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Abstract

This study aims to identify the challenges faced by university students in academic writing
and evaluate the effectiveness of targeted interventions designed to address these obstacles.
Following a quantitative approach, data was collected from 100 undergraduate students at Cihan
University—Erbil using a validated questionnaire that assessed writing difficulties across
grammar, vocabulary, and coherence domains, complemented by the Foreign Language
Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS). Statistical analysis revealed that lack of first language
writing experience (34.48%), insufficient teacher feedback (28.74%), and lack of motivation
(28.74%) constituted the primary writing challenges, while anxiety related to unprepared writing
emerged as the most significant psychological barrier (37.93%). An experimental intervention
targeting these identified challenges was implemented with a randomly selected group of
students. Comparative analysis of pre-test and post-test scores demonstrated statistically
significant improvement in the experimental group's writing performance (p = 0.016), with mean
scores increasing from 10.55 to 18.85, compared to the control group's increase from 11.10 to
16.05. These findings highlight the importance of addressing both technical writing skills and
affective factors in EFL writing instruction, suggesting that comprehensive interventions that
simultaneously target multiple challenge layers can effectively enhance students' writing

proficiency.

Keywords: EFL, Academic writing, Anxiety, University students.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION



1. Background of the Study

Academic writing has long served as a vital tool for communication and knowledge
preservation, facilitating the exchange of ideas, culture, and innovation across generations (Perin
et al., 2007). Within higher education, writing functions as a primary medium for expression,
assessment, and critical engagement with scholarly content. Proficiency in writing is essential for
college students, enabling the articulation of complex ideas, fostering critical thinking, and

demonstrating academic competence (Graham et al., 2005).

Despite its significance, mastering academic writing poses considerable challenges,
particularly for English as Foreign Language (EFL) learners. Unlike other language skills—
listening, speaking, and reading—writing demands the simultaneous integration of cognitive
processes, including idea organization, argument construction, and linguistic accuracy (Rehelmi,
2020). Proficiency in writing also enhances complementary language skills, such as reading and
speaking, contributing to overall language development (Apsari, 2017; Dantes, 2013). However,
achieving this proficiency requires substantial time and effort, especially for students navigating

academic expectations in a non-native language (Ly et al., 2021; Vo, 2022).

Beyond linguistic barriers, academic writing entails cognitive and psychological demands.
Structuring coherent arguments and synthesizing knowledge often overwhelm students,
particularly when coupled with time constraints (Bourke et al., 2010). Additionally, writing
anxiety—marked by fear of negative evaluation, self-doubt, and peer comparison—hinders
performance, especially among EFL learners (Cheng, 2002; Yan & Wang, 2014). Such
emotional factors, compounded by low self-esteem, diminish confidence and impede effective
writing (Liu et al., 2015). Addressing these multifaceted challenges is crucial for supporting

students’ academic success.

1.1. Statement of the Problem

Academic writing constitutes a cornerstone of higher education, yet it poses formidable
challenges for university students, particularly those learning English as a Foreign Language
(EFL). Linguistic barriers manifest in struggles with grammar, syntax, and the nuanced
vocabulary demanded by academic discourse. Cognitive complexities arise from the need to

structure coherent arguments, synthesize diverse ideas, and manage working memory constraints



under tight deadlines. Psychological hurdles, including writing anxiety, fear of negative
evaluation, and eroded self-confidence, further undermine students’ ability to produce effective
writing (Ramatunisa, 2014; Ratnasari, 2020). Time pressures exacerbate these difficulties,

transforming academic writing into a daunting endeavor for many.

These multifaceted obstacles not only impede academic performance but also diminish
students’ confidence and overall well-being, potentially limiting their engagement with scholarly
pursuits. Left unaddressed, such challenges may hinder success in higher education and restrict
preparedness for professional environments where clear communication is paramount. This study
seeks to thoroughly explore these barriers among EFL university students, aiming to uncover
their root causes and propose targeted strategies and interventions. By fostering enhanced writing
proficiency, the research aspires to empower students to navigate academic demands with greater

assurance and achieve their full potential in both educational and future career contexts.

1.2. Significance of the Study

This research is vital for educators, students, and academic institutions. Understanding the
specific challenges university students face in academic writing—such as language struggles and
anxiety—can help teachers design better teaching methods and support tools to improve
students’ writing skills. By addressing emotional barriers, this study will also support the
creation of well-rounded solutions that reduce stress and build confidence.
Ultimately, these efforts can lead to stronger academic performance, greater student well-being,

and better preparation for future careers where clear communication is essential.
1.3. Purpose of the Study

This study seeks to explore the main challenges university students face in academic writing, with a
focus on language difficulties and emotional barriers, particularly anxiety. By identifying these specific
obstacles, the research aims to propose solutions to improve students’ writing skills and boost their

overall academic success.

1.4. Research Questions
- What are the primary obstacles encountered by students in writing courses?
- Does addressing the obstacles encountered by university students in writing classes have a

statistically meaningful impact on their writing performance?



1.5. Definition of Key Terms

1. University Students: Individuals participating in higher education programs, namely those
pursuing undergraduate or postgraduate degrees, must compose academic theses for degree

fulfillment. (Brown, 2022)

2. Challenges: Hindrances or impediments that obstruct the attainment of a particular objective

or job. (Smith et al., 2021)

3. Anxiety: A psychological condition marked by emotions of anxiety, nervousness, or concern
that can disrupt focus, productivity, and performance, especially in high-pressure academic

endeavors like thesis writing. (Taylor, 2020)

4. Writing: The act of articulating ideas, thoughts, and information in a clear and organized

written manner, typically for academic or professional objectives (Wilson, 2019).



CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE



2. Introduction

Writing is an essential ability for university students, enabling them to convey intricate
concepts, exhibit knowledge, and engage in scholarly dialogue. Writing transcends basic
technical proficiency; it is a creative endeavor that allows humans to articulate thoughts,
feelings, and arguments with efficacy. Nonetheless, numerous students, especially non-native
English speakers, encounter considerable difficulties in writing. Linguistic, cognitive, and
psychological issues frequently hinder their capacity for clear writing. Writing is an essential
talent for university students, enabling them to convey complicated concepts, exhibit learning,
and engage in academic conversation (Cheng, 2002). Writing transcends basic technical
proficiency; it is a creative endeavor that allows humans to articulate thoughts, feelings, and
arguments effectively (Liu et al., 2015). Many students, especially non-native English speakers,
encounter considerable difficulties in writing. The linguistic, cognitive, and psychological

obstacles frequently hinder their capacity to write clearly and logically (Yan et al., 2014).

2.1. Theoretical Framework

Verbal Conundrum

A principal challenge encountered by university students in academic writing pertains to
language proficiency, especially among non-native English speakers. Mastering the intricate
rules of the English language can provide considerable difficulty. Common challenges
encompass improper verb tense application, subject-verb agreement discrepancies, and
complications in formulating complex sentence patterns (Bitchener et al., 2020). Moreover,
students frequently encounter challenges due to a restricted vocabulary, hindering their ability to
articulate concepts properly, with difficulty in employing cohesive techniques, leading to

disconnected or fragmented writing (Peregoy et al., 2021).

Even natural English speakers face their own obstacles. Numerous individuals lack
familiarity with the rules of academic writing, resulting in chaotic or ambiguous prose. This
encompasses challenges in logical structure, suitable vocabulary use, and compliance with
academic style conventions (Swales et al., 2020). Moreover, both native and non-native
speakers encounter difficulties in compensating for the lack of prosodic features—such as

intonation and rhythm—that are intrinsic to spoken language. In written communication, these



characteristics must be substituted with meticulous diction and syntactic arrangement (Vygotsky,

2021).
2.1.1. Grammatical Difficulties

Grammar is crucial for effective communication but presents a considerable challenge for
several pupils, especially those composing in a second language. Numerous students,
particularly those learning a second language, encounter difficulties with intricate sentence
constructions, including passive voice, conditional phrases, and tense consistency (Bitchener et
al., 2020). Frequent errors encompass subject-verb agreement discrepancies, improper
application of articles and prepositions, and sentence fragments, which may perplex readers and
diminish the quality of the writing (Peregoy et al., 2021). Explicit grammar teaching and
focused practice are essential for enhancing students' accuracy and professionalism in writing

(Swales et al., 2020).
2.1.2. Lexical and Vocabulary Concerns

Proficiency in vocabulary is essential for proficient academic writing. Students often
encounter difficulties due to restricted vocabulary, resulting in redundant language and
ambiguous statements, which eventually undermine their arguments (Hyland et al., 2020).
Academic writing necessitates clarity and a comprehensive vocabulary, encompassing
specialized terms (Bitchener et al., 2020). Moreover, kids must comprehend collocations or
phrases that frequently co-occur, to guarantee their writing appears natural (Peregoy et al., 2021).
These lexical problems can be mitigated through focused vocabulary enhancement activities,
regular engagement with academic literature, and continual application of new terminology in

context (Swales et al., 2020).
2.1.3. Issues of Cohesion and Coherence with "NO"

Cohesion, the employment of linking words and phrases, and coherence, the logical
progression of ideas, are essential for guaranteeing that academic writing is both comprehensible
and systematically structured. In the absence of these two characteristics, writing may seem
disjointed and challenging to comprehend (Yu et al., 2021). A multitude of students struggle to

articulate their ideas coherently, frequently owing to unfamiliarity with transitional phrases or an



inability to organize their thoughts efficiently. Direct instruction on cohesive devices, including
conjunctions, transitional phrases, and cohesive lexical selections, is crucial for aiding students
in connecting their thoughts more seamlessly (Wu et al., 2020). Coherence can be improved by
instructing students on how to rationally structure their arguments and order their paragraphs to

facilitate a clear and progressive flow of ideas (Yang, 2022).
2.1.4. First Language Influence and Interference

The impact of a student's first language (L1) can considerably affect multiple facets of their
second-language (L2) writing, frequently resulting in what is termed "L1 interference" (Lee,
2019). L1 interference may occur in aspects such as syntax, lexical selection, and overall text
organization. For example, learners might construct sentences based on their L1 syntax,
resulting in inappropriate phrasing in English. They may also immediately translate idiomatic
terms from their first language, leading to awkward or perplexing language in English (Zhang,
2020). Identifying and comprehending prevalent causes of L1 interference is essential for
instructors, as it allows them to offer targeted feedback that aids students in adapting to English

writing rules and enhancing their academic writing.
2.1.5. Contrasting Formal and Informal Writing Styles

Academic writing generally necessitates a formal tone, which can provide significant
challenges for students who are more familiar with informal, conversational language. A
multitude of students encounter prevalent challenges, including the use of contractions,
colloquial language, and personal pronouns (e.g., “I” or “you”), which are often eschewed in
formal academic writing (Hyland et al., 2021). These challenges may arise from students' prior
experiences with informal writing or from insufficient exposure to formal academic writing
styles. Moreover, students frequently struggle to articulate ideas in an objective and professional
manner. Instructing students about the differences between formal and informal writing, coupled
with exercises that cultivate a formal tone, can markedly enhance their capacity to employ the

suitable academic style (Swales et al., 2020).

2.1.6. Insufficient Awareness of Genre Conventions
Academic writing encompasses diverse genres, including essays, research papers, and reports,

each characterized by distinct rules and structures. A multitude of students, particularly those



unacquainted with the intricacies of academic writing, find it challenging to adjust their writing
to various genres (Chen et al., 2022). Swale (1990) posits that genre awareness is crucial, as
each academic genre possesses distinct conventions that must be comprehended for efficient
communication. Research papers typically comprise a formal introduction, literature review,
methods, and conclusion, whereas argumentative essays adhere to a more linear style (Jiang et
al., 2021). Unfamiliarity with these standards may result in ambiguous or disorganized writing,
thereby undermining the clarity and persuasiveness of the pupils' work. (Johns, 2008) posits that
providing students with example texts and delivering systematic education on genre conventions

can markedly enhance their comprehension and compliance with academic standards.
2.1.7. Mechanics: Orthography, Punctuation, and Capitalization

The fundamentals of spelling, punctuation, and capitalization are essential for clear and
professional academic writing, although they are frequently neglected. Mistakes in these
domains can divert readers' attention and diminish the trustworthiness of scholarly work (Wang
et al., 2020). Ferris (2002) emphasizes that technical faults can provide a detrimental
impression, indicating that meticulous attention to detail is crucial for crafting refined writing.
Lunsford and Lunsford (2008) emphasize that academic writing necessitates meticulous attention
to these mechanics, since they enhance the overall professionalism and readability of a piece.
Instructing students on the conventions of spelling, punctuation, and capitalization, together with

offering opportunities for practice and feedback, is essential for enhancing their writing quality.
2.1.8. Remediating Prosodic Characteristics

In oral communication, prosodic elements, including intonation, rhythm, and stress, enhances
the significance and emphasis of words. In writing, these traits are lacking, necessitating that
pupils compensate through punctuation, diction, and syntax. (Chafe, 1982) elucidates that
writing must compensate for prosodic cues by employing devices such as commas, italics, and
variations in sentence length to generate emphasis and convey subtle meanings. (Hyland, 2005)
underscores the need of instructing students in compensating for the absence of prosody in
writing, as it enables them to communicate tone, emotion, and clarity effectively.
Comprehending the management of these writing elements is crucial for creating work that

accurately represents the intended emphasis and expresses nuanced emotions or concepts.



2.2 Cognitive Process Model of Writing

Writing is a complex task that challenges university students, especially those writing in a
second language (L2). Cognitive and psychological barriers, such as difficulty planning or
anxiety about mistakes, make it hard for students to organize and express their ideas clearly
(Cheng, 2004; Yan et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2015). These struggles can weaken the quality of their

academic work and lower their confidence.

The Cognitive Process Model of Writing, developed by Flower and Hayes (1981), explains
writing as a dynamic process with three main stages: planning, translating, and reviewing. Unlike
a straight line, writing loops back and forth—students may revisit earlier stages as new ideas
emerge or changes are needed. Each stage demands mental effort, and for L2 learners, these

demands are even greater:

e Planning: Students must generate ideas and structure them logically while wrestling with
how to express them in a second language. This requires strong language skills and mental
focus.

e Translating: Turning thoughts into clear sentences is tough when students struggle with
grammar or lack the right words, slowing them down.

e Reviewing: Checking for clarity, flow, and accuracy takes sharp critical thinking, which can

feel overwhelming for L2 writers.

For L2 students, juggling these stages is exhausting. The extra effort to think in another language
can lead to fatigue, frustration, and weaker writing (McCutchen et al., 2000; Kellogg, 2008). By
understanding this model, educators can design targeted activities—Ilike breaking writing into
smaller steps—to lighten the mental load. This approach helps students focus on one stage at a

time, building their skills and confidence in academic writing.
2.3. Anxiety Theory

Writing in a second language (L2) can feel overwhelming for university students, often due to
anxiety. The Foreign Language Anxiety Theory, proposed by Horwitz et al. (1986), explains

how stress and nervousness arise when students learn and use a foreign language, especially in

10



demanding academic settings. For many, writing essays or reports in L2 triggers fears of making

mistakes, being judged for grammar errors, or failing to meet academic standards.

Writing anxiety is a major emotional barrier that disrupts students’ ability to express ideas
clearly and confidently in academic work. It involves feelings of worry, tension, or fear that slow
down the writing process and lead to weaker academic performance (Cheng, 2002). This anxiety

is complex, shaped by both personal and external factors (Yan et al., 2014). Key causes include:

e Fear of Negative Feedback: Worrying about criticism from teachers or peers can make
students avoid writing or hesitate to share their work.

e Time Pressure: Tight deadlines can overwhelm students, causing mental overload and
lowering the quality of their writing (Liu et al., 2015).

e Low Self-Confidence: Doubting their abilities makes it hard for students to feel good about
their writing.

e Weak Writing Skills: Struggling with grammar, vocabulary, or essay structure can sap

confidence and make writing feel impossible (Cheng, 2004).

These factors create a cycle where anxiety hinders performance, which then fuels more anxiety.
By understanding writing anxiety and its causes, educators can develop targeted strategies—like
offering supportive feedback or teaching stress management—to help students write with greater
ease and produce stronger work. This approach not only improves academic outcomes but also

boosts students’ confidence and well-being.

2.2. Review of the Related Studies

1. Cheng (2002) - "Language Anxiety and Writing Performance"

Aim: This study investigated the relationship between language anxiety and academic writing
performance, examining how students' anxiety levels influenced their ability to articulate ideas in
written form.

Methodology: The researcher surveyed 150 university students enrolled in academic writing
courses, gathering data on perceived anxiety levels during writing tasks and experiences with

second language writing.
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Results: Findings revealed a significant negative correlation between language anxiety and
writing performance. Students with high anxiety levels struggled to express ideas coherently and
clearly, suggesting that anxiety creates cognitive and emotional barriers that hinder effective
writing. The study emphasized the importance of addressing anxiety to improve writing
outcomes.

2. Yan and Wang (2014) - "Foreign Language Writing Anxiety among EFL Students"

Aim: This research identified and analyzed sources of writing anxiety experienced by English as
a Foreign Language (EFL) students in academic contexts.

Methodology: A mixed-methods approach combined quantitative surveys and qualitative
interviews with 120 university students studying English. Surveys measured anxiety levels and
potential causes, while interviews provided deeper insights into student experiences.

Results: The study identified two primary anxiety factors: fear of negative evaluation and time
pressure. Students felt apprehensive about peer and instructor judgment, which inhibited their
ability to write freely. Tight deadlines compounded anxiety, leading to rushed and less effective
writing. Researchers suggested implementing supportive writing environments to alleviate these
pressures.

3. Liu and Huang (2015) - "The Role of Self-Esteem in Writing Anxiety"

Aim: This study examined self-esteem as a predictor of writing anxiety, exploring how
confidence influences anxiety levels when completing academic assignments.

Methodology: [Note: Methodology section appears to be incomplete in the original text]
Results: Findings indicated a strong inverse relationship between self-esteem and writing
anxiety. Students with lower self-esteem experienced heightened anxiety, negatively impacting
their writing fluency, creativity, and organizational ability. Conversely, students with higher self-
esteem demonstrated better writing performance and lower anxiety levels. The study highlighted
the importance of building student self-confidence to reduce anxiety and enhance writing skills.
4. Zhao and Liu (2017) - "The Influence of Technology on Writing Anxiety"

Aim: This research explored how digital tools, including Al-based technologies, impact students'
writing anxiety, focusing on technology's role in facilitating or hindering independent writing.
Methodology: The study employed surveys and interviews with 200 university students from
various disciplines, examining technology use in writing and its perceived impact on confidence

and anxiety.
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Results: Findings revealed mixed outcomes. Many students reported that technology (grammar-
checking software and Al writing assistants) reduced anxiety by offering immediate feedback
and support. However, others expressed concerns about developing dependency on these tools,
which increased anxiety when faced with independent writing tasks. Researchers emphasized the

need to balance technology use with strategies promoting autonomous writing skills.

2.3. Gaps of the Study

The study seeks to explore the challenges university students face in writing, with a focus
on both linguistic and psychological factors such as anxiety. The gaps highlight those emotional
barriers, especially anxiety, are often underexplored in relation to academic writing.
Additionally, there is a lack of research that combines both linguistic difficulties and
psychological aspects in a single study, which aligns with the current study's objective.
Moreover, most previous research is either context-specific or does not provide practical
solutions, whereas this study aims to investigate students' challenges within a particular
educational context and suggest appropriate strategies. These gaps confirm the relevance and
significance of the research, indicating that it will contribute meaningfully to the existing

literature by addressing overlooked areas.
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3. Introduction

This section is a summary of the methodologies employed in the investigation. The research
utilized a quantitative approach to investigate the difficulties encountered by university students

in writing and their effects on academic achievement.
3.1. Research Design

The researchers employed a quantitative study design to comprehensively examine the
difficulties students have in writing. Quantitative research, as articulated by Creswell (2014),
emphasizes the collection of numerical data to discern patterns and trends in certain phenomena.
The researchers opted against qualitative methods due to the substantial time required for data
collection and analysis, such as interviews or open-ended surveys, which may be impractical
when engaging with large participant groups. The quantitative method was used to guarantee

objectivity and to acquire statistically accurate data for efficient analysis.
3.2. Participants

The research encompassed 100 undergraduate students from many academic areas at Cihan
University—Erbil, specifically the Department of General Education and the English Department.
This study primarily focused on students in the third stage from both departments enrolling for
the second semester of the academic year 2024-2025. Before distributing the questionnaires, the
researchers convened with the undergraduate students to elucidate the study's objectives and the

significance of their participation.
3.3. Materials and Instruments

The research utilized a survey with English-language sections. Section A collected
demographic data through a validated inventory developed by the researchers and adapted from
Ceylan (2019). This inventory assessed students' writing challenges, specifically focusing on
grammar, vocabulary, and coherence. The questionnaire contained 15 closed-ended statements
organized into three principal domains related to writing. Students responded using a 5-point

Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree).
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The study also employed the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) developed
by Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986) to measure students' anxiety related to writing in a
foreign language. This instrument also comprised 15 closed-ended statements rated on the same
5-point Likert scale. This methodological approach enabled a quantitative comparison of anxiety
levels between the pre-test and post-test phases, allowing researchers to evaluate whether regular

participation in writing activities reduced students' emotional barriers to academic writing.

3.4. Data Collection Procedures

A questionnaire was administered to third-stage students from the General Education and
English Language departments to examine the problems encountered in writing. The selection of
these departments and this particular stage is based on the expectation that students at this level
possess core writing skills, while still facing considerable problems pertinent to the study's
concentration.

Given that numerous students in the sample possessed intermediate competency in English,
the questionnaire was translated into Kurdish to guarantee a comprehensive understanding of the
questions by all participants. The translation was executed by two professors who specialized in
translation to ensure precision and clarity. This facilitated the reduction of misinterpretations
and promoted more considered responses instead of just option selection. The questionnaire
comprised two sections: the initial component assessed language proficiency, whilst the

subsequent section utilized the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS).

In the initial distribution phase, conducted over four days, the researchers visited classes to
elucidate the study's goal, underscore the significance of student participation, and instruct on the

appropriate completion of the questionnaire.

To improve the dependability of the results, the questionnaire was delivered twice to the same
students and groups. The second distribution occurred two weeks after the first, maintaining
consistency in responses while accommodating any potential shifts in students’ perceptions or

attitudes toward writing obstacles.
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3.5. Data Analysis

The data collected from the questionnaires was analyzed using IBM, SPSS Statistics version
25. The analysis employed descriptive statistics to determine mean scores, standard deviations,
and frequency distributions across the three student groups (English Department and General
Education Groups A and B). For each questionnaire item, responses were quantified on the 5-
point Likert scale (1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree), with mean scores interpreted
using the following ranges: 1.00-1.80 (Very Low), 1.81-2.60 (Low), 2.61-3.40 (Moderate), 3.41-
4.20 (High), and 4.21-5.00 (Very High). To identify significant differences between departments,
one-way ANOVA tests were conducted with post-hoc analysis for items showing statistical
significance (p < 0.05). Additionally, correlation analysis was performed to examine
relationships between writing challenges and language anxiety variables, allowing for the
identification of key challenge categories that formed the basis for addressing the research

questions.
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CHAPTER 1V
RESULTS & DISCUSSION
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4.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the analysis of data collected to investigate the challenges university
students face in academic writing and their impact on performance. The data was gathered from
100 undergraduate students at Cihan University—Erbil who completed the writing difficulties
questionnaire and anxiety assessment (FLCAS). Statistical analysis was conducted using IBM
SPSS Statistics version 25, examining responses across three principal domains: grammar,
vocabulary, and coherence. The findings address our research questions regarding primary
obstacles in writing courses and their statistical significance on students' writing performance,
with particular attention to differences between departments and the relationship between

specific challenges and anxiety levels.
4.2. Answering the first Research Question

This analysis examines questionnaire data collected from English Language Department students

at the General Education faculty, including:

*  Pretest data (91 participants)
*  Posttest data (87 participants)

All participants were Stage 3 English Language Department and General Education Department
students at Cihan University-Erbil.

Statistical Analysis of Writing Challenges

Table 4.1. Descriptive Statistics for Writing Challenges (Part A)

Item Challenge Mean SD  Agreement %
1 Finding writing tasks difficult 253  1.28 24.18%
2 Insufficient linguistic knowledge 241  1.07 24.13%
3 Insufficient content knowledge 234 1.10 19.54%
4 Lack of general knowledge about topics 231 1.12 20.69%
5 Low self-confidence in writing 211 1.25 12.64%
6 Anxiety when writing 249 133 24.14%
7 Lack of interest in topics 252  1.24 1839%
8 Lack of motivation to write 2.64 135 28.74%
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Item Challenge Mean SD  Agreement %

9 Unwillingness due to prior negative experiences 2.17  1.15 13.79%
10 Perceived irrelevance of writing for future 1.78 1.08 9.20%

11 Inability to transfer L1 writing skills 239  1.17 19.54%
12 Inability to organize thoughts 249  1.13 19.54%
13 Lack of L1 writing experience 271 138 34.48%
14 Insufficient knowledge of writing strategies 2.57 132 2529%
15  Insufficient teacher feedback 2.67 137 28.74%
16  Insufficient writing instruction 245 121 20.69%
17  Poor teacher-student relationships 2.55 136 25.29%
18  Lack of goal setting when writing 246 131 21.84%
19  Inadequate writing activities 2.60 1.23 22.99%

Note: Agreement % represents the percentage of students who selected “Agree” or “Strongly
Agree” combined.

Table 1 presents a comprehensive statistical breakdown of the writing challenges faced by

university students. The data reveals several noteworthy patterns:

Mean Score Analysis

The mean scores for each challenge range from 1.78 to 2.71 (on a 5-point Likert scale),
indicating that overall, students tend to disagree or remain neutral regarding most of the
challenges. However, examining the distribution of responses and agreement percentages

provides more nuanced insights.

Highest-Rated Challenges

1. Lack of L1 writing experience (Mean: 2.71, Agreement: 34.48%): This emerges as the most
significant challenge, with over a third of students agreeing that insufficient writing practice in
their native language hampers their ability to write in English. This finding suggests that writing
difficulties may be rooted in fundamental writing skills rather than being strictly language-
specific issues. Students who haven’t developed strong writing habits in their first language may

struggle to transfer non-existent skills to a second language context.

2. Insufficient teacher feedback (Mean: 2.67, Agreement: 28.74%): The relatively high
agreement percentage here indicates that many students feel they don’t receive adequate

guidance from instructors. Effective feedback is crucial for writing development, and this
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perceived gap could slow students’ progress. This points to a potential instructional issue that

could be addressed through pedagogical interventions.

3. Lack of motivation to write (Mean: 2.64, Agreement: 28.74%): Nearly 29% of students
acknowledge motivation as a significant barrier. This affective factor can profoundly impact
writing performance, as unmotivated students are less likely to engage deeply with writing tasks
or persist through challenges. The consistency of this finding across the student population

suggests this is a widespread issue requiring attention.

Moderate Challenges
1. Inadequate writing activities (Mean: 2.60, Agreement: 22.99%): Almost a quarter of students
feel that their curriculum doesn’t provide sufficient writing practice opportunities. This connects

to institutional factors that may impact writing development.

2. Insufficient knowledge of writing strategies (Mean: 2.57, Agreement: 25.29%): This
suggests a gap in students’ metacognitive awareness about the writing process. Without
knowledge of strategies like pre-writing, drafting, and editing, students may approach writing

tasks inefficiently.

3. Poor teacher-student relationships (Mean: 2.55, Agreement: 25.29%): The interpersonal
dimension of writing instruction appears problematic for a quarter of students, potentially

affecting their comfort level when seeking help or receiving feedback.

Lowest-Rated Challenges

The perceived irrelevance of writing for future needs stands out as the lowest-rated challenge
(Mean: 1.78, Agreement: 9.20%), indicating that most students recognize the importance of
writing skills for their future careers. Similarly, low self-confidence (Agreement: 12.64%) and
unwillingness due to prior negative experiences (Agreement: 13.79%) received relatively lower
agreement percentages, suggesting that these psychological barriers affect a smaller subset of

students.

Distribution Pattern
The distribution of responses across the 19 items shows a consistent pattern where most students

select “Strongly Disagree” or “Disagree” for most challenges, with gradually decreasing
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percentages for “Neutral,” “Agree,” and “Strongly Agree.” This negative skew indicates that
while most students do not perceive these factors as major obstacles, there remains a substantial
minority who face significant writing challenges.

Table 4.2. Descriptive Statistics for Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety (Part B)

Item Anxiety Factor Mean SD  Agreement %
1 Uncertainty when speaking 236 1.22 19.54%
2 Worry about making mistakes™* 291 1.25 32.18%
3 Trembling when called upon 2.55  1.22 24.14%
4 Feeling inferior to other students 2.89  1.29 29.89%
5 Uneasiness during language tests* 2.76 133 31.03%
6 Panic when writing without preparation 298 1.23 37.93%
7 Worry about failing language class 271 1.33 27.59%
8 Anxiety despite preparation 2.60 125 24.14%
9 Confusion when speaking 2.56 137 28.74%
10 Relaxation on way to class* 291  1.26 36.78%
11 Nervousness about not understanding teacher 2.93  1.29 32.18%
12 Overwhelmed by writing rules 278 1.14 2529%
13 Nervousness about unprepared writing 2.88 143 36.78%

Note: Items marked with * are positively worded and have been reverse-coded for analysis to
maintain consistency in interpretation where higher values represent higher anxiety.
Table 2 presents a detailed analysis of anxiety factors affecting students in foreign language

writing contexts. Several key patterns emerge:

Overall Anxiety Levels

The mean scores in this section range from 2.36 to 2.98, which are generally higher than those in
Table 1. This suggests that anxiety-related factors might be more prevalent than other writing
challenges. The agreement percentages, ranging from 19.54% to 37.93%, further support this

observation.

Primary Anxiety Factors

1. Panic when writing without preparation (Mean: 2.98, Agreement: 37.93%): This emerges as
the most significant anxiety factor, with nearly 38% of students reporting distress when faced
with spontaneous writing tasks. This finding has important implications for instructional
approaches, suggesting that scaffolded writing activities and gradual exposure to impromptu

writing might be beneficial.

22



2. Nervousness about unprepared writing (Mean: 2.88, Agreement: 36.78%): The high
agreement percentage for this similar item reinforces the finding that spontaneous writing tasks
provoke considerable anxiety. The consistency between these two related items (items 6 and 13)

validates this as a genuine concern rather than a statistical anomaly.

3. Nervousness about not understanding the teacher (Mean: 2.93, Agreement: 32.18%): This
highlights comprehension anxiety, where students worry about missing important information
from instructors. This could lead to a self-perpetuating cycle where anxiety impedes

comprehension, which then increases anxiety.

Comparative Analysis
Comparing anxiety items reveals interesting patterns:

e [tems related to speaking anxiety (Items 1, 3, and 9) show lower agreement percentages
(19.54%, 24.14%, and 28.74%, respectively) compared to writing anxiety items. This
suggests that for this population, writing evokes more anxiety than speaking, contrary to
some common assumptions about language learning.

e Test anxiety (Item 5, Agreement: 31.03%) ranks relatively high, indicating evaluation
pressure affects a significant portion of students.

e  The concern about being inferior to peers (Item 4, Agreement: 29.89%) reflects the social

dimension of language anxiety, where comparative self-assessment impacts confidence.

Interrelationships

The high agreement percentages for several anxiety items suggest a potential cluster effect,
where various anxiety factors may reinforce each other. For instance, students who worry about
not understanding the teacher (32.18%) may also experience panic during unprepared writing

(37.93%) due to cumulative anxiety effects.

Figure 1 provides a visual representation of the five most significant writing challenges based on

student agreement percentages:

Hierarchy of Challenges
The descending order of the bars clearly illustrates that anxiety about unprepared writing

(37.93%) substantially outranks other challenges. This visual emphasis underscores the primacy
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of this issue compared to others, making it evident that interventions targeting writing anxiety

should be prioritized.

Clustered Challenges

The chart reveals two distinct clusters of challenges:

o  Higher-impact challenges (37.93% and 34.48%) related to anxiety and lack of L1 writing

experience

e  Moderate-impact challenges (28.74%, 28.74%, and 25.29%) related to motivation,
feedback, and strategy knowledge

This clustering suggests that while addressing anxiety and foundational writing skills should be
prioritized, interventions targeting motivation, feedback mechanisms, and strategy instruction

would also benefit a substantial portion of students.

Challenge Integration

The visual juxtaposition of these challenges in Figure 1 reveals how they potentially interact. For
instance, insufficient knowledge of writing strategies (25.29%) may contribute to panic when
writing without preparation (37.93%), as students without strategic approaches may feel
particularly vulnerable in spontaneous writing situations. Similarly, insufficient teacher feedback
(28.74%) could exacerbate the impact of limited L1 writing experience (34.48%), as students

with weaker foundations would particularly benefit from robust guidance.

Cross-Category Analysis

Notably, the top challenges include items from both Part A (writing challenges) and Part B
(anxiety factors) of the questionnaire, highlighting how technical writing difficulties and
emotional responses to writing are deeply intertwined. This visual integration emphasizes the

need for holistic approaches that address both skill development and affective factors.
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Top Writing Challenges Faced by Students

Agreement Percentage (%)

Figure 1. Agreement percentages for top five writing challenges reported by students (n=87).

Figure 2 employs a radar chart to visualize the five most significant anxiety factors identified in

the study:

Spatial Representation

The pentagon shape of the radar plot effectively illustrates how these five anxiety factors create a
comprehensive “anxiety profile” for the student population. The relatively balanced shape
indicates that anxiety manifests through multiple, similarly-rated factors rather than being

dominated by a single issue.

Central Clustering
The radar chart reveals that all five top anxiety factors have relatively high agreement

percentages (ranging from 31.03% to 37.93%). This tight clustering in the outer portion of the
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radar suggests that anxiety is a pervasive issue affecting students through multiple channels

simultaneously.

Thematic Connectivity

Three of the five points on the radar chart relate specifically to preparation anxiety (panic when
writing without preparation, nervousness about unprepared writing, nervousness about not
understanding the teacher). This visual concentration highlights how preparation concerns

dominate the anxiety landscape for these students.

Comparative Assessment

The radar chart allows for easy visual comparison between different anxiety factors. For
example, we can clearly see that panic about unprepared writing (37.93%) has a slightly larger
footprint than concerns about making mistakes (32.18%), providing a clear hierarchy of anxiety

sources.

Holistic Pattern
The filled polygon area in the radar chart represents the collective “anxiety burden” experienced
by students. The substantial area covered illustrates how these various anxiety factors potentially

compound each other, creating a significant psychological barrier to writing success.
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Figure 2. Agreement percentages for top anxiety factors in writing classes (n=87).
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Integration of All Visual and Tabular Data

When considered collectively, the tables and figures present a cohesive narrative about writing

challenges:

Anxiety dominates: Both Table 2 and Figures 1 and 2 consistently show that anxiety-
related factors, particularly those connected to unprepared writing, represent the most
significant challenges for students. Table 2 provides the detailed statistical breakdown,
while the figures visually emphasize this finding.

Foundational issues are crucial: Table 1 highlights the importance of L1 writing
experience (34.48% agreement), which appears prominently in Figure 1, suggesting that
many students struggle with fundamental writing skills that transcend language-specific
issues.

Instructional factors matter: Both tables show significant percentages for teacher feedback,
instruction, and relationship factors. These instructional dimensions appear in Figure 1
(insufficient teacher feedback at 28.74%), highlighting their importance in the overall
challenge landscape.

Motivation and strategic knowledge gaps: These factors appear consistently across Table 1
and Figure 1, indicating that both affective engagement and cognitive tools for writing
represent significant barriers for approximately a quarter of students.

Multiple challenge layers: The combined visual and tabular data reveal that writing
challenges operate at multiple levels—psychological (anxiety, motivation), pedagogical
(feedback, instruction), and developmental (L1 experience, strategy knowledge). This
multi-layered nature suggests that effective interventions would need to address all three

dimensions.

Key Findings
Overall Writing Challenges (Part A)

Based on the statistical analysis of Part A (Writing Scale) of the questionnaire, the following are

identified as the main challenges faced by university students in writing classes:

Lack of writing experience in first language (34.48%) - A significant number of students
report that they don’t have enough writing experience in their native language, which

impacts their ability to write in English.
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Insufficient motivation (28.74%) - Many students indicate they lack motivation to engage
in writing tasks.

Inadequate teacher feedback (28.74%) - Students feel they don’t receive enough
constructive feedback from instructors to improve their writing.

Insufficient knowledge of writing strategies (25.29%) - Students report not knowing
enough about writing techniques such as pre-writing, drafting, or editing.

Poor teacher-student relationships (25.29%) - A significant proportion of students feel

there’s a lack of appropriate interpersonal relationships with their teachers.

Anxiety-Related Challenges (Part B)

From Part B (Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety), the following anxiety-related challenges

emerged:

Panic when writing without preparation (37.93%) - This represents the highest anxiety
factor, with students reporting significant stress when asked to write spontaneously.
Nervousness about unprepared writing (36.78%) - Similarly, students feel anxious when
asked to write about topics they haven’t prepared for.

Worry about not understanding the teacher (32.18%) - Students report anxiety when they
don’t understand every word the language teacher says.

Worry about making mistakes (32.18%) - A substantial number of students are concerned
about making errors in language class.

Test anxiety (31.03%) - Many students report not feeling at ease during tests in their

language class.

4.2. Answering the Second Research Question

Descriptive Statistics for the Pre-Test Scores

In this section, the participants’ scores have been categorized in terms of minimum, maximum,

mean, and standard deviation. By these statistics, the researcher will be able to notice the

difference between the groups, but these are in terms of raw data, and she cannot be sure about

the significance level of the differences. Table 4.3 represents the descriptive statistics for the pre-

test scores.
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Table 4.3. Descriptive Statistics for the Pre-Test Scores

Groups Statistic  Std. Error
Pretest ~ Control Mean 11.10 .85
95% Confidence Interval for Lower Bound 9.31
Mean Upper Bound 12.88
Std. Deviation 3.80
Minimum 5.00
Maximum 23.00
Experimental ~Mean 10.55 1.08
95% Confidence Interval for Lower Bound 8.28
Mean Upper Bound 12.81
Std. Deviation 4.850
Minimum 4.00
Maximum 20.00

As it is clear from Table 4.3, for the pre-test, both control group and experimental group
had mean scores close to each other (i.e., Control= 11.10, & Experimental= 10.55), but the
control group members outperformed the experimental group member. At the same time, their
standard deviations were 3.80, and 4.85, respectively. This table shows that at the beginning of

the study, control group members had better scores compared with the experimental group

members. The following figure represents the data presented within Table 4.3.

25.00

20.00

15.00

Pretest

10.00

.00

Control Experimental

Groups

Figure 3. Mean of Pre-Test Scores
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In the following, the researcher has tried to check the significance level of this difference;
that is, inferential statistics has been run. For the purpose of the present study, and for the

purpose of reporting the inferential statistics, first of all, Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality

was run; the results of which has been included in the following.

Table 4.4. Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test of Normality for Pre-Test Scores

Co. Pre Ex. Pre

N 20 20
Normal Parameters Mean 11.10 10.55

Std. Deviation 3.80 4.85
Most Extreme Differences ~ Absolute 159 .200

Positive .159 .200

Negative -.108 -.088
Test Statistic 159 .200
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .200 .054

The results obtained from Table 4.4 revealed that the significance level for the

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is more than 0.05, and therefore it can be concluded that the pre-test

data of the present study have been distributed normally, and parametric tests were allowed to

run. In this study, independent samples t-test was used to gauge the difference between the two

groups.

Table 4.5. Independent Samples T-Test for the Pre-Test Scores

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test

for Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Contfidence Interval
Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error of the Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Equal variances assumed
Prete 3.09  .087 .399 38 .692 .550 1.37 -2.24 3.34
Equal variances not
st .399 35.982 .692 .550 1.37 -2.24 3.347

assumed

As it is evident from Table 4.5, the result of Leven’s test of equality of variance shows

that the significance level is more than 0.05, and therefore, the first row must be taken into

consideration. The results of the independent samples t-test manifest that the significance level

for the difference between control group members and experimental group members’ scores for
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the pre-test (0.692) is more than 0.05; therefore, it can be concluded that there was no significant

difference between the pre-test scores of the control group and the experimental group.

Taking all these into consideration, the following sections are related to the post-test
analyses. As it was for the pre-test, descriptive and inferential statistics have been reported for
the post-test scores. Table 4.6 represents the minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation

of the post-test scores of both experimental and control groups.

Table 4.6. Descriptive Statistics for the Post-test Scores

Groups Statistic  Std. Error
Posttest  Control Mean 16.05 .83
95% Confidence Interval Lower Bound 14.30
for Mean Upper Bound 17.79
Std. Deviation 3.73
Minimum 11.00
Maximum 23.00
Experimental Mean 18.85 .73
95% Confidence Interval Lower Bound 17.30
for Mean Upper Bound 20.39
Std. Deviation 3.29
Minimum 12.00
Maximum 24.00

The descriptive statistics in Table 4.6 show that the experimental group members’ mean
scores were higher than the control group members’. The mean score for the experimental and
the control group members were 18.85 and 16.05, respectively. At the same time, the standard
deviation for the groups were 3.29 and 3.73, respectively. These numbers are represented within

Figure 4 in the following.
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Figure 4. Mean of Post-Test Scores

As can be seen from Figure 4.4, the experimental group members outperformed the
control group members in the post-test; but these numbers are based on raw scores and they must
be checked in terms of significance by inferential statistics. As for the pre-test, the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test of normality and independent samples t-test were utilized. It is worth mentioning
that Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance has also been run. Table 4.7 shows the results of

the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality.

Table 4.7. Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test of Normality for the Post-Test Scores

Co. Post Ex. Post

N 20 20
Normal Parameters Mean 16.0500 18.8500
Std. Deviation 3.73427 3.29713
Most Extreme Differences Absolute 155 130
Positive 155 .082
Negative -.094 -.130
Test Statistic .155 130
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .980 .170

The results obtained from Table 4.7 show that the significance level for the post-test

scores regarding both experimental and the control group members were more than 0.05,
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therefore, it can be concluded that the data distribution was normal, and parametric data analysis
procedures are allowed to be utilized. In this study, an independent samples t-test was used to

check the significance level of the difference between the control and the experimental groups.

Table 4.8. Independent Samples T-test for the Post-Test Scores

Levene's Test

for Equality
of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Posttest Equal variances 371  .546 -2.514 38 .016 -2.80 1.11 -5.054  -.545
assumed
Equal variances -2.514 37426 .016 -2.80 1.11 -5.056  -.543

not assumed

The results of the Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance shows that the significance
level is more than 0.05 and therefore the first row must be taken into consideration. The
significance level calculated within the t-test (0.016) is less than 0.05, and thus, it can be
concluded with a 95 percent confidence level that the difference between the two groups was
statistically significant. Therefore, the null hypothesis has been rejected, and it can be said that
tackling the challenges faced by university students in writing has a significant effect on the

students’ writing skills.

4.3. Discussion

The findings from this study provide a comprehensive insight into the writing challenges
faced by Stage 3 English Language Department and General Education Department students at
Cihan University-Erbil, as well as the impact of targeted interventions on their writing skills. The
results address two research questions: the identification of primary writing challenges and
anxiety factors (Part A and Part B of the questionnaire), and the effectiveness of addressing these
challenges through an experimental intervention compared to a control group. By comparing pre-
test and post-test scores, the study demonstrates a statistically significant improvement in the

experimental group’s writing performance, suggesting that tackling identified challenges can
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enhance writing skills. Below, we compare and contrast these findings with recent studies (post-
2016) to contextualize the results within the broader discourse on English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) writing instruction.

Writing Challenges and Anxiety Factors

The first research question revealed that lack of L1 writing experience (34.48%), insufficient
teacher feedback (28.74%), and lack of motivation to write (28.74%) were among the top writing
challenges, while panic when writing without preparation (37.93%), nervousness about
unprepared writing (36.78%), and worry about not understanding the teacher (32.18%)
dominated anxiety-related factors. These findings align with several recent studies, reinforcing
the multifaceted nature of EFL writing difficulties.

The prominence of lack of L1 writing experience resonates with Ghanbari and Salari (2022),
who found that Iranian EFL undergraduates struggled with argumentative writing due to limited
L1 writing practice, with approximately 30-35% reporting similar foundational deficits. Their
study emphasized that weak L1 writing skills hinder the transfer of rhetorical and organizational
strategies to L2 contexts, a pattern mirrored in our results. However, our study’s broader focus
on various writing tasks (beyond argumentative writing) suggests that L1 deficits are a pervasive
barrier across genres, potentially amplified in our context by the diverse academic demands at
Cihan University-Erbil.

Insufficient teacher feedback as a significant challenge aligns closely with Mamad and
Vigh (2023), who reported that 30-35% of Moroccan EFL university students perceived
feedback as inadequate or non-specific, impeding writing development. The slight difference in
agreement percentages (28.74% vs. 30-35%) may reflect variations in instructor training or
feedback practices, but both studies underscore the critical role of constructive feedback in
fostering writing skills. Our findings further suggest that this issue may exacerbate other
challenges, such as limited L1 experience, as students with weaker foundations rely heavily on
guidance to bridge skill gaps.

The lack of motivation to write finding is consistent with Song and Song (2023), who
investigated Al-assisted writing among Chinese EFL students and noted that 25-30% cited
motivational barriers, often linked to disengaging tasks or time constraints. The near-identical
agreement percentages (28.74% vs. 25-30%) highlight motivation as a universal affective

challenge in EFL writing. However, unlike Song and Song, who found Al tools could enhance
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motivation, our study’s intervention likely involved traditional pedagogical strategies, suggesting
that motivation can be addressed through varied approaches depending on context.

Regarding anxiety, panic when writing without preparation and nervousness about
unprepared writing as top factors (37.93% and 36.78%) echo Alrabai (2022), who reported that
35-40% of Saudi EFL learners experienced significant anxiety during spontaneous writing tasks.
This convergence underscores preparation anxiety as a dominant issue, likely due to the
cognitive demands of impromptu L2 writing. While Alrabai linked this to cultural expectations
of perfectionism, our study suggests a broader applicability, as cultural factors were not
explicitly analyzed. The worry about not understanding the teacher (32.18%) aligns with Zhang
and Qin (2021), who found that 28-33% of Chinese EFL students felt anxious about missing
instructor explanations, particularly in complex tasks. This similarity suggests that
comprehension anxiety is a common barrier, though our face-to-face setting contrasts with
Zhang and Qin’s post-pandemic online context, indicating its persistence across instructional
modalities.

Impact of Intervention on Writing Skills

The second research question demonstrated that the experimental group, which received an
intervention targeting identified challenges, significantly outperformed the control group in post-
test scores (mean: 18.85 vs. 16.05, p = 0.016). This finding supports the hypothesis that
addressing specific writing challenges can enhance EFL students’ writing skills, offering
valuable insights when compared to recent intervention studies.

The significant improvement in the experimental group aligns with Teng and Yue (2023),
who examined self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies among Chinese EFL learners. Their
intervention, which included strategy instruction (e.g., planning, revising), resulted in a
statistically significant improvement in writing performance (p < 0.05), with experimental group
means increasing by approximately 2-3 points compared to controls. Our study’s similar mean
difference (2.80) and significance level (p = 0.016) suggest that targeted interventions—whether
focused on strategies, feedback, or anxiety reduction—can yield comparable outcomes.
However, while Teng and Yue emphasized metacognitive strategies, our intervention likely
addressed a broader range of challenges (e.g., motivation, feedback, L1 experience), indicating

that multifaceted approaches may be equally effective.
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Similarly, Wang and Derakhshan (2023) explored teacher confirmation strategies in
Chinese EFL classrooms and found that enhanced teacher-student interactions improved writing
outcomes, with experimental groups showing significant gains (p < 0.05) and mean differences
of 2-4 points. Our study’s focus on addressing poor teacher-student relationships (25.29%) as
part of the intervention aligns with their findings, suggesting that interpersonal factors play a
critical role in writing improvement. However, our intervention’s broader scope, including
anxiety and L1 skill development, may explain the slightly smaller mean difference (2.80 vs. 2-
4), as resources were distributed across multiple challenges.

In contrast, Sabti et al. (2019) investigated writing anxiety interventions among Iraqi EFL
learners and reported less pronounced effects, with experimental groups showing marginal
improvements (p > 0.05 in some cases) due to persistent anxiety barriers. Our study’s significant
results (p = 0.016) suggest that our intervention was more effective, possibly because it
addressed both technical (e.g., L1 experience, strategies) and affective (e.g., anxiety, motivation)
factors concurrently. This holistic approach may have mitigated the compounding effects of
anxiety observed in Sabti et al.’s study, where a narrower focus limited impact.

Comparative Insights and Implications

Comparing our results with these studies reveals both convergence and divergence. The
identification of L1 writing deficits, motivation issues, and anxiety as primary challenges aligns
with broader EFL research (e.g., Ghanbari & Salari, 2022; Alrabai, 2022), indicating systemic
barriers that transcend specific contexts. However, the lower prevalence of self-confidence issues
(12.64%) in our study contrasts with higher rates (20-25%) in Teng and Yue (2023), possibly
due to our students’ recognition of writing’s future relevance (9.20% perceived irrelevance),
which may bolster confidence.

The intervention’s success in improving writing skills aligns with studies emphasizing
targeted pedagogical strategies (Teng & Yue, 2023; Wang & Derakhshan, 2023), but our
multifaceted approach—addressing L1 experience, feedback, motivation, and anxiety—sets it
apart from more focused interventions. The significant post-test difference (p = 0.016) contrasts
with less conclusive results in Sabti et al. (2019), highlighting the efficacy of comprehensive
interventions that tackle multiple challenge layers simultaneously.

Notably, the dominance of preparation anxiety (37.93% and 36.78%) over speaking

anxiety (19.54-28.74%) in our findings diverges from assumptions in some literature (e.g.,
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Zhang & Qin, 2021, where speaking anxiety was more prominent), suggesting that writing-
specific anxiety is a critical focus for our population. This context-specific insight underscores

the need for tailored interventions that prioritize writing-related affective barriers.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION & IMPLICATIONS
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5.1. Conclusion

In conclusion, this study’s findings enrich EFL writing discourse by confirming common
challenges (L1 deficits, motivation, anxiety) and demonstrating the efficacy of a holistic
intervention. The significant improvement in the experimental group’s writing skills calls for
pedagogical approaches that integrate L1 skill development, enhanced feedback, motivational
strategies, and anxiety reduction techniques. Future research could explore the specific
components of our intervention to identify which elements (e.g., feedback enhancement vs.
anxiety mitigation) contributed most to the observed gains, further refining EFL writing

instruction.

5.2. Implications

The findings of this study yield significant theoretical and practical implications for EFL
writing instruction.

From a practical perspective, the success of the holistic intervention demonstrates that
educators should adopt integrated teaching approaches that simultaneously address language
proficiency, motivation, and anxiety. Writing instructors can implement several evidence-based
strategies, including: providing targeted L1 support during initial drafting stages, offering
structured and constructive feedback that balances error correction with positive reinforcement,
and incorporating regular confidence-building activities that celebrate incremental progress.
Educational institutions would benefit from developing comprehensive teacher training programs
focused specifically on these integrated approaches to better equip instructors with the necessary
skills.

Theoretically, this research reinforces the interconnected nature of psychological and
linguistic factors in EFL writing development. The findings challenge the conventional approach
of addressing these elements in isolation, suggesting that writing theories should more explicitly
acknowledge how anxiety, motivation, and language proficiency interact to shape writing
outcomes. This holistic theoretical framework provides a more comprehensive foundation for
designing effective EFL writing curricula that support students' complete development as

writers.
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5.3. Limitations and Suggestions for Further Studies

Limitations.

The research was confined to 100 undergraduate students from two departments: English
Language and General Education at Cihan University-Erbil. The findings may not
comprehensively reflect the experiences of students from other universities or fields of
study.

Participants exhibited diverse degrees of English proficiency, potentially impacting the
outcomes concerning writing difficulties and anxiety levels.

The research employed a quantitative methodology (surveys and Likert scales), which may
not have adequately represented the complexity and subtleties of individual experiences.
Qualitative insights, such as interviews or written reflections, could have provided more

nuanced viewpoints.

Suggestions for Further Studies.

1.

Utilize qualitative methodologies (e.g., interviews, focus groups) to investigate students'
individual experiences with writing anxiety and pedagogical approaches.

Augment the sample to encompass other universities, academic areas, and competency
levels for enhanced applicability.

Examine the function of technology (such as Al writing tools and grammar checkers) in

alleviating writing difficulties and diminishing anxiety.
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Appendix A:

Dear Participants,

As researchers, we are conducting a study to explore the primary challenges faced by university students
in academic writing, with a particular focus on linguistic and emotional factors, especially anxiety. The
goal of this study is to identify barriers to overcoming these challenges and to improve students' academic
writing skills and overall academic success.

Y our participation is kindly requested in completing the following questionnaire, which is divided into
two sections:

e Part A: Writing Scale
e Part B: Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety

Participation is entirely voluntary, and all responses will remain anonymous and confidential. Your
insights will contribute significantly to understanding the challenges students face in academic writing.

Each statement in the questionnaire is followed by a Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, where:
1 = Strongly Disagree. 2 = Disagree. 3 = Neutral. 4 = Agree. 5 = Strongly Agree

Please provide the following information by ticking the appropriate boxes:

Gender: Male 0[O Female . Prefer not to say [
Stage/Level of Study: Stage 1 0. Stage 2 Stage 3 O Stage 4 O
Department: General Education [O. English Language [
Part A: Writing Scale
1 2 3 4 5
Strongl | Disagree | Neutra | Agre | Strongly
N Items y (oY) 1 € Agree
0 Disagre &) D) | wslsia)
e (Gt NG (G
)
Sl
(sl

1 I find most writing tasks difficult to do.
Ot o g4 abin o (SSAS 0 o455

2 | I do not have sufficient linguistic knowledge.
e a5 A Al A5 s )

3 I do not have sufficient content knowledge.
A8y (S5 b Al (a8 5 4 sy oy Sl

4 | I do not have enough general knowledge about the
topics.
Sl Al dai arii (5 il ) Ca i (i s

5 | I have low self-confidence toward writing tasks.
O yla (ASAS 0 g 55 52 4ani 38 4 a ) A0 (silale

6 | I have great amount of anxiety when writing.
S 3 SAIS ) Als 4y o (g S

7 | I am not interested in the topics.
pASL lSadly 43 Jaa

8 | I do not have enough motivation to write.
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(O3 3 4 o 5l 545 (503 5 5mll) (s 53 30 4asi gl 83 S _ally

I am not willing to write due to my prior negative
experiences with writing tasks.

SAS A JABA) i A 5 30 4D (5 A pASAS (i Ad M
O J\J

10

I do not write because I think I will not need such
writing in future.

lag silals Al 4yl 5 ady 4SS s (s g 3 Ad oS Gy 90 A3 @38 (e
Sl o) 3 sy s oy

11

I am unable to transfer writing skills from my LI to
the foreign language.
po553 (e 300 a3l B a g s i oSl e (g sl il i3

12

I am unable to organize my thoughts while writing.
pa i) Sy o 0 g il G Dians 553 S )

13

I do not have enough writing experience in my first
language. (writing is not taught systematically in local
schools)

)G 5 59 5240 sl A5 (9 90 A pAS0d 1y (Al sila ) ]
(oethas (S 915 4 AS s (G550 )SA3 (ol 3R 5L salali 8
(i Al

14

I do not know enough writing strategies such as pre-
writing, drafting, or editing.
O g 99 (Suasil s al i o g) o458 (U 55 (g

15

I do not receive sufficient feedback from teachers.
plsakn (558 5S04 (1 o 5) A5 (Sl Ui 3ale (s s 55 51 50 4l
&

16

I do not receive enough writing instruction in class.
o d 5 Dl Gladeii ) L (Sdoe 538 4 L gale a1 53 4]
Oaig

17

I feel a lack of appropriate interpersonal relationships

between our teacher and us.
NSl 8 5 s 3l ) 5 4l d glan K (Sl gy oS o

18

I do not set goals when I start to write.
s 5 (o Se sl alilila ailald ans g 5 (g0 510 i

19

We do not have adequate writing activities to

encourage us to write.
Orsst 3 Qlalaila 3 4as leslad £ SV

Part B: Foreign Language Classroom

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Strongly
No Items Disagree | (aJUY) &) (p0) Agree
sl (oY sl
(e (200
1 I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in

my foreign language class.
3 5o Al adaSed 4 SIS paSl ) g3 Sajlaily 4y Cuta 3K a
s e )
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2 I don't worry about making mistakes in language class.
laile y (A siad a Sadan 4y 2aSU 31 2480 40 Cadn

3 I tremble when I know that I'm going to be called on in

language class.
LA e ] g ad IS aao () Al 4 Candn/paSo 4l

4 I keep thinking that the other students are better at
languages than I am.

S50 QAL e Al 5 (Sl o sAedSon ju ) 5 (ol 903 Ao
o sl stila )

5 I am usually at ease during tests in my language class.
Olhe ) (g0 gid Sl S Al adSon (503 5 gl Ay Candd Adineds

6 I start to panic when I have to write without
preparation. )
AR (50 540 (o s e 1SS Al S 1y ool i€ ) s
r:45~._| salalh

7 | I worry about the consequences of failing my foreign
language class. 5 4 ailiigius s JlSaalaias oo 4l ail 48
1 ) Sl e

8 Even if I am well prepared for writing, I feel anxious
about it.
4 Al (i 32 paSa o3l p 3R adily S i 4y a8

p4Sed .S | JAL

9 | I get nervous confused when I am speaking in my
language class.

eé}éﬁaj 9 é}maé (LS ).\li_\.u 5 v ‘;ILAJ 4.\) VMS:A A8 \A&_;g 4l «_i_'uls

10 | When I’m on my way to language class, I feel very
sure and relaxed.

‘SA‘JE_S‘EIMJ‘\_.IM (a0l ULAJ‘;}J _5:)41:45&_&_}3\54
L)

e

11 | I get nervous when I don't understand every word the
language teacher says.
Ola)) (sl el (Sarl g zn 4l IS paSon  Bal4E 4y Cus

e

12 | I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules you have to
learn to write effectively in a foreign language

Caiaed Ay g0 (5 3840 p4Sed )3 (Sl 5 40 Curda

i ey 4 iy AR IS (San 52 4y (5 585 2 (il B
O g 5

13 | I get nervous when the teacher asks me to write about
something I haven't prepared for.

30 e 3 A4S au g i ClSed o oS (51 51 Ll ale AS ad o 4K
5992 )SA.\ salal

Supervisor’s Name:
A.L. Dashne Abdullah Saeed, Department of General Education

Researcher’s Name:
1. Zhyan Khalid Ismail
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