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Abstract: This study modeled the relationship between various psychological dimensions (motivation,
language aptitude and attitude towards language) that have been hypothesised to affect writing apprehension
and performance. The method used in this study is the testing of a structural model through the use of
structural equation modeling (SEM). Results of the analysis indicated good model-data fit. The Chi-square
measure was 97.369, with 97 degrees of freedom, p = 0.470. The nonsignificant p-value, which was above 0.05,
indicated an acceptable correspondence of data to the model. The normed chi-square value was found to be
within the recommended range (3.0>x /df>1.0) and the RMSEA (Root Mean Suare Error of Approximation) was2

below 0.05. The incremental fit indices (normed fit index (NFI) and Tucker-Lewis Index) were above 0.95. The
goodness-of-fit index (GFI) which is an absolute fit measure was also above the recommended value. In terms
of parsimony, the model showed reasonable estimates (.81). The results also indicated that writing
apprehension, motivation and general language proficiency have a significant effect on writing performance
and together they accounted for 46% of the variance in writing performance. Attitude towards language, on
the other hand, showed a nonsignificant effect. 
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INTRODUCTION (p. 128). In the past, it is commonly thought that anxiety

The influence of affective variables on language However, more recent research has consistently
learning and achievement has been extensively demonstrated that poor language learning ability or
investigated and it has been found that these variables aptitude is the cause of language anxiety rather than a
exert a significant influence on language learning and result of it as it has been found that language anxiety is
achievement [1-4]. Among the most widely investigated associated with deficits in  language  ability  or  aptitude
variables are language anxiety, language aptitude, [3, 5]. The findings of a recent study in the Malaysian
attitudes and motivation, learning strategies and self- context support this view. Language anxiety was found to
confidence [5, 6]. Of these, anxiety and motivation have be significantly correlated with language achievement for
been in the forefront as evidenced by the considerable low proficient students but not for highly proficient
amount of research interest directed in understanding the students [8].
relationship between these two affective variables and Likewise, the role of motivation on language learning
language achievement. and achievement has also been given considerable

Anxiety in the context of language learning is “a attention. As a result of intensive research in this area,
distinct complex of self-perceptions, beliefs, feelings and various models of motivational constructs have been
behaviors related to classroom language learning arising proposed. These models of motivational constructs are of
from the uniqueness of the language learning process” [7] immense significance as it has been established that

is one of the factors that affect the process of learning.
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among all the affective variables identified by different standard writing apprehension measure had a reported
researchers, motivation is the principal determinant of Cronbach’s alpha reliability of. 94. The test instrument
second language acquisition, comparable to language was adapted in this research as students' experience in
aptitude in its impact on language learning [9, 10]. writing in English rather than writing in other languages

Given the significant influence of affective variables [13].
on language learning and achievement, this study seeks The questionnaire also asked for the participants’ Sijil
to model the relationship between various psychological Pelajaran Malaysia (SPM) 1119 English (a standardised
dimensions (motivation, anxiety and attitude towards language proficiency test taken by secondary 5 students)
language), language aptitude and performance to better grade as a measure of their language proficiency.
understand the relationships among them. Quantitative
research on motivation, anxiety and language learning in Writing Performance: Subjects’ writing performance was
the past has largely concentrated on the use of assessed based on an essay which was written for a final
correlations to examine the relationships among these English language examination. The essays were rated
constructs. More recent studies, however, have utilized twice. The first rating was carried out by English language
more complex statistical procedures such as structural lecturers at UiTM Trengganu using a profile developed
equation modeling (SEM) to better examine the by the English Language Department. The second rating
relationships among these constructs and to establish was carried out by an experienced rater at the Language
possible causal relationships among them [5, 11]. Utilising Centre of the International Islamic University Malaysia.
a similar approach, this study attempts to add to the The rating scale used was an adapted version of the
existing literature in the context of writing performance in Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth, Hartfield and Hughey (1981)
English as a second language in this respect. ESL Composition Profile. As the rating scales used

MATERIALS AND METHODS language writing ability, the two sets of scores served to

The method used in this study is the testing of a more accurate measure of student ability [14].
structural model through the use of structural equation
modeling (SEM). SEM, a covariance structure  analysis  or Model Specification: The model developed in this study
causal modeling, is a set of multivariate, analytic is a structural model formulated to investigate and test the
procedures that allows for the investigation of relationships among general English language
relationships between observed and latent variables and proficiency, writing apprehension, motivation, attitude
among latent variables based on substantive theory or and writing performance [15]. The hypothesised model is
previous empirical research [12]. in keeping with what has been proposed in the literature

Subjects: The subjects for this study were 186 third year influence language performance/achievement. 
students following the Diploma in Accountancy and Figure 1 presents the hypothesised model whereas
Diploma in Business courses at the Universiti Teknologi Table 1 gives a detailed description of the latent and
MARA (UiTM), Trengganu, Malaysia. These subjects observed (measured) variables in the model. The latent
were representative of diploma students in other variables or factors in this model are motivation,
Malaysian public universities as the intake to these apprehension, attitude, SPM ENGLISH 1119 and
programmes were conducted by a centralised agency performance. The measured or observed variables are
under the Ministry of Higher Education. BII1, BII13, BII16, BII22, DA1, DA3, DA4, DA5, DB8, DB9,

Questionnaire:   The   instrument   used   in   this  study The single-headed arrows from a factor or latent
is a 26-item Likert-type scale questionnaire with six variable (e.g. motivation) to a measured variable represent
possible  responses  to  each  of  the  items.  The  scale regression coefficients or factor loadings. These indicate
ranged  from  1  (strongly  disagree)  to   6  (strongly the degree to which an underlying factor or latent variable
agree). Items to elicit subjects’ responses to writing is measured by the observed variables (e.g. DA3 and
apprehension   were   adopted  from  the  Daly  and DA4).     Single-headed     arrows     from     one    factor
Miller’s  Writing  Apprehension  Test  (1975).  The (or latent variable) to another factor represent regression

assessed slightly different dimensions of second

complement each other and therefore would provide a

that affective variables are inter-related and that they

DB10, DB12 and DB20. 
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Fig. 1: Hypothesised Model of the Relationships Between Motivation, Apprehension, Attitude, General English
Language Proficiency (Sijil Pelajaran Malaysia (Spm) English 1119) and Writing Performance.

Table 1: Labels and Descriptions of Latent and Observed Variables

Label Description

Latent Variables

Motivation Motivation 

Apprehension Writing apprehension

Attitude Attitude towards English

SPM English 1119 General English language proficiency 

Performance Writing performance/achievement

Observed Variables

Apprehension:

BII1 I avoid writing in English

BII13 I'm nervous about writing in English

BII16 I never seem to be able to write down my ideas clearly in English

BII22 When I hand in a composition I know I'm going to do poorly

Motivation:

DA1 To improve the language

DA3 To get a better grade

DA4 To produce good work

DA5 To be a good student

Attitude: 

DB8 It is a waste of time

DB9 My written English is already good

DB10 I think meaning/ ideas are more important than language

DB12 Grammar is not important in courses other than English

DB20 I dislike it.
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coefficients  or  path  coefficients  and   indicate  the [16]. The maximum likelihood estimation method (MLE)
impact of one variable on another, for example, the direct was utilised as: (i) MLE “makes estimates based on
effect of motivation on performance. A single-headed maximizing the probability (likelihood) that the observed
arrow from an error term (in this case those marked as e1 covariance are drawn from a population assumed to be the
to e19) to a variable represents the error associated with same  as   that   reflected   in  the  coefficient  estimates”.
that variable. In  other  words,  “MLE  picks  estimates   which   have

In   SEM,   error   represents   much   more  than the greatest chance of reproducing the observed data”
random variations in a particular variable due to [17] (p. 3); (ii) it is the most commonly used method and
measurement error. Error also represents a composite of (iii)  it  can  be  used  with  sample  sizes  of  between  100
other aspects on which the particular variable may to 150 [15].
depend, but which was not measured by the variable in
the questionnaire [16]. Disturbance terms or residual error Hypotheses Tested in Structural Model: Consistent with
terms “reflect the unexplained variance in the latent the purpose of this study, the following hypotheses were
endogenous variable/s due to all unmeasured causes” formulated. These hypotheses are directional as they are
[17] (p.3). In this model there is only one disturbance term in line with past research findings.
which is D1. Curved double-headed arrows connect
variables that may be correlated with each other [16]. Hypothesis 1: Motivation has a positive effect on
Examples of these variables are motivation and performance 
apprehension.

RESULTS performance

Preliminary  Statistical  Analyses:  As  in other Hypothesis 3: (Negative) Attitude has a negative effect
statistical procedures, data preparation is extremely on performance
important and need to be conducted as data-related
problems may affect model-fit [18]. Hence, several Hypothesis 4: General English language proficiency has
preliminary statistical analyses were carried out on the a positive effect on performance
data  set  used  in  this  study.  An  internal  consistency Table 2 presents the hypothesis of each construct or
check on the responses to the Daly-Miller Writing latent variable association of the model. The results
Apprehension Test (WAT) and the Motivation and indicate that all the constructs with the exception of
Attitude   scale   indicated  coefficient  alpha  of  .83  and attitude have a significant direct effect on performance.
.84 respectively. Though the alpha value is lower than the The amount of variance in performance accounted for by
one reported by Daly and Miller (1975), it is well within all three variables is 46% (Figure 2). This means that about
acceptable range [13]. 54% of the variance in performance is accounted for by

Descriptive statistics were also computed and the other factors that were not included in the model. The
statistics indicated that the items in the apprehension and standardized regression weights of the affective variables
attitude subscales were normally distributed as all values and SPM English 1119 are also given in Table 2. General
for skewness and kurtosis were within the recommended English language proficiency indicates the highest effect
range (-2 to +2). Items for the motivation subscales with on performance followed by apprehension. 
the exception of DA3, on the other hand, indicated high Apart from investigating the effects of the affective
skewness and kurtosis values. However, these items were variables on writing performance, another aim of this
included as the values did not depart too much from the study is to examine the relationships between the
acceptable range. affective variables. The results of the analysis (Table 3)

Testing Model Fit: To test the data fit of the the three affective variables and among the affective
hypothesised model, the data set was subjected to the variables and SPM English 1119. However, it must be
maximum likelihood estimation method using the AMOS noted that the p-value for the correlation between
(Analysis of Moment Structures) model-fitting program motivation and SPM English 1119 is very close to 0.05.

Hypothesis 2: Apprehension has a negative effect on

indicate that there are no significant correlations among
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Table 2: Hypothesis of Each Latent Variable Association

Construct Associations Alpha Level Standardised regression weights p-value Significance (Yes/No)

Motivation with Performance 0.05 0.260 0.038 Yes

Apprehension with Performance 0.05 -0.303 0.049 Yes

Attitude with Test Performance 0.05 -0.056 0.709 No

SPM English 1119 with Performance 0.05 -0.474 0.000 Yes

Fig. 2: Standardized Parameter Estimates (Regression Weights) of the Hypothesised Model

Table 3: Correlations between Motivation, Apprehension, Attitude and

SPM English 1119

Standardized Estimate p-value

Apprehension and SPM English 1119 0.144 0.229

Motivation and SPM English 1119 -0.175 0.088

Attitude and SPM English 1119 0.030 0.819

Apprehension and Motivation 0.127 0.326

Apprehension and Attitude 0.188 0.280

Attitude and Motivation -0.014 0.921

Evaluating the Model Fit: To evaluate the model fit,
another set of hypotheses was formulated:

H  = data fit the model0

H  = data does not fit the model1

Failure to reject the null hypothesis is desired in SEM
as it would indicate that the overall model is  able  to

predict   the   observed   variance-covariance   matrix   in
the  dataset  [15].  In  other  words,  failure  to  reject  the
null   hypothesis   would   indicate   that   the   overall
model  has  a  good  fit  to  the  data.  To  evaluate  the
model  fit   two   types  of  indices  were  used:  Absolute
fit  measures  and  Incremental  Fit  Measures.  The
absolute  fit   indices  determine  “the  degree  to  which
the  overall  model   (structural   and  measurement)
predicts  the  observed  covariance  or  correlation matrix”
[15]  (p.654).  The  incremental  fit  indices,  on  the  other
hand, “compares the proposed model to some baseline
model, most often referred to as the null model which is a
single construct model with all indicators perfectly
measuring the construct [15] (p. 657). As SEM has “no
single statistical test that best describes the strength of
the model’s prediction”, these indices have to be used
together in the evaluation of the overall model fit [15]
(p.653).
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Table 4: Goodness-of-fit indices of the Overall Model

Observed Recommended

Absolute Fit Measures

Chi square (x ) of estimated model 97.369 (df=97)2

Significance level (p <) 0.470 p > 0.05

Normed Chi-square (x /df) 1.004 3.0>x /df>1.02 2

Root Mean Square Error of 

approximation (RMSEA) 0.006 < 0.08

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 0.904 >0.90

Adjusted GFI 0.866 >0.90

Incremental Fit Measures

Incremental fit index (IFI) 0.999 >0.90

Tucker-Lewis Index 0.998 >0.90

Comparative fit index (CFI) 0.999 >0.90

Parsimony

Parsimony ratio 0.808

Parsimony-adjusted NFI 0.607

Parsimony-adjusted CFI 0.807

Table 4 presents the fit indices used for the
evaluation of the overall model. The Chi-square measure
is 97.369, with 97 degrees of freedom, p = 0.470. The p-
value which is above 0.05 indicates an acceptable fit of
the model [15]. The fit indices provide further support for
the hypothesised model. The normed chi-square value is
within the accepted range (3.0>P /df>1.0) and the RMSEA2

is below 0.08. The incremental fit measures are all above
0.90 and the goodness of fit index (GFI) is also above the
recommended value. However, the Adjusted GFI (0.866)
is slightly below the recommended value. In terms of
parsimony, the model shows reasonable values.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Given the strong claims that language anxiety can
have a detrimental effect on language learning [7, 19, 20],
it is understandable why the relationship between
language-related anxiety and language performance has
been extensively investigated. In the context of writing
performance, most of the studies conducted focused on
the correlation between writing apprehension and writing
performance [13, 21-25]. Very little has been done to
empirically model the interaction between other
psychological dimensions that are related to writing
apprehension and performance and examine their
individual and combined effects on writing performance.

Hence, this study was conducted to examine the
relationship between various psychological dimensions
(motivation, language aptitude and attitude towards
language) that have been hypothesised to affect writing

apprehension and performance, language aptitude,
language proficiency and performance in English as a
second language. With the exception of attitude, the
affective variables in this study (motivation and
apprehension) indicated a significant effect on
performance/achievement. This finding is consistent with
those of previous studies. As expected, language aptitude
also showed a significant effect on performance. This is
also congruent with what has been mentioned in the
literature. The amount of variance in writing
performance/achievement explained by all the variables in
this study is quite substantial (.46). This indicates that
46% of the variance in writing performance is explained by
the affective variables and general English language
proficiency. 

In terms of correlations between affective variables,
no significant correlations were found between the
variables. Similarly, nonsignificant correlations were
found between general English language proficiency and
the affective variables. This finding, however, is contrary
to most previous findings. In relation to model-data fit, the
hypothesised model showed acceptable goodness-of-fit
indices. These indices support the plausibility of the
hypothesised model and the relationships between the
variables.

Given the mixed findings of this study several
recommendations can be made for future research. The
first is to investigate the plausibility of the model for
learners of different proficiency levels. As most previous
studies have indicated that anxiety is a result of
deficiency in language ability perhaps significant
correlations between anxiety and general English
language proficiency can be found in low proficient
groups. The second recommendation is the use of
summated scales rather than individual items in fitting the
model. This, however, would require a much longer
questionnaire but the results would certainly be more
conclusive. 
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