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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

With the development of second language learning research, language learners’ 

affective characteristics and their use of general learning strategies have been given 

more and more attention. Similarly, in the field of second language writing, attempts 

have been made to study affect (e.g., writing anxiety) and writing strategy use. 

Previous research suggests that both writing anxiety and writing strategy use may 

affect language learners’ writing process, writing performance, and achievement. In 

this chapter, relevant literature is reviewed, including language anxiety research, 

writing anxiety research, language learning strategy research, writing strategy 

research, and research on the relationships between writing anxiety and writing 

strategy use.  

 

Language Anxiety Research 

In this section, language anxiety is introduced and defined first. Then the 

research on language anxiety will be reviewed.   

 

Introduction to Language Anxiety 

According to MacIntyre (1999), anxiety is an “abstract psychological 

phenomenon” (p. 25). Scovel (1978) also stated that anxiety is associated with 

subjective and consciously perceived feelings of “uneasiness, frustration, self-doubt, 

apprehension, and worry” (p. 134). To the people who have experienced anxiety, the 

symptoms include “hasty heartbeat, trembling, non fluency, and less verbal output” 

(Spielberger, 1996, p. 4).  

According to MacIntyre (1999), “the 1990s have seen a virtual explosion of 
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research into the topic of language anxiety” (p. 24). Like most people who are anxious 

about science, math, and computer learning, many people consider foreign language 

learning anxiety-provoking (e.g., Gardner, 1985; Horwitz, Howritz, & Cope, 1986; 

Horwitz & Young, 1991a, 1991b; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991a, 1991b, 1991c; Young, 

1991). MacIntyre (1999) defined language anxiety as “the worry and negative 

emotional reaction aroused when learning or using a second language” (p. 25). 

Anxious foreign language learners “experience apprehension and worry, become 

forgetful, sweat, have difficulty concentrating, and exhibit avoidance behaviors such 

as missing class and postponing homework” (Horwitz et al., 1986, p. 29). Not only 

many language teachers and students considered anxiety the main obstacle to L2/FL 

learning (Horwitz et al., 1986) but a great number of studies showed negative 

relations between language anxiety and language performance (e.g., Gardner, 1985; 

Horwitz & Young, 1991b; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1994).  

Although increasing efforts have been devoted to studying the link between 

anxiety and foreign language learning, foreign language anxiety has not been 

separated from other types of anxiety, such as test anxiety and communication anxiety, 

until the mid 1980s (Horwitz et al., 1986). Due to this confusion, early studies found 

mixed and confusing results on the relationships between language anxiety and 

language learners’ learning performance and achievement (e.g., Campbell & Ortiz, 

1991; Horwitz & Young, 1991b; Sparks & Ganschow, 1991).  

 

Definition of Language Anxiety 

Generally speaking, anxiety can be classified into three kinds: trait, state, and 

situation-specific anxiety (MacIntyre, 1999; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989, 1991a; 

Speilberger, 1983). Trait anxiety refers to a “stable predisposition to become nervous 

in a wide range of situations” (MacIntyre, 1999, p. 28). People with high trait anxiety 
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are generally anxious about many things; besides, they lack emotional stability. In 

contrast, people with low trait anxiety are more emotionally stable. Trait anxiety is 

closely related to an individual’s personality, which is stable over time (Speilberger, 

1983). According to Goldberg (1993), state anxiety is the moment-to-moment 

experience of anxiety. People with state anxiety would not only feel anxious about 

certain event or situation but become more sensitive to others’ evaluation. According 

to MacIntyre (1999), situation-specific anxiety is applied to “a single context or 

situation only” (p. 28). The examples of situation-specific anxiety include stage fright, 

test anxiety, math anxiety, and language anxiety. That is to say, people with 

situation-specific anxiety may become anxious in certain contexts such as “giving a 

speech, taking a test, doing math, or using a second language” (p. 28). Based on 

Speilberger (1983, cited in MacIntyre, 1999), situation-specific anxiety represents 

“the probability of becoming anxious in a particular type of situation” (p. 28). 

According to MacIntyre and Gardner (1991b), trait anxiety is too global and 

somewhat ambiguously defined and state anxiety is not able to point out the sources 

of the anxiety. Therefore, situation-specific anxiety is considered as a more useful 

construct in predicting second language achievement. After conducing a series of 

correlational analysis, researchers such as Gardner (1985), Horwitz et al. (1986), and 

MacIntyre and Garder (1991a, 1991b) found that foreign language anxiety is a 

construct different from the anxiety produced in the process of learning other subjects, 

like math anxiety or science anxiety, or transituational anxiety such as trait anxiety. 

Based on their research findings, language anxiety is defined as a type of 

situation-specific anxiety which can be provoked in any situations where a foreign 

language is learned or used. The researchers moreover concluded that foreign 

language anxiety could hinder language learning and production in language learning 

situations.  
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Research on Language Anxiety  

Early studies on foreign language anxiety showed mixed and contradictory 

results about the relations between foreign language anxiety and students’ learning 

performance/achievement. According to Scovel (1978) and Horwitz et al. (1986), this 

situation is not only related to the fact that language anxiety has not been well 

distinguished but to the inconsistence of different anxiety-measurement approaches. 

Most of them are problematic. In view of these problems, several instruments have 

been developed to measure language anxiety, such as Gardner’s (1985) French Class 

Anxiety Scale and French Use Anxiety Scale.  

Horwitz et al. in 1986 proposed another theoretical framework of language 

anxiety and moreover developed the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale 

(FLCAS) based on their clinical experiences with foreign language learners. Horwitz 

et al. (1986) identified three components of foreign language anxiety. The first 

component of language anxiety is communication apprehension. According to 

Horwitz et al. (1986), communication apprehension is “a type of shyness 

characterized by fear of or anxiety about communicating with people” (p. 30). 

Learners with high communication apprehension would experience the feelings of 

anxiety not only when they are in the language classrooms but while using the foreign 

language in their daily life communication. Daly (1991) suggested that language 

learners’ competence and previous learning experience are the two main sources of 

communication apprehension. According to Sparks and Ganshow (1991), previous 

frustration in speaking a foreign language may cause apprehension and uneasiness 

about future attempt of oral communication, too. The second component of language 

anxiety is test anxiety. Test anxiety refers to a set of anxiety responses that are related 

to a language learner’s experience of test taking. According to Horwitz et al. (1986), 

test anxiety is “a type of performance anxiety stemming from the fear of failure in the 
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test situations” (p. 30). It is suggested that language proficiency and poor performance 

in previous tests may lead to test anxiety (Chan & Wu, 2000; Young, 1991). Learners 

with test anxiety might have incorrect beliefs about language learning. Any test 

performance which is not considered to be perfect by them would be regarded as a 

failure (Horwitz et al., 1986). Besides, people with test anxiety may think they are 

unable to cope with tests and finally fail the tests. The third component of language 

anxiety is fear of negative evaluation. It is described as “apprehension about others’ 

evaluation” (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989, p.268). People with this anxiety have the 

expectation that others would evaluate them negatively. Besides, this type of anxiety 

is regarded to be related to communication apprehension (MacIntyre & Gardner, 

1991b). As a result, language learners with fear of negative evaluation would have no 

confidence in their performance in front of others. They are particularly unconfident 

when speaking in front of their teachers and peers in the classrooms. They not only 

care about their performance in front of others but are extremely sensitive to others’ 

evaluation.  

Since the 1970s, research on language anxiety has taken some important steps 

(Cheng et al., 1999; Horwitz et al., 1986; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989, 1991a, 1991b, 

1991c; Satio, Horwitz, & Garza, 1999; Scovel, 1978). Based on the efforts which 

have been made in the past two decades, foreign language anxiety has been proved to 

have negative impacts on language learning. Some studies reported that anxiety would: 

(1) decrease learners’ vocabulary-retrospection efficacy (e.g., MacIntyre & Gardner, 

1989), (2) interfere learners’ message-processing stage (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991a, 

1991b, 1994), (3) cause passive learning attitude (Phillips, 1992), (4) decrease 

learning motivation and interests (Hilleson, 1996), and (5) negatively influence 

learners’ self-efficacy beliefs (MacIntyre, Noels, & Clement, 1997).  
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Writing Anxiety Research 

In this section, writing anxiety is introduced first, followed by a review of L1 and 

L2 writing anxiety research.  

 

Introduction to Writing Anxiety 

Researchers have demonstrated the inextricable relationships between emotion 

and written discourse (Hayes, 1996; McLeod, 1991) as well as the significance of 

affective factors (e.g., self-efficacy, confidence, and anxiety) in writing process 

(Brand, 1987; Daly, 1985). Regarding anxiety, in comparison to the oral mode of 

communication, writing seems to be less anxiety-provoking to most language learners. 

In the writing process, one can have more control of the language and message 

through which he or she can convey how he or she feels than in speaking. Similarly, 

one can have more time to decide what he wants to express and how to express it in 

writing than in speaking (Cheng, 2004b; Leki, 1999). However, some people still 

regard writing as difficult and anxiety-provoking (Burgoon & Hale, 1983a, 1983b; 

Raisman, 1982; Stafford & Daly, 1984). Not only to second language writers, but to 

some first language writers, writing anxiety would cause negative impacts on their 

writing process (Bannister, 1992; Bloom, 1980), writing performance (Dickson, 1978), 

their willingness to take more advanced writing courses (Daly & Miller, 1975b), 

future career choices (Daly & Miller, 1975a), and writing related attitudes (Daly, 

Vangelisti, & Witte, 1988). 

 

L1 Writing Anxiety Research 

The factors causing writing anxiety vary. It may stem from a variety of sources 

such as “an individual’s writing ability, the degree of preparation the writer has to do 

to successfully complete a writing task, the misconceptions learners have about 
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writing and the fear of being evaluated and judged on the basis of writing tasks” (Daly 

& Miller, 1975a, 1975b; Raisman, 1982; Smith, 1984, cited in Leki, 1999, p. 66). 

Students with writing anxiety could be identified based on the following behaviors: 

procrastination, feeling emotionally distressed (Bloom, 1979), being frightened by a 

demand for writing competency, avoiding writing whenever possible (Holladay, 1981), 

“taking fewer risks in their writing, writing shorter compositions and being less 

straightforward and clear when they write” (Smith, 1984, cited in Leki, 1999, p. 66). 

Not only the behaviors of anxious writers but the negative impacts of writing 

anxiety on writing performances have been observed (Daly, 1978; McKain, 1991). 

McKain’s (1991) results showed that, among 35 high- and 33 low-writing anxious 

graduate students, the high writing-anxious subjects procrastinated more than did the 

low writing-anxious students. In Daly’s (1978) study, students with high writing 

anxiety not only write with lower quality than the ones with low anxiety, but “fail to 

demonstrate as strong a working knowledge of writing skills” (p. 13 ) as the students 

with low anxiety. Daly (1978) thus argued that “an individual who fails to exhibit 

appropriate and necessary writing skills is unlikely to find much success in writing 

activities” (p. 13). In Faigley, Daly, and Witte’s (1981) study, writers with high 

anxiety were found to produce essays significantly shorter and syntactically less 

mature than their counterparts with low anxiety. In addition, highly anxious writers 

were unable to develop their ideas as well as low apprehensives. Another finding of 

the study was that highly anxious writers scored lower on the tests of writing-related 

skills and two writing tests, which were widely used for evaluation in college writing 

courses. Faigley et al.’s findings suggest the negative correlations between writing 

anxiety and writing competence. In addition to Faigley et al.’s (1981) study, other 

research has also shown a consistent relationship between writing anxiety and writing 

competence through the use of a variety of measures. In Daly’s (1985) study, highly 
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anxious students scored lower on standardized tests of writing and wrote essays that 

receive lower evaluation than the low anxious students. The strong correlation 

between writing anxiety and writing competence has also been demonstrated in Lee 

and Krashen’s (2002) study. Their results show that the greater writing anxiety the 

students possessed, the lower grades they got in the writing tasks (tests).  

In addition to the research on the links between writing anxiety and students’ 

writing performance/achievement, some of the studies also showed that writing 

anxiety is negatively related with message encoding (e.g., Daly, 1977; Daly & Miller, 

1975c). Based on the findings obtained from Daly and Miller’s (1975c) study, among 

the 98 undergraduate students, individuals with higher writing anxiety encoded 

significantly less intense message than their lower apprehensive counterparts. In 

Daly’s (1977) study, the individuals with high writing anxiety differed significantly 

from those with low writing anxiety on perceived message quality and message 

encoding. Students with lower writing anxiety tended to encode messages with higher 

quality than their more anxious counterparts.  

Not only the relationships between writing anxiety and writing performance and 

competence have been investigated, but the connections between writing anxiety and 

language learners’ career choices (Daly & Miller, 1975a; Daly & Shamo, 1976) and 

writing-related attitudes have also been studied. In Daly and Miller’s (1975a) study, 

individuals with high writing anxiety would be afraid of being evaluated on their 

writing tasks and would thus avoid any situation in which writing is demanded. 

Similarly, Daly and Shamo’s (1976) study show that students with high writing 

anxiety would be more sensitive to writing demands and less confident in their 

writing proficiency than be the low apprehensives. They thus would like to find jobs 

which have fewer writing requirements and prefer academic majors which they 

perceived as less writing demanding.  
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L2 Writing Anxiety Research 

L2 writing anxiety research was conducted later than L1 writing anxiety research 

for almost 10 years. However, in the past two decades, there is an increasing number 

of studies done to study the sources and impacts of L2 writing anxiety. In Cheng’s 

(2004b) study, a variety of possible sources of EFL students’ writing anxiety were 

identified through the use of three different data collection approaches: an open-ended 

questionnaire, a written assignment and an interview. The results reveal that EFL 

learners’ writing anxiety mainly stems from: (1) the instructional practices, (2) 

personal beliefs about writing and learning to write, (3) self-perceptions, and (4) 

interpersonal threats. First, if students are “not familiar with the assigned writing topic 

or if they are given unreasonable time constraint to complete a writing task, their 

writing anxiety would be provoked” (p. 46). Second, believing that good writing is 

free from mistakes could lead to writing anxiety. Third, “low self-confidence or 

perceived limited L2 competence” could make students feel anxious about writing 

(Cheng, 2004b, p. 51). Finally, evaluation of their writing tasks is one of the major 

sources of writing anxiety. Based on the findings, Cheng (2004b) provided 

pedagogical implications to help prevent or reduce students’ writing anxiety.  

With regard to the relationships between writing anxiety and L2 writers’ 

self-perception, writing motivation and achievement/performance, while most of the 

studies showed negative correlations (e.g., Gungle & Taylor, 1989; Hassan, 2001; Lee 

& Krashen, 2002; McKain, 1991; Peterson, 1987), inconsistent research findings still 

emerged occasionally (Masny & Foxall, 1992; Pajares & Johnson, 1993; Wu, 1992). 

For example, Masny and Foxall (1992) found that low apprehensive students were 

more concerned about the form than the high apprehensive students, which is 

contradictory with the findings of Gungle and Taylor (1989). Some researchers 

attributed these discrepant findings to the lack of a reliable and proper instrument to 
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measure learners’ writing anxiety in a second/foreign language learning context. The 

Daly-Miller Writing Apprehension Test (WAT; Daly & Miller, 1975a), which was 

developed with reference to first language learners, particularly English native 

speakers, was the most widely applied measure of writing anxiety in early days 

(Cheng et al., 1999; Lee, 2001; Wu, 1992). Later, the use of the WAT in L2 writing 

anxiety studies has been questioned by some of the researchers (e.g., Cheng, 2004a; 

McKain, 1991). According to Cheng (2004a), when the WAT was written in 

participants’ L2, their responses might not be reliable. In addition, the construct 

validity and the unidimensional framework of the WAT has been criticized (e.g., 

Burgoon & Hale, 1983a; Shaver, 1990, cited in Cheng, 2004a). To solve these 

problems caused by the WAT, there is a need to design and adopt reliable and valid 

questionnaires written in participants’ L1. To achieve this goal, Cheng (2004a) 

developed Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWAI) to evaluate EFL 

learners’ self-report writing anxiety based on Lang’s (1971) tripartite framework. The 

SLWAT includes 22 items that address learners’ somatic anxiety, cognitive anxiety, 

and avoidance behaviors towards second language writing. This inventory was not 

only written in Chinese, the first language of EFL learners in Taiwan, but was proven 

to be of good construct validity.  

     Although a few contradictory research findings were obtained at times, most of 

the research on L2 writing anxiety produced consistent results in terms of L2 writing 

anxiety and L2 writing performance/achievement. The hypothesis that individuals 

with lower writing anxiety would perform better on their writing tasks and the tests 

of writing skills than those with higher writing anxiety was generally confirmed (e.g., 

Cornwell & McKay, 1999; Hassan, 2001; Lee, 2001; Lee & Krashen, 2002). In Lee 

and Krashen’s (2002) study on predictors of success in EFL writing, a strong 

correlation was found to exist between writing anxiety and EFL writers’ grades in an 
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elective writing class. Through multiple regression analyses, their research showed 

that the greater writing anxiety students possessed, the lower grades they got in this 

advanced EFL writing course. In Hassan’s (2001) study, it was obtained that EFL 

learners’ writing anxiety negatively influence both the quantity and the quality of 

their composition. Among the 132 EFL Egyptian university students, the low 

apprehensive students produced the compositions with higher quantity in terms of 

the number of words and the number of syllables written/produced in a certain 

period of time and better quality in terms of writing performance, focus/organization, 

support and mechanics than their high apprehensive counterparts. Moreover, L2 

learners’ writing anxiety was found to be related to their writing behavior. For 

example, Gungle and Taylor (1989) suggested a positive correlation between ESL 

writing anxiety and attention to form (how one writes). The higher writing anxiety 

scores students had, the greater attention they would pay to the form of their writing. 

In other words, low apprehensive writers would focus much more on the content 

(what one writes) than the form in their ESL writing.  

As far as the relationships between L2 writing anxiety and other affective factors, 

the findings obtained from some of the studies indicated a correlation between L2 

writing anxiety and student writers’ self-esteem. For example, Hassan in 2001 

observed a correlation between EFL writing anxiety and self-esteem. In his study, the 

prediction that EFL students’ writing anxiety negatively correlate with their 

self-esteem was confirmed; that is to say, students with higher writing anxiety would 

have lower self-esteem and vice versa. In addition, L2 writing anxiety has also been 

found to be correlated to student writers’ willingness to take writing courses. Masny 

and Foxall (1992) suggested that among the 28 ESL students in their study, the high 

apprehensive ones were less willing to take more writing classes. Similarly, Gungle 

and Taylor (1989) also found a negative correlation between writing anxiety and ESL 
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students’ interest in pursuing advanced writing classes. Another finding obtained from 

Gungle and Taylor’s (1989) study showed a negative correlation between ESL writing 

anxiety and the perceived writing requirements of ESL students’ majors.  

With an increasing number of studies conducted to investigate the relationships 

between writing anxiety and student writers’ writing performance/achievement, 

writing behavior, self-esteem, career choices and willingness to take writing courses, 

a better understanding has been achieved about the role of anxiety in second/foreign 

language writing. However, in comparison to L1 writing anxiety research, the number 

of studies of L2 writing anxiety is relatively small, particularly in Taiwan. As a result, 

one of the aims of this present study is to investigate EFL Taiwanese learners’ writing 

anxiety. 

 

Language Learning Strategy Research 

In this section, general language learning strategies are defined and classified 

first. The second section provides a brief review of research on language learning 

strategies.  

 

Definition and Classification of Language Learning Strategies 

Over the past few decades, a great amount of research has been focused on the 

instruction and use of strategies in second language learning. According to Rubin 

(1987), learning strategies are “strategies which contribute to the development of the 

language system which the learner constructs and affect learning directly” (p. 23). 

Oxford (1990) specified learning strategies as “tools for active and self-directed 

involvement, which are essential for developing communicative competence” ( p. 1); 

besides, they are “specific actions taken by the learner to make learning easier, faster, 

more enjoyable, more self-directed, more affective, and more transferable to new 
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situations” (p. 8). 

Since the 1970s, an increasing number of researchers have attempted to study 

and classify language learning strategies (e.g., Bialystok, 1979; Dansereau, 1985; 

Ellis, 1994; Naiman, Frohlich, Stern, & Todesco, 1987; O’Malley, Chamot, 

Stewner-Manzanares, Kupper, & Russo, 1985; Oxford, 1990). Rubin in 1971 began 

conducting research on the strategies used by successful language learners. In 1981, 

Rubin proposed a classification framework of language learning strategies which 

contribute directly or indirectly to language learning. In this framework, two types of 

strategies were proposed: direct strategies and indirect strategies. Direct strategies 

include the techniques such as clarification, monitoring, memorization, and practice. 

Indirect strategies are composed of the learning techniques such as creating 

opportunity to practice and use of production tricks. Brown and Palinscar (1982) 

proposed another framework which identified two categories of language learning 

strategies: cognitive and metacognitive strategies. O’Malley and Chamot (1990) later 

on added the third category into Brown and Palinscar’s (1982) framework and divided 

all the language learning strategies into three subcategories: cognitive strategies, 

metacognitive strategies, and socio/affective strategies. According to O’Malley and 

Chamot (1990), socio/affective strategies have to do with social-mediating activity 

and interaction with others, such as cooperation and question for clarification.  

Among the classification frameworks of leaning strategies proposed by 

different researchers, Oxford’s (1990) classification of learning strategies were 

adopted by a good number of studies on language learning strategies. According to 

Oxford (1990), language learning strategies are classified into two main classes: direct 

strategies and indirect strategies, which are further subdivided into six groups. Direct 

strategies that direly involve the target language are subdivided into memory, 

cognitive, and compensation strategies; whereas indirect strategies that indirectly 
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involve the target language are subdivided into metacognitive, affective, and social 

strategies. In Oxford’s system, memory strategies such as grouping and structure 

reviewing are those used to help learners store and retrieve new information. 

Cognitive strategies such as analyzing and reasoning are mental strategies which 

learners use to understand and produce a new language. Compensation strategies like 

guessing and using gestures help learners overcome knowledge gaps to continue 

comprehending and producing the new language. Metacognitive strategies such as 

planning for learning, thinking about the learning process as it is taking place, and 

monitoring of one’s production or comprehension help learners regulate their learning. 

Affective strategies such as lowering ones’ anxiety and encouraging oneself are 

concerned with learners’ emotion, motivation, and attitude. Social strategies like 

asking for clarification and cooperating with others help learners increase interaction 

with others.  

  

Research on Language Learning Strategies 

     One of the early studies on learning strategies in the field of second language 

learning was done by Rubin (1975). Rubin collected information on the learning 

strategies used by good language learners based on fairly extensive data collected in 

varied settings: about fifty hours of classroom observation, observation of a small 

group of students working on the trip story, analysis of self-reports from a few 

students instructed to write down what they had done to learn a second language, and 

analysis of daily journal entries of two students who were directed to report on 

strategies after having been given strategy examples. In the study, Rubin suggested 

that good language learners would “make their own opportunities for practice; make 

errors work for them and not against them; use contextual cues to help them in 

comprehension; learn certain production strategies to fill in gaps in their own 
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competence; experiment with newly-learned grammar and words; and monitor his and 

other speech” (p. 45).  

Originating from Rubin’s classification of “good language learners,” abundant 

research has been conducted to investigate the differences in using learning strategies 

between effective and ineffective language learners. In general, it is found that more 

successful language learners used learning strategies more often and more 

appropriately than poorer language learners (Chamot & Kupper, 1989; Green & 

Oxford, 1995; O’Malley et al., 1985; Oxford, Lavine, & Crookall, 1989). For example, 

Oxford et al. (1989) found that the more successful students would employ learning 

strategies which are appropriate to the material, to the task, and to their own goals, 

needs, and stage of learning. Similarly, in Chamot and Kupper’s (1989) longitudinal 

study, they found that students who would monitor their language learning process 

and performance, effectively use prior general knowledge as well as their linguistic 

knowledge while dealing with the task, and grasp any opportunities for practice 

tended to be more successful language learners. Green and Oxford (1995) suggested 

that students who performed better in language learning would use a great number of 

strategy categories more frequently.  

It seems that effective language learners would use effective learning strategies 

more frequently than ineffective learners; however, some studies still found that 

ineffective language learners would also use learning strategies actively (e.g., Reiss, 

1983). Vann and Abraham (1990) found that less successful language learners would 

also apply the same learning strategies as those used by successful learners, but they 

failed to employ learning strategies appropriate to the tasks at hand. Thus it can be 

seen that the major differences between effective and ineffective language learners are 

not the “total number or variety of strategies employed and the frequency with which 

any given strategy is used” (Cohen, 1998, p. 8) but the degree of flexibility the 
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learners showed when applying useful strategies appropriately to any give situation or 

tasks at hand. 

Since the late 1980s, some research has been done to scrutinize the correlation 

between learning strategies and motivation in the area of second language acquisition. 

Some studies found that learning motivation would influence students’ use of learning 

strategies (e.g., Chamot & Kupper, 1989; Liao, 2000; MacIntyre & Noels, 1996; 

Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Schimde & Watanabe, 2001). In Liao’s (2000) study, the 

students who possessed higher English learning motivation knew more useful learning 

strategies and used them more frequently than others. Oxford and Nyikos (1989) also 

suggested that more motivated students used learning strategies more often than did 

the less motivated students.  

 

Writing Strategy Research 

In this section, the historical background of L2 writing research is presented 

first, and then comes a review of the studies on L2 writing strategies.  

 

Historical Background of L2 Writing Research  

Research on learning strategies is a well-established area in L2 learning field 

(McDonough, 1999; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990). In contrast, there are 

only a few studies on L2 writing strategies. Moreover, L2 writing strategy research is 

not only less in quantity but also emerges much later than research on L1 writing 

strategies. According to McDonough (1999), this situation is “due to the fact that 

second language writing was, at least initially, strongly influenced by theories and 

research into first language writing” (cited in Petric & Czarl, 2003, p. 188).  

Generally speaking, in the fields of both L1 and L2, “writing process” has been 

the major concern since the 1980s. Although the “product” of writing had been the 
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focus of writing research a few decades ago, currently, most of the researchers are 

more curious about what learners do and why they do that in the writing processes 

(Brown, 2000). Flower and Hayes (1977) explained writing as a “recursive rather than 

linear process” (cited in Petric & Czarl, 2003, p. 188). According to Zamel (1983), 

writing was specified as a process of “discovering and making meanings” (p. 166); 

through the writing process itself, “ideas are explored, clarified, and reformulated” (p. 

166). Hughey, Wormuth, Hartfiel, and Jacobs (1983) also mentioned that writers do 

not follow a linear sequence of planning, writing and revising; writing is actually a 

“cyclical process during which writers move back and forth on a continuum 

discovering, analyzing and synthesizing ideas” (cited in Raimes, 1985, p. 230).         

According to Grabe and Kaplan (1996), this shift from product-oriented writing 

research to process-oriented writing research could be attributed to several factors; 

one of the factors was related to the rising of cognitive psychology in the 1960s. 

Moreover, in the aspect of pedagogical practice, it was argued that the investigation of 

students’ written products tells the teachers/researchers very little about their 

instructional needs. In order to help students with their writing, more and more studies 

have been done to explore the writing behaviors of students and to understand the 

writing process (Hairston, 1982).  

Emig’s (1971) L1 research, The Composing Processes of Twelfth Graders, was 

the first significant study in which pioneering efforts were made to study the writing 

process and to see what writers actually do while they were writing. This study not 

only represented the trend shift from product-oriented research to process-oriented 

research, but established a primary research design for conducting research into the 

writing process (Krapels, 1990). With increasing attention being paid to language 

learners’ writing process since the late 1970s, Flower and Hayes have made great 

efforts to study the nature of composing processes. In addition to “asserting three 
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hypotheses as basic premises of a theory of the writing process,” (Grabe & Kaplan, 

1996, p. 91) Flower and Hayes subsequently developed a model under which the 

composing processes are divided into three components: the composing processor, the 

task environment, and the writer’s long-term memory. Particularly within the 

component of the composing processor, three stages have been identified as the 

operational processes in the actual generation of a written text: planning, translating, 

and reviewing. Based on Grabe and Kaplan (1996), “this model of writing has 

remained essentially unchanged since it was first proposed in the late 1970s” (p. 91).  

Probably due to the indispensable effects L1 writing causes to L2 writing (Grabe 

& Kaplan, 1996; McDonough, 1999), such as the shift from product-oriented research 

to process-oriented research and the adoption of L1 writing process research designs 

in initial L2 writing research (e.g., Faigley, Daly, & Witte, 1981; Perl, 1978), many L2 

writing researchers tried to figure out the similarities and differences between L1 and 

L2 writing by means of comparing the writing processes of L1 and L2 writers, 

particularly of ESL and Native English Speaking (NES) students ( Krapels, 1990). 

Some of the researchers suggest that L1 and L2 writing processes are similar in many 

aspects (Jones, 1985; Krapels, 1990; Richards, 1990; Zamel, 1982, 1983). For 

example, Zamel (1982) found that the writing processes of her L2 subjects were like 

those of the L1 subjects. As a result, she proposed the possibility to apply L1 

process-oriented writing instruction in L2 writing classrooms. Krapels’ (1990) study 

indicated that writers would transfer their strategy use from L1 to L2; hence, a lack of 

L2 writing skills was often caused by a lack of L1 writing techniques. However, the 

findings of this area are not always consistent. For example, Silva (1993) found that 

L2 writers did less planning and revising in the writing processes; in addition, they 

paid more attention to grammar while revising, which is not what the L1 writers 

usually do in the revising process. Silva (1993) argued that L2 writing was 
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fundamentally different from L1 writing although they had general similarities. Grabe 

(2001) attributed these discrepant research findings to a lack of “a predictive model of 

the construct of writing that would be directly and transparently useful for research 

agendas, instructional practices, curricular planning, and assessment efforts” (cited in 

Petric & Czarl, 2003, p. 189). 

 

Studies of L2 Writing Strategies 

Being influenced by L1 writing-as-process movements (e.g., Bereiter & 

Scardamalia, 1987; Flower & Hayes, 1977, 1980a, 1980b; Perl, 1979; Sommers, 

1980), early L2 writing researchers attempted to not only figure out the nature of L2 

writing (e.g., Raimes, 1985; Zamel, 1983) but investigate what skilled and unskilled 

L2 writers do in their writing/composing processes. According to Petric and Czarl 

(2003), “while this research tradition refers this area as writing or composing 

processes, in SLA studies it is usually referred to as writing strategies” (p. 188). That 

is to say, the study of writing strategy use and writing behaviors of successful and 

unsuccessful L2 writers within the writing processes was the concern of early L2 

process-oriented writing research (e.g., Chelala, 1981; Jones, 1982; Ramies, 1985; 

Zamel, 1982, 1983). For example, Jones (1982) analyzed the writing strategies used 

by two L2 writers through observing their behaviors of generating the text and 

reading the text already generated. His findings indicated that the effective writer 

more flexibly allowed her ideas to generate the text while the ineffective one was 

bound to the text at the expense of ideas. Jones concluded that the ineffective writer’s 

writing difficulty and poor writing performance could be attributed to a lack of 

strategic competence in writing rather than the lack of L2 linguistic competence. In 

Zamel’ (1983) study concerning the composing processes of six advanced ESL 

students, it was suggested that the skilled L2 writers used effective writing strategies 
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in the writing processes when exploring/clarifying ideas and revising their 

compositions. For example, the skilled L2 writers in the beginning of writing 

concerned the exploration and generation of ideas rather than language. Besides, they 

revised mostly at the discourse (e.g., content and organization) level but not at the 

surface level (e.g., vocabulary and grammar). Moreover, they moved forth and back 

on a continuum discovering and revising in their writing processes. On the other hand, 

Raimes in 1985 observed the writing behaviors of eight unskilled ESL college 

students. The research findings showed that most of the subjects in the study did not 

use effective writing strategies properly in the prewriting and revising stages. In 

general, they did very little planning before and during the writing processes; 

moreover, they paid less attention to revising and editing than skilled L2 writers.  

As the studies of the writing behaviors of skilled and unskilled L2 writers 

suggest, successful L2 writers tended to be more strategic. In other words, they 

understand better when and how to use what writing strategies to ensure better writing 

performance. A number of researchers have argued the importance of using writing 

strategies in composing processes. According to a review of the research on students’ 

writing processes, Grabe and Kaplan (1996) argued that “students primarily need to 

develop strategic knowledge --- having strategies to determine appropriate writing 

goals, having awareness of the writing-task goals, and having strategies for carrying 

out the goals set” (p. 115). Flower (1994) also suggested that “students need to 

develop a strategic awareness for meeting writing goals appropriately” (cited in Grabe 

& Kaplan, 1996, p. 244). Leki (1999) claimed that students need to develop revising 

strategies and learn how to revise more effectively to have better writing outcomes. 

Hughey et al. (1983, cited in Grabe & Kaplan, 1996) further specified the writing 

strategies that L2 learners need to develop in the writing processes, such as the 

strategies for “planning and setting appropriate goals, for developing information and 
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arguments, for attending to the rhetorical constraints of the task, for re-reading texts 

and revising effectively, and for evaluating their writing and comparing it to other 

writing” (p.251).  

In order to facilitate students’ learning to use effective writing strategies and 

benefit their writing, many researchers have suggested instruction of writing strategies 

in the classroom. In addition to the reviewed study in which Zamel (1982) suggested 

teachers teach L2 writers effective L1 writing strategies, more and more L2 writing 

studies have been conducted to develop facilitative instructional practices. In 

Pfingstag’s (1984) study, after she did a 20-minute composing aloud session to model 

effective writing strategies for an ESL subject who showed a lack of composing 

competence, the student exhibited improved writing strategy use in subsequent 

composing-aloud protocol. Tso’s (2002) study aimed to investigate the effects of peer 

evaluation on EFL high school students’ writing. In the study, the teacher at first 

instructed how to do peer evaluation and then had the students practice this writing 

strategy for about one week after they finished the first drafts. After two terms of 

strategy use practice, more than half of the subjects improved at both the discourse 

and the grammar levels in the final drafts. In addition, a great majority of the students 

found peer evaluation a useful strategy in polishing their writing skills. Tso thus 

suggested senior high school teachers to incorporate this strategy instruction and 

practice in EFL writing classrooms. Chin’s (2003) study examined the effectiveness of 

two metacognitive writing strategies in EFL writing. The study firstly investigated 14 

college students’ writing performance and writing strategy use through think-aloud 

protocol, interview, and questionnaire. After data analysis, 3 students who were 

evaluated to be less skilled received the instruction of outlining and revising strategies 

which were used less frequently by them. The research finding showed that outlining 

and revising strategies assisted students in writing performances. They were 
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particularly beneficial to less effective students in strengthening their writing in 

content, organization, grammar, and vocabulary use.  

     In addition to the relationships with writing performance, outcome, and 

progress, L2 students’ use of writing strategies has been found to be related to 

affective factors, such as confidence, interests, motivation. Huang’s (2004) findings 

indicate that most of the participants in her study reacted positively to peer and 

teacher reviews. Those students perceived that these activities contributed to 

improvement in content and spelling, reduction of apprehension, and enhancement of 

their interest and confidence in English composition. In Chang’s (2005) study on the 

effect of multi-draft writing procedure on EFL students’ writing, it was found that 

multi-draft writing was significantly effective in reducing students’ apprehension for 

English writing. Also, at the end of the study, students in the multi-draft group showed 

a stronger preference for revision and appreciation of its benefits than students in the 

single-draft group. Tso (2002) also found that most of the subjects in her study 

perceived peer evaluation as a useful strategy in arousing their interest in English 

writing.   

With a shift of research focus on what writers do and how they use specific 

techniques during the writing process, more and more researchers studied effective 

writing strategies and developed strategy instruction to help language learners write 

better. However, most of the studies, either L1 or L2, investigated the effects of one or 

two writing strategies embedded in classroom instruction, there seems to be limited 

research that examined writers’ use of writing strategies from a more comprehensive 

angle, particularly in Taiwan. As a result, one of the aims of this present study is to 

investigate EFL Taiwanese learners’ writing strategy use using a more comprehensive 

strategy inventory.  
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Research on the Relationships Between Writing Anxiety and Writing Strategies 

     Like in other countries, in the context of English as a foreign language in 

Taiwan, there have been a good number of studies on the relationships between use of 

learning strategies and language learning (e.g., Ko, 2002; Peng, 2002; Tsai, 2004; 

Tsao, 2002; Wu, 2002) or between language anxiety and language learning (e.g., Chen, 

2002; Chuo, 2005; Lin, 2005; Pang, 2002). Moreover, an increasing number of studies 

have studied (e.g., Hsieh, 1999; Hsu, 2003; Yeh, 1992) or touched upon (e.g., Chang, 

2005; Yang, 1999) the links between foreign language anxiety and language learning 

strategies. According to Yeh (1992), there was a negative correlation between 

language anxiety and use of learning strategies. In her study, the Taiwanese 

participants using more appropriate English learning strategies frequently had lower 

English learning anxiety than those adopting fewer learning strategies. In addition, 

Hsu’s (2003) study also suggested that students with lower English learning anxiety 

used more types of learning strategies and adopted proper learning strategies more 

frequently to any tasks at hand. In contrast, students with higher English learning 

anxiety used learning strategies much less frequently and only used memorization as 

the main strategy. In Yang’s (1999) study on the relationships between EFL learners’ 

beliefs and learning strategy use, the students who were more anxious about English 

learning were less likely to persist at their course work and also used fewer cognitive 

and metacognitive strategies than their less anxious counterparts.  

     Compared with the studies on general language anxiety and language learning 

strategies, the number of studies on writing anxiety and/or writing strategies is much 

smaller. The link between writing anxiety and the use of writing strategies is even less 

investigated. Only a few studies on writing strategy use touched upon L2 writing 

anxiety (Chang, 2005; Huang, 2004; Wang, 2003). In Wang’s (2003) study, the use of 

dialogue journals was found to be effective in lowering EFL student’ anxiety about 
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writing in English. Huang’s (2004) study suggested the effects of another kind of 

writing strategy on lowering students’ writing anxiety. Most of the EFL learners in 

her study perceived a reduction of writing anxiety after the implement of peer and 

teacher review in the revising stage. Despite a potential link between writing anxiety 

and writing strategy use, few studies were conducted mainly to investigate the 

relationships between EFL writing anxiety and writing strategy use. In Chao’s (2005) 

study on the effects of web-based peer assessment on lowering senior high students’ 

writing anxiety, the positive effects of web-based peer assessment were confirmed. 

However, the study only focused on the influence of several writing strategies on 

lowering EFL learners’ writing anxiety. There is a lack of research that scrutinizes 

writing strategy use, writing anxiety and their relationships among EFL learners from 

a more comprehensive perspective.  

Due to the significance of writing anxiety and writing strategy use in EFL 

writing and the lack of studies that simultaneously examine these two factors, this 

study attempted to fill up this research gap. 
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