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ABSTRACT

SECOND/FOREIGN LANGUAGE WRITING APPREHENSION AND WRNG

IDENTITIES

Formal academic writing tasks can produce high levels xatgnor apprehension in
students regardless of whether that writing is carrigdnotleir native language orin a second
or foreign language. The Colorado State University Writingit€tesees 50% of its consultations
coming from non-native English students (The Writihg €em.d.), meaning that this
population is over-represented compared to the university asla Wihis over-representation is
largely self-motivated because students choose to MsitAMriting Center. Given this over-
representation, it is necessary to understand why thislgiopuof students might be more
concerned than others with their academic writing. Whigh research has focused on the
types of anxiety that language students may experigheepossible sources of that anxiety have
not been widely discussed. Possible causes include feagatifeeevaluation and fear of
making mistakes, but the role of the academic discourse cutynand its influence on writing
identities have not yet been explored. This thesis exanwnriing in a foreign or second
language and the possible sources of second language \apiinghension, including students’
writing identity and the academic discourse community. Throagrveys and individual
interviews with students, this study looks at the possiiliemtes on student affect whican
in turn impede student progress, such as anxiety, self-doupgrceived competence. The study

determined that while there is not a strong relationshipvdmet writing apprehension and a



student’s willingness to claim a writing identity, there is a difference between how second and

foreign language students experience second languatieg.wri
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Students coming to foreign and second language classroocananiversity in the United
States bring different educational backgrounds, goals faiirgarand different expectations of
what the language classroom will look like. Oftentimesy tmve had some second or foreign
language learning experience prior to enrolling in theewsity, though that is not always the
case. Their experiences with academic writing may \&sp depending on different contexts,
such as their experience with lteracy in the home,ettlucation system they come from, and the
emphasis that those systems and institutions placed tmmgwdr personal, educational, or
professional purposes. Whie these personal and educationalrdaalsy may differ, the
expectations that instructors have for student writing umiversity wil look more
homogeneous. Whether they are in composition courses orcothses that rely heavily on
writing tasks, second language writers wil enter aamitfar yet high-stakes discourse
community.

Second and foreign language learners are learning irediffecontexts. A second
language learner is in an environment where theyexgesed to the L2 both inside and out of
the classroom because it is the dominant language inmgbeForeign language learners, on the
other hand, may only be exposed to the L2 in the classroom. Amplexafra second language
learner would be an English-speaking student studying Irrariérance, while a foreign
language learner would be an English-speaking studentngfuliyench in the U.S. It is
important to recognize the different influences thatetHasguage learning contexts can have on
a studerit experience, either positive or negative, as another factor that can influence their

learning.



Another influential part of the language learning cante the writing requirements. L2
students coming to a university in the U.S. are faced avtbw writing situation while stil
developing their language skills. Academic writing is lkelgw for these students; whether they
are coming from an American high school that taughintbéation and genre conventions of
research papers or whether they have come from a counhsewihetoric does not emphasize
elements like topic sentences and thesis statememsoiuctions, they have not yet mastered
this discourse. Itis instead assumed that all studetesing the academic discourse community
wil make rhetorical and linguistic choices that alownth&o act as if they belong to this
community until they attain the skils needed for legiien member status (Bartholomae, 10985

In order to help students enter this new discourse commuotyposition programs and
courses are intended to intiate them. One common experbaté.2 students wil have in a
U.S. university is a writing cours8tudents will more than likely encounter their university’s
composition program at some point in their college caredsaithey have been sufficiently
prepared for college writng and can test out of the regeinemA oneto-two semester
composition curriculum is a requirement at many universitiggduding the university where this
study took place, and these courses are regulated in ordeetdktleawariation in the main
course goals and objectives. The purpose of these coursegrépare students for academic and
research writing in either other introductory courses rislg on writing tasks, or to continue
writing in their advanced coursework. Once students havelemt these required courses they
may continue to encounter writihg tasks as a major form ekasent, depending on their
continuing field of study and depending on the emphasis uhsersity places on writing. At
the university where this study took place, it has been aeemmt since 2007 that psychology

classes and all classes offered by departments withiCdliege of Liberal Arts integrate writing



into 25% of the course grade (S. Doe, personal communicatior, 18p2016). Foreign

language students have similar writihg course requimesnbéefore they can move on to advanced
course work (L***300, or Reading and Writing for Communication). L2ienis wil likely
encounter at least a few of these classes as part oditheurriculum.

There are many reasons that students could experiem&ty asbout writing in an L2,
among them being fear of negative evaluation, fear ofngakiistakes, and faiing to meet their
own standards for achievement. Their broader languagengacontext may also play a role. It
is not unusual for anyone to find themselves in unfamili@torical situations, and the abilty to
make these shifts from one communicative situation to @nodties on pragmatic competence.
Pragmatic competence is a combination of linguistic competemad-reading (inferencing),
world knowledge, and meta-pragmatic awareness (lfantidou, 2@dtiddu (2014) describes
two necessary conditions for pragmatic competence: coatekimanifestness. Whie context is
fluid and depends on the individual to notice its change, manifestness refers to the individual’s
capacity for inferring what is and is not true. Howevext al communicative situations are
comparable in their decipherability. Academic discourse #cplarly contingent on the
understanding and appropriate use of specialized terminologyprds that fall far outside of
the most commonly used in the language. However, this isn’t just a question of proper
vocabulary; knowing how to write is just as important as krgpwiat to write in an
educational setting that increasingly privieges writingcpsses as much as the products, and
being able to appropriately address changing writing sitsatéiepends on being able to notice
those changes.

In order to gain member status in a discourse community)gaalge user must feel tha

they are welcome in that community and a part of theirtiiglemust align with this community



for the time that they are in iAn L2 writing student’s identity in the classroom is different from
their identity in the home or in social settings. Thamglage use must change to become
socially and cutturally appropriate, and their identity asguage user itseff may change
depending on their context. Ball and Elis (2008) describe fdleredit sources of identity:
nature, institution, discourse, and affinity. They represatirally occurring, institutionally
authorized, interaction-based, and activity or participaticsedbasources of identity,
respectively. The last three sources of identity demdesthat identity is not reliant solely on
the individual, but the context they are in; the peoplerakdbem must also participate in
creating that identity, either by auting or accepting the language user’s participation.
Gaining an understanding of how L2 writers consider theiingridentities can help get
clearer picture of the academic discourse community on L2 writers’ experiences at a university,
including how they may or may not experience writing apgrsion.

Being accepted by or denied membership to a discourse commuityy isne concern
that 2 writers must face. Students’ difficulty in assimilating into this new academic discourse
community may be the result of two broad influences: tmam-native speaker status and their
unfamiliarity with the expectations of academic writifgesearch on language has increasingly
focused on affective factors that might influence studentess (e.g. Cheng, 2002, Di Loreto &
McDonough, 2013, and others). These affective factors includietyanrotivation, and selff-
eficacy. Depending on how students experience them, thetees can have a negative or
positive effect on their abiity to learn or perform in tiessroom. The combination of negative
affective factors, including worry, anxiety, and negatperception of competence wil be
referred to as foreign language writing apprehension (FLWAY. all students experience these

affective factors to the same degree or for the same sasmunderstanding why and how these



factors come about is important to understanding how we caovengheir learning experience.
Understanding how students’ behavior is affected by can also provide clues as to how FLWA
affects writihg and learning processes. Student behavioalsa help teachers to understand to
what extent the student feels competent and empowered touseks# the strategies and
resources available to them. In other words, students Imigrg negative experiences with
writing because of FLWA, or because they don’t feel comfortable in the academic discourse
community. That negative affective factony also have a negative effect on the student’s
achievement. Because of the individual differences andiempes of students, different sources
of anxiety, for example, may also lead to a lack of writing tidetr belonging in the academic
discourse community.
The Present Study

The purpose of this study is to better understand why L2rétuddéers may experience
foreign language writing apprehension (FLWA). In padiculthis study seeks to discover
whether there is a relationship betwdereign languagewriting apprehension and L2 writers’
inclusion in or exclusion from the academic discourse agortyn as reflected in their writing
identity, and to understand the social and institutionéleintes of academic writing on those
students. There is a complex array of possible influeicek2 writers that can result in either
lack of a writing identity or a heightened level of FLWA, dooking at each of these factors
may reveal connections between them.

In order to fully understand thefliiences on students’ L2 writing experiences, this study
looked at their own perceptions of and experiences with writingsomposition courses and in
courses that require significant amounts of writing. Tésearch focused on students currently

enroled in courses that serve as an introduction to academic wiitirggforeign or second



language, namely First-Year Composition for Internatiogaidents (CO150) and Reading and
Writing for Communication (LFRE300). However, because thetingris not imited to these
two classes, their experience of writing in the uniersis a wholewas examined.

This study used a mixed-methods approach of surveys and anee anterviews. This
was to find both a general impression of FLWA at the wikgr as well as more detailed
information regarding students’ writing experiences in English or a foreign language before
attending university and the ways that they felt theiting identity shited when going from
one writing context to another. Using different approachade it possible to confirm or
contradict the findings from one method to another in order terbgtderstand which factors, of
the myriad of possibilities, may be the biggest influence axpglain a possible connection

between writing identities and FLWA.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Much research has been conducted on different aspects Id? thriting experience.
Since writing is a major part of being successful in Asaer universities, it is important to
understand how students experience and are affected bydlgsements.The research on L2
writing includes the efficacy of various types of errorreotion, the student-centered focus on
affect, and how professionals other thghinstructors (i.e. writing tutors, mainstream
instructors) can best addrds3 student needs. Additionally, a body of research exists on L2
writers experience of anxiety, achievement, and self-efficadye following chapter provides an
overview of the research conducted on foreign languagéngvepprehension (FLWA),
academic discourse communities, and writing identities inr dodestablish the possible
relationships between these experiences and contexts,eaduleittion of this study.

The Importance of Second Language Writing

Whie writing is a familiar task in universities, itsle in second language acquisition has
been seen as a tool to assess other kinds of knowledge, rathertdéisk that in itself can help
students to learn. There are two views: that of leartingrite and of writing to learn. In the
former, writihng is seen as something that can be learned aftignificant amount of language
proficiency has been achieved (Wiliams, 2012). On the othmt, hariting to learn sees writing
as a tool for furthering linguistic knowledge. Harklau (2002) antlavi (2012) both point to
the permanence of writihg as a main reason for itsyutiitriting is reviewable, can be returned
to for reference, and can be revised, all of which can hélp retention. Writing also allows

learners to spend more time producing, which may increasengotin turn, this can increase



focus on form and require the learner to make use ofékpicit or analyzed knowledge
(Wiliams, 2012).

The view that L2 learners should wait to begin writihngal& based on L1 acquisition
theory. As Harklau (2002) points out, “[w]hile toddlers do not say and write their first word on
the same day, classrodrmased second language learners may do exactly that” (p.334). This
implies that using L1 acquisition theory to drive L2 teaghiloes not match the learning context.
In other words, second language writing pedagogy may haegesufirom the influence of L1
acquisttion theory on L2 acquisition theory, and for unitserstudents who are expected to write
academically, they need the best practice they cansaddasklau argues that writing is an
opportunity for esearchers to look at the influence of interactions betvileerneacher and
student on paper, and provide an opportunity for researchers thffeirent methodologies, such
as having students to explain their experiences viaigwes and journals, rather than observing
classes. Understanding these experiences and intesactiay reveal possible negative effects,
such as writing apprehension, on their achievement. Wiisedf is an important task that
students wil continue to encounter as they move forwattein academic careers, and so
helping them complete this task to the best of their abilty idluence not only their writing
achievement, but their language learning achievement.

Foreign Language Writing Apprehension

There are several ways that writhg anxiety canfestniwhen an L2 student is writing,
such as worry or a negative perception of competence, whichendiscussed below. These
types of anxiety, apprehension, and behaviors combine to amdtéy that is specific to the
context of second language writing (Cheng, Horwitz, & Sethalll999). For the purposes of this

research, the term “foreign language writing apprehension” (FLWA) will be used to refer to the



combination of these various manifestations of anxis déccur when a language student is
required to write a formal academic text that wil be eatelt, including fear, worry, anxiety,
and a negative perception of writing tasks and competence héMic of these anxieties a
student experiences at any one time, this apprehensiorhavaynegative effects on their
achievement as well as their perceived competence, also lamotheir self-efficacy.

Influence of Foreign Language Writing Apprehension on Language Learning

Writing, whether in a first or second language, can be a&yarty anxiety-producing
task for students (Cheng et al, 1999; Truscott, 1995). Studeatsnmersity are expected to
produce language and writing appropriate for that context, endstan unavoidable and
reasonable task. However, for students learning a second gnfdaeguage in a university, this
writing-related anxiety may be compounded by other factorsipMulfactors can contribute to
and be included in foreign language writng apprehension @) \lcluding communication
apprehension, foreign language anxiety, and state andrixagty. Communication
apprehension is an umbrella term that includes langueayeing and L2 writing apprehension,
and it manifests itself when, for the student, “anxiety about communication outweighs his
projection of gain from the situation” (Philips, 1968, as cited in Daly & Miler, 1975, p. 243).
For the purposes of this study, communication refers spé#gific@academic writing that is
done for credit in a university course.

Writing anxiety may include trait anxiety (IE someombo is predictably anxious over a
wide number of situations) and state anxiety (IE unpmddlet and changing anxiety) (Horwitz et
al., 2010; Woodrow, 2011). Neither of these types of anxiety are erclisiforeign languag
learning or to writing but may manifest themselves inipdelt contexts, of which those are two

possibilities. However, given that FLWA is context-dependstate anxiety is more likely to



occur. Cheng (2004) describes two particular more types ofyartkit characterize the student's
resulting behavior. Cognitive anxiety shows itseff méntal emotionally, such as a fear of
negative appraisal or evaluation, whie somatic anxiedy have physical manifestations such as
upset stomach or excessive sweating.

Foreign language anxiety (FLA) is considered a sepanagedi/anxiety from other types
of anxiety one might experience whie learning, sucheasmgl or testing anxiety (Cheng, 2004;
Di Loreto & McDonough, 2013Woodrow, 2011). FLA is “a distinct complex of self-
perceptions, beliefs, feelings, and behaviors related to classangoage learning arising from
the uniqueness of the language learning process” (Horwitz et al., 2010). Though some transfer
from other types of anxiety may occur, FLA is generdflgught of as situational and not
significantly related to other types of anxiety (Chengle1999; Di Loreto & McDonough,
2013; Horwitz et al., 2010). Situational anxiety remains relgtistdble over time and is caused
by the context a learner is in (Cho, 2015). This type of gnxietld be experienced by anyone
in a language-learning environment, including classesuatversity.

Cheng et al. (1999) conducted a study to determine whethet fmreign language
writing anxiety is separate from foreign language speakimgety. The researchers compared
results from the Daly-Miller Writing Apprehension T€$075), which was modified for second
language learners, and the Foreign Language Classtir&cale (FLCAS) (Horwitz et al.,
1986). The items in the FLCAS focused predominately on spealtiug that is the main form
of communication in the classroom, which made it appropuatelistinguishing between the
two types of anxiety. Cheng et al. found that the subcommora@ntach scale were not
significantly correlated, meaning that that the two sceld differentiate between general

foreign language classroom anxiety and writihg anxietye ifnplications of these findings are

10



that FLWA requires separate research with differendirgy theoretical frameworks, which has
been the case as researchers have moved forward usikgalthdater developed by Cheng
(2004) that was constructed specifically for second languergers.

Combining the apprehension that is specific to writihng armtifip to foreign language
learning leads us to foreign language writihg appreher@idlVVA), an anxiety that is unique to
this context. Writihg apprehension is linked to severaltiveganfluences on language learning.
Students who experience significant language-learningtammay have lower motivation,
choose schooling or Iving situations where communicatoanikely, and have a lower self-
evaluation (Daly & Miler, 1975). Research has shown thatests with high levels of writing
apprehension tend to produce writing that is less profound, hes davity, and lower quality
(Onwuegbuzie, Baiey, & Daley, 2000), and they tend to be out-perfobyedeir low-
apprehension counterparts (Sanders-Reio et al, 2014). Studintsgivi writihg apprehension
also “compose fewer drafts, plan fewer ideas and spend less time composing than non- or low-
apprehensiveones” (Abdel Latif, 2015), all which are now considered imperative to the writing
process. In some cases, research has been inconclusivewhdtbar FLWA has a negative
effect on L2 success or whether the inverse is trueinteither case it has been established that
the two have a negative correlation (Cheng et al, 1999; Bitd.&& McDonough, 2013).

In their study on various influences on foreign languagblievement, Onwuegbuzie et al.
(2000) surveyed 184 students of four different foreign languagé®e U.S. For their study they
used a combination of six scales, including the Second agagWriting Anxiety Inventory
(SLWAI; Cheng, 2004), the FLCAS, and the Self-Perceptionidriofr College Students. The
first two scales are widely used by researchers and dstablished reliability. Onwuegbuzie et

al. also used the participants’ class scores (for all classes, not just the foreign language) in order

11



to measure achievement. The researchers used all possi#s swltiple regression in order to
determine the best combination of demographics, cognitivestiedfie and personality variables
to predict achievement. Of the variables that they tested,aiRd general academic achievement
had the strongest correlations with foreign languagee\ashent, at -.40 and .50, respectively.
Together, general academic achievement and FLA hadaseeaxplanatory power, explaining
22% of the variance in foreign language achievement. \Whiestudy looked at general foreign
language achievement and FLA, it has implications foWRLas wel;, as a major component of
language learning, it can be assumed that a student whaeegps FLA wil see similar effects
on second language writing tasks, since those make up a pafrtitetruction and assessment in
the foreign language and other classrooms.

Another factor that has a relationship with FLWA is séfficacy. Self-efficacy is
sometimes referred to as self-confidence (Matsuda & Gobel, 2004), thist case refers to a
more specific reaction to a context (Habrat, 2013). Séffacy refers to a student’s feeling of
“confidence in one’s ability to perform tasks required to cope with situations and achieve
specific goals” (Sanders-Reio et al. 2014, p. 1) and as “the perception of abilities to perform
actions at a particular level” (Woodrow, 2011, p. 512), which means that self-efficacy, lke
FLWA, is situation specific. Self-efficacy contrasts witie idea of self-concept, which is a term
used to describe a student’s identity that is stable across contexts (Habrat, 2013; Woodrow,

2011). Classroom transactions refer in this context to so@hbheges that may be avoided due
to FLWA (Cheng et al, 2000). Whie motivation, self-efficacyd aiassroom interaction are all
seen as positive affective factors that should be encauragbe classroom in order to improve
student achievement, FLWA has a negative correlation thi#ése desirable traits (Sanders-Reio

et al., 2014; Woodrow, 2011). Overal, research has shown that iromdditbeing a negative

12



emotional outcome, FLWA can have a negative effect onrgtugidiing and achievement.
Given the university context of this writing, studente mvesting much of their time and money
into a situation that may be subtly preventing them fromingg success if causing their anxiety.

In their research on the relationship between selfaeffic FLWA, and performance,
Sanders-Reio et al. (2014) combined the Daly-Miler WAT andcedqursly-developed Writing
Self-Efficacy Index and administered the survey to ESlergraduates. They also had the
participants complete an in-class, timed writing assignne m@valuate. They found that students
who experienced more FLWA received lower grades, and thasenadh higher self-efficacy
received higher grades. However, they did find that studetitshigh self-efficacy were able to
overcome the negative effects of FLWA. Three factopaged 15% of the variance in student
performance, which were belefs about writing, FLWA, andeféfacy. Whie that is a
relatively low amount of explanatory power, especially consigethat these factors were
combined, other studies have reinforced the importance ofmieecay the inluence of FLWA
and self-efficacy in student achievement.

Woodrow (2011) also looked at individual (rather than contextaefjors in FLWA. She
surveyed 738 EFL students in China, giving her a relatizlye sample size compared to other
studies on FLWA, other researchers had generally iegs 200 participants. Her study looked at
self-efficacy, anxiety, parental pressure, perceptionsfart,eind actual effort. Woodrow looked
at parental pressure because of the role and importarieeglish in this context as a lingua
franca. In order to measure actual effort, the participamie asked to write a practice essay,
which was assessed using the same rubric as a natiotiad) vexam. Woodrow found that
writing anxiety strongly predicts low self-efficacy (-.71pahat self-efficacy predicts writing

achievement (.43). Since self-efficacy has a positivdiorddnip with achievement and a

13



negative relationship with FLWA, this study reinforceg importance of a sfiant’s belief in
their competency of completing a writing task. However, Woodrow does state that there isn’t a
direct connection in this case between FLWA and aaiewe but that self-efficacy has a
mediating effect. The study also showed that students wieriemced more FLWA studied
less, perceived themselves as extending less effort, aediesxed more parental pressure than
the students with high self-efficacy. Woodrow emphasibesintportance of self-efficacy in
language learning as having a posior negative influence, depending on the student’s
experience, which in turn leads to questions of what teacaa keep in mind to improve self-
eficacy and reduce FLWA.

Research on Causes of FLWA

As it has been shown that FLWA can have a negatiectefin various aspects of
students’ achievement or factors in their achievement, it is important to understand some of the
causes of FLWA. Several studies have been conducted intortdst the relationship between
FLWA and specific causes, though few have looked at cagsas open-ended category.
Among the possible causes of FLWA are the language etearia their evaluation of the
student’s work, the reaction of peers, how the student interacts wathetkt via their process or
affective reactions, the students’ perceived competence, their achievement, gender, proficiency,
effort, external pressure (e.g. from parents), and students’ goals for achievement.

In his study of various causes of FLWA, Cheng (2002) sutvely@5 foreign language
English majors using a survey modeled anRloreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale
(FLCAS) and a version of the Dawiller WAT modified for L2 writers. The reliability for this
survey was between .86 and .95 depending on whether the tteresfraamnthe FLCAS, the

Daly-Miller WAT, or the researcher’s own items.Cheng found that perceptions of writing
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competence had the strongest explanatory power in FLWA (34869, so than students’ actual
achievement (2%). Though Cheng did not state that perceapetence caused lower FLWA,
there are stil implications for instructors. He sugggsthat it is important that the student feel
competent, though their achievement may not accuragdctr those perceptions. In the study,
Cheng also found that, though it wasn’t statistically significant, students experience more FLWA
as their proficiency increases, which was contrary to peviudies. The final factors that
cause FLWA that were discovered in this study were at@iv and effort, which accounted for
11% and 10% of the variance.

Whie Cheng revealed some important causes of FLWA, therdarger contextual
factors that can negatively affect an L2 student’s writing experience. Abdel Latif (2015) foura
combination of six factors, including perceived language pedemce, perceived writing
competence, writing performance, language level, instmakipractices, and fear of criticism.
Using a combination of the Daly-Miller WAT, the SLWAI,dathe Attitudes towards Writing
Scale, Abdel Latif surveyed 57 English majors in Egypt, asagghad them complete a writing
task, conducted interviews, and administered three proficiessgssments. The survey had a
reliability of .86 and the writing tasks were modeled on TORiing tasks. The results
showed a moderate negative correlation between FLWA agublga proficiency (-.58) and
perceptions of proficiency tended to concern vocabulary moregtaammar. In addition,
performance on the writing tasks had a moderately negatikelation with FLWA (between -
.309 and -.563 for various scores). Among the six previously-medticaeses, participants also
mentioned peer feedback, lack of adequate feedback, and excessignchiom teachers.
Those who had experienced postive peer feedback were lessesspehfelt that more

feedback would help them improve rather than create appehemsd felt that over-criticism
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of their writihg made them want to avoid the task. All eSth different factors in FLWA are a
good starting point for the study of broader contextual caafSEEWA. However, this study
was published recently (2015), meaning that these factorsnbayet been explored in-depth,
and there are few other studies that have looked at thextaftianguage learning in the same
way.

There are a few other examples of studies that look outsdstudent for causes of
FLWA. In their study, Di Loreto and McDonough (2013) createdhtagrated writing exam and
used tems from the SLWAI and the FLCAS to examine theewiion between instructor
feedback and FLWA. In this case, the feedback was rather comnpiekad a few different
forms: checkmarks next to satisfactory paragraphs, circlingrrofs discussed in class, coding of
errors not discussed in class, and comments on the appr@ssatand accuracy of content and
organization. On the questionnaire, Cronbach’s coefficient alpha on the items from the SLWAI
was .52 for behavior-related items, which shows low reliabititythose items, and .82 for all
other items. Students reported that teacher feedback did kettham anxious, though they
were concerned with understanding the prompt and theh&tcthe writihg exam was high
stakes; it helped determine whether or not they could geadvitit English credits. Because
there was little change in students’ anxiety over the test-retest period, the researchers concluded
that language learning anxiety is situation-specifioeral, the researchers found that positive
perception of feedback, that is seeing feedback as having aepadiéet on their writing,
resulted in less anxiety.

Another study looked more broadly atthe causes of FLWA ingforleinguage students.
In their survey of EFL students in Turkey, Kirmizi anariizi (2015) used a combination of the

SLWAI, a self-efficacy scale, and items designed to deterraburces of FLWA. They
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presered the reliability of two established surveys they used @hWAI and a self-efficacy
scale), but they did not report the reliability for thelestlaat they developed themselves or for
the items from the other instruments as used in thetextorExplanation of the development and
reliability of their own scale, designed to explore causdsL@fA in foreign language students,
was also lacking. The causes of FLWA were not discussetktal, and some of the tems from
that section were problematic or repetitive (e.g. “lack of sufficient English writing practice” and
“insufficient writing practice” were considered as separate causes). Additionally, bygmiti
students to these responses there was no opportunity fotdhexplain causes that the
researchers had not considered or did not find important.

Since most studies concentrate on the individuaffective factors and reactions to
second language writing as sources of FLWA, there iskadfstudies that have looked at the
larger contextual influences. Though some studies lodkeatame factors in relation to FLWA,
they don’t always attribute causation to one or the other. For example, both Sanders-Reio et
(2014) and Abdel Latif (2015) looked at perceived competence or feedegf but the difficulty
in attributing a cause to FLWA means that the two studiesuss the factors affecting FLWA
differently, as either a cause of FLWA or a factor thatdmse relationship with FLWA. The
studies that exist have been conducted in the lasydaes, meaning that we are at the beginning
of the research that focuses specifically on FLWA aadbitvader social and institutional
context of second language writing. Given a topic as vangdcamplex as FLWA, it is difficult
to assign causes that show a strong relationship; howewgepassible that other broader
contextual causes have not yet been researched. In ofmtapunderstand that context, it is
necessary to understand what other kind of forces maydrawepact of the L2 writing

student’s experience.
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The Academic Discourse Community and Student Writing |dentity

Most studiesdiscussed thus far have had a focus on the individual student’s experience
rather than considering the contextual factors that inflagnce FLWA. In order to better
understand the possible influence of factors outside afdnadual, the context in which the
students are writihg must be better understood. Of the posaldees of anxiety, fear of negative
evaluation is a contributing factor (Daly & Miler, 1975; Dareto & McDonough, 2013),
meaning that instructors have a role to play in possibheasing or ameliorating FLWA. One of
the direct ways that instructors may influence a student’s self-efficacy, achievement, and FLWA
is through feedback on student writing. Much of the reseamd2 writing has focused on the
appropriateness of feedback and the form that it takes, sueiu@dining or correcting the error
for the writer (Bitchener, Young, & Cameron, 2005; Chandler, 2008sF@007; Ferris et al,
2013; Hyland & Hyland, 2006; Truscott, 1995). However, as Bruton (2009) says il
conceivable that thelimate, either encouraging or discouraging, and the nature of the
assessment systems within which the correction occurs [...] are more critical motivational factors
than the correction per se" (p. 604). In focusing on error-cameeti writing, researchers have
largely isolated their focus to formal concerns, whiclo dieviates from communicative
approaches to language teaching (Bruton, 2009). Grammar-focusgccagrection is not always
compatible with communicative approaches, and whie ressaudies should have a narrow
focus, the number of these studies suggests an overadcpmation with grammatical
correctness that forgets written works as a whole andttbéioss that contribute to its writing,
as well as the emphasis on process-based writing instrutiains currently stressed in higher

education in the U.S.
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In order to broaden our focus to other aspects of L2 writing ntagit affect FLWA, other
frameworks outside of SLA may be useful. Intercuttural rietisra term developed to account
for and “understand the complexity of the writing process whose analysis should not be limited
to texts and differences, but also consider the social practices around texts” (Vergara, 2011, p.
120). The perspective of intercultural rhetoric, which conms frhetoric and composition
studies as opposed to TESL or linguistics, allows educators asataiesrs to consider how their
own attitudes, social, cultural, and institutional positioms] @ven teaching methodologies and
approaches may prevent students from success. In other wesgdte our best efforts there are
still power dynamics at work in a classroom that may contribute to a student’s lack of self-
eficacy or motivation and lead to an increase in FLWA, thede issues would beneft from a
perspective that takes into account social practices iticsddd the texts that students produce.
To best understand the social forces at work a critical approach to examining students’ writing
processes, including identity construction and avoidancevibehais necessary. This approach
includes an understanding of the academic discourse commbnilv students see themselves as
central to or marginalized in that community, and how thghtmmanifest itself in their self-
concept or writihg identity.
The Academic Discourse Community

Discourse refers to “text, context, and social and ideological ways of being” (Tardy,
2015, p. 62); more importantly, it refers to a “way of projecting oneself as a certain kind of
person performing a patiar role within a specific social setting” (p. 64). A community may be
held together by the practices and beliefs that unitengtsibers, and certainly in universities and
academia at large there are practices and beliefslifiaguish different disciplines from one

another. The combination of these texts, ways of being, diat bie higher education are what
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create the academic discourse community. Writing is onethed students participate in the
academic discourse community.

When students enteruniversity in particular they must “appropriate [...] a specialized
discourse, and they have to do this as though they wene easilor comfortable with their
audience” (Bartholomae, 1985, p. 139). Learners must act as if they have “the privilege both of
being inside an established and powerful discourse and of being granted a special right to speak”

(p. 143). This is not necessarily unique to higher educationgthtiere are pressures unique to
this context, such as highly specialized and discipline-pewcabulary and spoken and

written genres that students are not exposed to beforehaedmddns that when students enter a
university, they have little to no exposure to or practiite veading or producing academic
writing, scholarly articles, research proposals, and othessfafnaiscourse that they wil be
required to know and produce. Bartholomae is speaking to thaeexeerof all college students
here rather than L2 learners, but there is no lessypeepiaced on them to take on thiserol
because they are investing time, money, and effort in $hecess, along with the added pressure
of FLWA.

Writing Identities

An important component of belonging to a discourse community is a writer’s identity. In
their study on minority freshmen lteracy and academsgnaation, White and Ali-Khan (2013)
say that “language use is intrinsically tied to both social contexts [...] and to individual and
cultural identity” (p. 25). While it was initially beleved that identity was develdpia
adolescence and then remained relatively stable, moret rlesearch has shown that it is
actually “constructed and reconstructed based on what goes on within the [...] environment”

(Ball & Ellis, 2008). Identity is not fixed but changes cortbfarand as opposed to an internal
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sense of self that may be relatively stable, identityomstantly influenced by social context,
culture, and ideology (Huhtala & Lehti-Eklund, 2010; Young, 2015). Ver2011) andvani¢
(1998) describe four types of identity related to the socioralitcontext of writing:
autobiographical identity, discourse identity, self as authat,passibilities for self-hood. Of the
four types of identities, possibilities for self-hood is thetmelevant. Possibilities for self-hood
refers to writrs” construction of a discourse self that appears “within the range of possibilities
supported by the sociastural and institutional context in which they are writing” (Vergaro,
2011, p. 119). In other wordssat is important for this research is not how students’ writing
identities appear in the text, but how their writing idierdjt as constructed or imited by the
context of the academic discourse community, may influehee FLWA and ultimately their
achievement.

L2 writing research refers to students’ self-perceptions and self-beliefs saf-efficacy,
self-concept, or self-esteem, and each of these terms varies in the specificity eaf gituation
(Evans, 2015; Habrat, 2013). Understanding how researchers defitiey idehelpful when
discussing the topic with participants who are not accustaimehinking consciously about the
idea. Identity is also important in order to help educators skagher how this positioning may
influence students’ affective factors, including FLWA. A useful way of thinkindpaaut self-
esteem from a linguistics perspective is Habrat’s (2013) description of the three levels: global,
intermediate, and situational. Global self-esteem ra@eesgeneral sense of self andf-serth
across contexts. Because the research for this teesisiation-specific, the focus here is on
intermediate and situational self-esteem; intermedselfesteem is a student’s evaluation of
their self-worth and self-acceptance in certain cositestich as a university, while situational

self-esteem is dependent on a task. Combined, intermediatsituatidnal self-esteem describe
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the way a student feels about their competence and sdif-wudile writing in a universtty,
which in turn reflects how they have constructed theiing identity in this context.

In this research the termuriting identity wil encompass several aspects of both
linguistics and composition research; it can representuiient manifestation of an L2 writing
students self-esteem, their self-efficacy, and their idealized futsedves in the context of
writing in the academic discourse community. Their wriidgntity wil specifically refer to
how the student’s self-esteem reveals their position and value within thisodise community.
In part, this research is designed to examine what happess as Liu and Tannacito (2013)
describe, L2 students’ “historical and cultural practices and ideas encounter forces that can
perpetuate or deny the way they chose to play out theiitieenivhen confronted with new
literacy practices” (p. 356). For many students, it is possible that the identities that they wish to
claim and the ones that they are assigned by others datat wr are in confict.

The Academic Discourse Community, Writing ldentity, and FLWA

Participation in the academic discourse community mdatsL? writing students are
not only being asked to produce a text, but that they are ymetiticj in a social interaction that
is influenced by beliefs that have in turn produced a frame of what is and is not appropriate
for that participation. In and of itself, this is not probléecnaHowever, when examined in more
detall it is possible that when students are not comfortaitien the academic discourse
community they experience a decremspositive affective factors arghincrease in negative
affective factors results. Some research, discussed bedswpdked at the interaction between
identity and motivation, whose effects are then refleatestudent behavior. As Bartholomae
(1985) stated, students may choose majors, classes, and basset®n their comfort with

writing. However, of more immediate concern is how L2 writeehave in writing-inte nsive
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classrooms. Additionally, their behaviors and learning siestegay reveal how they cope with
FLWA or the extent to which they experience the phenomeraken together, writing

identities, the academic discourse community, and FLWA kaglan effect of the experience of
L2 writers, though their effects on one another are natyahvapparent or predictable.

While research exists on L2 writers’ participation and inclusion in discourse communities
(Ferenz, 2005) and on FLWA separately, these are not consideyettiet in the research.
Instead, Ferenz (2005) discusses L2 writers and their sogildrenent, which includes
teachers, peers, and advisors. Via interviews and questesndierenz explored 6 graduate
students’ academic literacy acquisition. Some participants stated that they learned the negessar
literacy skils by reading discipline texts, not from mestion itself, whie that same reading was
not helpful to others. Additionally, others felt that their IBhg writing improved because of
feedback from their professors. This study ultimately foulad plarticipant goals for learning
and their identity had an impact on the way that theycamted writing. Specifically,
participants who claimed an academic identity focused godge and organization, while
those who were not academically oriented wrote in theiard then translated their writing.

This example of the correlation between identity and behaiinformative because it shows
that, whether participants have consciously considered winging identity or not, it can have an
effect on their behavior and their writihng processes.

Identity research tends to take the form of case studé®ther qualtative methods, and
often describes identity in terms of how it affects beinavdin Cho’s (2015) study on motivation
and identity, sel-concept was expanded to include past amd felves. Guided by the
assumption that one’s possible future self that will have the most effect on motivation, Cho

divided participants into imagined successful and unsuctepsbt and future selves. The
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students’ effort (energy and focus) and persistence (time on task) were observed in order to
determine their motivation. Participants were given dhence to increase the amount of time
spent revising their work, which showed persistence, whig effort (attention) was measured
by a separate spelling error task. While Cho’s initial hypothesis that successful future selves

would have a posttive effect on motivation was not suppontedofitrast to the study it was
based on), the participants who were asked to imagine a sutqesstf self shoed higher levels
of effort and persistence, and therefore of motivation. Becais initial hypothesis was not
supported, Cho (2015) suggests that a student’s possible future self is more closely related to

their past experiences.

Ivani¢ (1998) conducted case studies with 8 adult continuing educatiticippats in
their second year of university. She describes the pdgsbifor self-hood as the abstract
possibilities avaiable in a gven context, whie sedfauthor is one of the manifestations of
those possibilities. Sedfsauthor represents the writer’s sense of their ability to write with
authority. As an extension of their autobiographical seffait reveal that they may or may not
have achieved enough self-worth to claim authority whiléing (p. 26). Her data included one
essay, two discussions in which they explained their diseocdhoices for that essay and their
past and current literacy practices, and interviews tiwthparticignts’ writing tutors. One
participant, Rachel, saw distinct differences in herectridentity as a reader and the identity
that she wanted to claim; she saw the pressure to close the gap as “disabling” (p. 128), and in
writing her own essay Rachel moved between back and fortredet®everal different subject
positions, which she accepted or rejected to varying degrdas. this study wil not look at the

realizations of this authority in student writing Esedelf-asauthor can also be seen in how a
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student posttions themselves in a college writing classthier words, it is a way of
understanding how students reflect on themselves asswriter

If one’s identity is determined and expressed as a “semiotic articulation of a person’s
evaluative stanceotvard interactions” (Huhtala & Lehti-Eklund, 2010, p. 275), it stands to
reason that when one is less sure of their stance dopoditeir identity may also become
uncertain. Identity is a personal and social constrodtitas decided both internally by the
writer and externally by others via their acceptanca pdirticipant in a discourse community. In
their study of 24 L2 students in Sweden, Huhtala and Lehtinkl(2010) used written
narratives of students’ university and language learning experiences to understand how they saw
themselves as members of what they call an imagined community, or a community “where joint
activity with other members is emphasized” (p. 278). Participants’ expectations of linguistic and
cultural assimilation were not met as quickly as trey hoped. Students who find themselves
comfortable in the academic discourse community (due to being rspeakers or other types of
privilege) may have the advantage of demonstrating hiagit dre familiar with knowledge that
they actualy do not have command of, purely because theablerdéo imitate the moves of that
community (White & Ali-Khan, 2013). In a study by White andKRhan (2013), case studies of
students on academic probation showed that they lackedtiowstlu iteracy, which caused them
to have problems with reading and creating texts. Thederssufelt that they were not able to
be successful because they needed skills that were naitlgxpdiught. Instead, they took
writing prompts literally (producing a few phrases or one ordemences for a short answer
essay question), and found themselves failing. In this xtotitese students who are able to
imitate  what is necessary are native speakers whodiswegrown up in an environment that has

prepared them to fully engage in this discourse communitg formal level; in other words,
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native speakers are centered rather than marginaliZ2avriing may be a place where learners
are finding a “viable balance between their actual selves and their possible selves” (Huhtala &
Leht-Eklund, 2010, p. 274), though they may not be successful in that

Influence of Academic Discourse Community and Writing Identity on FLWA

The L2 writing student’s success may be dependent on the learner, their self-efficacy and
comfort in claiming a place and an identity within a diseursmmunity, and the evaluation of
instructors or peers who may dole out approval. The contexyrarheducation can be high
stakes; it is a place where students are investing mutiieioftime and resources and where they
know that assessment of their work is a major factor in thecess. Case studies showed that
students might feel that there are hidden rules to acadbsoiourse that exist not only in the
classroom, but outside of it as well (White & Al-Khan, 2013)sTimay lead students to feel
that they lack the Iteracy skils necessary to commtsiaaside the class, and classroom
transactions are one of the key affective factors in shecess (Habrat, 2013). While they are in
an ESL or foreign language class the students are o iminority as a student linguistically-
speaking, but they are aware that outside of this conteytatle minorities because they are
second language learners rather than native speakerhisaplaces them in an unsure position
i the classroom. In a stark difference, “minority students’ [...] language practices, though
legitimate, fluent, eloquent and vibrant in their home conihes, are misplaced, frowned upon,
silenced, and disempowered in the universittting” (White & Ali-Khan, 2013, p. 32). The
ways that this may manifest itself depend on the stualashttheir context, including institutional
and social factors. These influences are what this ntustady is attempting to determine.

Rubin (1995) describes writing and identity as working togetherdgate one another;

“written language both reflects the writer’s identity, and the same time creates that identity” (p.
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3). While the social practices influencing an L2 writer’s identity construction include providing
feedback on writing, the text does not exist i isolation. The construction of a writer’s identity is

not isolated to their writing process or the words that appedne page, but is also connected to
the reader, in this case instructors and peers. Readerknawv or who are told that a writer is
non-native are more likely to find error, and writng donehmgé who are perceived to be from
a marginalized social group tends to be seen as non-standattie(wbenot it is true that the
writer is from a marginalized group) (Rubin, 1995). This is ong that FLWA and writing

identity are connected; one reason for FAW possible negative evaluation, and an L2 writer’s
status as a linguistic minority tends to lead to negathauaion abotthe writer’s social

identity.

Many instructors who have never done any sort of forleigguage or linguistic study
hold the pervasive attitude or belief in a correct or propgudege that in effect privileges
certain linguistic groups to the detriment of others (Skitridangas, 2009). In the case of this
research all instructors have etther a TESOL or foréagguage background, which would
presumably but not necessarily negate this possibilty; vewacademic writing is not confined
to these particular writing-focused courses. Gitin eR@lB) discuss the difference between
discourse marginalization and structural marginabzratas the difference between ways of
speaking and ways of organizing. In other words, discourse naigzgtion may take place when
a student is not recognized to have different instructioweeds, or when their language use is
viewed as a problem or obstacle in a mainstream classroonpolsile in the context of this
research that students experience marginalization atimtiscourse and institutional level, but

the focus of this research wil be on the level of diseurs
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L and Tannacito (2013) argue that language learners “invest in the target language in
order to obtain symbolic and material resources wlihtraise the value of their cultural capital”
(p. 358), though they found in their case studies that “the prestige of English is often interrelated
to habitual racial prejudices” (p. 366). In these case studies, Taiwanese EFL students recognized
the social, economic, and cultural advantages that wouldfdoeesf them as English speakers,
but their concept ofEnglish speakérprivileged American accents and American styles of
writing over the accents of their non-native EFL teexiip. 362). Participants in their study
went as far as to construct themselves as inferior anuatdly reinforced unequal power
relations between themselves, their instructors, peersyadimd speakers. If students in other
contexts are similarly constructing a writing identityatticreates or confirms marginalization or
inferiority, they may also experience a heightening oftvegaffective factors, including
FLWA.

College systems are seeing an increase in studentarehwriting in a non-native
language while participating in mainstream courseshtaofientimes by teachers who have no
background in second language acquisition or second languaggogedahere are some
arguments that, given its status as a lingua francatisapdestige status (Liu & Tannacito 2013,
Woodrow, 2011), English should be treated differently from other fodaigguages. However,
in both of these cases (second and foreign language tspritax assumed that the student has
achieved a level of competency within academic discoursgch@e attitudes towards
mulilingual writers may vary. In some cases, they maprace L2 writers as highly motivated,
refer the students to outside tutors, or even questiondthessions and placement process itself
(Matsuda, Saenkhum, & Accardi, 2013). In the case of insteuctio question placement

processes, there is the assumption that the student’s deficiencies are not being caught by a failing
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placement system. Contrary to this negative perspecteris F2007) outines many important
considerations for ESL-trained teachers to keep in mince wdsiiching writing, such as realizing
that they should not be striving for an "ideal" text, varythg types of feedback provided to
students, and finding a balance between intervention and appoopriHowever, while this
advice would be helpful in combatting instruction that focusedocal issues or errors in L2
writing, this advice is targeted towards ESL-trained uestrs, and it is doubtful that it would be
more widely disseminated to mainstream instructors. Addikgnié does not take into account
the social, poltical, and institutional forces that malpdanice negative affective factors.

When we combine this highly-regulated discourse communitgcademic writing and
the fact that students’ negative self-perceptions of writing ability tend to be self-flifg
(Onwueguzie, 1999), L2 writing students are put in a position uggr and possibly fail.
Motivation and affect are two of the largest predictors of writers’ success (Abdel Latif, 2015),
and motivation tends to decrease as negative affectterda(such as FLWA) increase (Daly &
Miler, 1975). Courses lke first-year compositon (IE CO150) ordordanguage reading and
writing for communication (IE LFRE300) are intended to pregéudents for larger writing
tasks in higher-level courses in the university. Ashahey have implications beyond the
semester that they are taken, and even beyond the departoertiich they belong. Due to their
roles in preparing students for further study, it is impori@ understand how those courses
might play a role in setting students up for successilanefa However, L2 students may
experience these courses differently, depending on ifaheyoreign language or second
language contexts; it stands to reason that a studenexgasiences linguistic or discourse
alienation outside of the classroom as well (i.e. in argktéanguage context) would experience

more FLWA. This is because not only is that student inrdamiliar situation in the language
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class, but in all of their other classes and socialtising as wel. The broader learning context is
an important part of this study, and so the experiences @folenguage learners and second
language learners wil be separated for comparison to temdf is a difference that may be
caused by those different contexts.
Research on identity in composition tends to occur when there is something “other” about
the participants; a quick search through a database or loakihg iadex of an edited book (i.e.
Rubin, 1995) reveals that identity is an issue particullmiysecond language learners and
women this would imply that native speakers and other “centralized” populations either don’t
need to consider their identity. This also means thatdifficult to combine the experiences of
L2 writers and native-speaking writers, or to combine wriiprehension with writing identity
as experienced by a broader population. Tying together eaclsefdiparate threads of
research is an attempt at discovering if they haveffest @n each other, and if so to what
degree. Given the widespread research on the variousivafféactors that make up FLWA it is
clearly a concern to many researchers and educators. @uypnecWA with other broader
social and institutional causes wil hopefully begin aeskers down a path that wil help them,
teachers, and students to avoiding or preventing this negaftiveence on L2 learning and
writing.
Research questions and hypotheses
This studyseeks to answer three questions related to L2 writing in theexboif higher

education:

1. What are some of the possible causes of foreign languagiegwapprehension (FLWA)?

2. What is the extent and nature of the difference in sewond and foreign language

writers experience FLWA and writing identities?
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3. To what extent, if any, does the comfort that L2 writers ifeelaiming a writing identity
(FLWA)?
Because the first research question may have manybloasswers, the hypotheses are limited
to the following, related to research questions 2 and 3:
1. Participants who are writing in a second language coatexgipposed to a foreign
language context wil experience a higher level of FLWA
2. Participants who display a higher level of writing apprebansvil be less likely to
claim a strong or well-defined writing identity.
Both of these hypotheses are based on the assumption deattstwho do not feel like
comiortable and full participants of the academic discoocosamunity wil experience higher
levels of FLWA. The first hypothesis works under the agsiom that students in a second
language context wil have difficulty because they aré Inetv to the academic discourse
community, as well as non-native speakers. This may leadhtd &f a writing identity, which
in turn could lead to FLWA. The second hypothesis works utieassumption that lack of

membership leads to a lack of a writing identity.

31



CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

In order to answer the research questions, this studaeditib phenomenological
approach to describe the ved experiences that L2 writing nitudeay have had with FLWA,
which can include but is not imited to the writing coultsey were enrolled in before or at the
time of the study. This research looked at the experieoEe® writers in a university context in
order to achieve the underlying purpose: to better understantheandounteract the possible
practices, attitudes, or expectations of L2 students (whetieenally or externally driven) in a
university that might cause FLWA. Whie there areyngossible perspectives and stakeholders
to consider in this research, such instructors, program iattetiars, and curriculum developers,
this study focused on the perceptions and experiences siihents as a starting point because
they are the ones who experience this phenomenon fidt-ha

Participants

A total of 49 L2 writing students participated in this studybl@dl describes the numbers
of students and the time they had spent studying thealgaguParticipants for the study were
recruited from international sections of CO150 (FirsttY€amposttion), a second language
learning context, and a third-year foreign languagdingricourse, LFRE300 (Reading and

Writing for Communication— French), a foreign language learning context.

Table 1

Participants

CO150 (second languag LFRE300 (foreign language

context) context)
Total participants 34 15
Length Less than four years 16 13
of study Four or more years 18 2
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In both courses a main goal is to prepare students forrfunthing tasks in the target language
in the university. All participants were enrolled in a medisized university in the West and
were taking a course during which they must write @nguage that is not native to them. The
students studying English are doing so in a second languagextcavhile those studying
French are doing so in a foreign language context. Whdesurvey did not explicitly ask
participants for their L1, responses to open-ended questions edditadt their native languages
included English, Arabic, Chinese, Malayalam, and Portugudseother identifying information
was collected from participants in the survey. More infdtionawas gathered from the interview

participants (who had previously completed the survey), whictetailed in Table 2.

Table 2
Interview participants
Particpant Fen Bo Sara Alm Mel Chunhua Emma Scott
L1 Chinese Chinese Malayalam Arabic Chinese Chinese English Portuguese
Learning ESL ESL ESL ESL ESL ESL FL ESL & FL
context
Length of 4 years 6+ 10+ 10+ 6+ 4 years 5years English: 6+
study years years years years years;
French: 5
years

Note. Length of study is reported in congruence with shevey question that included categories of 1-3yeh
6 years, and over 6 years; more specific informat@®given when possible.

Research Design
This project used a mixed-methods approach that includedysuavel individual
interviews in order to synthesize qualitative and quaitaresults. The synthesis and analysis
of mixed-methods data collecton may be troublesome wheepiktemologies seem
incompatible (Kavanagh, Campbel, Harden, & Thomas, 2012), budindly qualtative and
guantitative methods have their own strengths. The wiliatign of data becomes possible in

mixed-methods research because it is possible to confidimgs, find contradictions and gaps,
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and use the findings of each method to complement each Gihre( & Sperling, 2010;
Kavanagh et al, 2012). The use of these two methods allowsglobad picture of L2 writing at
the university where this research was conducted, lassveore individualized responses from
L2 writing students. Each of these methods serves to amfiffeeent research questions that
could not be answered by one method alone. For example, undergtdinelilevel of FLWA
experienced at this university can be done through diveitanethods, whie discovering the
sources of FLWA is best done quantitatively. This is adfleated in the literature review;
studies on FLWA tend to use quantitative methods (e.g.ys)yvevhile studies on identity tend
to use qualtative methods (e.g. interviews and case studies).
I nstruments

Survey

A survey was created in order to collect quantitative dathto help in understanding the
writing experience of students at CSU. The majority ofstimeey used asbased on the Second
Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWAI) developed bye@y (2004). The SLWAI was
originally based on other tests, such as the Daly-Miligting Anxiety Test (1975), that looked
at native-speaker writing anxiety and communication apps&vwe The SLWAI was then
modified for non-native writers (Cheng, 2Q00€heng (2004) organized his survey items based
on four categories: reasons, situations, somatic anxiaty,weting processeXronbach’s alpha
for the original survey, which included 21 tems, was .91, antk#iteretest reliability was .85.
Cheng found three subscales via a factor analysis tedumed somatic and cognitive anxiety
and avoidance behavior. Together these subscales havegarstirliability, whie separately
they were .82, .81, and .83, respectively. Several other studies des/¢he SLWAI or certain

of its items, including Abdel Latif (2015), Di Loreto & McDonoug@B013), and Kirmizi &
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Kirmizi (2015), while retaining high reliability. Cheng alsompared the SLWAI to 10 other
scales measuring various types of anxiety and foundtttat differentiate between different
kinds of language and writing anxiety, which establishedcdnstruct validity.

In order to adapt the SLWAI for the purposes of this resetvehzategories that Cheng
used to measure anxiety were differentiated. The @seprestions for this study asked for
causes of FLWA and any relationship between FLWA and tigentihle the SLWAI had a
broader focus. The questions from the SLWAI that are pattito this research and that were
included in this study are those developed in relation tomsaer FLWA and the writing
situations that cause students FLWA. The questionswibiad developed to test somatic anxiety
and the effects of the anxiety on their writhg procesga® excluded because somatic anxiety
and writihg processes are not relevant to why a studentienges FLWA. On the other hand,
questions that ask the participants about reasons for thétAFor situations in which they
experience more FLWA can help to understand causesafiée tlvo categories (somatic
anxiety and writing processes) give specific informatibat is not relevant to writing identity
and the social, poliical, and institutional contexts thlae precedence from the perspective of
intercultural rhetoric. Additionally, questions that specifg éffects of time constraint were
modified to be more broadly applicable because time-constrainedgwsitrarely a feature of
assignments in the classes these students wergeckdraom.

Questions relating to writing identity were created fog #urvey in order to determine
how students felt about claiming a writing identity, whetti@t identity changed between their
L1 and L2, and to elicit open-ended reflection on the topic. Adstpns are on a Likert scale
between 1 and 6 from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”, with the exception of two open-

ended questions relating to writing identity and one yes/notique®lating to writing identity
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differences between L1 and L2. On the original SLWAI s were on a 1-5 scale, but a 1-6
scale helps to avoid ambivalent answers. Two versions ofitteyswere created, one survey
asking students about English writihg and the other swrg&ing students about foreign
language writing. Initially, there were other foreigmduages involved in the study but they
ended up unable to participate. The modified versions of theysucan be found in Appendices
A (for CO150) and B (for LFRE300).

After modifying the original SLWAI survey questions and agdiaditional questions
relevant to this research, the questions were re-caedion order to be measured for the
purposes of my research questions. The survey questionsdak three categories: writing
identity, behavior (or situation), and FLWA. The table of $pations can be found in
Appendix C. Writing identity questions gauged whether paaiits had a strongly held writing
identity and how they might describe their writing ideniityone language compared to another.
These questions were used to determine the relationshigedref WA and identity. Items
measuring behavior determined whether students avoided &t smigopportunities to write in
the language being learned, which may indicate acteffe their L2 university writing
experience and academic achievemélitie behavior category also mirrors Cheng’s (2004)
situation category in that it can help researchemnderstand when students may feel more or
less anxious about their writing (e.g. when they havearestheir writing with peers).

Lastly, FLWA questions fell into two further categoriescial and individual. These
differences are also indicated in Appendix C. These questi@asured affect in relation to
whether the particular situation occurred when thecgemt was writing (individual) or when
they were sharing their writihg with an instructor vath peers (social). Whie measuring FLWA

in a broader sense, these two affective situations afge wedistinguish whether or not a
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participant was more likely to feel FLWA when they areévalgt participating in the academic
discourse community (social) or if their FLWA occurs indejggn of that context (individual).
Items that covered FLWA were further spiit into two gat&s: negative and positive affect.
Negative affect includes FLWA, whie the postive dffgiestions showed a possible lack of
FLWA, or possibly the presence of self-efficacy or self-icierice depending on how strongly
participants respondedn example of a positive social affect question is item 9, “I don’t worry
that at all that my English compositions are a lot worse than others”, while an example of a
positive individual affect question is item 7, “while writing in English, I often worry that I would
use expressions and sentence patterns improperly”.
Interviews

In order to fully understand how students experience and ebewm their own writing
identities, it is necessary to have an open dialogue kdtlstudents where their responses can be
explored in more detail, gving qualitative respondeésing Creswell’s (2013) procedures for
phenomenological studieswo mitial survey questions were developed to provide a “textual and
structural description of the experiences” (p. 81), as well as to explain participants’ common
experiences. The interviews werarsstructured, and initial questions were relatively open-
ended to get a sense of the participant’s background and experience, and gradually asked why the
participant felt a particular way in different situasonStudents may not have consciously
considered the sources of their own writihg identities or &epson, so questions being too
specific or narrowly focused may be misunderstood or at leastatotnderstood.

For the purposes of this research and because my subpebtigual rather than
institutional, the questions foa onthe participant’s experience of writing, before and during

university, their concept of writing identity (includingetr own and its importance), and what
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they believe some of the causes of their possible FLWAistarls Though students’ self-
assessed level of apprehension being determined beforehaihg siarvey, the interview
focused on both all three of the main factors discusselae inesearch: identity, FLWA, and
behavior or situation. Regarding identity, the interviewsuded on a discussion of how the
students see their writihg identity, and whether they tleat their identity differs from their L1
experience to their current L2 university experiencepdricular, the interviews focused on
gaining in-depth responses and understanding of surveyogqgesiumbers 2, 3, 22, 23, and 23a,
or the questions that are related to writing identity. Intaddio these questions regarding
identity, questions asking the participants about their exper with FLWA were developed in
order to understand the source of these possibly negativeieagpsr From these two main lines
of questioning, participants naturally responded in ways tha mformation about their
behavior, including writing processes and avoidance. The cemptetrview protocol can be
found in Appendix D.
Procedures

Five instructors of seven L2 writing courses were coath@r this study, for a total of
168 potential participants; the requirements for participat@ant that a larger pool of
participants was not possible. Classroom presentations gvere to four of the five classes
involved in order to inform potential participants about thesgoéthe research, its importance,
why they were being asked to participate, procedures of tharoks and to answer any
questions they may have had before participating.
Surveys

The survey was created on surveymonkey.com and waogemtticipants via emails

provided by the instructors or through the learning managemsestem Canvas. After reading
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the consent form the survey was available to participaantd responses were periodically
checked to find participants who had indicated wilingness t@ipate in the interview.
Participants were able to complete the survey on their tioven but they were asked to complete
it within one week of distribution. The survey took particisaapproximately 10 minutes to
complete. At the end of the survey students were invibeshdre their contact information if they
were interested in being interviewed. If students did na&eatp an interview, no identifiable
information was collected from them.
Interviews

After the survey was completed, interviews with 6 studenfsst-year college
composition and 2 students in thedkyear foreign language course were conducted. Table 2
includes more detailed information about the interviewigi@ahts. Participants who consented
to be interviewed were met for a 30-minute session on carpas. responses were recorded
electronically and the recordings were transcribed yssgudonyms. During the interview
participants were asked a series of open-ended questions. Afieipgas responded to these
initial questions, follow-up questions were asked in order tiyclar expand upon their
responses. The qu@ns were used to gauge a student’s familiarity with the concept of writing
identities, as well as to gauge their level of comfort \widgir own writing identity in English/a
foreign language, as compared to their native language.

Analysis of data

Quantitative analysis

After survey data was collected a comparison was made betwederts’ level of
FLWA and wilingness to claim a writing identity betweeSLEand foreign language students.

Dependent variables include the level of writhg apprebiangnegative affect), level of writing
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confidence (positve affect), and wilingness to claim a writtgntity. Independent variables
include whether the student is in a foreign languagecanr® language environment. Means and
standard deviations for each item determined the levetitofig apprehension that each group
experiences as well as indicated the participants’ willingness to claim a writing identity.
Different comparisons between the means were made in ordaswer the research questions
in the following ways:
e Research question 2:
o Identity and FLWA, focusing on negative affect items betwgroups
o Behavior or writing situaton and FLWA between groups
e Research question 3:
o The level of FLWA between the two groups (second and foreigguage
learners)
o Wilingness to claim an identity between groups
o Behavior or writihg situaton and FLWA between groups
Qualitative analysis
The analysis of qualtative data, including open-ended suguestions and interviews,
was conducted using guidelines from Creswell (2013). This teteids as follows:
1) Highlight “significant statements” that provide understanding of how participants
experienced the phenomenon.
2) Write a description of what the participants experiencedtexb(structural
description)

3) Write composite description of the phenomenon, the “essential, invariant structure”.
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Transcription of the interviews folowed Davidson (2009). Daviddescribes transcription as
theoretical, representational, selective, and interpretivether words, it is a practice grounded
in theory in which the transcriber makes choices aboat whinclude and how to do so that
may ultimately have an effect on a reader’s interpretation of the data. In order to minimize the
effect of possie political bias or reader misinterpretation, participants’ responses were
transcribed verbatim so that all relevant information was readily available. The researcher’s
questions and input were kept to a minimum and only includedhrisdription in order to
provide context for a response. The questions that led to alpar@mswer were numbered in
the transcript based on the interview protocol (Appendix D) tp Keefocus on the participant.
However, questions that deviated from the script werecnibed in full. Non-verbal cues were
not transcribed, and grammatical errors were kept intacle Whvidson (2009) describes
selectivity as an important part of transcription, thenm@e/s were not so long that it became
necessary to eliminate details that, whie intialges unimportant, may become relevant.
Both the commonalities and the differences antigpant’s experiences were noted to
compare and contrast the possible sources of these simitifferang experiences. In order to
codify the qualitative responses, they were read to find conanenifying themes, those
themes were established across responses, and then respenese=read in order to apply the
coding. For both surveys and interviewsartpipants’ responses were coded in order to
determine the common themes and to discover the time spemssing five categories. These
categories were determined according to the framework ithvihe participant placed their
language use and identity at the tinsecial, cultural, self, affect, andrhetoric. Affect reveals any
discussion of emotional reactions to writingglf refers to any time the student discusses their

writing identity, social refersto students’ discussion of teachers’ or peers’ interaction with their
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writing, cultural compareghe students’ L1 with second language writing, and rhetoric refers to
either writing processes or formal concerns, such a®uoitaii organization. Examples of each of
these categories follow:

e Social context, in which the participant is conscious of how their writisg
perceived: e.g. “I don’t want the professor to see the paper and she can recognize
it is from [an] nternational student” (Fen)

e Cultural context, in which the participant is aware of how the culturetheir L1
may affect therr writing identity or FLWA: e.g. “English readers are usually more
sensive and prone to being offended by something than Arabic” (Alim)

e Sdf, (including selfevaluation literacy, andidentity): e.g. “straight- forward”

(Sara)

e Affectivereactions: e.g. “nervous” (Emma)

e Rnetorical concerns, which includes form, genreand writhg process; e.g. “I have
to think about my grammar, or spell, or organization” (Bo)

The categorization of these responses is mirrored indtieg of the open-ended survey
responses and interviews, though some categories were rodigtwe for certain questions,
participants, or groups. The same categories were used dbitlad qualtative data collected, be
that surveys or interviews, in order to faciitate compariaad contrast between the qualtative
and guantitative data and to make connections between theetivods of data collection. After
all of the data was collected and organized according to tieis/acategories or contexts that it

helped to explain, it was then collected according to howswewred the research questions.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results from each type of data collection can helmdwer more than one research
guestion, so those results andrthplications wil be presented according to the research
questions and hypotheses. Qualitative data collected isclimierview responses and open-
ended questions. The qualitative data that was gatheredesgsed to answer research
questions one (“what are some of the possible causes of FLWA?”) and two (“what is the extent
and nature of the difference in how second and foreign dgaguvriters experience FLWA and
writing identities?”). The responses also had implications for research question three (“to what
extent, if any, does the comfort that L2 writers feel immaleg a writing identity correlate with
foreign language writing apprehension (FLWA)”)? Quantitative data included Likert-scale
survey items and was designed to answer research gsiestiorand three.

The guantitative data, as discussed previously, included 48/susponses, 34 from
second languageS() students and 15 from foreign languadd.)(students. Due to time
constraints the survey was not piloted, and Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was .53.Di Loreto &
McDonough (2013) found a reliability of .52 for their behavior iteroming from the SLWAI,
but in this survey the behavior items were a combination of Cheng’s (2004) behavior and
sttuation items, for which he found a .82 and .83, respectivelthisirtase the survey performed
with a lower reliability than other uses of the sareent. The possible reasons for and
implications of this low reliability wil be discussed ietlimitations.

The gqualitative data was collected in two ways: viadpenended survey questions, and
the individual interviews. The first open-ended question erstinvey was required and received

49 responses, while the second question open-ended question was aptibreceived 27

43



responses. Twenty-eight participants indicated that théingvidentity is different in their
native language, whie 21 indicated that it is not. Thepaeses to all open-ended questions can
be found in Appendix E.

The second set of qualtative responses came from intexvidviotal of 8 interviews
were conducted in order to understand causes of FLWA from the students’ perspective, as well
as to understand the ways they considered their writinditielenThe interview participants’
information is summarized in Table 2. Each interview w@ded according to identity or affect,
using the same categories as the open-ended survey eatiohthose responses contributed to
answering all of the research questions.

Sources of FLWA

The first research question was open-ended and asked forssotifle/VA. The data
gathered to answer this question included the interviemdsopen-ended survey results. During
the interviews participants were asked what they faitnwvriting for college, why they felt that
way, and were also asked to compare that experience to wadtirgersonal reasons. Interview
responses to writing varied from having moved past the pointitnfg anxiety (Scott and
Emma), to feeling afraid to even ask for help (Sara and elrces of FLWA could
potentially be external (peers, instructors, or the widadawic discourse community) or
internal (e.g. goals or expectations for personal achieve.mbntomparing the two groups,
FLWA was higher in foreign language students on thentiive survey results, equal to the
second language students in the qualtative surveytsieand lower than the second language
students during interviews. It is possible that, given aragual number of participants in each
group these comparisons would change and the differenceld b@wmore or less marked. Itis

also possible that these two groups consider the tasksrdlfferevhereas Scott wanted to prove
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himself to his teacher, Fen did as wel, but for differetsoes. Fen wanted to be sure that her
writing did not mark her as a non-native writer, and Scotiteeato prove that he knew the rules.
Being marked as a non-native writer, for Fen and Saraawi&advantage.

The open-ended survey questions asked the participants alouritivey identities, but
their responses did imply some causes of FLWA. On theseiogsesavailable in Appendix E),
foreign language students tended to describe their edfeotiactions as related to grammar;
responses included “grammar is difficult and confusing”, descriptions of over-thinking resulting
in mistakes, lack of confidence, and a frustration at a lackazfbulary. The uniformity of these
responses leads to the conclusion that the languadgeistsetat causes much of foreign
language students’ FLWA. In contrast, second language students described theityidienterms
of rhetorical categories like organization and process.r@$gonses to the surveys and
interviews gave several possible causes of FLWA, includieipg afraid to make mistakes, not
wanting to be judged negatively by either the teacher or,deeing unfamiliar with the genre or
requirements of an assignment, worry about being accugadgairism, concern for the effect
they are having on their audience (including using affensr incorrect phrases), and a lack of
interest in either the task or the topic of the text. Amalhgf these causes, how the student is
being perceived by the reader, genre conventions, andrassig requirementsvere the most
frequent concerns.
Audience: Peers and Teachers

On the surveys, participants showed a difference in #iel/A when an audience comes
into the picture. Participants in both groups had higher AbMden the social affect question
was about their work being evaluated by a teadberuestion 10, “If my foreign language

composition is to be evaluated, I worry about getting a very poor grade” the means for second
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language (SL) and foreign language (FL) participants were 4.12 and 4.60 out of 6, respectively.
When the question was about the peer as audience thefessi@®ncern. For example, question
15, “I’'m afraid that the other students would make fun of my English composition if they read it”
had means of 2.65 and 2.27 for second language and foreign language participants, respectively.

This supports findings of other research that FLWA can bsechby fear of evaluation (e.g.
Cheng, 2002; Kirmizi & Kirmizi, 2015). Their teachers have a coeabieffect in that they
provide evaluation, and interview participants Scott, Feth,Gllunhua treated their teachers as
someone they needed to prove themselves to.

Overal, peers do not seem to be a large factor in the walyZhariters react to writing.
However, one interview participant described a peer group ricfuethat was unique to her
situation. Sara described a peer group that consisted adith@unity of Indian students on
campus. She said that they ask each other about their &fdAsse that to decide whether the
other person is good enough to takk to. She takes this situatiogranted, and said that they can
be realy hard on each other but that it is a good commurattygénerally provides her with
support. She believes this kind of community could be helpful far atternational students, so
that they can “connect with their own kind”. Sara described other students who don’t have this
kind of community as beingreally scared to talk” because “they don’t want to be corrected or
judged, like ‘oh, they are not saying that right’”.

Different interview participants saw their audience ffedint ways, though they were
all conscious of the different ways their audience migtgrpret their writing. Chunhuas
concerned about the effect she has on her audience bexawsegrammar mistakes and the

sense that what she is writing is not adequately expgeksr feelings and what she means. She

avoids sharing her own experience in her writhg becaleds worried that she wil use
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informal or incorrect words, and she is also concerned thatepadpleel attacked after reading
her writing. Her audience is a vague presence (are fleegiuthor she is responding to, the
author whose work she is using, a reader she might offebd®has a clear influence on how
she feels about writing. According to Chunhua, Englishingritends to have less consideration
of the feelings of the reader, which is tied in to her desi@void argument.

In addition to being concerned about teacher evaluation, Ghushalso aware of her
effect on peer audiences. Though she said that sheskasolsfidence to post on Facebook
because she doesn’t want friends to see “these weird expressions”, she stated moments later in
the interview that she doesn’t care what others think of her writing. While she feels upset if a
teacher sends her article back to her and there are gramynar mistakes, it is because she feels
upset for herself, that “I don’t do well, I think I can do better, but I try to avoid because I don’t
want to make myself sad”. Though she seems to value the opinions of peers more than teachers,
the largest amount of pressure seems to be self-inflictatheiRthan understanding that her
ability to recognize previous mistakes is a sign of progiessgduces her current self-
confidence. In this case, the audience that Chunhuaitisgwo serves to remind her of the ways
in which she is not performing the way she wants to.

Scott’s experience with writing was determined by others in a few ways. Scott, like
Emma, Chunhua, Sara, and Bo, was conscious of the effeetitimg would have on his
audience in terms of evaluation. His writing in Frenabht be determined by how he expected
his teacher to react to his use of a certain grammasica¢ture or vocabulary word, but with
friends he says thdk knows they “aren’t going to judge me if I don’t use rhetorical devices
[and] you can just do your own thing”. He said that the difference is related to the pressure he

had described earlier. Though Chunhua had described hessgif Being nervous to post on
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Facebook because she was worried her American friends would judge her language use, Scott’s
experience is that this is not something to worry about. Sisotttakes cues from his friends
whose writing he describes as “singing”. Overall, the two biggest influences on Scott’s L2
writing are his proficiency in the language and others’ reactions to it.

When discussing writng Emma had two main concerns id:nform and purpose. Both
of these were important in relation to other people. Regardimg, fogr grammar ceased to cause
her anxiety when she knew that her reader recognizedeVied at a lower level she knew that a
teacher would recognize that she would make mistakes a&adatiented vocabulary. Her
purpose for writing was also tied to how it could help her aamwate with others. Though she
had a low level of anxiety that was not long-term, the thay she described her few experiences
with FLWA align with others who are concerned about ri@ession they are giving the reader.

Chunhua seems to have difficulty in accepting some ofdéhee conventions that she has
encountered in the U.S., specifically in regards to hovensrirespond to each other. She said
that in China, rather than confronting an incorrect deeonclusion, they Wi say, “you have
some good ways to describe something, but maybe others wil &gemy opinion”. She
described Americans as approaching the same situationa wiinfrontational strategy, such as
“this part you say is not good, it is incorrect because...” and then they give examples. The
hedging that is present in Chinese writing as Chunhgaex@erienced it provides the writer with
other authors to support them, while American writers do i & same support.

Lack of Familiarity with Genres or Requirements

The ESL participants in this study were much more awhgenre, citation,

organization, and other expectations of academic writihngprégously stated, the purpose of

CO150 as a core university course is to ensure that stugtenfgepared for academic writing.
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The foreign language learners’ rhetorical vocabulary was limited to conventions, and they used
the wordsgrammar andvocabulary. The open-ended questions asked participants to describe
their writing identities, but ESL participants used words dkieos, pathos, logos, parallelism,
organization, passive voice, metaphor, andimagery to answer this questiorThe ESL students’
current enrollment in CO150is one possible reason thatatteegoncerned with form, purpose,
audience, and other rhetorical concerns; one of the obgedivihe course is for students to
become familiar with and be able to use audience, purpose, apdtdonbelp them with
different writing situations. Because most students makst CO150 the foreign languag
participants were probably familiar with the same vocabulary, but don’t place as much

importance on it because they are already more familiér this academic discourse
community, and are likely not currently enroled in CO150. ynexperience, some students
coming into CO150 from an American high school might be imilith features of rhetoric,
logos, ethos, and pathos, as well as citation conventions loefolieg to college, but given that
it has probably been some time since they have used tthosein a class, they weren’t thinking
about writing in those terms when answering the quesaait their writing identity.

An incident in her first semester caused Sara (ESbpate some of the negative
reactions to writing that she stil experiences. Shereasired to write a lab report and she
described herself as being “really frightened” because she “had no idea what a lab report really
was”. She said that they “gave us a sample lab report but it didn’t really make sense to [her]
because [she]ouldn’t relate it with [her] topic”. Overal, Sara seemed to be very sure of herselff
and the way she writes (even if it isn’t her favorite task) until confronted with an unfamiliar
writing situation. Her experience with the lab report marked a moment when she wasn’t sure

how to meet the requirements of the assignment, everawitbdel. In this case, it seems that
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models of assignments can be problematic because instragsuse that a student wil be able
to look past the topic and understand the rhetorical movesa theter is making, the kind of
information that is being presented and the way thatgsnized; however, when they come
from different writing backgrounds, this might not always Heedase.

Alm and Mei’s (both ESL) early college experience in plant sciencas similar to
Sara’s; none of them knew what was expected of them in geneelabf report, how to find
scholarly sources, or how to use and cite them correctly.ditét know how to find scholarly
sources and she did not go out of her way to find help, sasiesl tthe assignment in late, failed
it, and ended up doing poorly in the class. Not knowing the cammenbf a genre, the methods
for finding material, or the requirements of an assignmentintie to be a problem for Mei. In
her current class they are given a lot of instructaoout how to write a paper, but after reading
through all of it, she still doesn’t understand what is required of her. She also has difficulty
understanding the instructor whie in class. Alim taevrite a lab report and describes that
experience as frustrating because the TA “assumes that students know how to write a lab report
even though it is a first level biology lab”. He said that he will have to look up the structure, and
that it will be a challenge because of the changes between languages, and that he doesn’t know
“how English is structured mn every certain genre”.

Plagiarism

Tied in with being unsure of how to find and use scholadyrces is a fear of being
accused of plagiarisniThe lab report required finding scholarly articles, which Sara didn’t know
how to find, and so she and a friend worked together to find so@hesand her friend were
accused of plagiarism, which caused her to have panikat@®cause she was worried she was

going to get kicked out. She describes the transiton frgm $thool to college in terms of how
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much she used to like writing, compared to her change df hear which is mainly due to not
underganding assignments and trying to avoid plagiarism. Alim stated that he is nervous “about
the whole plagiarism thing”, but usually he feels “ok”. Part of the reason he is not too worried is
because in his CO150 class he knows that his instructor “is going to be understanding and point
[plagiarism] out and not make a big deal of it because she knows that this is new to me”. Overall
Alm didn’t experience as much FLWA as some of the other second language mterview
participants, but citation and plagiarism was the onethetanade him uncertain. The FL
students didn’t mention citation during their nterviews, but this could be because they attended
high school in the U.S. and began learning about it edhnlier the SL participants.
Student Interest

Some ofthe responses to FLWA indicated that it wasn’t writing in a second language that
caused students difficulty, but the task of writing itself. niylaf them described writing as
“pboring” (Fen), “not getting any fun out of it” (Bo), and the majority of the interviewees
described enjoying writing when they get the chance to ehthe$ topic or when the writing is
less structured and more creative. While these responses didn’t directly answer the research
guestion as it relates to causes of FLWA (as opposed to apmioehafout writing in general),
they are stil useful considerations for instructors mtiey create writing tasks. Each of the
interview participants seemed much more wiling to extendefloet necessary to complete a
task when they were interested in the task, and effertoban shown to have a positive
relationship with motivation (Cho, 2015), as well as a positivatioethip with self-efficacy and

a negative relationship with FLWA (Woodrow, 2011).
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Behavior and situation

Since FLWA is situation specific, it is important to urkiend the contexts it might be
more likely to occur in. Whie L2 academic writing is a goaftsto narrowing our focus to a
particular situation, if instructors understand whatteass of the process are causing more
FLWA, they might be able to make a positive change. Certastiqns on the survey were
retained from Cheng (2004) in order to understand how studegitt react in different
situations, as it relates to FLWA. Survey results atehiew responses both indicated that
students, whether they feel a significant amount oegnar not, were willing to write in their
L2. The means and standard deviations were again calcalatédolected in Table 3, where the
guestions are organized to reflect wiling participatiorwiiting tasks or avoidance behaviors.

Table 3

urvey results - behavior

Second Language Foreign Language
Question M D) M D
Q6: BE + 3.88 1.47 2.73 1.28
Q21: BE + 3.62 1.37 2.47 0.74
Q8: BE - 2.79 1.37 3.13 1.19
Q11: BE - 2.94 1.37 3.13 1.51
Q12: BE - 2.97 1.31 3.27 1.39
Q16: BE - 2.76 1.13 2.07 1.03

Note. + refers to participation, while - refers to adance behavior

Diiding the responses by language learning context was os@ful again with these items than
evaluating them as a single group. Initially the respofmsethese items seemed to be the most
neutral of all of the questions on the survey, with dlseebt and highest total means being about
tems related to FLWA. However, diiding them they show thatgroups respond differently to
these situations. Foreign language participants dighgritle the participation behavior items

and even more strongly with the final avoidance behatgon. iSecond language participants, on
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the other hand, responded favorably to the participation techslightly negatively to the
avoidance questions. This means that foreign languagentdumay be more likely to avoid
writing, while second language students are more likelyillingly participate in writing tasks.
As previously stated, foreign language students showeer higieels of FLWA based on the
survey, which means that, in this case, students wperiexced more FLWA were more likely
to avoid writing. Given that this is one of the major catiegoof anxiety that Cheng (2004)
found in the SLWAI, this is not surprising.

Given the contradictions between the survey and interviesponses to behavior
guestions, it is difficult to say that these avoidance bahapatterns are the same for each
student in the same language learning context. Whaesuhvey results would suggest that
foreign language students are more likely to experiend&A-and are more likely to avoid
writing, the interview responses did not align with thoseirfigs. The two groups had some
common reactions to writing as a task, in additon to languagesamutée community concerns.
For example, second language students were aware thateibdgd to practice their writing to
improve, and this wasn’t something they could avoid.

When situations present themselves where she is iliafarwith the assignment or genre,
Sara’s reaction is fear, though she didn’t display any sort of avoidance behavior; she had no
problem doing the work that was required of her, as long asmsterstood how it should be
completed and what the writing conventions required of her, e Chunhua, seems to
experience a difference in her current and idealizedefuiwriting identities, though the obstacles
to get rom one to the other seemed difficult for her to gett pasvards the end of our interview
Fen observed that when she has reached out for help enithrling before, she was not always

satisfied. She attributed this to differences in her ovitareuand that of the writing tutor that she
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went to see. She described her writing as “in Chinese thinking, and [she] want[s] to change it”.

While it isn’t clear what she views as “English thinking” and “Chinese thinking”, it is apparent
that Fen sees herself as not yet having met herofdeding a creative English writer who is
indistinguishable from other native writers.

Taken as a whole, these reactions support the idea thatdtienac discourse
community is alienating because of the unfamiliar gerceaventions, and inability to decipher
assignments, but more so for international and second ¢gengstadents than foreign language
students, which supports an underlying assumption thatdbeudse community has an effect
on students’ experience of FLWA. On the other hand, L2 writihg is no less apprehension-
inducing for foreign language students. They clearly @eqmed FLWA, but the categorization
of their responses in the qualtative data indicated ittimaight come from different sources than
it does for second language students. Whether or not timatale actually causes FLWA is stil
yet to be determined. Whie ESL students seemed to expefEsxkté&LWA based on the survey
results, their reactions to academic writing during irésvei described a different story. Looking
at the interaction between FLWA, identity, and behavioy melp to explain this inconsistency.
Participants’ responses varied depending on how they viewed the concept of writing identities
beyond second language writing, whether they had an idediitere self, and whether or not
they felt comfortable with the conventions of academitingti While the interaction between
anxiety, identity, and behavior was unexpected (e.g. stusdmisexperienced FLWA did not
necessarily avoid writing) and while it did not support thgir@l hypotheses, this interaction

did show some interesting sources of FLWA that can beigsési further.
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Research Question Two: FLWA
The amount of writihg anxiety experienced by participant¢his study was moderate.
Items asking participants for their reactions to both negatnd positive affect had results that

varied from “disagree” to “agree”, with no strong trends found in either category.

Table 4

Survey results — Foreign Language Writing Apprehension

Second language  Foreign language

Question M D M D

Q4: Al + 3.59 1.31 2.73 1.44
Q9: AS + 3.37 1.50 3.40 1.68
Q17:AS+ 3.88 1.34 3.33 1.23
Q19: Al + 3.74 1.33 3.07 1.16
Q20: AS+ 2.76 1.33 2.73 1.44
Q5: AS - 3.97 1.34 3.80 1.66
Q7: Al - 3.94 1.35 4.47 1.30
Ql0:AS- 4.12 1.30 4.60 1.50
Q13: Al - 2.53 1.05 3.60 1.24
Ql1l4:AS- 3.65 1.35 4.33 1.35
Q15: AS - 2.65 1.18 2.27 1.71
Q18:AS- 291 1.22 3.60 1.24

Note. AS = social affect, Al = individual affect

The means and standard deviations for survey responated red FLWA were calculated and
are collected in Table 4 according to the construct e meant to measure on the table of
specifications (Appendix C). Participants in this reseahdwed a moderate amount of FLWA,;
while the mean of responses for all negative affecttiqnesfor both groups combined was
between 2.49 and 4.06 (somewhat disagree and somewhat agreeriieetmeen positive
affect questions was just as moderate: between 2.39 and 4.19. Maniyapés disagreed with
ttem 4 (they are not nervous at all when they writeyatipig it a 1 or 2 (n=17), while many also

agreed with the same statement by rating it a 5 or 6 (n=18).tkéi two groups combined, the
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responses to positive affect questiod X 3.47) and the responses to negative affect questions
are nearly identicalM = 3.46). Given the range of responses, it is not possible totstalte t
writers at this university experience a particularelleof FLWA, there is a wide range of
experiences that become clearer when speaking with suddwe responses were divided into
two groups, second and foreign language students, to show podfEidnces between groups
that were not immediately apparent. When separatingwthgroups (ESL and foreign language)
it becomes a bit clearer who experiences FLWA and to witahtexable 4 shows the results of
affect questions divided by language learning context.

Items from the survey were also divided into positive amghtive affect, and social and
individual affect items in order to determine whether @megds were attributable to those
differences. Whie some items regarding FLWA had simif@ans (e.g. question 20), others
showed a marked difference between the two groups. Foreigradgngparticipants responded to
these questions in a way that showed higher levels ofA&:LWdreign language students agreed
with negative affect questions more than second langsagkents, and they disagreed with the
positive affect questions more. There are three excepimtiss trule, questions five, nine, and
15. However, the difference is only .17 for question five and .03 fastignenine. Question 15
has a slightly larger difference of .38. Two of the questioesnegative and related to peers,
meaning that second language students may experienceF\W& because of peers, as
opposd to teachers. This coincides with Sara’s experience of students asking each other their
GPAs and Chunhua’s worry about posting awkward phrases on Facebook (both of them being in
a second language context), as well as Scott’s feeling that peers are not going to judge him for

not using proper language (being in a foreign languageextpnt
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Though the opernded survey questions were designed to get a sense of participants’

writing identities, their responses reveal a lot about tREWA as it relates to writing identity.

In this section of the survey foreign language particjpatescribedhemselves as “terrible”,

“poor”, and “nervous” writers who “over-think” and that grammar and writing are “difficult” and
“confusing”. Four participants described their writing as being more simplified in the foreign
language not because their identity is necessarilgredif, but because they avoid structures they
don’t know or don’t feel comfortable with, mostly to avoid making mistakes. As previously

stated, many participants described their writing identiteterms of the structure or process of
writing rather than referring to themselves. Itis posdibé they did this because they are not
familiar or comfortable with the idea of writing identities.

Because foreign language respondents scored lower on theepBEkVA question and
higher on the negative FLWA questions, there is evidehatforeign language students
experience a slightly higher level of FLWA than ESldstits. However, interview responses
did not show the same trends. As wil be explained further,ntbraction between FLWA,
identity, and behavior was perhaps more significant thamdhvidual results of those
constructs.

The interview participants had varying affective reactiom&2 writing. Contrary to the
survey responses, second language writers had cleaectoo$ of specific writhg experiences
that had caused them to worry, be anxious, or made them feppdiisted in their competence.
Of the six second language interview participants, Alich riit experience as much FLWA and
seemed to be an exception. He did not have strong affeeiaaions to writing. He is aware of
other classes in the future that he wil have to wate(psychology, biomedical sciences,

German) but did not seem concerned about those classesdidlimention something that was
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common to all participants, which is that if he is notrggéed in a topic then he wil find it

much more difficult to write about, because he has no feelsspciated with it. Alim said that

his biggest challenge in learning English was writihgaose he does so as if he is taking,
which is something he is overcoming. He says that in cosgpaio other students he uses
bigger words and has a bigger vocabulary, so sometimes other students don’t understand him

when he is speaking. There seemed to be a blurring of thebkegveen his writing and speaking
because he described himself as using big words whie speakid then writing as if he were
speaking. Alim also showed awareness of his audience, anthatihe has to be more respectful
when writing in English because the reader wil be mkety! to find something offensive.
However, none of these potential problems caused him torigels or worried about writing.

Fen’s affective reactions to writing were always in reference to the task. Rather than
describe how she felt about writing after being asked, sbasdesd how she views CO150 as a
class with many tasks to complete. When asked if shedleident about writing, she said no
and that she needs to revise several times, and seekdpont the Writing Center and from her
TAs. Her reaction to academic writing is that is itneste because it is formulaic, and she
largely has a negative view of this kind of writing because she feels that “you couldn’t have
different opinions from your clasams, everyone is totally similar”.

Bo had clear ideas about how academic writing in Engliskesndim feel. His
description of writing was much more centered on its ealsliip to other people than the way
that Fen described it. Bo said that he “really care[s] about the professor’s or teacher’s comment,
they can say ‘good job’ or something like that, I will be happy and I will like writing more”. He

describes his teacher’s reaction as very important to him because it allows him to make
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improvements. Hower, he doesn’t respond well to a reader’s confusion and says that native
speakers should always be able to understand him if only betteusérst language is English.

Sara’s affective reactions to writing changed her demeanor during the interview. The
profuse and confident student started giving shorter, sometimgle-word answers to questions
that dealt with how she felt about academic writing iregel She described this writing as
making her “scared”, that turning in a paper is her biggest fear, and that she is worried that she
isn’t doing her work well. This was both according to her expectations and according to how the
work would be received by her teachers. Regarding teacherdestibes her experience as
being determined by her status as an international rétulee feels that international students
“need to be the best, or to prove [their] worth to the professor”. She says that she is “always
scared of giving in a poor paper or it’s not done right”. When she hands in work she generally
does it with an attitude of, “I don’t know if this is good enough but this is the best I can do, I'm
sorry”.

Mei described her experience with and feelings about colegeg using the word
“difficult”. She doesn’t like to write, though her friend tells her it is the easiest thing, and Mei
points to her lack of effort as the cause of her problemsp®ifers to stay in her comfort zone
rather than seek help from teachers or TAs. Of all teeview participants she exhibited the
most signs of avoidance behavior, though she knew thasinatabeneficial to her. She
describes writing as something boring and difficult, and that is mostly because she hasn’t figured
out yet “how to write an essay in college”. In general, she doesn’t like to challenge herself, and
prefers doing things that she is already comfortable antiafa with, and moreover things she is
interested in. According to her, this could be because stiaid of failure, but not necessariy

because she is uncomfortable with the people who could ptiyeiielp her. Her avoidance
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goes so far as to keep her from seeking out help that she lenawalable, even during times
when she knows that failure is a possibility. Chunhuaatsisilar experience in that her
confidence has an influence on her writing, and sheawdid writihg a particular thought if she
is not sure that she is expressing it in the corregt 8he describes her first attempts at writing
while she was stil in China as hurting her confideheeause now she can look back and see
how many mistakes she had made.

The foreign language interview participants showed mus$h WA during the
interviews than the second language participants. Tastioa contradicted the survey
responses, but there are two important differences betweenrtiey and interviews groups.
First, there were only two foreign language students cadpt six second language students
for interviews, and second, one of the foreign language nitudeuld also be considered
second language student. Having a more diverse group of fdaegumage students (they all
came from the same course and section) may have maeedfierences less marked.

Scott came from the foreign language classroom, but hadegiyn learning English
when he was 13 arids family immigrated. Scott’s affective reaction to writing depends on how
proficient he is in the language, and is usually reladewhat kind of writihg he wants to
produce and whether he is able to achieve that. Althoughashepent less time learning English
than some of the other second language interviewees (ey. Aonly came out through his
responses to the interview questions about his languagendpaistory that he wasn’t a native
English speaker. Because he feels that his proficieedys o reduce his anxiety, he could stil
be treated as a foreign language student; one of the mégoeries between these two groups
is that second language students leave the classroorantai linguistic minorities. This is not

the case for Scott because his English was native-likett 8iscussed why he does not
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experience much FLWA. His description of colege writisgthat, certain writing assignments
he really hates (e.g. lab reports), there is a lot of pressure, and he says the pressure “has always
been and always will be about the grades”. Similar to Emma’s response, this doesn’t differentiate
writing from any other task in a class that has to be handied a grade. She describes writing
in English for college classes as “just another assignment”, and that if she were to turn in a math
problem she would “see it as the same thing as a paper in another language”.

Emma’s experience with writing changes, depending on her level and the teacher’s
expectations. She is aware that instructors wil hafferefit expectations of her if she is a
beginner or if she is a higher level and therefore exgdot&now more. This might help to
exphin Cheng’s (2002) findings which stated that students experience more FLWA as they
become more proficient, dhgh Scott, again, doesn’t fit that finding. Emma describes herself as
being nervous in the beginning stages of learning a laegudgn she is unfamiliar with it. Last
semester she put off writing until the last minute, ctvhis unike her usual practice. However,
once she becomes acclimated to what is expected of hamxibty adissipates. The source of her
nervousness comes from grammar; she is a native Ersgisaker learning both French and
Arabic, and she says that it makes her nervous to knowshihain’t doing well, but that in
Arabic she is less nervous because sheadower level and she isn’t expected to do well yet.

This could explain two different situations; students mgyerience more FLWA at the
beginning of their study because thegn’t familiar with the expectations, or they might
experience less FLWA at the beginning of their study becthgs know that their instructor
won’t hold them to the same standards as if they were intermediate or advanced students. Either
way, combinedwith Cheng’s (2002) findings, this means that a certain level of proficiency does

not mean a certain level of FLWA.
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Scott and Emma, foreign language students, only experigregative affective reactions
at the beginning of their study, while the ESLtp#rants used words like “scared”, “nervous”,
“afraid”, “difficult”, and “annoyed” to describe their current experiences. Scott and Emma both
explained that for them writing was just another task todmpleted in college. This gives the
impression thabtnce foreign language students become familiar with their teachers’
expectations, they wil become more comfortable writing breign language. This could
potentially be corroborated with second language students’ experience once they get further in
their studies and become more familiar with finding anagusicholarly sources and adjusting to
different genres of academic writing.

The hypothesis related to research question two was t@tdsé&nguage students would
experience more FLWA than foreign language studertgntalone, these responses do not
confrm or contradict that hypothesis. There was evidendbeimpen-ended survey questions
that foreign language students are slightly more coede(®0%) with affect than second
language students %), but it was not a major feature of either group’s responses. Additionally,
responses that included positive affect were includedogetlotals. However, when affect
responses were further divided into negative and positivejnforces the difference between the
groups. Three of the four second language affect respomsespasitive, whie only one of the
five foreign language responses were positive. Whie & sm@unt of information to work
with, it is possible that, combined with the other data, for&&gguage students actually
experience more FLWA, which could contradict this hypothesis

The first hypothesis assumed that second language stwdauits experience additional
alienation from the academic discourse community becaubeioion-native speaker status.

Based on the survey responses it would seem that foreigna@e students experience more
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FLWA, but in the interviews the two foreign languagedsnts who participated also showed a
low level of FLWA. While it is apparent that second language students’ FLWA is caused by the
academic discourse community, it is not necessarily hakethhey experience it at a higher rate
than foreign language students. While some participants seemed concerned with peers’ or
teachers’ reactions, others seemed to have self-imposed affective reactions. Although it is
difficult to say that one group definitively experiences niet&VA than the other, exploring the
contexts in which it is experienced help to further amsthie frst and second research questions.
Research Question Two: |dentity

Research question two looked at the difference in thetlrediyboth groups experience
their writing identity. This is connected to FLWA by thesasption that they wil have some
effect on one another: a low likelihood to claim a writing idgnthight correspond with higher
FLWA because the writer doesn’t feel confident in their position within the academic discourse
community. The survey had four questions asking participaintait their writing identity;
because of its subjective nature, two questions on theyswere rated on the Likert scale, whie
two others were open-ended. The means and standard deviatomslso calculated for the

closed survey items to compare groups, the results of vahiltollected in Table 5.

Table 5

rvey results- identity
Second language Foreign language

Question M D M D
Q2:1D 3.53 0.93 4.47 0.99
Q3: 1D 3.88 1.57 5 1.13

The first of the two Likert-scale items asked participahthely would call themselves
writers, and the second asked if they enjoy writing in thaiive language. Overal, participants

were comfortable stating that they are writers. The sné@nthese questions were among the
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highest for all survey questions, though from Englishin&a to French learners this number
increased significantly. Foreign language learners \gheed with the statement that they are
writers wil also be more likely to enjoy writing in theiative language, whie the same is not
true for second language learners. Responses to theserngueddo had some of the lowest
standard deviations of all the survey questions. Thougkigfordanguage learners tended to
experience more FLWA based on the surveys, it seemshéyatvere also more comfortable
claiming a writing identity, which is a piece of evidentattdisproves hypothesis two.

Open-ended survey responses were coded based on trends foundheittésponses.
When patrticipants described their own identity while writingenglish, they tended to describe
this in personal terms: how they felt, what their prodasised like, and how they would rate
themselves as writers of English. On the other hand, respabout the differences between
their own writing identities in different languages ealked a broader awareness of context. In
this case, participants noticed aspects like cultural laatdrical differences between writing in
English and writing in their native language. In otherds, when participants found a
difference in their writing identity from one language ahother they recognized that difference
as being determined by the cultural and social context.eTinesds led to similar categorization
of responses as the interviews. In order to get an idea oétheency of a certain kind of
response, the totals of each category from the open-endeg suestions were calculated and
can be found in Table 6.

These two questions asking participants about their wiitiegtity in the L1 and L2
received 51 and 24 responses, respectively. The first questicstiqque?) was required while
the second item (question 23a) was optional depending on whiethparticipant felt that there

was a difference in their writing identity from their kd their L2. Since the two questions
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received different numbers of responses, they are repsssparately. The responses fell

under five categories, which were also used to categoitizeview responses.

Table 6
Open-ended survey responses
Question  Responses Social Self Affect Rhetoric
Foreign Q22 15 1 13 2 1
language Q23a 9 1 5 3 1
Second Q22 34 4 22 3 14
language Q23a 17 2 9 1 10

Note. Responses for the two survey questions are coumd@ddually

There were two main differences in how the two groupporeted, which were related to
the self and rhetoric. Twenty-two (63%) second languagécipants on Q22 were self-
evaluative and self-descriptive, which was to be expecteh dgive nature of the question.
However, 14 of 34 responses (41%) were also concerned with chdtey tended to describe
themselves in terms of the process and form of theingvrih additon to describing themselves
as “creative” or “straight-forward”. On the other hand, the foreign language responses were
overwhelming focused on the self, of the 15 foreign languagponses on the first question, 13
(87%) responded in a way that reflected identity, self-avaln, or literacy, and only one (6%)
participant mentioned rhetoric or for’n example of an identity response is “I’m a terrible
writer when [ write in a foreign language”, and the one participant who mentioned form wrote “I
can utilize a wider range of vocabulary”.

The other categories, social, cultural, and affect, did ot Stignificant differences
between the two groups. Two of the categories seem to sholerard& between the groups,
despite the small numbers; two (8%) foreign languagporeses were about social context, and
six (11%) second language responses were in the sargergatéhis may be important, given

the difference in responses to social FLWA questions eader, where second language
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students experience more FLWA than foreign language rétudéhen their peers were involved.
Regarding affect, there were five (20%) foreign langueaggonses and four (7%) second
language responses. The culture category that initgdgmed to be productive when looking at
the collected data turned out to be lacking from the suesgonses; it was only mentioned
during interviews, and not to a large extent. Total, these tbategories were only present in 9
of the 24 responses for foreign language participants, andti® b1 ESL responses.

Since the open-ended questions were designed to get infomnari identity from a
broader group of students, trends in responses that relate to “self” should be examined further.
There are not noticeable differences between the two gioumswy they describe their writing
or selfevaluate. Some of the examples of second language responses are “professional”, “poor”,
“story-teller”, “straight-forward”, and “visual”. Some examples of foreign language responses
are “terrible”, “less animated”, ‘basic”, “fact-based”, and “simple”. One trend among both
groups was that they felt they needed to avoid complex sestesr vocabulary in order to avoid
mistakes, which, according to the responses, is not how tiey invtheir native language.
These responses are to be expected indgagltarners who aren’t able to express themselves in
the ways that they want. However, these responses| aedatdd to the language itself, rather
than any contextual influence.

Question 23a asks participants to explain why their writingtitgles different between
their L1 and L2, and there are some possible explanatiors. thege SL participants said that
confidence is the reason they write differently, eitherabse they have more in their L1 or less
in their L2. Seven (78%) FL participants describe their goigpammar and vocabulary as
reasons why they have a different writing identionly five (19%) SL participants cite

vocabulary and grammar. One possible reason for this ietdcy. Three SL participants said
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that they don’t write in their native language, so they have a hard time expget®mselves
that way. Many SL participants said that they are mopalda of using things like metaphor,
imagery, pathos, and organization in their L1. Both groupsareerned with how their
knowledge of the language restricts what they cae wrdther than considering how they might
be read or evaluated by a different audience. One major diferbetwveen them is that SL
participants seemed more concerned with rhetoric, whicld deubttributed to their enrolment
in a course that focuses on that approach to teaching; hovilese also used vocabulary that
they probably would not discuss in that class, suanetaphor, imagery, and parallelism.
Research question two asked about the differences in hognfaed second language
students experience FLWA and identity; based on the open-emdeg sjuestions, it seems that
while SL students are concerned with the rhetoric of acead@merican writing, FL students are
more concerned with their writing identities, and slighthpre aware of or concerned with their
affective reaction to writing. When discussing the setheir responses, both groups tended to
use phrases that were descriptive andeselfiative (e.g. “confident”, “poor”). There were a
total of sixresponses that indicated that the participant didn’t understand the concept of a writing
identity, which was expected to some extent. Both questicked a&rticipants about their
writing identity, and given the amount of responses thiected aspects outside of the self, such
as the structure of their writing, it is possible that ynparticipants were only able to describe
themselves using writing-related terminology.
The interviews gave some more clarity regarding why stadmay experience a
particular writing identity. There were three major d®1n how interview participants described
their writing identity. The first was to believe that it wasn’t important and to feel less strongly

about it; the second was to have a strong writing identity tafeel that it was important to their

67



success; the third was to have a writing identity thed wlosely tied to what kind of writer they
are now, and what kind they want to be in the future.

Two participants, Bo (SL) and Emma (FL) said that they don’t claim a writing identity.
Bo’s writing identity was a limited topic in the interview; he was the only participant who
explicitly said that he does not have a writing identityEmglish. During interviews participants
were sometimes asked to compare their writing identity in.ithand L2 in order to understand
how their experiences wedifferent. Especially for participants who weren’t sure what their
identity was, this comparison helped them to articulat# éhgerience with L2 writihg. When
we discussedo’s Chinese writing identity, he describé&dn terms of its purpose; this wa
mostly to talkk about news, politics, and his daily life viat®eri When asked how strongly he
feels about his writing identity he wasbivalent: his response was “50%, half and half”.

When Bo described positive feedback to his writing, this wastiye point in the
interview when he seemed to look favorably on writing in iEimglHowever, his reaction to
writing in Chinese was eloquent, and even poetic. He sdichéhtiinks that writing

“is a beautiful thing, through just A, B, C, D, through some letters you can feel

your feelings through the paper, and if | write in Chinesan use every beautiful

word and leave meaning deeply, so people can feel deeply, buglishEhjust

know some basic word, | am always afraid that people cannotstamame.”

Bo’s description of the differences between his writing in English and Chinese are revealing;

they more closely reflect the responses of foreign lajggyaarticipants on the survey who were
more likely to say they enjoyed writing in their nat\anduage. However, he did not share the
same sense of having a strong writing identity. To Boygriin the U.S. is limiting, and you
“cannot get out”. He pointed to the source of all the differences he described as based in the

language, rather than social or cultural situations. Weveay little utiity in what he was

learning in composition; he described his process of learning English as based on “real life”, and
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said that‘main idea, thesis, conclusion [...] I’'m not going to use it”. He did say that if he would
enjoy writing creatively in English if he becomes asipiesft in English as he is in Chinese.

Similarly to Bo, Emma sees writing identitiessnot as important as what can be done
with writing. She doesn’t claim to be a writer in English, which carries over to other languages.

Not only does she say that she doesn’t have a writing identity, but she believes that it isn’t
important to have an identity &mise she feels that it is giving yourself a title that doesn’t
necessarily reflect what you are capable of. According to her, it’s not about saying “I’m this kind
of writer or that kind of writer, as long as you are able to do it [...] that’s what is important™.
Interestingly enough, while some participants described Wriging identity by the kinds of
writing they prefer doing, Emma did the same, but withouingayat was her identity. For
example, during the interview she mentioned kinds oingrithat she enjoyed (letters to her host
family, writihng down prayers) and that is similar to wbéter participants had done who had
actually claimed an identity. Other participants described writihg identity in terms of how
they prefer to write (Mei and Fen) whie Emma wantedvmdalabeling herself but was as
capable of describing her writing as the others.

The second trend was for the participant to have a strotiggwdentity and to think it is
important to have. Among those participants are Sara (Sh), (8L), and Scott (FL). Sara has a
very clear sense of what kind of wrtshe is, and she sees this as tied closely to her peysonalit
Throughout the nterview she described herself as “concise” several times, made reference to the
fact that that is because of her personality, and ected in her choice of major (math). Much
of her description of herself as a writer came outside ofdhénes of the questions about her
writing identity. When asked if she has a writing identBara said that the only writing she ever

does is for class and that she prefers being concise. iBhbatashe only writes creatively if it is
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required of her, and that if a topic doesn’t relate to her then she can’t give anyone her
understanding of it. She also mentioned word counts and lieodnef reaching them: she will
expand on what she has said by mentioning what she feels about the topic, and if she can’t do

that then she says “I guess this is what I feel but I don’t know anymore”. Being asked to expand
beyond her concise nature seemed to stretch her capaladitiasvriter, but it is also something
that she seemed proud of because it made her different fremimiernational students who
have difficulty being concise in their writing.

Alim had a good sense of how his writing identity changediffierent situations, and
how it compares in English and Arabic. In fact, his lacktafng affective reaction could be
related to his writing identity in English, which he sessmore rational than when he writes in
Arabic. He does not speak formal Arabic, whereas in Englisimusé write academically, and
this, according to him, is the source of his different ngritidentities in the two languages. His
writing in Arabic is more emotional. He has distinguishedseghtwo writing voices by listening
to the tone he uses when he is writing in each langudgelso describes his English writing as
concise to the point, that it is sometimes too concise for daeachers want him to do. For
him it was an advantage to be concise, though it frustiaiteteacher and she wanted to him to
provide more explanation. In regards to the importance otiagvidentity, Alm believes that it
is dependent on context. In academic writing he believest thlaould not be important because
the information is what you need to see on the page. Qottibe hand, he said that having a
wide audience would mean that your readers should know yothangou are crafting your
identity rather than the information you are taking about

Scott’s writing identity is related to whether or not he is interested i the topic he is

writing about and how proficient he is in the language, socbntext dependent in the same
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way it was for Mei and Alm. Most participants said thatytlieel more comfortable writing
when they are interested in the topic and that thé\infiled by their L2. However, since Scott
is a near-native English speaker and writer, he does ndhéesame about his
English/Portuguese writing identities and Spanish/Frertd.writing identity in English and
Portuguese is “concise” and “straight to the pomt”, but then he has to add on to his writing to

meet assignment requirements. These are the languagdsch he is fluent or nearly fuent. On
the other hand, in French and Spanish, which he feads 3t learning, he intentionally works
to make his writing more “flowy” and longer because he feels that, though he prefers being

concise in languages he is more comfortable with, heing @ concise and not creative
enough in languages he is stil learning.

Scott’s writing identity in his less-proficient languages is determined by others’ reactions
to his writihg more than by himself. He describes his &aak a major reason why he goes
against his normal writing identity when writing in Reb. When he writes in French he is
“writing to impress”, to show that he knows all of the rules for grammar and the different rules
for vocabulary. When there is a mistake that he knows sonssmdias made he will
intentionally include that grammatical structure oralmdary in his writing to prove thath
knows how to do it correctly. In English he finds himselfidgvo add to his writing when he
wouldn’t normally, just to meet assignment requirements. These different expectations of each
language stem from a desire to prove that he is capablatiofwn different ways, even if his
writing identity wil eventually be stable across langeggand not necessarily creative.

According to Scott, it is important to have a writing identityelse the writer wil sound
lost. He also described a writing identity as necessary thieea is pressure on the writer, so for

academic writing it is especially important. This is the opposite of Mei and Alim’ opiion that in
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academic writing the information is what is importantheatthan the writer. For Scott, having a
strong writing identity means that the writer mighteate different styles of writing from one
moment to the next, or that if he didn’t finish a piece of writing at the same time then it would
sound disjointed.

The final trend in identity was participants whose idgntitas closely tied to their goals
for what kind of writer they want to be in the future. TEhés a difference in the way that Fen
sees her current writing identity (as still Chinese, ginber) and the writer she wants to be in
the future. When speaking about her current writing ienti was in terms of how she i
viewed by others (her teacher or her peers). She spokewéntitg the teachers to see her
paper and recognize that she is an international studleshtof wanting to write quickly but not
wanting it “to look like you are a child”. Fen’s future writing self was more self-determined and
creative; she described it as “vivid”, and she values the idea of a writing identity. According to
her, it is important to have a strong writing identity because “if you can know more about
yourself you can know more about what kind of writhng you do bedtyau can go into the
field more deep, and you can practice as much ashjgoss you can make progress”.

Chunhua’s writing identity is related to her current and idealized future selves, much like
Fen and Mei. In her writing she does not like to share her opinion because she doesn’t want to be
wrong or offend anyone, but she believes that it is impottamkpress one’s own personality.
What this means for Chunhua is that her current deglized future selves are nearly opposte.
She feels that it is not good for her to have these different identities because “it is a different you,
you write different artiles”. She hopes that “in the future [...] there is no difference in my own
language and in English”, but “now there is a difference, like I don’t always express my feelings

but I still want to express myself in English”. There are things that Chunhua avoids currently that
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prevent her rom having an identity in English, suclineésding her own opinion or expressing
how she feels, that she feels are important to writing. iV¢he becomes familiar with a style of
writing or a typical assignment in a class ghesn’t avoid those tasks anymore, but she is still

not to the point where she feels that her identity isgmiein her writing.

Mei’s writing identity is “casual’, because she likes to write about whatever she thinks
about and things that happened. However, this is limited te&hiand when she writes in
English it is because she has to. In these cases, itleg @ academic. She says that the
difference is because one type of writing (in Chineseoisething she wants to do, and the other
(in English) is something she has to do. The source ofediffer in her writing identities is based
on whether or not the writihg is an obligation, and thialse related to her interest in the topic
as wel. The most important thing in a writing task is Wwhetor not the topic is interesting to
her, which will have an effect on how long it takes her to write. Mei echoes Alim’s belief that a
writing identity is not important when it is for a classt bloe specifies that for creative writing,
ke poetry, it is more important.

It is possible that SL students are more conscious of da@ta@hoices that they must
make when writing in the university because it is aodisge community they are not yet
comfortable with. This is reflected in the interview resasnfrom Scott and Emma that writing
is generally “just another assignment”. They are the only interview participants who had attended
high school in the U.S. and so it is possible that they etter prepared for this discourse
community.

Research Question Three: Connecting FLWA and Writing |dentities
The third research question looked at the relationship betwstng identities and

FLWA. During interviews students who were most anxiouBu(f@ua, Mei, and Fen) also had a
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clear idea of what their current writing identities anel what they want them to be in the future.
Emma showed a low level of FLWA and did not claim a writingntile which is also contrary
to the first hypothesis, but from the perspective of a forleigguage writer. Aim and Bo onl
showed a moderate level of FLWA and neither claimed a wntlegtity or thought it was
important to do so. Not all participants believed that theyreltael a writing identity or that a
writing identity was important. Indeed, their definition d@scription of writing identities
changed from individual to individual. While it is difficuto generalize a conclusion based on
participants who experienced different levels of FLWA andliferent reasons, one trend that
became apparent during the interviews was the idea ehtuand future selves, and this idea
could tie together FLWA, writing identities, and the acaded$course community.

The concept of current and future ideal selves (Cho, 20155 geenave some relevance
to this question of identity and FLWA. Cho (2015) found that fuideal selves of his
participants did not necessarily determine their motiatiout that motivation may be more
closely tied to past experiences instead of future goais.s&lems to be mirrored in at least one
of my participants (Chunhua) who was aware of what kind t#nmshe wants to be in the
future, but seems unwiling to do what she knows is negessanprove her writing. She and
other participants who knew that they were not currgpiiyforming their best and had an idea of
the kind of writers they wanted to be in the future expesgnhigher FLWA, possibly because
they recognize that they are not currently performingheg wish to. Some of them (Chunhua,
Bo, and Mei) had an idea about what kind of writers they coeldr wanted to be in the future,
but their behavior was not affected, confirming Cho (2015);herotvords, these students had
goals for what kind of writer they want to be, experienced RLWcause they weren’t

achieving that, and yet did not seek out help or practice towaprOthers who did seem to have
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an idea about what they wanted to achieve (Fen and Ssmajed more prepared to take some
kind of action to meet their goals. They have a clear ideegherdfe they are and where they want
to be, whereas with other students, who felt that acadertiegwwas not relevant to their future
goals, this difference between current and future wriitemntities was not apparent because it
wasn’t important to them.

Hypothesis two posited that second language students whoeegpdria higher level of
FLWA would also be less likely to claim a writing identity. Bdson the responses on the
surveys and the interviews, this hypothesis was disprdverstated above, participants who
experienced high levels of FLWA sometimes had thoroughlysidered what kind of writers
they are and what kind of writers they want to be. In arpawed result, some of the
participants who experienced the least amount of FLWA {&oot Emma) also felt that writing
identties were not very importanEmma and Bo both felt that they didn’t really have a writing
identity, and experienced different levels of FLWA. The mefihg responses were from
students who had a clear idea of what kind of writer they veabe in the future, though that
future goal seems to have mixed effects; some of thenrienged a higher level of FLWA but
didn’t take any action to meet their future goals (Chunhua), but others who also experienced
FLWA were more wiling to take positve action (Sara).

Research question three can be answered by combining ditmeaitibn from the surveys
that was previously analyzed. This question looked at théhdikel that a student experiencing
FLWA would claim a writing identity and was connected tohipeothesis that a high level of
FLWA would result in a lack of writing identity. Again, maring the results from the
guantitative data, it seems that students who experiegber Hevels of FLWA do not have a

problem claiming a writing identity. Foreign language stuglemtre both more likely to claim
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that they had a writing identityM=4.47) than their second language pebts3.53), but also
showed a higher level of FLWA; means for foreign languagters were generally higher on
negative affect items and lower on positive affect it¢has they were for second language
writers, and all of the statistically significant déi&ices implied that foreign language writers
experience more FLWA.
Implications of Results

After analyzing the data and discussing each of the fisdingelation to the research
questions and hypotheses, it is important to look at the suns afftxrmation. The first research
questionwas “What are some of the possible causes of FLWA?”, research question two was
“What is the extent and nature of the difference in sewond and foreign language writers
experience FLWA and writing identiti&s and research question three was “To what extent, if
any, does the comfort that L2 writers feel in claiming angriidentity correlate with foreign
language writing apprehension (FLWA)The hypotheses related to the second and third
research questions were proven incorrect or not stronglgosied, though those results were
fruitful in that they led to different implications thatrcbe explored in the future. Additionally,
looking at the responses that relate to research questiomigitehelp to understand why the
hypotheses were incorrect, and lead to further reseatbk iture. The survey results would
suggest that foreign language students are more likedxerience FLWA, are more likely to
avoid writing, and are more likely to claim that they ardergj however, the interview
responses did not align with those findings. The first hygsath that participants who
experienced FLWA would also lack a writing identity, wasnatiely not supported by etther the
survey results or interviews. Based on this informatiammesconclusions can be drawn

regarding the influence of writing identities and thademic discourse community on FLWA.
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There was a strong, though unexpected, relationship betwdimg wdentty and FLWA
that was supported by all three types of data; participants expperienced FLWA (generally
speaking, foreign language students) did not hesitate no elairiting identity, whether that
identity represented their future ideal self or theiresu writing identity. For the most part
participants stated that they recognized that practicddwoprove their writing, they knew that
writing is required in college, and felt thétre isn’t a real way to get out of it. Each of these
responses and behaviors tells us about part of L2 writers’ experiences, and together they can help
us to understand the effect that FLWA and identity imaye on their wider university writing
experience.

Influence of the Academic Discourse Community

It wasn’t until students were asked to compare their experiences in L1 and L2 writing on
the open-ended survey questions and during interviews héatréal awareness of a discourse
community became apparent. For these questions participdetedeto differences in their
identity that came from cultural and social contexts, whaen asked about their identity writing
strictly in a foreign language they did not refer to #iternal context. It is possible that they
don’t consider this context consciously until it is in comparison to another writing situation.

In his article on his experience as an L2 graduate student writer, Shen (1989) described a
similar experience to some of the participants in this study — it is not merely that processes or
attention to form may change when going from one writing situation to another, but for some
students the change is ideological. Both survey and mterview participants indicated that there
were cultural and conceptual differences that they had to navigate in order to become more
successful American academic writers. Interestingly, this feeling was echoed by the second

language participants, but not by the foreign language participants. This could be easily
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explained when one considers that foreign language students are only momentarily changing

social and cultural contexts, while second language learners find themselves surrounded by
unfamiliar contexts daily. While foreign language students are in a relatively familiar situation,

for ESL students, “learning the rules of English composition is, to a certaiang learning the
values of AngloAmerican society” (Shen, 1989, p. 460). While responses in open-ended survey
guestions and interviews did not focus on cultural differgndeis worth noting that the ESL
students were the only ones to make these distinctions.

Another trend that occurred among ESL participants was uncertainty or anxiety regarding
research and citation conventions. One of Fen’s great frustrations with academic writing came
from citation conventions, which show that she is not always the only author present on the page.
Sara also had a negative experience with citation and plagiarism. Additionally, Sara and Alim
both expressed frustration at not understanding what is expected of them i different genres. If,
as Ivani¢ (1998) states, new members of a community can only becomeefudbers by
“copying, adapting, and synthesizing from the work of other members” (p. 4), the identity of an
L2 writer is uncertain, especially if they don’t know how to navigate these genre conventions. AS
some of my participants stated in their interviews, iit loa important for a writer to have a
strong sense of their identity in order for them to sutaeevhichever writing situation they find
themselves in and to become known to their audience. Wislesttidy did not look at how
students express their voices in their writing, thisccdnd a potential problem for students who
want to express their own interests, opinions, and feelirgs, Chunhua, Mei, and Scott) but
are unable to do so; instead they must use the ideas andofotters, whie somehow finding

a space for themselves on the page.
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Students who were anxious about writing did not avoid it; Helstrvey data and the
interview data support that for the most part students kratthiby must participate in writing
and that it would be necessary for them to succeed inpgregrams. The survey results and
interviews both indicated that the group overal did not al@idvriting. In the survey, Q8 (I
usually do my best to avoid writing in English/a foreign lamgg) had a large number of
participants who strongly disagreed or disagreed (n=21), wiglenutmber who agreed or
strongly agreed was much lower (n=5). This conclusiomupgpated by interview responses
from participants that indicated that they understand ahe \of practicing writing and seeking
out help wen they are having difficulty (even if they didn’t actually do this). This was
specifically demonstrated by Fen and Chunhua, who knewhthatwere not doing their best
work, but avoided potential help because the FLWA they wegreriercing (annoyance, lack of
confidence, fear of failure) prevented them from doing soeiCitian these few participants, L2
writers seemed wiling to do what is required of them, whetlhey experience FLWA or not.

Taken separately, each of these factors seems to hawd &ffgct on FLWA: the
students’ identity, the importance they place on writing identity, whether or not their work is
going to be evaluated, whether they are familiar withgtlaenmar, genre, and citation
conventions, the social and cultural context, and the purbegehave for writing included. All
have an effect on how much students experience FLWAL andificult to isolate one cause
and say that it is a common experience for L2 writers. \ighelear is the difference between
second and foreign language students; they each expekheM@ to different degrees and for
different reasons, which lends support to the role of a disearesimunity in relieving or
causing FLWA. However, though ESL students described ¢hitiral context and foreign

language students ignored their cultural context, therg not be a direct connection between
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discourse communities and writing identities; whereas Alimd Bo said that their writing
identity was important so that the audience can be familidr the writer, for Emma a writing
identity was more personal. Combined, each of these factdrinfliaences on FLWA give us a

clearer picture of how and why L2 writing students may depez FLWA.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION

This research was conducted with the underlying goal of\aising some of the sources
of foreign language writing apprehension (FLWA) in L2 wsteWhile identity was assumed to
be an influence and was explicitly measured, other fattecame apparent through the open-
ended survey questions and interviews. In order to determgnevénall writhng experience of
L2 writers at this university, trends should be found eithetween or within the two groups,
which are foreign and second language writers. Whikerelifces were found between the two
groups, the differences were not restrictedr consistent within one construct or one group. For
example, experiences of FLWA were different between tioeghoups, but the surveys and
interviews contradicted each other. Wilingness to claimdantity seemed more related to
individual preference and future godin it did to learning or other contexts, such as the
academic discourse community. Participants who experienc®dARdid not necessarily avoid
writing. The strongest findings came when the groups we@mpared with each other, rather
than comparing particular constructs with each othety asd~=LWA and identity. While the first
hypothesis had mixed results and the second hypothesisiotvagpported, the first research
guestion (what are some causes of FLWA?) resulted imatgu@ssible responses that can be
investigated further.

Limitations and future research

Because this research was searching for causes of FLWA it was sometimes difficult to
triangulate a precise answer to the research questions. Separating the data and looking at groups
in isolation was more revealing than looking at the two groups together, which helped to mitigate

some of the contradictory results from the surveys in comparison to the interviews. While the
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current research was constrained by time and the amount of data collected and its analysis was
sufficient for drawing mitial conclusions to answer the research questions, further statistical
analysis of the survey data in the future may reveal trends that were not apparent from means and
standards deviations alone. T-tests or ANOVAs could be used to compare the categories of
survey questions to each other, in addition to comparison of second language and foreign
language responses to individual questions that was done. Many of the survey items had large
standard deviations (e.g. 1.68, 1.71), which makes conclusions about those items less reliable
and generalizable. Although the SD being between 20% and 30% is acceptable, it is high given
the small sample size. In the future it wil be important to increase the kélity of the survey
being used by piloting it and checking the influence of dd&l tems on the overall reliability.
The reliability was not acceptable enough to draw stronglgions from the information that
was gathered, and so it would be useful to better understand itenieh or factors were causing
reliability problems.Di Loreto & McDonough (2013) reported a reliability coefficient.sst for
the behavior items from SLWAI that they used, though Gheported a .83. Given that those
tems made up a significant portion of this survey, that haaye had a negative effect on the
reliability. However, given the information gathered tov@@isresearch question one, there is
stil enough information to draw conclusions from, whicim ba used to guide further research.
The survey contained only four items out of 24 that were related to writing identity, and it
might have been more helpful to replace some of the behavior-related items with items that asked
participants for more detailed information regarding ther writing identity, as was done during
mterviews. Most information related to identity came from two questions on the survey and the

mterviews, which made it more difficult to generalize those findings.
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It is possible that participants had a difficult time angwequestions about their writing
identity because they do not consider the concept often. Suaetisat came up in surveys and
mterviews was students’ difficulty m articulating their writing identity and the different methods
they used for describing the concept. During interviewst padicipants asked for clarification
on the questions about writing identity, and on the surveystibigents (12%) wrote responses
indicating that they either didn’t know what therr writing identity was or they didn’t understand
the question. Future research could develop different wagskafg about writing identity,
either by describing the different ways that it may beegwvby writers, or by asking more
questions about how writers’ identity may change from one situation to another. While this and
previous research have looked at identity of different popofgtiit is important to remember
that participants may not have consciously consideredotigract they are being asked about,
and given a concept as flud and nebulous as identity, theyewesy define the construct
differently than each other and the researchers.inipsrtant to not only consider what the
construct means and how it can be measured, but whether ibisredmething that participants
must have articulated for themselves, either consciooslynconsciously. The participants
answered the survey without having a discussion aboutavvating identity is, which the
interview participants had the benefit of. Having more wid@@r participants who were part of
that discussion may have changed the ways that tigyeeed the survey.

This research was exploratory in nature, and so many changes could be made in the
future to adapt it to focus on a particular aspect of FLWA, discourse communities, or writing
identities. While it was assumed that a writing identity was clodeked to the discourse
community, that connection was not explicitly tested and mand should be done in order to

verify a connection. The second hypothesis that high FWgAId lead to a lack of writing
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identity was not supported, and it is possible that the assamiat discourse communities
would have a negative effect on writing identity was theblem. Instead of looking at the
connection between FLWA and identity, future researchdcfmdus on FLWA and the discourse
community in order to discover a more direct connection. Students’ writing identity is
determined by factors such as their L1, their future goattteeir concept of what a writing
identity is and whether or not it is important. Becausthede individual differences, looking at
the discourse community could be more productive as it is notriletd by the individual, but
can stil be experienced in different ways.
Pedagogical I mplications

The richness and variety of responses to the open-endey sjugstions and the
interviews provides a lot direction for future research, asight for teachers as to how to
approach students who seem to experience a high level of FUNderstanding that a
multitude of issues are affecting L2 students is the biegnof helping them to navigate
academic writing. While it seems that one would want to increase a student’s self-confidence, it
is not always certain that students will act on that belief, as was evident in some interviews and
other studies, such as Sanders-Reio et al. (2014). Research shows that the relationship between
achievement and self-efficacy is uncertain; in some cases, self-efficacy has a positive effect on
achievement (Matsuda & Gobel, 2004), while in others the relationship may be evident but the
causality is not (Sanders-Reio et al, 2014). This research corroborated previous research because
participants were aware of what they needed to do to improve but they were not always willing
to make those steps to become the kind of writers that they either needed or wanted to be. For
some of the writers in this study, it seemed that being reminded of their lack of proficiency or

progress made them experience more FLWA, and so they avoided the issue altogether.
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Reiterating the importance of outside assistance, such as tutors, librarians, or other teachers,
should be emphasized as a normal part of the learning process so that students become familiar
with them.

The richness of the responses that were captured froopémeended questions and
interviews help to remind us that assumptions that wesradout the background, affective
reactions, lteracy, and motives that drive students cawrdrgy or misleading. Participants who
preferred writing creatively or expressing their own opinieeemed to have a dificult time with
the restrictions of academic writing. This was not paaticib ESL students, but foreign
language students also expressed the importance oftbedst in the topic to help them write
more, better, and in a timely manner. Whildsn’t always possible to allow students the freedom
to choose topics that interest them, this could be done whenever possible. If the student’s writing
performance is being assessed, rather than content ot tamededge, opening up the topic
possibilities can help students have a favorable view dbsle In this case teachers would need
to make their expectations and the parameters of the assigrutear, and possibly require
proposals or another method of ensuring that students do not éhtmse that is too broad, too
narrow, or inappropriate for the class.

FLWA is a concern for both SL students moving on to mainstreaonses, and to
foreign language students who may continue in courdasother non-native speakers. Foreign
language students are assumed to have mastered the iacdidenurse required of them, and in
higher levels they are no longer considered to be in langoageses but in content courses.
However, it is equally true that their presumed languagd rhetorical competency may not be
in ine with what instructors would prefer, especialy sidering that the teachers also come

from different backgrounds. When teaching academic writiegmust be aware of and discuss

85



the power dynamics that result in participation in ofusken from this community. Many of the
negative experiences with writing that participants described didn’t originate in the classes that
they were recruited from, but came from mainstream esurg\cademic written English is by
no means widely understood or disseminated, but rather egclasiy sometimes difficult to
comprehend, which seems to be forgotten by instructors whaotireed to teaching second
language writers. The participants in this study recagintat their L2 writing instructors were
aware of their language levels and familiarity witademic writing conventions and would
therefore treat them accordingly, but they do not have tine sanse of comfort with other
instrucbrs. It wasn’t that the L2 writing instructors’ expectations were lowered, but they were
cognizant of the students’ potential difficulties, which in turn made students more comfortable

with the tasks. Similarly, writihng in a foreign languagen e an opaque process for learners as
they learn how to communicate in a new language whiie assumed that they have fully
grasped academic language in their native tongueptissible that the result of this negotiation
between different discourse communities can influencetudests experience wil influence
their affective factors, specifically their FLWA.

Foreign language students experienced most of their FL&JArding language use,
while second language writers experienced FLWA due tat¢heemic discourse community.
For foreign language writers, this cause is related figpdigi to the language itself but it was not
necessarily related to grades; teacher evaluation veasamse of FLWA, but participants did
not feel that the teachers themselves were causiBgpth foreign language and second language
students wanted to prove something to their teachers ansethes) but there were no direct
actions taken by the teachers (or peers) that caused FDNAhe other hand, second language

writers’ lack of familiarity with different academic genres and citing conventions was a major
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cause of their FLWA. While "the native speaker target been more a manner of exerting the
power of the native speaker than a recogniton of whedests actually need" (Cook, 2005, p.
54), it is unlikely that this model wil lose ground any tiseon. Given the emphasis of writing
across the curriculum in higher education, it is importantinderstand what may be preventing
student success in this context. If we understand the sources of students’ writing apprehension, it
may be possible to work to resolve this issue so that a tridysdivand open system of higher
education can be achieved.

A participant in the interviews told me that she had gyaatied because she wanted to
practice her speaking. Whie this was not related tonteeview questions, it does reveal
samething about L2 students; they are often wiling to put $edras in unfamiliar and
potentially uncomfortable situations in order to improver tlamguage skils. Recognizing
students goals is one way to help them feel more comfortable as wriHrs. responses given
from interview participants showed that when they had soendwy felt they could go to for
support that was something that they were wiling to takaradge of. However, differing
cultural expectations might create a barrier to proyidimt support, if the student either doesn’t
feel comfortable seeking that out, or if it isn’t clear what kind of support a teacher is willing and
able to provide. Given these different influences on L2 wriapgprehension, teachers and
researchers should continue to consider the ways thaiisobiyond their own classroom may

have an effect on the experience and success of LAgwstudents.
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APPENDIX A

ESL survey

Thank you for taking time to participate in this survey. If you consent to an interview and leave
your contact information, I will contact you within 3 days to set up a time to meet. Interviews
will last approximately 30-45 minutes.

1. How long have you been studying English? (less than a year, 1-3 years, 4-6 years, more
than 6 years).

Answer the following statements according to whether or not you agree with them:

2. I consider myself to be a writer.

3. Tenjoy writing in my native language.

4. While writing n English, I’'m not nervous at all.

5. While writing English compositions, I feel worried and uneasy if I know they will be
evaluated.

6. Ioften chose to write my thoughts in English.

7. While writing in English, Ioften worry that I would use expressions and sentence
patterns improperly.

8. Tusually do my best to avoid writing English compositions.

9. Idon’t worry that at all that my English compositions are a lot worse than others’.

10. If my English composition is to be evaluated, I worry about getting a very poor grade.
11. I do my best to avoid situations in which I have to write in English.

12. Unless I have no choice, I would not use English to write compositions.

13. T often feel panic when I write English compositions.

14. While writing in English, I often worry that the ways I express and organize my ideas do
not conform to the norm of English writing.

15. ’'m afraid that the other students would make fun of my English composition if they read
it.

16. I would do my best to excuse myself if asked to write English compositions.

17. I don’t worry at all about what other people would think of my English compositions.
18. I’'m afraid of my English composition being chosen as a sample for discussion i class.
19. T usually feel comfortable and at ease when writing in English.

20. 'm not afraid at all that my English compositions would be rated as very poor.

21. Whenever possible, I would use English to write compositions.

(Open comment questions)
22. What is your writing identity when you write in English or a foreign language? In other
words, what kind of writer are you?
23. Is your writing identity different when you write in your native language?

a. If yes, please explain.
24. Please leave your name and email address if you would like to be contacted for an
mterview related to this survey. The interview would take place within 2-3 weeks and take
approximately 30-45 minutes.
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APPENDIX B

Foreign Language survey

Thank you for taking time to participate in this survey. If you consent to an interview and leave
your contact information, I will contact you within 3 days to set up a time to meet. Interviews
will last approximately 30-45 minutes.

1. How long have you been studying a foreign language? (less than a year, 1-3 years, 4-6
years, more than 6 years).
Answer the following statements according to whether or not you agree with them:
2. I consider myself to be a writer.
3. lenjoy writing in my native language.
4. While writing mn a foreign language, I’m not nervous at all
5. While writing foreign language compositions, I feel worried and uneasy if I know they
will be evaluated.
6. Ioften chose to write my thoughts i a foreign language.
7. While writing in a foreign language, Ioften worry that I would use expressions and
sentence patterns improperly.
8. Tusually do my best to avoid writing foreign language compositions.
9. Tdon’t worry that at all that my foreign language compositions are a lot worse than
others’.
10. If my foreign language composition is to be evaluated, I worry about getting a very poor
grade.
11. T do my best to avoid situations in which I have to write in a foreign language.
12. Unless I have no choice, I would not use foreign language to write compositions.
13. T often feel panic when I write foreign language compositions.
14. While writing in a foreign language, Ioften worry that the ways I express and organize
my ideas do not conform to the norm of writing in that language.
15. I’'m afraid that the other students would make fun of my foreign language composition if
they read it.
16. I would do my best to excuse myself if asked to write foreign language compositions.
17. I don’t worry at all about what other people would think of my foreign language
compositions.
18. I'm afraid of my foreign language composition being chosen as a sample for discussion
in class.
19. T usually feel comfortable and at ease when writing in a foreign language.
20. I'm not afraid at all that my foreign language compositions would be rated as very poor.
21. Whenever possible, I would use a foreign language to write compositions.
(Open comment questions)
22. What is your writing identity when you write in a foreign language? In other words, what
kind of writer are you?
23. Is your writing identity different when you write in your native language?

a. If yes, please explain.
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24. Please leave your name and email address if you would like to be contacted for an
mterview related to this survey. The interview would take place within 2-3 weeks and take
approximately 30-45 minutes.

Foreign language survey: https//www.surveymonkey.com/r/ZV68VDS
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APPENDIX C

Categorization of Survey Items

Table 7

Survey table of specifications

Identity Behavior Affect — individual Affect - social
Neutral Q2,Q3,Q22,
Q23
Positive Q6, Q21 Q4,Q19 Q9,Q17,Q20
Negative Q8,Ql11,Q12, Q7,Q13 Q5,Q10,Q14,
Qle Q15,Q18
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APPENDIX D

Interview Protocol

1) What is your experience with writing in English (or aefgn language) whie in colege?
2) What factors or contexts have influenced your experiendegvin colege?

3) How does writing for a college class make you feel?

4) Do you think that you have a writing identity in English f¢reign language)? What is it?
5) How strongly do you feel that this identity belongs to you?

6) Is your writing identity different in your native langye??

7) Why do you think that it is/is not different?

8) Do you think it is important to have a writing identity?

9) Do you enjoy writing for personal reasons more than for edleg/hy or why not?
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APPENDIX E

Open-ended survey results

What isyour writing identity when you write in English? In other words, what kind of
writer are you whenyou writein English?

English responses:
1. N/A
2. |think 1 am a writer who always prefer transform oth&hsa rather than express my own

idea, since | am afraid to use informal or impolite words.

Usually | write the some essays.

| ike free writing

Story teller i guess

The reason why | need to write in English is becaus®métvork or application. So |

wil follow the outline and format to write essay.

7. straight forward

8. If I don't have to conform to a specific structure | ke to @agund with narratives and
the tense in order to make it more artsy and interestirrgath

9. Most often, |think it's student.

10.students writing for assignments and papers

11.1think | may be a casual writer when | write in Engliskcause | would not think
organizedly in English . | feel difficult to memorize diffeteparts of a long English
essay too .

12.Professional writer

13.1 always identify myself as a professional writer whemlhariting in English.

14.'m a good writer for an international student.

15.1 feel for an international student, | write decently.

16.1 use straight forward words.

17.Average writer. Nothing special

18.1 write as a passive voice usually and tend to use a morngleconocabulary set in my
English writing

19.1 am comfortable in writihg in english. Even though | atarimational, | prefer english
over my own language. | am good at writing in english butvotabulary is not very
advanced.

20.always write essay.

21.1won't delberate practice my writing, sometimes justemdown what | think in mind

22.Avoiding making grammar mistakes, trying to find words and exjmes to support my
opinion

23.Poor writer

24.1 am a very straight forward writer

25.When | write in English, |tend to be elaborate on my seafetmging to expand my ideas
and sentence into the paragraph and sometimes into teessatence as much as | can.

26.reasonal

o0k w
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27.1 seem to be better in writing papers that ask me to talk abouotpmipn.

28.ilove writing in english even if sometime i don't haamough vocabulary to express my
feelings and thoughts

29.1dk

30.Not good, I wil be very nervous during writing.

31.1 consider my self to be an average writer as an intemaitistudent

32.1 am not sure.

33. Visual

34.1 do not understand this question.

Foreign language responses:

35.I'm aterrible writer when | write in a foreign languadgérammar is dificult and
confusing when | write in a foreign language

36. It is usually pretty sarcastic and whimsical

37.Simple and basic

38.When | write in my native language, | wil express enopinions and state my argument
very strongly, whie when | write in foreign languageterid to be more calm and
analytical.

39.1 am poor at composition, but | am eager to improve in this area.

40.I'm a very straight-forward writer.

41.1 am a structural writer when | write in a foreign laage. | often use a lot of English
structure because | think in English first then tegtaslt.

42.When | write in a foreign language | tend to over thinkrgheng | know and make more
mistakes then | should. | am a nervous writer.

43.1 am less animated in a foreign language

44. myself

45.1tend to be as fact-based and/or chronological as possible in @érdown on
opportunities for meaning to get lost in translation

46.1 feel like when | write in a foreign language | end up dpeanmore descriptive whereas
when | write in my primary languages (Portuguese amgisBh | am more straight to the
point.

47.1 am a very simple writer. | try to avoid using complex seces unless | absolutely
HAVE to.

48.I'm not entirely sure what this question means bunk ttinere's a lot of similarities to
how | write in English... For example, | like to keep my writngyverganized. | also
sort of tend towards humor.

49.N/A

If you answered yes to question 4 (your writing identity is different when you writein
your nativelanguage), please explain.

English responses:
1. I'would express my own view directly in an acceptabéy w
2. When | write in my native language, | am very confmeenMaybe since | have
accumulate lots of good expression ways. And | am veryidamilith my native
language. | often write some diaries and some essays.
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3. luse metaphorical terms and parallelism such kind of wardsyinative language essay
but | won't use these in English writing. In addition, m mative language essay, | can
express what | want to write and also my feeling and myawpini

4. |feel more lke a elementary writer when | write ingish because | only use basic
sentences which are just enough to express my mearningp lingos, pathos, ethos, etc.

5. I can describe my words better when | use my native lgegua

6. ldon't usually write in my native language and ifihchard to express myself in my
native language

7. My writing in my native language is reliant on pathosrenthan my English writing

8. Itis different because | do not know how to write in my laggu | was brought up in
country that was not my home country, so | am not that goowy dnguage.

9. Orgnaziation

10.1f  write in Chinese, | wil not worry about the problem eéigmar, just consider the
expression

11.My writing in my native is flled with imagery

12.The formate and expression are totally different.

13.1 have a broader vocabulary in my native language

14.huge different

15.Chinese writing is focus on the event which you writgyaur article. | had to describe
what had happened from point to point in my writihg, and the purpasa so important
you can just write it in the conclusion. American mgit is focus on the relationship
between the events and the main idea.

16.1 sometimes find it hard to write academic essays etc... inatwe language, Arabic,
because tt is a hard language and I find it hard to exprgdkooghts in Arabic.

17.In my native language, |don't need to worry about problemsaaingar and vocabulary
because | am an expert on this field.

Foreign language responses:

18.1 consider myself to be a very good writer in my native lagguand understand
grammar much better

19.1 can utiize a wider range of vocabulary

20.When | write in foreign language, |wil feel lack of amlary. Lack of words upsets me
because | have the willingness to write more. The liroitatof vocabulary may affect
my mood of writing and the quality of my writing. Also, | am igag two foreign
languages at the same time, so my logic of writihg camdssed up sometimes. Most of
the time | am very satisfied with my first draft/findkaft if | write in my native language.
But after | write in a foreign language, | need to retWs composition for a long time.

21.1 know that my grammar is a lot better and my vocabulamyoie rich in my native
language.

22.I'm more descriptive in english because my french voagpusn't very plentiful.

23.1 am a natural writer and the information | want to expiest fows. | am more relaxed.
24.1 am more confident in my native language because | nesisenhistakes and understand
the grammar. Also | know an abundance of vocabulary where aaforeign language |

can't always express what | want.
25.1 am more animated and descriptive with my native larguag

101



26.My writing identity in my native language, | would say,entirely more elevated than
when | write a composition in a foreign language. It's &afeay that | am not at all
confident in myself when writing - or even speaking sonetim in a foreign language.
27.1don't think | have a totally different writing identity, biutlo usually have to simplify
my writing style because French often has differentesea structures than English and |
don't know all of the rules for the grammar in those t&ima. Also, because | understand
English better, | find it easy to adapt my writing style tmtthe situation calls for, i.e.

formal writing versus story-teling versus papers fors;laend | can't really do that in
French yet.
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