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The current study aimed to explore how students' L2 writing self-efficacy and 

interest contribute to strategy use and writing performance. An exploratory factor 

analysis with 212 Korean college students' self-reported motivation scores 

revealed three underlying constructs of self-efficacy, communicative interest, and 

instrumental interest. Subsequent multiple regression analyses indicated 

significant positive relations between self-efficacy and the five types of strategy 

use. Communicative interest appeared to positively contribute to use of planning, 

monitoring, and compensatory strategies. Instrumental interest was a predictor of 

retrieval and compensatory strategies. L2 writing strategy use was a statistically 

significant but minor contributor to L2 writing performance. The current study 

also suggests that students' instrumental interest and communicative interest 

should be balanced. Further research is needed to identify mitigating effects of L2 

writing strategy use for motivation and performance development. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Writing is one of the basic skills that college students must acquire from public 

education to attain career and academic achievements (Budig, 2006). In modern 

academic settings, writing is "an essential tool for learning and the major means to 

express ones' knowledge" (Graham, 2006, p. 457). Researchers have reported variables 

that are directly and indirectly affect writing development (Chae, 2012). Of the many 

factors, teacher's encouraging feedback has been reported as a critical intervention that 

predicts better writing skills (e.g., Chae, 2012; Lee & Schallert, 2008). Students who 

received teachers' affective support may have higher levels of self-efficacy and gain 

Book Centre교보문고 KYOBO



44 Soo Eun Chae 

more interest in learning and obtaining such skills. The ability of effective writing, thus, 

has been known to depend on one's efficacy and interest regarding writing skill (Sah, 

Mahmud, Din, Yusof, & Paradi, 2011). For second language (L2) writing, the 

importance of self-efficacy and interest become even more intensified. The complex and 

demanding process of L2 writing development requires students to gain stronger 

motivators for achieving writing development. 

L2 writing researchers and educators have sought to explore factors determining good 

writing outcomes (Cho, 2006; He, 2005). Of the critical factors that have emerged from 

the previous studies, the aforementioned self-efficacy and interest are noteworthy in 

particular relation to strategy uses and performance. Awareness of strategies is typically 

beneficial for older learners who want to quickly grasp a second language. A number of 

recent L2 studies indicate that certain types of strategies contribute to better L2 writing 

products (He, 2005; Murphy & de Larios, 2010) and development of proficient L2 

reading skills (Hamada, 2009; Pitts & Hanley, 2010; Plakans, 2009; Tsai, Ernst, & 

Talley, 2010; Zhang, Gu, & Hu, 2008). By definition, strategy is a "deliberate and 

effortful mental or physical problem-solving move in approaching a text" (Zhang, Gu, & 

Hu, 2008, p. 248). Thus, locating ones' strategy uses in his/her L2 development allow 

practitioners and researchers to understand L2 learners' needs for reaching target L2 

proficiency. 

The current study aimed to ascertain the contributions of students' L2 writing 

motivation and strategy uses to their writing performance. The following research 

questions were thus formulated: 

l. What do Korean college students' self-efficacy and interest in an L2 writing 

course look like? 

2. How are Korean college students' interest and self-efficacy in an L2 writing 

course related to L2 writing performance and self-reported strategies? 

3. Which types of strategies can serve as significant, positive predictors for Korean 

college students' writing performance? 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Self~efficacy and Interest in L2 Development 

Based on a broader survey of L2 acquisition studies, self-efficacy and interest 

appeared to be among the core contributors to language development. Numerous studies 

in L2 acquisition reported self-efficacy as a determinant for student's L2 development 
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(Chularut & DeBacker, 2004) and English proficiency (Lin & Betz, 2009; Liu & Jackson, 

2009), and topic interest appeared influential to text recall (Er9etin, 20 I 0). 

A recent empirical study (Chularut & DeBacker, 2004) reported that students with 

higher self-efficacy are likely to score good grades in TOEFL reading test. In this study, 

the authors conducted a quasi-experimental examination of the relations among concept 

mapping instruction, self-regulation, self-efficacy, and students' L2 reading achievement, 

on the basis of a well-known definition of self-efficacy, "personal beliefs concerning 

one's capability to learn or perform skills at designated levels" (Chularut & DeBacker, 

2004, p. 251). Chularut and DeBacker's (2004) study was originally designed to 

determine how concept mapping strategies affect 79 students in a general ESL class at 

two time points of a semester (i.e., the beginning and the end). With the main concern of 

the study (i.e., effect of concept mapping instruction), time and students' English 

language proficiency appeared significantly related to students' self-efficacy. This 

indicates that students' self-efficacy increased over time and as their English language 

skills developed. Interestingly, concept-mapping instruction was confounded these 

changes: The differences in gains over time between the concept mapping group and its 

counterpart were greater for the higher English proficiency group than the lower English 

proficiency group. This suggests that the concept mapping instruction impacted the 

proficient students' English language development more than that of the non-proficient 

students. 

Although they did not use the exact term of self-efficacy, Liu and Jackson's study 

(2009) also deserves attention in this current study, as the major measurement instrument 

of the study, the Unwillingness-to-Communicate Scale (UCS), included items pertaining 

to self-efficacy such as "I am afraid to speak up in conversation" and "I feel nervous 

when I have to speak to others" (p. 72). Liu and Jackson collected responses from 547 

freshmen enrolled in an ESL class at a university in Beijing. The participants were 

classified into three groups by language proficiency, and the relation between their 

proficiency levels and UCS responses were examined. The overall findings from the 

study suggested that proficient language learners seem more self-efficacious and are 

more willing to communicate with other class members than less proficient students. 

Lin and Betz (2009) also showed a significant impact of self-efficacy on ESL 

development. The researchers asked 203 Chinese and Taiwanese international students 

in the U.S. to respond to the Scale of Perceived Social Self-Efficacy (PSSE; Smith & 

Betz, 2000) and the Perceived Level of English Mastery (PLEM; Barratt & Huba, 1994) 

with two additional measures. One of the major findings from Lin and Betz (2009) was 

that social self-efficacy in the English setting was significantly and positively related to 

English proficiency and length of residence in the United States. The Chinese 

international students' English proficiency and length of residence were all significant 
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predictors of social self-efficacy in that the participants gained in interactions with others 

in English speaking environments. 

With regard to interest, two L2 learning studies are worth noting. The relevant factors 

include gender (Kissau, 2006), prior knowledge, and text recall (Er9etin, 2010). Of these, 

En;etin's (2006) study is related to the present study due to the relevance of interest and 

prior knowledge. From an investigation of proficient English learners' language 

development at a Turkish university, Er9etin (2006) found a significant relationship 

between topic interest and text recall, but no meaningful association between topic 

interest and prior knowledge. That is, the students with higher topic interest recalled 

more propositions in the recall test. Furthermore, a significant interaction between topic 

interest and prior knowledge was found in terms of types of annotations used in language 

learning. When topic interest was low, the participants with low prior knowledge utilized 

content-related annotations more frequently than those with high prior knowledge. On 

the other hand, when topic interest was high, the participants with high prior knowledge 

accessed content-related annotations more frequently than those with low prior 

knowledge. 

Other factors related to self-efficacy and interest have also been documented. These 

factors include students' anxiety (Cubukcu, 2008), attribution (Hsieh & Kang, 2010), 

emotional intelligence (Dewaele, Petrides, & Furnham, 2008), specific language 

program (Amuzie & Winke, 2009; Eun & Heining-Boynton, 2007), and different types 

of video-viewing (Mills, Herron, & Cole, 2004). The overall study results supported the 

importance of students' academic motivation. 

In summary, the previous studies on general L2 development illuminated the 

importance of self-efficacy and interest. However, such insights have limitations in 

finding pedagogical implications for L2 writing. Studies on self-efficacy and interest 

were conducted with regard to L2 reading (Chularut & DeBacker, 2004), text recall 

(Er9etin, 2006), or verbal skills (Liu & Jackson, 2009). Few studies clearly describe how 

enhanced self-efficacy and interest are related to students' L2 proficiency. 

2.2. Strategy Use in L2 Writing 

A group of researchers have introduced ways to measure strategy uses in L2 writing. 

He (2005) summarized a Taxonomy of Composition Strategies for L2 writing, which 

emerged during data collection using participant's stimulated recall data, think-aloud, 

and observed behaviors. The five overarching categories were planning, monitoring, 

revising, retrieval and compensatory. Planning refers to strategies such as organizing 

prior to writing, deductive or inductive reasoning prior to writing, and awareness of 

audience. Monitoring consisted of any self-monitoring activities for planning, organizing, 
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and monitoring by questioning or commenting. Revising pertains to revising messages 

for various elements such as spelling, grammar, punctuation, and ideas. With retrieval 

activities, students link their memorized propositions, vocabulary or expressions by 

associations or use background knowledge to construct messages. Compensatory refers 

to consulting outside resources, translating thoughts into English, using synonyms and 

adjusting messages in writing (He, 2005). 

Although the study focused on general L2 learning strategies rather than L2 writing 

strategies, Wong's (2005) study is worth noting here because it documented relations 

between L2 learning strategies and self-efficacy. In this exploratory study of pre-service 

teachers' language learning strategies and language self-efficacy, Wong asked 74 ESL 

pre-service teachers in a Malaysian college to self-report language learning strategies 

and language self-efficacy beliefs in an inventory. Afterward, the participants were also 

called for an interview. For self-efficacy measures, Wong adopted Oxford's ( 1990) 

taxonomy of language learning strategies encompassing memory strategies, cognitive 

strategies, compensation strategies, cognitive strategies, affective strategies, and social 

strategies. For self-efficacy, the participants rated their confidence about carrying out the 

tasks correctly in a self-efficacy inventory. The study results indicated that pre-service 

teachers with high self-efficacy were likely to use more language learning strategies than 

their counterparts. In particular, participants most frequently used cognitive strategies 

overall, which were followed by social, meta-cognitive, memory, compensation, and 

affective strategies, in that order. A large difference was found between the confident 

participants and the low-confident participants' strategy uses. 

These studies of L2 writing self-efficacy, interest, and their relation with strategies 

(He, 2005; Wong, 2005) lead to some conclusions regarding the relations among 

motivation, strategy, and writing performance. However, this research has barely 

identified the contributions of self-efficacy and interest that are properly conceptualized 

and operationalized in considering L2 writing development. The present study was 

particularly designed to ascertain how students' L2 writing self-efficacy and interest are 

related to use ofL2 writing strategies and L2 writing performance. 

3. METHOD 

3.1. Participants 

Two hundred and twelve college students were involved in the data collection. The 

sample college students were enrolled in three colleges in the Seoul metropolitan area, 

all taking one of the 11 classes from each school created to assist L2 students in meeting 
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the writing requirements of their academic and professional lives (i.e., Intermediate 

Writing Class). There were three Chinese L l speakers, and one Japanese LI speaker 

among the participants in the dataset. Eighty-four students (44.3%) were male, and 118 

students (55.7%) were female. On overage, the participants took LI classes (i.e., Korean, 

Chinese, or Japanese) for 14 years and L2 classes either in Korea or in other non-English 

speaking countries for 9 years. All of the participants held high school diplomas. 

For the current stud, the college was used as the fourth criterion. Needs of writing 

development for L2 college students were addressed in the earlier part of this paper. 

Moreover, writing has salience in college or university level education rather than in 

lower level education such as secondary or primary education. Understanding of specific 

domain knowledge also comes into play in academic writing. Instructions focusing on 

domain knowledge are provided more in higher education than in secondary or the lower 

level education. All the participants in the studies reviewed above for this study were 

college students or graduates. With regard to participants' characteristics, no additional 

constraint such as ethnicity or gender was used. All of the students were invited and 

agreed to take part in this study. No special incentives were provided to the participants. 

3.2. Measures 

3.2.1. L2 Writing self-efficacy 

To evaluate students' writing self-efficacy, the Writing Self-Efficacy Scale (WSES; 

Pajares, 2007; Pajares & Valiante, 1999) was adopted. The WSES consists of 10 

questions asking students to "provide judgments of their confidence in their ability to 

successfully perform grammar, usage, composition, and mechanical writing skills, such 

as correctly punctuating a one-page passage or organizing sentences into a paragraph so 

as to clearly express a theme" (Pajares, 2007, p. 240). The original version of the WSES 

asks participants to fill in any number from 0 (no chance) to 100 (completely certain) 

corresponding to their confidence in their writing abilities. In the current study, however, 

students were asked to mark their confidence in their successful writing performance on 

a 100-mm line. The strength of using a 100-mm line has been reported in a preceding 

study (e.g., Schraw, Potenze, & Nebelsick-Gullet, 1993). This visualized scaling was 

expected to increase measurement validity because it does not require students to 

transfer their cognitive judgments into numerical representations. Moreover, this fine

grained interval scale differentiates information of different response categories that can 

easily be nullified when using Likert type scales or any scales based on fewer steps. The 

100-min line scaling also keep student responses on this measure consistent with 

participants' responses on the other measures used in this study, where 0 meant "strongly 
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disagree," and 100 meant "strongly agree." The WSES has been explored in studying 

various writing contexts, gender, and age groups (Pajares, 2007), but mostly in the area 

of L 1 composition. The overall findings from these studies have demonstrated 

"acceptable" reliabilities for the measure ranging from .68 to .92. 

3.2.2. L2 Writing interest 

An interest measure assessed participants' interest with writing as a domain in the 

writing class that they were enrolled in. Students were asked to indicate how interested 

they were in taking English writing class and improving their English academic writing. 

For all of the items in this measure, participants responded on a 100-mm line scale 

ranging from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree." In addition, a topic interest item 

(i.e., item number 8 of the writing interest measure) was asked to find how students' 

varying topic interests affected L2 writing performance. 

3.2.3. L2 Writing strategies 

Participants' perceived writing strategies were measured with a strategy inventory. 

This inventory was created based on He's (2005) five categories of writing strategies: 

planning, monitoring (or evaluation), revising, retrieval, and compensatory. He (2005) 

explored L2 writing strategy use, and triangulated by observing students' behaviors, 

think-aloud protocols, and recall interviews. Unlike He's original investigation, the 

current study asked participants to check strategy uses on established measurement items. 

This checklist type of instrument was beneficial, in that it allowed relatively easy 

recording of students' writing strategies. 

Eighteen items for the strategy measure were developed based on He's original 

strategy coding scheme, where five categories of writing strategies underlie the questions. 

In particular, items 1 through 3 correspond to planning; items 4 through 7 are about 

monitoring; items 8 through 11 address revising; items 12 through 14 concern retrieval; 

and items 15 through 18 are about compensatory. The items were prefaced with the 

heading of "When I wrote in English," and the participants will rate each item by 

marking a slash on the same 100-mm line from "not very often" to "very often," as was 

used in earlier measures. A sample item on the strategy inventory asks how often, "I 

organize ideas prior to writing". 

This measure of strategy uses followed the writing tasks and the self-efficacy and 

interest measures. Participants were supposed to answer the question by reflecting on 

their strategy uses immediately after they performed the writing tasks. Participants 

responded to the strategy inventory by reflecting their self-efficacy, interest, and writing 
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strategies. 

3.2.4. L2 Writing performance 

The proposed study employed three-way writing performance assessments on three 

different writing topics. Each of the three writing topics was provided to the students at 

each session. The three topics include "school uniform policy," "living in a place with 

the same weather all year around," and "borrowing money from friends." The writing 

topics used were drawn from sample writing topics given to students preparing for the 

Test of English as a Foreign Language (Educational Testing Service, 2009a). The topics 

were released to the public through the Educational Testing Service (ETS) website, and 

the comparability of writing prompts has been reported even for groups with different 

language backgrounds (Lee, Breland, & Muraki, 2004 ). Thus, use of a certain topic was 

expected to make no or minimal variation in the writing performance as opposed to use 

of other topics. Writing performance task was conducted early in the data collection 

process to prevent fatigue effect, because it usually takes more time and effort to 

complete the writing performance task than the other measures. 

Students' essays were scored on a scale of 0 to 5. A scoring rubric for the TOEFL® 

writing test, developed by ETS, was used as the reference criterion. For instance, five is 

a perfect score indicating, "an essay that accomplished all of the following: effectively 

addresses the topic and task; is well organized and well developed, using clearly 

appropriate explanations, exemplifications and/or details; displays unity, progression, 

and coherence; displays consistent facility in the use of language, demonstrating 

syntactic variety, appropriate word choice, and idiomaticity, though it may have minor 

lexical or grammatical errors" (ETS, 2009b ). 

Reliability of the scoring was checked by employing two coders on this performance 

task measure and comparing their agreements on essay scorings. An instructor, who 

taught three of the classes involved in this study, was trained by the investigator to score 

students' responses using the rubric. In training, the coding for several sample responses 

was discussed and prototypes for each response category were discussed. When scoring 

the samples, we sometimes encountered difficult scoring distinctions. In that case, we 

agreed to provide a half point (0.5) in addition to the lower score. Once we felt confident 

about these response categories, the coder and the researcher independently scored 22 

randomly-selected writing performance responses (approximately 10% ). The intraclass 

correlation computed for interrater agreement for the selected 22 writing samples was 

0.82. Due to this high agreement, the remaining responses were scored independently by 

the researcher. 
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3.2.5. Other variables 

In addition to the focal variables above, students' age, prior knowledge (PK), and 

instructors were considered as control variables. Students' different levels of knowledge 

and instructors' teaching styles have been considered as strong candidates that might 

confound associations between their writing products and strategy uses for the products 

in the existent literature (Lee & Schallert, 2008; Lee, 2005; Sanders & Love, 2004; 

Schuyten, Dekeyser, & Goeminne, 1999). Students' age was controlled for because 

learners' cognitive development was of concern in relation to L2 writing development. 

3.3. Procedure 

Measurement of students' L2 writing self-efficacy, interest, strategy uses and 

performance at the beginning of the semester was used in the present study. Data were 

collected from approximately 11 sections of English L2 writing courses, with the 

permission of five instructors, in March 2011 . Demographic and educational background 

information was collected as well. The performance task was administered, asking 

students to write about "school uniform policy" at the beginning. Students' self-efficacy, 

interest, strategy uses, and L2 prior knowledge were assessed at the same time. 

3.4. Data Analysis 

Descriptive statistics for all the variables were compiled to inform changing patterns of 

L2 writing self-efficacy, interest, strategy use, and writing performance. The purpose of 

this was to examine the dataset and check for outliers or major data discrepancies to be 

corrected. 

To answer the first research question, a factor analysis was conducted to reduce the 

data from the self-efficacy and interest inventories. Factor scores obtained from the 

factor analysis were used in multiple regressions aiming to answer the second research 

question. In the second research question, the relevance of L2 writing performance and 

writing strategy uses to L2 writing self-efficacy and interest was explored. Analyses of 

these relations employed multiple regressions with factor scores for self-efficacy and 

interest on students' performance scores and five composite scores for L2 writing 

strategies (i.e., planning, modifying, revising, retrieval, and compensatory). Finally, the 

last research question involved multiple regression analysis for relation between strategy 

uses and performance scores. 
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4. RESULTS 

4.1. L2 Writing Self-efficacy and Interest 

An exploratory factor analysis for students' responses to self-efficacy and interest 

items at the beginning was conducted. An exploratory factor analysis on 18 items for to 

self-efficacy and interest with a promax rotation resulted in three factors. The promax 

rotation was used in this study as it best discriminated the factors from each other. Ten 

self-efficacy items were clearly loaded on the first factor, named "self-efficacy." Four 

out of eight interest items (i.e., items 1, 2, 3, and 4) were loaded on the second factor, 

named "instrumental interest," and the remaining four items of the interest measure (i.e., 

items 5, 6, 7, and 8) were strongly loaded on the third factor, named "communicative 

interest" (see Table 1). 

TABLE 1 
Factor Loadings on Self-efficacy and Interest 

Items 
Factor Loadings 

Factor I Factor 2 Factor 3 

Self-efficacy I Correctly spell 0.87 0.08 -0.14 

Self-efficacy 2 Correctly punctuate 0.84 0.02 -0.10 

Self-efficacy 3 Correctly use all parts of speech 0.93 O.Ql -0.05 

Self-efficacy 4 Correctly write simple sentences 0.89 0.14 -0.19 

Self-efficacy 5 Correctly use grammatical elements 0.88 O.Q7 -0.13 

Self-efficacy 6 Write a good topic sentences 0.90 0.00 0.03 

Self-efficacy 7 Use supporting sentences 0.89 -0.06 0.14 

Self-efficacy 8 Use proper concluding sentences 0.83 -0.09 0.19 

Self-efficacy 9 Write a well-organized paper 0.81 -0.08 0.24 

Self-efficacy 10 Stay focused on the topic 0.79 -0.05 0.23 

Interest I Leaming more vocabulary 0.01 0.91 -0.09 

Interest 2 The way of class teaching 0.19 0.59 0.13 

Interest 3 Grammar knowledge -0.11 0.81 0.13 

Interest 4 Structure of English essays 0.06 0.88 0.01 

Interest 5 Writing about my major in English 0.07 0.29 0.61 

Interest 6 Communication with friends and professors 0.02 -0.06 0.80 

Interest 7 How to more professionally write my major -0.02 0.43 0.47 

Interest 8 Each of the topics -0.09 0.08 0.75 
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A similar categorization of L2 learner self-efficacy and interest has been documented 

in several studies (Gardner, 1988; Wenden, 1987) for students' attitudes or motivation 

for general English as a Second Language rather than English L2 writing. For instance, 

Gardner discriminated "instrumental attitudes" from "integrative attitudes" which are 

more socially integrated motivation factors in his research based on the Attitudinal and 

Motivation Test Battery. Internal reliability for the self-efficacy measure was 0.96, 

instrumental interest was 0.80, and communicative interest was 0.75. The Cronbach's 

alpha reliability indices meant the subscales showed good through acceptable levels of 

internal consistency (George & Mallery, 2003). Factor scores for self-efficacy and 

interest variables were later used in the multiple regression analyses. 

4.2. Self-efficacy and Interest Related to Writing Performance and 
Strategies 

Table 2 shows descriptive statistics for the variables. The participants reported a 

middle level of self-efficacy (M = 54.69, S.E. = 1.47) and communicative interest (M = 

57 .14, S.E. = 1.40). In contrast, the students were highly interested in learning 

instrumental elements ofL2 English writing (M= 78.74, S.E. = 1.02) at the beginning of 

the semester. 

TABLE2 

Korean L2 Writing Students' Performance, Strategy, Self-efficacy, and Interest (N = 212) 

Variable Subcategory Max M(S.E.) 

Performance 5 2.49 (0.06) 

Planning 100 54.18 (1. 74) 

Monitoring 100 50.66 (1.58) 

Strategy Revising 100 53.35 (1.68) 

Retrieval 100 56.53 (1.80) 

Compensatory 100 54.56 (1.73) 

Self-efficacy 100 54.69 (1.47) 

Instrumental 100 78. 74 (1.02) 
Interest 

Communicative 100 57.14 (1.40) 

The participants scored 2.49 points (out of 5 points total), on average, in writing 

performance measure at this time. On average, the participants most frequently used 

retrieval strategies (M = 56.538, S.E. = 1.80) of the five types of L2 writing strategies. 

The least level of usage was found for monitoring strategies (M = 50.66, S.E. = 1.58) at 
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the beginning of the semester. Internal consistency of the five strategy use subscales 

ranged from 0.70 through 0.90, which indicated the measurement was acceptable or of 

good reliability. 

Table 3 shows correlations among the variables of interest. As indicated by an asterisk 

(**), most of the variables were significantly related each other at medium levels of 

correlation ranging from 0.17 to 0.77, except for age with strategies, interest, and prior 

knowledge. The students' writing strategy uses, interest, and prior knowledge on L2 

writing showed little relation with their ages. 

TABLE3 

Correlation Among L2 Writing Performance, Strategies, Self-efficacy, Interest, 

Prior Knowledge, and Age 

Perfonnance 

Planning 

Monitoring 

Revising 

Retrieval 

2 3 4 

0.42** 

0.37** 0.73** 

0.38** 0.60** 0.77** 

0.36** 0.67** 0.69** 0.69** 

5 6 7 8 9 

Compensatory 0.38** 0.58** 0.57** 0.58** 0.65** I 

SE 

II 

CI 

0.6** 0.57** 0.59** 0.57** 0.57** 0.57** I 

0.32** 0.33** 0.28** 0.28** 0.33** 0.32** 0.32** I 

0.32** 0.41 ** 0.41 ** 0.36** 0.40** 0.38** 0.39** 0.57** I 

0.66** 0.41 ** 0.31 ** 0.35** 0.38** 0.38** 0.49** 0.26** 0.22** I 

10 II 

L2 PK 

Age 0.11 0.17* 0.13 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.20 0.29** 0.25** 0.03 

Note. SE: English L2 writing self-efficacy; II: instrumental interest; CI: communicative interest; PK: prior 

knowledge 

4.3. L2 Writing Interest 

In order to examine self-efficacy and interest related to strategy use and performance 

level, six multiple regression models were tested, where each type of the five strategies 

and the performance score was a dependent variable, and self-efficacy (SE), instrumental 

interest (II), and communicative interest (Cl) factor scores were independent variables, 

as shown in equations ( 1) through ( 6). 

(1) Performance= SE+ II+ CI+ Age+ PK+ I 

(2) Planning Strategy = SE + II + CI +Age + PK+ I 
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(3) Monitoring Strategy= SE+ II+ CI+ Age+ PK+ I 

(4) Revising Strategy= SE+ II+ CI+ Age+ PK+ I 

(5) Retrieval Strategy= SE+ II+ CI+ Age+ PK+ I 

(6) Compensatory Strategy= SE+ II+ CI+ Age+ PK+ I 

Note. PK: prior knowledge; I: instructor 

Self-efficacy had statistically significant relationships with all of the dependent 

variables (i.e., performance and five types of strategy) over and above students' age, 

prior knowledge, and instructors, as shown in Table 4. However, instrumental interest 

and communicative interest had different associations with the six dependent variables 

with the same covariates. For instance, II was significantly related with retrieval and 

compensatory, whereas CI was significantly related with planning, monitoring, and 

compensatory, when students' age, prior knowledge and instructors were controlled for 

in the models. It was notable that performance was significantly related with self

efficacy but not with any types of interest. All the significant relations mentioned above 

were positive. That is, students with high self-efficacy scored better in the L2 writing 

performance task, and more frequently used writing strategies than students with low SE. 

On average, students' performance score was one point higher, as their self-efficacy 

score was 0.21 point greater (see Table 4) over and above students' age, prior knowledge, 

and instructor. Likewise, students interested in learning instrumental elements were 

likely to use retrieval strategies (b = 3.63, S.E. = l.45, t = 2.61), and compensatory 

strategies (b = 3.15, S.E. = 1.36, t = 2.32), and students with higher communicative 

interest were likely to more frequently plan (b = 5.51, S.E. = 1.34, t = 4.1), monitor (b = 

4.39, S.E. = l.40, t = 3.12), and compensate (b = 4.32, S.E. = l.38, t = 3.12). 

Although it was beyond the scope of the current research questions, a significant 

relation was also found between instructor, a covariate, and students' performance: i.e., 

students' performances varied by instructor. Specifically, those taught by instructor M 

performed significantly better in the L2 writing task compared to instructor B's students, 

a reference group in the model, and instructor A's students scored significantly lower 

performance grades than instructor B's students. Conversely, the variation by instructors 

was not found in students' L2 writing strategy use. This seems quite natural that 

instructor M's school was indeed high ranked, and his/her students' major was English 

language and literature, related to L2 writing learning, whereas other instructors' 

students were either relatively low ranked or their majors were not relevant to English 

language. The variation by instructors on students' L2 writing performance supports 

inclusion of instructor as a covariate in the cross sectional analyses. 
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TABLE4 

L2 Writing Performance and Strategy Related with SE, II, and CI 

DV IV b S.E. p Adj. R2 

SE 0.21 0.05 4.25 *** 0.63 

Performance II 0.01 0.05 0.22 

Cl 0.05 0.05 1.01 

SE 8.00 1.38 5.81 *** 0.42 

Planning II 1.64 1.32 1.24 

Cl 5.51 1.34 4.1 *** 

SE 10.22 1.44 7.11 *** 0.40 

Monitoring II 1.58 1.38 1.0 

CI 4.39 1.40 3.12 ** 

SE 10.50 1.56 6.72 *** 0.38 

Revising II 3.06 1.50 2.04 

CI 2.24 1.53 1.47 

SE 9.84 1.45 0.79 *** 0.42 

Retrieval II 3.63 1.39 2.61 ** 
CI 3.28 1.42 2.32 

SE 8.09 1.41 5.72 *** 0.39 

Compensatory II 3.15 1.36 2.32 * 

Cl 4.32 1.38 3.12 ** 

Note. DV: dependent variable; IV: independent variable; SE: English L2 writing self-efficacy; II : instrumental 

interest; CI: communicative interest; Students' age and instructors were controlled in the models; *p :S .05, ** p 

:':: .01, *** p :':: .001 

4.4. L2 Writing Strategies Pertinent to Performance 

The third research question involved multiple regression analysis, where respective 

strategy composite scores were independent variables and the performance score was a 

dependent variable. Instructor was included as a covariate in the model below (equation 

7). 

(7) Performance = Strategy +Instructor 

Results from five multiple regression analyses (for each strategy type) are as shown in 

Table 5. All the five strategies showed significant relations with students' performance 

scores. There was little difference among the relation between strategies and 
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performance. All the strategy uses showed small effect sizes slightly over zero (b's in the 

table). 

TABLES 

Relation Between L2 Writing Strategies and Performance 

b S.E. p Adjusted R2 

Planning 0.01 0.002 3.66 *** 0.52 

Monitoring 0.01 0.002 3.46 *** 0.52 

Revising 0.01 0.002 3.49 *** 0.52 

Retrieval 0.01 0.002 3.82 *** 0.52 

Compensatory 0.01 0.003 3.18 *** 0.51 

Note. *p s; .05, ** p s; .01, *** p s; .001 

5. CONCLUSION 

Overall findings from the current investigation indicated that L2 writing self-efficacy 

was significantly and positively related with use of the five types of writing strategies. 

By contrast, two L2 writing interest factors were significantly related with a few strategy 

uses. L2 writing performance and strategy uses were somewhat related to each other. 

However, the effect size for the strategy-performance relation was relatively small 

compared to those for self-efficacy-strategy and interest-strategy relations. 

One of the vital contributions of this study to the literature should be exploration of 

the three underlying constructs of self-efficacy, instrumental interest, and 

communicative interest derived from real data for L2 writing. In particular, it was noted 

that two interest constructs emerged. This finding regarding these two types of interest 

seems consistent with Gardner's Socio-educational model (Norris-Holt, 2001). 

According to Gardner, there are two types of learning experience in L2 acquisition: 

linguistic outcomes and non-linguistic outcomes. Linguistic outcomes refer to actual 

language knowledge and language skills such as course grades or general proficiency 

tests, which are similar to the instrumental interest in this study. A concept similar to 

communicative interest in this study was also called non-linguistic outcomes, which 

reflects an individual's attitudes concerning cultural values and beliefs, usually towards 

the target language community. As Ellis (1997) has further expanded Gardner's model, 

both linguistic and non-linguistic outcomes should be provided for students to attain 

adequate L2 proficiency. Like Gardner and his colleagues' categorizations of L2 

learners' self-efficacy and interest, the college students' L2 writing interest in this study 
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also comprise two components: instrumental interest (II) relevant to grammatical and 

technical contents of L2 writing and communicative interest (CI) regarding 

communication with teachers and colleagues in the relevant community. 

Self-efficacy and interest showed different levels of relationships with strategy use. 

Significant positive relationships were found between self-efficacy and the five types of 

strategy use, and between communicative interest and three of the strategies (i.e., 

planning, monitoring, and compensatory). Marginally significant positive relationships 

were found between instrumental and the two strategies of retrieval and compensatory. 

This result is consistent with Wong's (2005) study confirming relationships between 

self-efficacy and L2 writing strategy uses, and with previous studies regarding L2 

acquisition, where students' L2 proficiency develops as their self-efficacy is encouraged 

or vice versa (Chularut & DeBacker, 2004; Lin & Betz, 2009; Liu & Jackson, 2009). 

However, distinct roles according to two different interests appeared. The variation of 

strategy uses by interest types seems natural, in that the communicative interest measure 

includes elements relevant to planning, monitoring, and compensatory, and as does the 

instrumental interest measure regarding retrieval and compensatory. Students interested 

in communicative elements may pay more attention to facilitating readership and 

delivery of the main ideas (i.e., more relevant to planning and monitoring) rather than to 

producing grammatically correct and lexically fuller writings (i.e., retrieval). On the 

other hand, students with any of the interest types may need compensation strategies 

such as consulting outside resources, translating their thoughts into English, using 

synonyms, and adjusting their messages. 

Another notable finding was that the levels of the Korean L2 writing students' 

interests were biased: students were much more interested in learning instrumental L2 

writing components than in learning communicative components of L2 writing. 

Researchers' and practitioners' attention seemed necessary to enhance students' 

communicative interests. Usefulness of L2 writing in communicating with professors 

and colleagues should be further emphasized to reduce the gap between these two levels 

of interests in Korean college students. Yet maintaining attention to instrumental 

components seems still necessary. As suggested by Ellis (1997), students need both 

components of interest to achieve ultimate success in an academic subject. 

Mitigating effects of L2 writing strategy uses between L2 writing self-efficacy, 

interest and performance need to be further investigated in future research (Wong, 2005; 

He, 2005). As Alexander (l 997) notes, strategies, in many cases, "act as a natural links 

between cognitive and motivational forces" (p. 23 l ). To provide empirical evidence for 

this link, in addition to examining the relation between self-efficacy, interest, and 

strategy use, I investigated which strategies particularly pertain to L2 writing 

performance. Unlike He's (2005) study result, variation by strategy types for influences 
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on L2 writing performance did not appear in this study. In other words, there were no 

competing strategies more or less influential to L2 writing performance. Rather, students 

performed better as they more frequently used any of the five strategies. These relations 

were all statistically significant. The inconsistency between the current study and the 

previous work should be attributed in part to statistical modeling, measurement, and the 

writers' characteristics. The current study employed five different models for exploring 

strategy-performance, whereas He's study (2005) seem to have used all the strategy 

variables in one model. Strategy use was coded from their recall data in He's study; 

however, students' strategy use in the current study was rated based on a self-report 

inventory. Further, He's study used Taiwanese ESL students, but the current study used 

Korean L2 writing students. The cultural differences might confound the actual relations 

between strategy and performance. 

While consideration of self-efficacy and interest related to L2 writing performance 

and strategy uses from the current study makes vital contributions to the L2 writing 

literature, the restriction of sample characteristics calls for further research on other L2 

writing populations. The sample of this study was a fairly homogeneous group in terms 

of their language backgrounds and educational conditions. One concern for the 

constraint of Korean-specific education is that the sample students possess little 

experience regarding the selected writing topics and the limited vocabulary level. The 

lack of experience in various topics and ideas may routinely result in less interest in the 

selected topics and the writing subject itself compared to students from other countries 

that allow more diverse experiences. Certainly, there would be a gap between those 

educated in Korea and in countries allowing a more diverse education. Subject areas 

taught in Korean public education do not entail a variety of ideas taught in other 

countries. This deviation pertinent to participants' country of origin and language 

background suggests further examination of L2 writing development for students with 

various educational and language backgrounds. 

Regardless of the inclusion of various student characteristics using measurements, the 

generalization of the study results is yet limited. The current study addressed results 

from a limited time point. Inclusion of multiple data points beyond one time point is 

desirable for an accurate examination of learner characteristics. Investigation at multiple 

time points is suggested in that it provides reliable results in developmental studies 

because individual growth of language acquisition, especially for novice learners, is 

expected (Hyttebkicher, Haight, Brylk, Seltze, & Lyons, 1991). 

In addition, further research seems necessary regarding advanced writers' 

characteristics. Most of the participants in the current study were first-year Korean 

college students who have taken no or few systematic L2 English writing lessons before. 

Thus, the study results should be representative of novice L2 writers than expert L2 
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writers. The novice writers forming a majority of the current sample will further develop 

and are expected to show different cognitive and motivational characteristics from those 

of expert L2 writers. There remain questions of how L2 writers would change along a 

long-term developmental trajectory, and how a writer's motivation, beliefs, and strategies 

would be intertwined with expert writing development. Regardless of the further 

research issues remaining, the current study is expected to contribute to the current L2 

writing literature. Most importantly, consideration of self-efficacy and interest in L2 

writing context would be an essential addition to the current L2 writing research. This 

fundamental addition has contributed to narrow gaps in the recent literature to some 

degree. 

The current study results are also worth noting from an educational standpoint. 

According to the current study results, curriculum developers would expected to 

consider how to increase both instrumental interest and communicative interest. The 

current participants' interest appeared to be highly biased toward an instrumental interest. 

Providing educational resources for enhancing the students' communicative interest 

seem necessary. The SEM coefficients between all of the L2 writing strategies and the 

performance were statistically significant. Thus, high levels of writing strategy use seem 

desirable to improve students' writing performance, which is not present in the current 

sample students. The students were interested in learning how to manage writing 

structures and grammar (instrumental aspect). This phenomenon suggest that these 

students are to use compensatory and retrieval strategies, as those who are highly 

interested in instrumental aspects of writing tend to use compensatory and retrieval 

strategies more than other strategies. Teachers and education program developers need to 

cultivate student interest in various uses of writing by providing textbooks and 

facilitators for both the mechanics and the meanings of writing. 
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