told: ‘Yes, I have received feedback from my writing teacher. And it was the first
feedback that was sent to me. | think it was really good feedback for my writing homework.

The reason it was good was because it was encouraging for me.’

S12 wrote: ‘Yes, I received some feedback this term from my writing teacher. And
yes, this feedback was sufficient, I think because she liked my paragraphs and I'm so

grateful for that.’

S18 responded: ‘Our writing teacher gave feedback via e-mail for every homework.
We wrote 5 paragraphs but just one of them was not sufficient. We had to write about
comparison paragraph. Actually, my sentences were good, but | did not add similarly,
likewise etc. So, she sent me an e-mail and she wrote that she wanted me to rewrite. |
wrote and added and sent her. She sent me an e-mail again and she replied that I didn’t
write the paragraph correctly. | had to rewrite but I lost my self-confidence, so | was really
nervous and sad. But finally, | made it.’

S24 commented: ‘I received feedbacks from my writing teacher at preparatory
class and she made me feel like I wasn’t doing anything right. I guess I wrote almost

everything on my own way and she didn’t like it.’

Item 4: ‘What were the easiest and most difficult genres for you when creating an
English text (essay (opinion, cause/effect, compare/contrast, etc.), poetry, summary

paragraph, book evaluation, CV, etc.)? Why?’

The participants gave various answers to that item. Essay types were found to be
the hardest genre of all in total. 35 of them defined them as the hardest while 28 of them
told that poem was the hardest genre for them. The easiest ones for the participants in
general were CVs as they told it 17 times. Book reviews were found to be the easiest genre
for 5 participants. 26 of them told that various types of paragraphs that they studied during
their lessons were the easiest for them (Opinion paragraphs, comparison/contrast
paragraphs, etc.). Even though the participants were informed that paragraph types are not
classified as genres, they wrote them as one of the easiest and the hardest genres in the
interview. In the study of Huwari and Aziz (2011), it was found that dissertation writing
was more anxiety-provoking than writing coursework papers. In addition, the results of Lin

and Ho’s (2009) research suggested that writing topics and required writing format were
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among the main causes of L2 writing anxiety. In the light of these studies, this item was
included in the structured written interview section of the present research. Table 4.19 and
Table 4.20 show the frequencies of the easiest and the hardest genres for the participants.
The responses of the other participants were not included in these tables as they responded

to that item as ‘No idea’, ‘All of them are hardest or easiest’, or did not give an answer.

Table 4.19. The Frequencies of the Easiest Genres for the Participants

The Easiest Genres Frequency Percentage (%)

CVs 17 30
Book Reviews 5 9
Paragraph Types 26 46
Summaries 3 5
Poems 2 4
Essay types 4 6
Total 57 100

Table 4.20. The Frequencies of the Hardest Genres for the Participants

The Hardest Genres  Frequency Percentage (%)

CVs 1 1
Book Reviews 5 6
Paragraph Types 8 10
Summaries 5 6
Poems 28 34
Essay types 35 43
Total 82 100

For Al level participants, the easiest genre for 12 participants was CV while the
essay types were the most difficult one for 15 of them. This was because they have not
studied how to write an essay yet. Poems were considered to be another hardest genre for
12 participants. The reasons for that were having emotional and cultural differences,
difference in the meanings of words, difficulty in finding the right rhymes, having more
than one meaning and poems’ own language. The reasons why CVs were the easiest were;
the easiness of writing about yourself and knowing exactly what to write. Some of the

responses of Al level participants to the fourth item are given below:

S1 commented that: ‘Writing poetry is more difficult because there is a difference

in writing, emotion and culture. The CV is the easiest because you write about yourself.’
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S10 told: ‘Essay is the one I find the most difficult because even when writing in
Turkish, we can worry that it is as smooth as possible. That's why English is also very
difficult. The easiest ones are poems. Because they are like lyrics. We all listen to and sing
foreign songs, we search for their Turkish meaning. It sounds easier because of our

interest.’

S16 wrote: ‘I think the most challenging thing for me is to start with that text, not
the genre.”’

S28 replied: ‘My level is not that much yet, but I'm introduced to making sentences
that won't be too long and I combine them. I think the most difficult part is not being able

to produce.’

S43 commented: ‘In summary paragraphs or book reviews, I am less stressed than

writing types such as poetry or CV.’

For A2 level participants, 16 of them told they considered paragraph and essay
types as the easiest ones. In addition, CV, book reviews and summaries are among the
easiest ones. However, 18 of them told that paragraph and essay types were the hardest
ones for them. Poem was the second hardest genre according to 12 participants. The reason
for these results may stem from their syllabus during the first module. They learnt to write
paragraph types and they will be writing essays in the next level, so their main thoughts
were about these types. Some of the responses of A2 level participants to the fourth item

are given below:

S2 commented: ‘In fact, it is not the subject or the part that is difficult for me, the

lack of words that are difficult for me and naturally I cannot write well.’

S6 told: ‘I think the easiest thing is writing and the most difficult thing is to create
something. Because sometimes my brain stops and I don’t think what I write. And when [

find, this job gets easier.’

S10 replied: ‘The easiest text to write is a CV because I like to write my own
characteristics and knowledge. | think the most difficult type is to write poetry because

keeping this harmony is subtle.’
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S13 wrote: ‘The easiest paragraph type is the opinion paragraph. It’s always easier
to write our own opinion. I think the hardest part is writing a summary because I think it’s

hard to summarize something in the shortest possible way.’

S42 commented: ‘Essay and poetry can be more difficult because I don’t have
enough words or grammar information for these. But | can write lots of paragraphs about

a lot of things 7 know or CV because I know the words and grammar.’

For B1 level participants, while the hardest ones were essay types (N= 10), the
easiest genres were considered to be paragraph types (N= 5 opinion, N= 3 comparison, and
N= 3 cause-effect paragraphs). Poem was the second difficult genre for the participants

(N=4). Some of the responses of B1 level participants to the fourth item are given below:

S5 commented: ‘The easiest genre was opinion paragraphs. The most difficult
genre was cause paragraphs. In my opinion, cause paragraphs need more detail and

thinking. You should consider causes carefully and you shouldn't add effects. ’

S9 told: ‘The most difficult thing is to write an essay because I haven't learned it
yet. Because | did not attend the classes. Writing a paragraph is a little simpler. Writing a
comparison paragraph is simpler because | have practiced a lot with it. However, writing
a cause-effect paragraph is a little more difficult. And book evaluation is simpler because
there are many events to be written. Poetry may be the most difficult. 1 have never tried it,

and it can be difficult to find the right words.’

S14 responded: ‘The easiest one is opinion paragraph. Because no one limits me.
The most difficult is compare/contrast paragraph. When | compare or contrast something,

sometimes I have no idea about some topics.’

S17 wrote: ‘The easiest part is obviously writing an opinion paragraph because |
just let out whatever | have in my mind. The most difficult part may be poetry, in university
we didn’t write a poem yet, but | tried it a few times and it is really hard to write a proper

poem.’

S24 commented: ‘T haven't tried all of them, but | think poetry is the most difficult
one in every language, it requires so much effort. And writing a summary is an easy thing
to do because | already know what I should say and how it should end. I just have to write

them while writing a summary.’
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Item 5: ‘Do you have any other comments and suggestions about your writing

experiences in English?’

Twenty-eight of the Al level participants, 29 of the A2 level participants, and 11
B1 level participants did not answer the last item. Most of the participants who replied it
suggested about focusing more on grammar and vocabulary in order to be better in L2
writing (N= 33). They also wrote about the importance of practicing a lot. Some of them
(N=12) told that writing in a foreign language increases their self-confidence, and it is not
as difficult as it seems. A few of them (N= 5) wanted their teachers to give more

importance on longer and detailed feedback.

For Al level participants, their main suggestion was focusing more on the structure
while writing. They also complained about not having much vocabulary knowledge. Some

of the responses of Al level participants to the fifth item are given below:

S8 commented: ‘It makes me very comfortable to get help from a friend and to have

someone with me who knows about the topic.’

S13 told: ‘First of all, I think of the text I will write in my head, then | put together
the words correctly as much as my English is enough, | try to make especially difficult

sentences, | avoid easy sentences because I believe that this will improve me better.’

S23 wrote: ‘The homework is good for repeating the subject. Actually, the teachers
just want us to do a lot of homework in a short time and this is forcing us because most of
us do not have the background information. We study the subject, repeat it and do the
exercise because we are in this cycle, 35-page homework-for example- in 1 month gets

hard in time.’

S28 replied: ‘I think we should start by learning how to make sentences first. We

should think, we should write after collecting everything in our minds.’

S45 commented: ‘1 think we will improve more when we have to practice.
Therefore, | think writing assignments will be useful. But we should get feedback about the

mistakes in the article we wrote.’

For A2 level participants, most of them commented on the importance of practising
a lot. They believed to improve their L2 writing gradually until the end of the preparatory

class. Some of the responses of A2 level participants to the fifth item are given below:
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S3 commented: ‘As the writing lesson improves thinking in English, the homework
system should be regular and high-quality for developing thinking skills.”

S6 told: ‘What I can suggest is to be able to edit more and use my imagination.

Everything will get simpler when I do these.’
S9 responded: ‘I believe my ability to write in English will improve further.’

S15 wrote: ‘I improved my writing skills in very short time. The most important

thing is to write again and again.’

S25 replied: “Yes, there is one. Writing in another language is not as difficult as it
seems. When you start to write about the subject to be written in your mind, you see that it
is actually not difficult. I think the problem is to write as if translating the article. You

write the text much easier than you think without translating.’

For B1 level participants, most of them believed the importance of practising as
well. In addition, most of the participants suggested that having the ability to write well
increased their self-confidence. Some of the responses of B1 level participants to the fifth

item are given below:

S3 commented: I think trying to write your thoughts in English really helps your

confidence.’

SO told: ‘Yes, I do. My suggestion to myself and those who sometimes have trouble
writing, like me, is to practice writing constantly and try to do it within a certain time

frame. And try to stay calm.’

S13 wrote: ‘We improve in many ways when we write in English because while we

are writing, we search lots of information about topics.’

S22 replied: ‘Yes, I have. I have to practice more, read more books and improve my

vocabulary.’

S23 commented: I think writing English should be the best. Because, when I'm
confused or want to express myself to myself, I choose writing and clear my mind in that

way. It works, I guess.’



CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this section, a general overview of the study to compare and contrast the findings
with the previous studies is presented. Pedagogical implications, limitations and
suggestions for further studies are also given.

5.1. A General Overview

The purpose of the present study was to investigate whether L2 writing anxiety had
any effects on the students’ writing performance in English, and to examine the
participants’ perceptions about the EFL writing anxiety. There were four research

questions of the current study. These were as follows:

1. Do the participating preparatory class university students experience foreign language

writing anxiety? If so, at what level do they have it?

2. Are there any statistically significant differences among the participating students

regarding their English language proficiency levels and L2 writing anxiety levels?

3. Is there a significant relationship between the participating students’ L2 writing anxiety

levels and their writing performance?
4. What are the participating students’ reflections upon their possible L2 writing anxiety?

First of all, the results of the study revealed that 43.3% of the participants
experienced a high level of L2 writing anxiety while 34.2% of them experienced a
moderate level and 22.5% of them experienced low anxiety. This result contrasts with
some earlier studies. The results of Ates’s study (2013) on the subjects’ levels of EFL
writing anxiety showed that the prospective teachers showed moderate levels of EFL
writing anxiety (M= 58,01, 50 < 58,01 < 65). The reason for this difference might be about
studying on different types of participants. In the present study, the participants were
preparatory class students while the participants in Ates’s study were ELT students who

already learnt English. In addition, these findings were in contrast with the findings of
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Tiryaki (2011) who found a moderate level of anxiety with a percentage of 66,9. The data
collection instruments that were used by Tiryaki were developed in 1975 and 1985 while in
this study the data collection instruments were developed in 2004 and 2014 so this can be

suggested as the main reason for the differences in the results.

Also, the findings of the study were in contrast with the results of some earlier
studies. For example, Masny and Foxall (1992) found that writing achievement was
negatively correlated with writing anxiety, which means that low achievers had high
anxiety. In their study, the number of participants was lower (28) than the present study
and they also used a data collection tool which was an adapted version of Writing
Apprehension Test by Gungle and Taylor (1989). These could be mentioned as the sources
of the contrasting results. In addition, Onwuegbuzie’s study (1997) showed that there was
a negative correlation between writing anxiety and research proposal quality. In the current
study, 91 out of 117 participants had high grades and 38 of them had a high anxiety level.
Only two of the participants got low grades and both of them had a high level of anxiety.
According to these results, it can be said that there was not a significant relationship
between the writing anxiety and writing performances of the participants. In that study, the
participants were Native English Speaking graduate students and they were studying at
humanity fields. However, in the present study, the participants were from different

departments. These different aspects of the students may have led to this contrasting result.

Cheng (2004a) also found a significant negative relationship between writing
anxiety and writing performance of the participants in his study. He found out that when
there was time limit, anxiety of the participants increased, and their writing performance
got lower. This was also in parallel with the findings of this study. Many of the participants
(N= 64) commented that time-limited activities had a negative effect on them. It can be
considered as one of the most important factors that affect the writing performance of the

participants.

Daud, Daud and Kassim (2005) conducted a study which resulted in similar
findings as well. According to their study, students with higher proficiency felt less
anxious than low performers. They used the Deficit Model Hypothesis, which suggests that
students who have low performance have more anxiety because of their cognitive-
linguistic disability. In the present study, the group that had the highest anxiety level was

Al level participants who could be considered as low performers compared to A2 and B1
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level participants. However, when the exam grades of the participants were taken into
consideration, this suggestion could not be proved because most of the participants in the

present study who had high anxiety also got high grades from their exams.

In addition, Zhang (2011) found out that there was a significant negative correlation
between the L2 writing anxiety and writing performance of the participants. It is also in
contrast with the results of the current study since there was not a negative correlation
between the grades and anxiety levels of the participants. Zhang did the research with 49
freshmen and 47 sophomores studying ESL majoring in English in China. This could be
the reason for the differences in the results since the participants in the present study were
preparatory school students. Also, they studied online throughout the year, which can be
suggested as another reason for contrasting results.

However, the results of the current study were in parallel with the results of
DeDeyn’s study (2011) which found that there was no significant relationship between
writing performance in L2 and writing anxiety. The data collection instruments that were
used in this study were similar to those that were used in the present research, which could
be the reason for similar findings. In addition, Singh and Rajalingam (2012) found that
there were moderate levels of writing anxiety among the participants. Also, their study
concluded that there was a positive relationship between L2 writing anxiety and writing
performance. That means higher anxiety resulted in a better performance. Similarly, in the
current study, about 32% of the participants got high grades and they also had a high
anxiety level. Furthermore, the results of Negari and Rezaabadi’s study (2012) suggested
that most of the students need some degree of anxiety as a facilitative factor. The high
number of participants who had a high level of anxiety and had a high grade from the

exams in the current study can be given as a supporting example of their findings.

In some of the studies that were conducted in Turkey, similar findings can be seen.
For example, in a study conducted by Atay and Kurt (2006), it was found that most of the
participants (69%) had high or moderate level of writing anxiety. They used similar data
collection tools (the SLWAI, and an open-ended questionnaire) which could be one of the
main causes of similar results. In another study, Oztiirk and Cecen (2007) found that most
of the students (40%) had high levels of L2 writing anxiety. Finally, Gen¢ and Yayl
(2019) conducted a study about the same topic and they found out that most of the

participants had high to moderate levels of L2 writing anxiety. They felt more anxious
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during exams than writing in class or at home. In the current study, 43,3% of the
participants had a high level of anxiety while 34,2% of them had a moderate level of
anxiety. They studied with B2 level preparatory class university students and they used the
SLWALI, an open-ended questionnaire, and interviews as data collection tools. The
similarities in terms of data collection tools and participants may have led to similar
findings both in their study and in the present study.

In the present study, it was found that female participants had higher levels of
writing anxiety than male participants in general. This result was in parallel with the
studies of Cheng (2002) and Rodriguez et al. (2009). The results of both studies showed
that female participants had higher writing anxiety in L2 than male participants.

In addition, when the subscales of SLWAI are taken into consideration, it can be
seen that cognitive anxiety was the most-experienced type of anxiety followed by somatic
anxiety and then avoidance behaviour. This result may indicate that students mostly have
anxiety on finding topics, supporting ideas, details, and examples. This result was in
parallel with the studies of Ates (2013) and Zhang (2011). They also found out that the
participants mostly suffered from cognitive anxiety.

In a study conducted by Lin and Ho (2009), main causes of writing anxiety were
found to be time restriction, teachers’ assessment, peer competition, writing subjects, and
required writing format. That result of their study was also in parallel with the findings of
the present study. The participants of the current study commented that time limitation,
teachers’ feedback, not having enough grammar or vocabulary knowledge, fear of not
making progress as other students were the main reasons for their anxiety in L2 writing.
Time limitation was also suggested as a negative cause for anxiety in several studies (Atay
& Kurt, 2006; Ates, 2013; Cheng, 2004b; Zhang, 2011).

The relationship between the writing anxiety in L2 and writing performances of the
participants was another focus point of this study. There was not a significant relationship
between them according to the comparison between SLWAI results and the average exam
scores of the participants. Only two of the participants got low grades while 115 of them
got high or moderate results from their exams. 26 of these students had low anxiety, 40 of
them had moderate anxiety, and 51 of them had high anxiety. These results were in parallel
with the results of Tiryaki’s study (2011) who found that there was not a significant

relationship between students’ level of L2 writing anxiety and their writing performances.
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Finally, data about how the students evaluated their writing performance in English
were provided in the interviews in this thesis. About 10% of the participants felt normal
while writing in L2, which means they felt neither anxious nor comfortable. 36% of the
students stated that they felt good or comfortable while writing a text in English. About
55% of them told that they felt anxious while writing in L2. When they were required to
evaluate their writing in L2, 38% of them told they had a good or very good writing
performance in second language while 35% of them told they had a bad writing
performance in English. Most of the participants (N= 78) reported that time limitation and
having insufficient grammar and vocabulary were among the reasons for their low writing
performance. Also, about half of the participants (N= 57) are familiar with the mechanics
as the most important factor in writing, so they focused on grammar accuracy in their
writing. All of these might be the reasons for having low writing performance as they were
indicated in some other studies (Ates, 2013; Choi, 2013; Susoy & Tanyer, 2013). Another
reason for low writing performance of the participants was having insufficient vocabulary
knowledge, which was stressed in several other studies (Atay & Kurt, 2006; Choi, 2013;
Leki, 1999; Oztiirk & Cegen, 2007). In the studies of Gungle and Taylor (1989), and Lee
(2001), it was found that while the students who had low anxiety did more revision on
content and organization, those who had high anxiety edited grammar and word choice
more. This finding could be considered to be similar to the findings of the current study
since the participants commented grammar and vocabulary knowledge as a criterion in

their writing.

About 27% of the students commented they did not receive sufficient feedback
from their English teachers whereas this percentage is 64% for the students who agreed
that they got feedback from their teachers. Furthermore, 87% of these participants stated
that feedback they received from their English teachers was sufficient enough to improve
their writing. As Lee (2003) stated, one of the main factors that causes writing anxiety is
receiving negative feedback from the teachers. There are several studies stating that
receiving negative or insufficient feedback is one of the major causes of writing anxiety
(Ates, 2013; Cheng, 2004b; Zhang, 2011). Since giving feedback explains how to establish
a good writing, it enables students to have clear guidelines to start writing. Because of that
reason, giving sufficient feedback may have some effects on determining the writing
anxiety levels of the students (Arindra & Ardi, 2020). Likewise, some of the participants in

the present study commented that receiving bad or insufficient feedback caused them to
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lose their self-confidence, becoming more anxious or sad so the role of feedback on the
writing anxiety of the learners cannot be ignored.

Another item was about genre types that were the easiest and the most difficult ones
for them to write in English. The highest percentages about the most difficult genre in
English belong to writing a poem (23%) and essay types (29%). The two genres they
considered as the easiest were writing various types of paragraphs (22%) and writing a CV
(14%). The participants were informed that paragraph types are not categorized as genres,
but they still used them in their responses as one of the easiest and the hardest genres in the
interview. Since the participants did not experience writing an essay or a poem, it is
possible that they mostly gave these as the examples of the hardest genres. When they are
used to writing in other genres, it is possible that their answers would change in higher
levels. For instance, writing a CV is a formal type and it has certain aspects, so it is
considered as one of the easiest genres for most of the participants in general in this study.
It can be implied that when students know certain structures of a genre and what to write
and how to write it exactly, they may see it easier to write and this might result in lower

anxiety while writing in L2.

To sum up, one of the main aims of the present study was to investigate the
possible L2 writing anxiety levels of the participants. The results showed that lower-level
participants had higher levels of anxiety. Since the participants from each level were not
familiar with several genres, and particularly grammar and vocabulary knowledge of Al
and A2 level participants needs to be improved, the anxiety levels of these participants

became higher than B1 level students.

Another purpose of the present study was to find a possible relationship between L2
writing anxiety and writing achievement of the participants. However, there was not a
significant relationship between them in terms of each level and in total. This could be
because of the online education system that was conducted during the pandemic period.
The students did not get a regular classroom education and all their exams were also
online. Having online classes and testing might also have had a possible effect on their

anxiety levels.

The last aim of the present study was to investigate the reflections of the
participants upon their possible L2 writing anxiety. The effects of online education system

could be seen in their responses to the interview questions especially in terms of receiving
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feedback and getting in contact easily with their teachers. The first item in the structured
written interview was asked in order to get the responses of the participants about their
perceived L2 writing anxiety. The second item was asked in order to get their evaluation
about their writing performance and to compare their L2 writing anxiety with their L2
writing performances. Their previous education in L2 writing might have had an effect on
their answers to the first and second item of the interview as most of them have not studied
academic writing or different types of written tasks at high school. The third item was
about getting feedback during their writing classes because having sufficient or insufficient
feedback was thought to have some possible effects on the L2 writing anxiety levels of the
participants. The fourth item was asked in order to investigate the most difficult and the
easiest genres for the participants because the text types and writing anxiety was supposed
to have a possible relationship at the beginning of the present research. For instance, Uzun
and Zehir Topkaya (2018) conducted a study in order to investigate the possible effects of
Genre-Based Writing Instruction on the foreign language writing anxiety levels of the
participants. According to the results of their research, the Genre-Based writing module
may have had an influence on the writing anxiety levels of the participants and Genre-
Based Writing Instruction can be an efficient tool to improve positive psychology among
the learners. Finally, the last item was asked in order to receive the additional opinions of
the participants that they may not have had an opportunity to explain in the first four items.
This item was also useful in terms of learning further comments and suggestions of the

learners about their writing experiences.

5.2. Pedagogical Implications

Anxiety is one of the negative factors that affect the performance of the learners in
writing skill as well as other skills. When the instructors were aware of that problem in the
classroom, they can find ways to reduce the effects of anxiety. It is better to consider the
emotional needs of the students while preparing the lesson plans and designing the
classroom activities. Some extra activities can be given as self-study or outside the class
work either before or after the class. Also, in order to decrease the negative effects of time-
limitation, portfolio keeping can be used as a method, and pre-writing stages can be
conducted during the lesson and writing stage can be given as homework. According to

Shang (2013), offering more reassurance and positive feedback, and sometimes allowing
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writing without assessment could be required by the instructors. In order to better
understand the difficulties that students face during the writing process, face-to-face
interviews or learner diaries/journals could be helpful. Collaborative tasks such as giving
peer feedback or group works might also have a positive effect on decreasing the anxiety
levels of the students. For example, receiving peer feedback was found among the least

anxiety provoking sources for the participants in Geng and Yayli’s study (2019).

It would be better if students are informed about the genres or text types at the
beginning of the module. In addition, receiving their opinions about evaluation and sharing
the writing rubrics with the students would also be helpful for a better learning
environment. Introducing the model texts and keeping portfolios for their works
throughout the module would guide and motivate them to write good texts. Their
motivation can increase if the teacher decides the method for assessing the portfolios with
the students such as grading the best three products that the student or the teacher chooses

or all of their products.

5.3. Limitations and Suggestions

This study was conducted during an unusual period since the students were away
from school because of the pandemic danger. It was difficult to communicate with the
students during that time. Questionnaires and interviews were sent online and also received
online. There was a limited number of participants because of these difficulties so the
results cannot be generalised to the other contexts. A similar study could be carried out
with larger numbers of participants. Also, more studies can be conducted with students

from different language levels or different departments.

In addition, all of the tests and exams were conducted online during the term so the
results may have been influenced accordingly. The students were not observed to have a
lot of anxiety during their exams because they may have had a chance to get help from
other resources during their online exams and they might have got higher scores
accordingly, which may have influenced research results as well. It would be better to get

their exam results in face-to-face classroom exams instead of online exams.

Finally, both scales used in the study were conducted at the same time. This might
have affected the results of the study. Also, face-to-face interviews could not be conducted
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due to distance education so further studies can apply different data collection instruments
at different time intervals or hold face-to-face interviews. Written structured interviews
may not be welcomed as a data collection tool by some scholars and there were some one-
sentence answers in the interview. Thus, future studies can benefit from different data
collection tools such as face-to-face or focus group interviews, student and teacher diaries,

journals, class observations and filed notes.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX |
TURKISH VERSION OF ALL INVENTORIES USED IN THE STUDY
YABANCI DILDE YAZMA KAYGISININ KARSILASTIRILMASI ENVANTERI
Degerli Ogrenciler,

Bu anket formu yabanci dilde (Ingilizce) yazma kaygisi ile yazma dersindeki basari
arasindaki iligkiyi aragtirmak amaciyla tasarlanmistir. Writing (Yazma Becerileri) dersi
kapsaminda aldigmiz smnav notlarmz ise ingilizce yazma performansi ve yazma kaygisi
arasindaki iligkiyi incelemek icin degerlendirilmeye alinacaktir. Ortaya ¢ikacak sonuglarin
tiniversite diizeyindeki Ogrencilerin akademik yazma siireclerine katki saglayacagi
distiniilmektedir.

Anket kisisel bilgiler boliimii harig¢ iki ana boliimden olugmaktadir. Birinci bdliim, yabanci
dilde (Ingilizce) yazma kaygmizi 6lgmek amaciyla tasarlanmustir. Son béliimde agik uglu
sorulardan olusan bir yazili gériisme formu mevcuttur.

Kimlik bilgileriniz, Writing (Yazma Becerileri) dersi kapsaminda aldiginiz sinav notlariniz
ve anketlere verdiginiz yanitlar kesinlikle gizli tutulacak, veriler yalnizca bu arastirma
kapsaminda kullanilacaktir. Calismaya katilim goniilliiliikk esasina dayanmaktadir. Bu
caligmaya katilim herhangi risk olusturmamaktadir.

Anketin tiim maddelerini 6zenle okumaniz, sorulara samimi yanitlar vermeniz ve higbir
soruyu yanitsiz birakmamaniz arastirmanin saglikli tamamlanmasi i¢in son derece
onemlidir. Calisma hakkinda ve sonuglar hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz
asagidaki mail adresimden iletisime gegebilirsiniz. Katiliminiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir
ederim.

Ogr. Gor. Fahrettin Bilge KEYVANOGLU
Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi
Ingilizce Ogretmenligi Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi

E-posta: bilgekeyvanoglu84@gmail.com

Yukanridaki bilgileri okudum ve ¢calismaya katilmaya goniilliiyiim. [

Isim-Soy isim:
Tarih: imza:

*Bu calismada yer almak istiyorum::  Evet [] Haywr [

* . Doldurulmasi zorunludur.


mailto:bilgekeyvanoglu84@gmail.com

BOLUM 1. KiSiSEL BIiLGILER
Cinsiyet: Kadin [ Erkek []
Yas: oo

Fakiilte: ...

Dil seviyesi: ........cooeviiiiiiiiii

BOLUM 2. YABANCI DIiLDE (iNGILiZCEDE) YAZMA KAYGISI OLCEGIi
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Bu anket sizin yabanci dilde yazma kayginizi 6lgmek amaciyla hazirlanmistir. Almig
oldugunuz Writing (Yazma Becerileri) derslerinizin kapsammi da diisiinerek, HER BIR
I[FADEYI OKUDUKTAN SONRA SIZE EN UYGUN OLAN SECENEGI

ISARETLEYINIZ.
g
=
3
SIS PN
SHHNE
YABANCI DIiLDE (iNGILiZCEDE) YAZMA KAYGISI OLCEGI e § S |3 § 3
N
— . 1 23 465p5
1 [Ingilizce yazim yaparken hi¢ heyecanlanmam.
) 1 283 465p5
Belirli bir zaman igerisinde Ingilizce yazim yaparken kalbim hizla garpar.
Ingilizce yazim yaparken bu yazimlarm degerlendirilecegini bilmek beni 1 23 465p5
3 lendiselendirir.
1 2B B4
4 |Yazim yaparken diisiindiiklerimi genellikle Ingilizce yazarim.
1 283 465pb
5 |ingilizce yazmaktan elimden geldigi kadar uzak dururum.
1 283 465p5
6 |Ingilizce yazmaya basladigimda kafam bombosmus hissine kapilirim.
1 283 465pb
7 |Ingilizce yazimlarimm digerlerininkinden kotii olmasi beni iizmez.
1 23 465pb
8 |Zaman baskis1 altinda Ingilizce yazim yaparken ¢ok heyecanlanirim.
9 |Yazdigim paragraf ya da kompozisyon degerlendirilecek ise diisik notll [2 3 4[5
almaktan korkarim.
0 Ingilizce yazmam gereken durumlardan olabildigince kaginirim. 1 23 465pb
1
11 [Kisith bir zamanda yazim yaparken diisiincelerim birbirine girer. 1 23 465p5
12 [Mecbur kalmadikca Ingilizce yazilar yazmam. 1 283 465p5




SER
ey I ©
= |28 |52
c51§l5 |§l=¢
13 [Kisitl bir zamanda Ingilizce yazim yaparken paniklerim. 1 2B @anp
14 Baska &grencilerin Ingilizce yazdiklarimi okuduklarinda dalga gecmelerindenfl 2 3 4 5
korkarim.
15 |Aniden Ingilizce yazmam istendiginde donup kalirim. L kR AP
. 1 283 465p5
16 [Ingilizce yazmam istendiginde ¢esitli bahaneler uydururum.
17 |insanlarn Ingilizce yazdiklarimla ilgili diisiincelerini Snemsemem. 1L gp AP
18 . 1 283 465p5
Sinif disinda Ingilizce yazim yapabilecegim her sanst degerlendiririm.
Co e 1 28383 465p5
19 Ingilizce yazim yaparken tiim viicudum kaskat1 kesilir.
1 23 415
20 [Yazimlarimin sinif ortaminda tartisiimasindan korkarim.
91 1 23 415
Yazimlarimin kotii puan almasindan korkmam.
22 [Miimkiin oldugu her zaman Ingilizce yazimlar yaparim. 1 283 45p5

BOLUM 3. YAZILI GORUSME FORMU

1. Ingilizce bir metin yazarken kendinizi nasil hissediyorsunuz?

2. Ingilizcede yazma performansinizi nasil degerlendiriyorsunuz? Nigin? Ornekler veriniz.

3. Ingilizce yazma etkinlikleri i¢in dgretmeninizden herhangi bir doniit aldiniz mi1? Eger
aldiysaniz bu doniitler yeterli miydi? Nigin?

4. Ingilizce bir metin olustururken en kolay ve en zor buldugunuz tiirler hangileriydi
(deneme, kompozisyon, siir, 6zet paragrafi, kitap degerlendirmesi, 6zge¢mis, vb.)? Nigin?

5. Ingilizce yazma deneyimleriniz hakkinda herhangi gériis ve dneriniz var mi1?
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APPENDIX 11
ENGLISH VERSION OF ALL INVENTORIES USED IN THE STUDY
COMPARISON OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE WRITING ANXIETY INVENTORIES
Dear Students,

This survey aims to analyse the relationship between the second language (English) writing
anxiety and writing performance of the learners. Your exams for Writing Skills lesson will
be evaluated to examine the relationship between English writing performance and writing
anxiety. It is thought that the results will contribute to the academic writing processes of
university-level students.

The questionnaire consists of two main sections, excluding the personal information
section. The first part is designed to measure your writing anxiety in a foreign language
(English). In the last part, there is a written interview form consisting of open-ended
questions.

Your credentials, your exam scores within the scope of the Writing course and your
answers to the questionnaires will be kept strictly confidential, the data will only be used
within the scope of this research. Participation in the study is on a voluntary basis.
Participation in this study does not pose any risk.

It is extremely important for you to read all the items of the questionnaire carefully, answer
the items sincerely and without skipping any questions in order to complete the research in
a healthy way.

If you want to get more information about the study and the results, you can contact my e-
mail address below. Thank you in advance for your participation.

Fahrettin Bilge KEYVANOGLU
Pamukkale University, Faculty of Education
MA student, English Language Teaching Department

E-mail: bilgekeyvanoglu84@agmail.com

*| read the information above and am willing to take part in the study. O

Name Surname: Date: Signature:

*| would like to take part in the interview: Yes [] No [

*: Necessary to be filled


mailto:bilgekeyvanoglu84@gmail.com

PART |. PERSONAL INFORMATION
Gender: Female [] Male []
A

Faculty: . ...
Department: ..........coooiiiiiiiiiiiii

EnglishLevel: ...

PART Il: SECOND LANGUAGE WRITING ANXIETY INVENTORY (SLWAI)
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Statements (1) through (22) below describe how you feel about writing in English.
Reading each item carefully, please indicate the degree to which each statement applies to
you by circling (1) Strongly Disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Neutral (4) Agree, or (5)
Strongly Agree. Remember that there are no or wrong answers to any of these statements.
Please give your first reaction to each statement, and mark an answer for every statement.

3 ©
8 |¥g _|R
2 (8= ==
. ) 2 |5/ 8 a2
Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory s_|g5(e|s
b2 82|82
1 |While writing in English, I’'m not nervous at all. . 23RS
L feel my heart pounding when | write English compositions under time 1 S
constraint.
) .. . . ) . 21345
While writing English compositions, | feel worried and uneasy if | know they
3 |will be evaluated.
. ) . 1 2131415
4 |l often choose to write down my thoughts in English.
5 |l usually do my best to avoid writing English compositions. 1 2B RS
1 234 b
6 [My mind often goes blank when | start to work on an English composition.
7 [ don’t worry that my English compositions are a lot worse than others. . 23RS
1 2131415
8 |l tremble or perspire when | write English compositions under time pressure.
9 |[If my English composition is to be evaluated, | would worry about getting a 1 213415
\very poor grade.
I do my best to avoid situations in which | have to write in English. 1 2131415

10
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@
S| S8g |2
288593
FEHERR
30 |5|2|2|3
11 My thoughts become jumbled when | write English compositions under time |1 23415
constraint.
12 . : : " 231415
Unless | have no choice, | would not use English to write compositions.
1 23415
13|l often feel panic when I write English compositions under time constraint.
14’m afraid that the other students would deride my English composition if they (1 234105
read it.
15| freeze up when unexpectedly asked to write English compositions. . 23RS
16 I would do my best to excuse myself if asked to write English compositions. 2B P
17 [l don’t worry at all about what other people would think of my English 1 23405
compositions.
18 |l usually seek every possible chance to write English compositions outside of |1 23405
class.
19 |l usually feel my whole body rigid and tense when | write English 1 234Pp
compositions.
I’m afraid of my English composition being chosen as a sample for discussion|1 2131415
20in class.
21 |’m not afraid at all that my English compositions would be rated as very poor. (1 234105
22 1 231415

Whenever possible, | would use English to write compositions.

PART I11. WRITTEN INTERVIEW FORM

1. How do you feel while writing a text in English?

2. How do you evaluate your writing performance in English? Why? Give examples.

3. Have you received any feedback from your teacher for English writing activities? If so,

was this feedback sufficient? Why?

4. What were the easiest and most difficult genres for you when creating an English text
(essay (opinion, cause/effect, compare/contrast, etc.), poetry, summary paragraph, book
evaluation, CV, etc.)? Why?

5. Do you have any other comments and suggestions about your writing experiences in

English?
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CORRESPONDENCE OF PERMISSION TO USE THE SCALES
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Dear Mr. Cheng,

| am a student in Pamukkale University ELT
Department MA Programme, Turkiye. | need to use
your inventory (SLWAI) for my thesis study. | would be
thankful if you give me permission to use it for my
study.

Thank you,

Instructor, Fahrettin Bilge KEYVANOGLU
- Yuh-show Cheng 14 Eyl
; «a
Alicilar: ben v

Dear Bilge,

I'm happy to grant you the permission to use the
SLWAI for your thesis research. Please acknowledge
my authorship of the scale in your report, be it written
or oral. | also hope to learn more about your findings
when you complete your research!

Wish you a successful research project!

soe

Yuh-show Cheng 2 %5
Professor

Department of English

National Taiwan Normal University
Taipei, Taiwan, ROC

¥ 4211431

< 2 S 1 O e B

‘ bilge keyvanoglu Ewelsi giin «

Alicilar: mihrikaynakmk v

Merhaba Hocam,

Ben Pamukkale Universitesinde ingilizce Ogretmenligi
alaninda ytiksek lisans yapmaktayim. Tez
¢alismamda Prof. Cheng'in hazirladigi ve Gokhan
Oztiirk ve Deniz Saydam tarafindan Tiirkgeye gevrilen
Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory aracini
kullanmak istiyorum. Gokhan Hoca'dan bahsettigim
aracin Tiirkce versiyonu icin kullanim izni aldim. Fakat
belgeyi tam olarak sizin ¢calismanizda bulabildim. Eger
izin verirseniz sizin tez galigmanizda

kullandiginiz Turrkge versiyonu ben de sizin
calismanizi kaynak gostererek kullanmak istiyorum.

Cevabinizi bekliyorum Hocam,
lyi galismalar. B
Fahrettin Bilge KEYVANOGLU

w2 Mihri Kaynak 12:57 &
é Alicilar: ben v a :

Merhabalar hocam, tabi ki kullanabilirsiniz,
¢alismanizda basarilar dilerim.
Mihri KAYNAK

bilge keyvanoglu <bilgekeyvanoglu84@gmail.com>,
26 Ara 2020 Cmt, 14:13 tarihinde sunu yazd:

€ 4 #) 17:34

<« 8 W 3

Merhaba Hocam,

Ben Pamukkale Universitesi ingilizce Ogretmenligi
boliminde yiiksek lisans yapiyorum. Size ait olan
‘Anxiety and Self-efficacy in Foreign Language Writing:
The Case in Turkey' baslikli galismanizda yer alan veri
toplama &lcegini (ENGLISH VERSION OF SLWAI
WRITING ANXIETY SCALE) bu dénem hazirlamakta
oldugum tez galismam igin kullanmak istiyorum. Bu
o6lgegin kullanimi igin izninizi rica ediyorum.
Cevabinizi bekliyorum, saygilarimla...

Tesekk[]r ederim, .
Ogr. Gor. Fahrettin Bilge KEYVANOGLU

e Gokhan Ozturk bdiin .
. ©
Alicilar: ben v

Merhabalar,

Bahsettiginiz 6lgegdi calismanizda kullanabilirsiniz.
Kolayliklar ve iyi galigmalar dilerim.

Dog. Dr. Gokhan Oztiirk
Anadolu Universitesi

30 Eyl 2020 Gar 14:04 tarihinde bilge keyvanoglu
<bilgekeyvanoglu84@gmail.com> sunu yazd:

Alintilanan metni goster
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WRITING RUBRICS THAT WERE USED IN MIDTERM AND FINAL EXAMS

Rubric for Narrative Paragraphs

coherence

to support the
coherence.

10-9 8-7 6-5 4-3 2-1 /10
It has a clear topic It includes some It has little or no details. | It lacks of details. There There are almost no
sentence. It provides all details It has almost It has some problems are major problems details. There is almost
details about the event. no problems with with topic statement with topic sentence and no evidence of a topic
g Ideas are fully developed. | topic sentence and and concluding concluding sentence. sentence or a
£ | Relevant supporting concluding sentence. sentence Ideas are not | Ideas are loosely concluding sentence
S | details enrich the Ideas are generally fully developed. It connected and Length is not adequate
paragraph. There is no developed. A few occasionally includes underdeveloped The for development.
loose end. irrelevant details are irrelevant details. reader is left with
given. questions.
2 1 2
c It includes all the details It lacks of
2 and transitions. Ideas are organization. It has
8 | ordered clearly weak transitions and
ED It has no irrelevant poor If)gigal
& | sentences organization. Closure
is ineffective
2 1 2
Effective and engaging Shows some use of
o | Use of word choice. It has varied word choice.
.g vivid words and phrases.
5 | The choice and placement
B | of words seems accurate,
§ natural, and not forced. It
has a wide range of
advanced vocabulary.
3 2 1 /3
All sentences are well Most sentences are Sentences are
constructed and have well constructed, but repetitive or difficult to
ﬁ wVvaried structure and they have a similar understand. It has
3 :—:'Iength. It has no errors in structure and/or numerous errors in
go ggrammar, mechanics, length. It has several grammar, mechanics,
Eo é’and/or spelling. . errors in. grammar, .and/or spel'ling that
[ Sentences are of different | mechanics, and/or interfere with
kinds & length. spelling that interfere understanding.
with understanding.
2 1 /2
Details are clear. Various Details are not clear.
o | Pronouns, transitions, Pronouns, transitions,
§ connectors that indicates | connectors that
5 | the time order are used indicates the time
§ accurately to support order are not enough
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100

coherence

and connectors

10-9 8-7 6-5 4-3 2-1 /10
On-topic. It has aclear | On-topic. It has Generally, on-topic. It Wanders-off topic. Off-topic. There is
topic sentence Ideas almost no problems has some problems Ideas are loosely almost no evidence of a
are fully developed. with topic sentence with topic statement connected and topic sentence or a
- Relevant supporting and concluding and concluding underdeveloped. There concluding sentence.
§ descriptive details sentence. |deas are sentence. Ideas are not | are major problems Length is not adequate
§ enrich the paragraph generally developed. fully developed. It has with topic sentence and | for development.
Concluding sentence is | It contains some little or no concluding sentence. It
clear. descriptive details A descriptions. It lacks of details. The
few irrelevant details occasionally includes reader is left with
are given. irrelevant details. questions.
3 1 /2
It has an exemplary It has a poor
introduction It introduction and
c includes all the details conclusion. It lacks of
) and transitions. Ideas organization. It has
8 are ordered clearly weak transitions and
5, Descri‘ptions ar.e ‘ poor If)gi§a| /spatial
S organized spatially in organization. Closure
several ways is ineffective
It has no irrelevant
sentences
2 1 2
Effective and engaging | It shows some use of
use of word choice. It varied word choice.
has vivid words and The choice and
° phrases. The choice placement of words is
.g and placement of inaccurate
S words seems accurate, | attimes
° natural, and not
2 forced. It has a wide
range of advanced
vocabulary. It draws
pictures in the
reader's mind
3 2 1 /3
All sentences are well Most sentences are Sentences are
constructed and have well constructed, but repetitive or difficult to
ﬁ « | varied structure and they have a similar understand. It has
E E length. It has no errors | structure and/or numerous errors in
% _':: in grammar, length. It has several grammar, mechanics,
> § mechanics, and/or errors in grammar, and/or spelling that
Es spelling. Sentences are | mechanics, and/or interfere with
of different kinds & spelling that interfere understanding.
length. with understanding.
2 1 /2
There is one clear, well | The topic and main
focused topic. Various | ideas are not clear.
§ pronouns, transitions, There are irrelevant
g connectors are used senten'cgs.
< accurately to support The writing Iack.s _Of
o pronouns, transitions

TOTAL
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