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The Effects of Prewriting Activities on Junior High School EFL Students’
English Writing Anxiety and English Writing Performance:
Listing and Asking WH-Questions

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of prewriting activities on
junior high school EFL students’ English writing anxiety and English writing
performance. In addition, students’ attitudes toward prewriting activities were
investigated. The study examined: 1) junior high school (JHS) EFL students’
self-rated degrees of English writing anxiety, 2) JHS EFL students’ English writing
anxiety before and after they engaged in the prewriting activities, 3) JHS EFL
students’ English writing performance before and after they engaged in the prewriting
activities, 4) JHS EFL students’ attitude toward prewriting activities.

This study recruited twenty-two seventh-graders in a private secondary school in
central Taiwan. Students received one-hour prewriting instruction after school for ten
weeks. They were trained by the teacher-researcher to do listing and asking wh-
questions before writing a picture story. The quantitative and qualitative data included
a pre-test, a Second Language Writing Anxiety Questionnaire, a post-test with a
prewriting sheet, a prewriting attitude questionnaire, and a semi-structured interview.
This study was expected to decrease students’ English writing anxiety and to improve
their English writing performance through prewriting activities.

The results of the study showed that the seventh graders’ self-rated degrees of
English writing anxiety were moderate before participating in the prewriting activities.
Secondly, there was no significant difference in their English writing anxiety before
and after prewriting activities. Thirdly, the students made significant improvement on

their writing performance and writing length. Fourth, the students had positive



attitude toward prewriting activities. Moreover, the sentence and vocabulary
production, organization skills, and time limitation were found most challenging to

the students during prewriting activities.

Keywords: prewriting activities, English writing anxiety, English writing performance,

junior high school EFL students
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

To second or foreign English (ESL/ EFL) learners, writing seems to be one
of the most challenging language skills. In the writing process, ESL/EFL learners
have to generate ideas and translate the ideas into readable paragraphs (Hashempour, ,
Rostampour., & Behjat, 2015). For them, writing is an ability that contains both
higher-level skills such as planning and organizing and lower-level skills like
punctuations, spelling, and word choice.

Writing in English, without doubt, is difficult for junior high school students in
Taiwan. Most of them do not have any systematic English writing instruction at
school. Many students are required or encouraged to take the General English
Proficiency Test (GEPT). To pass the elementary level of the test, students have to do
Chinese-English translation and picture writing in fifty minutes. Most students are
afraid of English writing since they cannot formulate ideas fast enough. Some of them
panic and feel stressful. Therefore, prewriting can be a beneficial activity to young
EFL learners.

Prewriting, also known as “planning”, is the first stage of the writing process. It
is an essential component of process-oriented writing instruction. Prewriting is the
phase for writers to “talk on paper to themselves, explore thoughts, discover new
insights, and make connections” (Wyrick, 2011, p. 4). After students generate some
ideas, they write the first draft based on the idea. Then, with the help of teachers and
peers, they revise and edit their first drafts. In other words, they participate in the
different stages of the writing process: prewriting, drafting, revising, and editing.

Prewriting helped students to come up with new thoughts more easily (Mahnam

& Nejadansari, 2012; Voon, 2010; Wei, 2010). Thus, prewriting activities have the



advantages of helping students have better writing performance (Famhim & Rahimi,
2011; Fowler, 2001; Hashempour et al., 2015; Ibnian, 2011; Lee, 2013; Lorenz et al.,
2009; Maghsoudi & Haririan, 2013; Mahnam & Nejadansari, 2012; Moheniasl, 2014;
Schuyler, 2006; Voon, 2010), have positive attitudes toward English writing (Rao,
2007; Schuyler, 2006; Wei, 2010), create collaborative learning (Famhim & Rahimatii,
2011; Lee, 2013; Schweiker-Marra & Marra, 2000; Smith, 1999), and decrease
students’ writing anxiety (Abu Shawish & Atea Avdelraheem, 2010; Moheseniasl,

2014; Schweiker-Marra & Marra 2000).

Statement of the Problems

Previous studies showed that prewriting skills were beneficial to second
language writing (Lally, 2000; Voon, 2010). Additionally, a considerable number of
studies were based on the effects of different kinds of prewriting activities on
students’ performance at different levels (Famhim & Rahimi, 2011; Fowler, 2001;
Hashempour et al., 2015; Ibnian, 2011; Lee, 2013; Lorenz et.al, 2009; Maghsoudi &
Haririan, 2013; Mahnam & Nejadansari, 2012; Moheniasl, 2014; Schuyler, 2006;
Voon, 2010). However, the effect of implementing prewriting instruction on reducing
L2 students’ writing anxiety was seldom explored (Abu Shawish & Atea
Avdelraheem, 2010; Moheseniasl, 2014; Schweiker-Marra & Marra 2000). Therefore,
the researcher of the present study intended to explore the effects of prewriting
activities on English writing performances and writing anxiety. The researcher was
motivated to conduct the study by implementing prewriting activities in junior high
school for two reasons. First, most junior high school students had limited knowledge
and practices of English writing, but they had the need to pass the GEPT

elementary-level writing test. Second, few of the previous studies involved young



EFL writers. More empirical evidences of the implication of prewriting activities in
the junior high classrooms would help English teachers design effective writing

activities for young EFL writers in Taiwan.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of prewriting activities on
junior high school EFL students’ English writing performance and English writing
anxiety. In addition, students’ attitudes toward prewriting activities were investigated.
This study also explored the challenges and difficulties of English writing that

Taiwanese EFL junior high school students might encounter.

Research Questions

The present study was designed to answer the following four research questions:

1.  What are junior high school (JHS) EFL students’ self-rated degrees of writing
anxiety?

2. Are there any significant differences in the JHS EFL students’ writing anxiety
before and after they engage in the prewriting activities?

3. Are there any significant differences in JHS EFL students’ writing performance
before and after they engage in the prewriting activities?

4.  What are participants’ attitudes toward prewriting activities?

Definition of Terms

1. Prewriting activities: Prewriting, an essential element of process-oriented writing,

is the first stage of the writing process. It is the idea-generation stage, which may

take place in or between other writing stages. In this stage, warm-up writing



exercises are given by writing teachers to help writers generate and then organize
their raw ideas before composing (Smith, 1999). In the current study, prewriting

activities refer to the two specific strategies: listing and asking wh-questions.

English writing anxiety: English writing anxiety, also known as English writing

apprehension, is an affective factor and has a negative influence on language
learners' writing competency (Daly, 1997) and on EFL learners' writing
performance (Hassan, 2001). Learners who have writing anxiety may have
negative feelings toward writing. In this study, writing anxiety is measured by a
modified Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWAI), which is
originally designed by Cheng (2004) to measure ESL/EFL students’ writing

anxiety (see Appendix A).

English writing performance: According to Abu Shawish and Atea Avdelraheem

(2010), writing is not an easy work for students. It is the combination of students’
ability of “content, organization, grammar, syntax, mechanics, word choice, the
targeted audience and the writers’ progress.” Therefore, every student’s writing
performance varies depending on their writing training. In this study, English
writing performance is measured by the 5-point scale of the GEPT holistic

scoring guide for elementary picture writing (see Appendix B).

Attitudes toward prewriting activities: According to Ismail et al. (2010), the

attitudes toward prewriting activities are predispositions to reflect an individual’s
situation and value toward prewriting activities. Individuals always come up with

some positive or negative feelings and emotions of writing experiences and



prewriting judgments. Students who are anxious of their writing performance
normally have negative attitudes toward writing classes. Therefore, the
researcher in this study hopes to investigate junior high school students’ positive
or negative attitudes after implementing prewriting activities. In this study, junior
high school students’ attitudes toward prewriting activities are measured by a

prewriting attitude questionnaire (see Appendix C).

Significance of the Study

It was hoped that the findings of the study would provide a better understanding
of the effects of prewriting activities on EFL junior high school students’ English
writing anxiety and English writing performance. Moreover, by implementing listing
and asking wh-questions as prewriting activities and investigating the participants’
attitude toward prewriting training, the researcher seeked possible ways of
incorporating English writing activities in the junior high school EFL English class.

For junior high school EFL teachers, they can use prewriting activities to teach
English writing to young writers. For JHS EFL students, they can use the easy but
useful methods, prewriting activities, which not only help them decrease their writing
anxiety but improve their English writing performance. For future studies, many
relevant issues of implementing different prewriting activities into different levels of

English writing classes can be explored in the future.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter reviews previous studies relevant to prewriting activities and their
effects on English writing performances and writing anxiety. It includes the following
major sections: prewriting activities, prewriting strategies, effects of prewriting,
English writing anxiety, measurements of English writing anxiety, negative impacts of

English writing anxiety, solutions of English writing anxiety.

Prewriting Activities

The writing process consists of four basic stages: prewriting, drafting, revising
and editing. Prewriting is the “thinking and planning” stage of the writing process
(Lorenz et al., 2009). During this stage, the writer uses prewriting strategies to find
ideas. Then, he/she writes the first draft based on the prewriting notes. This is the
second stage: drafting. After complementing the first draft, the writer proceeds to
revising and checking content and organization of writing and editing (Hashempour,
etal., 2015).

Prewriting activities are designed to help students generate ideas, increase the
writing awareness, raise the writing motivation and reduce anxiety (Wei, 2010). It is
like the sketches before starting painting (Mahnam & Nejadansari, 2012). It has a
great effect on helping students facing writing from a blank page to gathering ideas.
To learners, prewriting is supposed to be a nonthreatening technique which does not
need any preparation. It is the technique that needs no preparations; thus, it can be
used in every level of writing (Hashempour, et al., 2015).

Several prewriting activities can be implemented to help students find ideas,
which are listing, brainstorming, clustering, concept mapping, and asking wh-

6



questions. The following section describes prewriting strategies frequently used in

English composition classes.

Prewriting Strategies

The prewriting strategies listed and described below, which are listing, asking

wh-questions, free-writing, brainstorming, concept mapping, and graphic organizer.

Listing

Listing is the simplest way of prewriting activities. When students see a topic,
they try to jot down all ideas they see or think. This activity is free-association. In L2
writing, listing is creating a list of topic-related words or phrases (Lally, 2000;
Hashempour et al., 2015). Students need at least three to five minutes to write down
their immediate thoughts on the paper. After they finish the list, learners need to find
out the connections between the listed words or larger ideas hidden in the several
small ideas (Wyrick, 2011). Learners may use listed items or words and sum up the

ideas into a paragraph (Mogahed, 2013).

Asking wh-questions

According to Mogahed (2013), asking wh-questions is one of the most common
ways of raising topics. It is a useful way to form the foundation of writing by
responding to questions (Hashempour et al., 2015). When students face a writing topic,
they can use six wh- words to ask themselves some questions about the topic. The six
wh- words are “who”, “what”, “when”, “where”, “how”, and “why”. Students can find
out the connections while they answer the questions. For example, “Who is in the

picture? Where is the place in the picture? When is the picture set? Why are they in the



picture? How do they do so?” It is an influential strategy to expand an abstract topic

quickly (Hashempour et al., 2015).

Free-writing

According to Wyrick (2011), free-writing is the start for writers to find a focus.
Students need some blank paper and at least five minutes to write about the picture or
topic. They can begin writing whatever thoughts they have. Students do not need to
care about punctuation, spelling and complete sentences while they do the
free-writing. Students do not need to correct or delete their writing on the paper either.

Learners will come up with ideas which contain imaginative new directions.

Brainstorming

The founder of brainstorming, Osborn, had developed four original rules of
brainstorming, including “don’t allow criticism, encourage wild ideas, go for quantity,
combine and improve other ideas (Hashempour et al., 2015, p. 88)”. Furthermore,
brainstorming can make learners transfer their thoughts “from the brain to tongue”
(Hashempour et.al, 2015). Therefore, it is a method of getting a large number of

people’s ideas in a short time.

Concept mapping

Concept mapping was first developed by Ausubel's meaningful learning theory. It
is also called “clustering, semantic mapping, and cognitive mapping” (Brown, 2007, p.
91). Students make a relationship between the concepts and compositions and specify
the main idea of topics (Fahim & Rahimi, 2011). Students can “place the picture or the

topic in a circle in the middle of a blank sheet of paper” (Wyrick, 2011, p. 13). It



consists of “nodes and labeled connective lines” to broaden concepts (Lee, 2013, p.
254). Then, students can draw lines and circles to connect the main topic circle. If
students brainstorm many ideas, the lines are abundant and connected. The line of
concepts can be arranged from the most general to the most specific (Fahim & Rahimi,
2011). With a clear representation of key words, students can organize the main issues

in a meaningful way (Mahnam, 2012).

Graphic organizer

According to Mogahed (2013) and Lorenz et al. (2009), graphic organizers are
mostly used to do visual thinking. Thinking visually can make students understand the
great deal of information easily. It is also called mind mapping, visual organizer, and
structural overview. Graphic organizers can be implemented in different kinds of
special worksheet forms, including charts, tables, diagrams, and flow charts. They help

students arrange their ideas in order.

Effects of Prewriting

Researchers have conducted studies on prewriting activities and their effects on
ESL/EFL learners. Prewriting, according to previous studies, has effects on students’
writing anxiety (Abu Shawish & Atea Avdelraheem, 2010; Moheseniasl, 2014,
Schweiker-Marra & Marra 2000), writing performance (Famhim & Rahimi, 2011;
Fowler, 2001; Hashempour et al., 2015; Ibnian, 2011; Lee, 2013; Lorenz et al., 2009;
Maghsoudi & Haririan, 2013; Mahnam & Nejadansari, 2012; Moheniasl, 2014,
Schuyler, 2006; Voon, 2010), students’ attitude (Rao, 2007; Schuyler, 2006; Wei,
2010), and cooperative learning (Famhim & Rahimatii, 2011; Lee, 2013;

Schweiker-Marra & Marra, 2000; Smith, 1999).



Decreasing Writing Anxiety

Previous studies have found positive effects of prewriting on decreasing students’
writing anxiety (Abu Shawish & Atea Avdelraheem, 2010; Moheseniasl, 2014,
Schweiker-Marra & Marra 2000). According to Schwiker-Marra and Marra (2000),
the experimental group students had less writing anxiety after implementing
prewriting according to the data of the Writing Apprehension Test (WAT)
questionnaire. Similarly, Moheseniasl (2014) pointed out that there was a statistically
significant decrease of writing anxiety according to the Writing Apprehension Test
(WAT) questionnaire investigation. Students mitigated writing anxiety after prewriting.
Moreover, Abu Shawish and Atea Avdelraheem (2010) suggested that prewriting
activities would decrease students’ emotional fear since prewriting activities were

relatively simpler than writing itself and less anxiety-provoking.

Improving Writing Performance

Previous studies have found that concept mapping has positive effects on
students’ writing performance (Fowler, 2001; Famhim & Rahimi, 2011; Hashempour
et al., 2015; Ibnian, 2011; Lee, 2013; Lorenz et al., 2009; Maghsoudi & Haririan,
2013; Mahnam & Nejadansari, 2012; Moheniasl, 2014; Schuyler, 2006; Voon, 2010).
Mahnam and Nejadansari (2012) investigated concept mapping affected the L2
students’ compositions. Forty EFL adult students in an English composition class
were divided into the experimental group and the control group. The experimental
group students received concept mapping for twelve weeks. The result of the study
showed that the experimental group students wrote better argumentative essays after
prewriting training. Similarly, Lee (2013) found that concept mapping had a great
effect on Korean college students. One hundred and thirty two English-speaking

university students in Korea participated in the study. They were divided into the

10



experimental group and the control group in each level. The result showed that
students of the experimental group elaborated more ideas by generating more
comprehensive concept maps. Moreover, the students had higher scores on content,
organization, vocabulary and language use. In addition, Famhim and Rahimi (2011)
examined the effect of concept mapping on Iran’s EFL university students listening
performance. Fifty-five EFL university students enrolled in the English department
participated in the study. Students were randomly assigned to the experimental group
and the control group. The result showed that students of the experimental group
outperformed the students of the control group. There was a significant difference on
the experimental group students’ scores.

Voon (2010) examined the effects of brainstorming and role playing on the
content of students’ writing assignments. Thirty-three EFL high school students from
different countries participated in the study. Through a four-week brainstorming
training, students showed a great effect on the post-test. They could write more
contents and their arguments were more convincing than in their pre-test. Through
interviewing, all students agreed that prewriting helped them generate ideas and
supporting points more easily. Similarly, lbnian (2011) examined the effect of
brainstorming on tenth grade students’ essay writing skills. Eighty-four students were
classified into four classes; two classes served as the experimental groups and two
classes were the control groups. After one session of prewriting, the result showed
that brainstorming had a great effect on the experimental group students’ post-test
Scores.

Maghsoudi and Haririan (2013) examined the effect of brainstorming on EFL
learners’ writing performance. Eighty-four students in an Iranian university in

different departments participated in the study. They were divided randomly into four

11



groups; two were experimental groups and the others were control groups. The
experimental groups’ students received prewriting instruction for twelve weeks. The
result showed that students of experimental groups had a great improvement on their
post-test mean scores. They had better writing performance by comparing with their
pre-test scores.

Moheniasl (2014) explored the effect of writing strategy instructions on reducing
writing apprehension and promoting writing performance. Forty-two intermediate
EFL Iran students participated in the study. They were divided into four groups; two
were experimental groups and the others were control groups. The experimental group
students received brainstorming, concept mapping and free writing training for twelve
sessions. The result showed that the experimental group students had a significant
improvement on their post-test scores. They had better writing achievement than
control groups’ students.

Schuyler (2006) investigated the effects of prewriting instruction on students’
timed writing performance. Thirty-six seventh grades students in various levels
participated in the study. They received two-week intensive prewriting instruction
including brainstorming and graphic organizer. The result showed that students
improved on their post-tests. Similarly, Hashempour et al. (2015) examined the effect
of using five prewriting strategies, including brainstorming, listing, wh-questions,
answering, and outlining on Iranian EFL advanced learners’ writing performance.
Sixty lIranian EFL advanced learners participated in a sixteen-session writing class.
They were divided into the experimental group and the control group randomly. The
result showed that these prewriting strategies had a positive effect on the experimental
group students’ post-test scores. Teaching learners several prewriting techniques was

beneficial to students in that they could choose the most suitable prewriting strategy
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in their writing.

Fowler (2001) explored the effects of clustering, drawing, free writing, and
thinking on fifth graders’ production of writing. One hundred students from varied
socioeconomic backgrounds participated in this study for six sessions. The result
showed that free writing and clustering could make students write more than drawing
and thinking. That is, younger writers wrote better on task-focused tangible products
than abstract thinking. Similarly, Lorenz et al. (2009) examined multimedia graphic
organizer software on primary school students’ writing performance. Twenty-four
second graders participated in the study. They received three-week computer-based
graphic organizer classes. The results found that students’ written output and logical
organization were better after teaching the computer-based graphic organizer strategy.
According to teachers’ observation, students were willing to work harder and longer.
Students became more enthusiastic and focused more on the computer-based writing

class.

Promoting Positive Attitude

Previous studies have found positive effects of prewriting on students’
writing attitude (Rao, 2007; Schuyler, 2006; Wei, 2010). Rao (2007) investigated
brainstorming on EFL learners’ writing performance and writing perceptions. One
hundred and eighty sophomore college students in the university in China participated
in this study. They were divided into two experimental groups and one control group.
The result showed that brainstorming had a measurable effect on experimental group
students’ writing performance. The attitude survey result indicated that students felt
positive about prewriting. Similarly, Wei (2010) examined the effects of prewriting

activities, listing and drawing, on elementary school EFL students’ compositions.
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Fifth grade elementary school students of two classes in Taiwan’s public elementary
school participated in this study. They were divided into an experimental group and a
control group. Students in the experimental group received prewriting training for two
months. The post-writing questionnaire results showed that students had positive
attitudes on prewriting activities. The interview results indicated that students liked
prewriting activities since they could learn writing more efficiently and compiled
thoughts quickly through group discussion. In Schuyler’s (2006) study, the researcher
used an attitude survey to examine the students’ understanding of prewriting and their
attitudes. The result showed that prewriting raised students’ overall understanding of

writing and their learning motivation.

Creating Cooperative Learning

Previous studies have found positive effects of prewriting on cooperative
learning in writing classes (Famhim & Rahimatii, 2011; Lee, 2013; Schweiker-Marra
& Marra, 2000; Smith, 1999). Schweiker-Marra and Marra (2000) examined the
effects of prewriting activities on at-risk fifth grade students’ writing performance.
Twenty-nine students participated in a six-month session. They were separated into an
experimental group and a control group. They received collaborative prewriting for
six sessions. The teacher-student conference of the students’ perceptions showed that
the experimental group students commented positively on peers’ prewriting editing.
Peers editing helped the students to observe others’ writing styles. Similarly, Lee
(2013) stated that collaborative prewriting made students feel less concerned about
making mistakes. Students could provide their ideas, words, concepts and statements

with different levels’ learners.
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Famhim and Rahimatii (2011) pointed out that students in collaborative writing
classes could perform better and foster students’ ideas on concept mapping. Similarly,
Smith (1999) examined collaborative prewriting activities on junior college students
writing performance. Four classes of EFL university students were taught to use
prewriting, brainstorming, and wh-questions generation in group work for six sessions.
Students did peer editing and replied to three relevant questions related to their
writing. The result showed that collaborative prewriting could improve individual’s
writing shortages and contents. They could synthesize information by gathering from

peers’ experiences.

Problems of Prewriting Activities

Although most of the previous studies have proved the advantages of prewriting,
researchers mentioned some problems teachers and students may encounter in the
prewriting. To implement prewriting activities effectively in the classroom, some
researchers suggested teachers should carefully consider their students’ level and age,
choice of prewriting strategies, the training time, and problems of group work.

Fowler (2001) suggested writing teachers should consider students’ level and age
while choosing strategies. The result of the study showed that drawing and thinking
were the least productive strategies for students to implement in writing. Students
tended to wander in thinking time and lost focus. Furthermore, students took too much
time on drawing. Sometimes, they felt distracted or puzzled when the topics were too
complex to draw. Due to these factors, the researcher stated that students must be taught
how to expand notes; moreover, to write more in the following-up papers based on their
notes. Teachers should provide enough time for students to learn how to transform

ideas into a paragraph by ordering when using thinking strategies. Teachers should be
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concerned about the students’ grade level, suitable topics, and contents when using
drawing, in case the topics are too abstract to draw. Similarly, Lorenz et al. (2009)
found that the primary school students focused more on getting pictures in the
computer-based graphic organizers writing class. Choosing suitable pictures
according to topics were time-consuming. Therefore, the researchers suggested
teachers should monitor students’ prewriting progress carefully.

Famhim and Rahimi (2011) suggested that teachers should set up the length of the
training time for students of different ages and levels. Without enough practice time,
students could not familiarize themselves with prewriting activities taught by teachers.
Some prewriting activities, like concept mapping and graphic organizers, were much
harder for students. For older writers, teachers could give examples of prewriting and
handouts with explicit explanation for students to get clear ideas. For younger writers,
collaborative group writing would be a good way to motivate students' prewriting
activities.

In addition, teachers should monitor group writing work carefully and ask
students to use target language frequently in collaborative writing classes (Smith,
1999). Students might rely on the most advanced students in the group and stop
brainstorming on their own. Prewriting in the target language would be also required
in collaborative writing classrooms and could make students concentrate more on the

writing tasks instead of chatting.

English Writing Anxiety
Writing anxiety also known as writing apprehension, is “the construct that
attempts to differentiate people who find writing enjoyable and those who experience

high level of anxiety when writing is required” (Daly, 1997, p. 566). For students,
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writing anxiety is the stress and block of individual’s feeling when they are writing
(Moheseniasl, 2014). Both L1 and L2 students have anxious feelings in expressing
their ideas clearly (Karakaya & Ulper, 2011). Students with writing anxiety have
troubles from writing simple words to complex compound sentences. While students
have writing anxiety, they will have several syndromes like “procrastination,
apprehension, tension, low-self-esteem, and lack of motivation” (Schwekker-Marra &
Marra, 2000, p. 99). Moreover, students may suffer from “the possibility of failure,
flawed performance, fear of evaluation, and negative attitudes” (Moheseniasl, 2014, p.
811) while they start writing. Therefore, their writing styles are mostly “lifeless,
mechanical, full of grammatical errors, repeated concepts and word choice, and
unsupported organization (Moheseniasl, 2014, p. 811).” Writing anxiety has a bad

effect on writers’ writing performance (Abu Shawish & Atea Avdelraheem, 2010).

Measurements of English Writing Anxiety

“Writing anxiety” was first introduced by Daly and Miller in 1975. To measure
first language learners’ writing anxiety, they designed the Writing Apprehension Test
(WAT). WAT includes twenty-six items in three domains: “the tendencies to avoid
writing, attitudes towards written communication and feelings experienced during
writing” (Lao, 2013, p. 8). The importance of WAT had given rise to studies of writing
anxiety (Cheng, 2002). Moheniasl (2014) and Ismail et al. (2010) used WAT in their
studies to explore students’ writing anxiety.

Cheng (1999) developed Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWALI)
to measure L2 Taiwanese students writing anxiety. It contained twenty-seven 5-point
Likert-scale items in three categories, which were somatic anxiety, cognitive anxiety,

and avoidance behavior subscales (Cheng, 2004). Somatic anxiety, also called
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physiological anxiety, includes some syndromes, such as upset stomach, pounding
heart and excessive sweating. Cognitive anxiety leads learners to worries,
preoccupation, and negative expectations. Behavioral anxiety causes procrastination,
withdrawal and avoidance behaviors.

The present study used Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWAI) to
measure EFL junior high school (JHS) students’ English writing anxiety. Because
most of the Taiwanese EFL JHS students are second language learners, Second
Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWAI) is more suitable than Writing

Apprehension Test (WAT), which is used to measure first language learners.

Negative Impacts of Writing Anxiety on Writing Performance

Previous studies have found negative impacts of writing anxiety on students’
writing performance (Abu Shawish & Atea Avdelraheem, 2010; Ismail et al., 2010).
Abu Shawish and Atea Abedlraheem (2010) examined Palestinian EFL students’
writing anxiety. Two hundred and sixty-five university students in Palestine
participated in the study. Two questionnaires, “causes of apprehension” and
“minimizing writing apprehension” (Abu Shawish & Atea Abedlraheem, 2010, p. 12),
were used to examine students’ writing apprehension cause and remedies. The result
showed that the lack of vocabulary, grammar patterns, organization, and coherence
were the main problem causing their writing anxiety. Students who had writing
anxiety failed to correct and revise their writings since they lacked faith in writing
well. Consequently, students made the same mistakes several times and did not reflect
on their writing process. Similarly, Ismail et al. (2010) explored ESL tertiary
university students’ apprehension and attitude toward academic writing. Writing

Apprehension Test (WAT) and open-ended interview were used in the study. The
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results showed that participants were fearful of writing because they lacked writing
knowledge. They faced difficulties in the writing process which affected their writing
performance. According to the teachers’ interview, the researchers found that students
disliked writing in English. They wrote just for the examination purpose; however,

they handed low-quality work and had procrastination and plagiarism problems.

Solutions of English Writing Anxiety

Previous studies have found writing anxiety can be solved by teachers’
motivation and guidance (Abu Shawish & Atea Avdelraheem, 2010; Cheng, 2002;
Ismail et al., 2010;). Cheng (2002) suggested language teachers should know their
students’ writing perceptions well. Moreover, teachers should use more time to
change students’ inappropriate judgments of their failed writing experiences.
Teachers’ encouragement and positive feedback would build up students’ perceptions.
Teachers could give credit on students’ abundant ideas and give fewer judgments on
their linguistic errors. Similarly, Abu Shawish and Atea Avdelraheem (2010)
suggested writing teachers should vary teaching writing strategies, give credit to good
performers in writing, and provide positive feedback to low-level writers to lower
their writing anxiety. Ismail et al. (2010) suggested that teachers should focus more on
writing process rather than students’ products only. Writing process could help
students improve writing fluency rather than accuracy. Teachers could give students
more comments on organization and idea developments.

In view of the aforementioned studies, writing anxiety has been an important
issue affecting students’ writing performance and attitude toward English writing.
Several studies suggested that prewriting training could be helpful to ease students’

writing anxiety. This study was designed to apply two prewriting activities’—Ilisting
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and asking wh-questions to help JHS EFL students’ English writing performance and
decrease their English writing anxiety. The reason for choosing these two prewriting
activities was that listing was the simplest method for students to learn prewriting
when they began to write paragraph writings; asking wh-questions was the most

common method related to their school’s English class’ contents.
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CHPATER 3

METHOD

This chapter presents the research method of this study. It consists of the
following four parts, including participants, measurement and variables, instruments,

treatment, data collection procedures and data analysis procedures.

Participants

The participants in the study were twenty-two seventh graders (Males: 11,
Females: 11) at a private junior high school in central Taiwan. They have been
learning English for more than five years. They had seven 50-minute English classes
per week, including normal English classes and foreign teachers’ reading and
speaking classes; however, they had unfamiliar knowledge in English writing since
school’s textbooks contain mainly English reading and conversation. Moreover, they
were required to pass the GEPT elementary level test, which is the four-skill English
proficiency test in Taiwan.

All participants signed up (see Appendix D) to take the ten-week after-school
English writing classes once a week. They had limited knowledge of paragraph
writing and just wrote what teachers ask them to. Students were quite familiar with
each other since they had been one-year in school with their peers. Therefore, their

peers would not cause students’ writing anxiety.
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Measurement and Variables

In this study, the junior high school (JHS) EFL students’ writing performance,
writing anxiety and their attitudes toward prewriting activities were measured.
Therefore, the independent variable, also the treatment, was the instruction of
prewriting activities. The dependent variables were English writing anxiety, English

writing performance, and attitudes toward prewriting activities.

Instruments

The following instruments were used in this study for data collection: pre-test
(see Appendix E), the modified Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory (SLWAI)
(see Appendix A), post-test and a prewriting sheet (see Appendix F), an prewriting
attitude questionnaire (see Appendix C), and semi-structured interview questions (see
Appendix G). The details of the instruments are presented in the following

paragraphs.

Pre-test

In the pre-test, all participants were required to write an official elementary level
GEPT picture writing about a trip to Kaohsiung (see Appendix E) in forty minutes.
The limited time was consistent with the standard GEPT elementary writing test. All

participants were expected to write a paragraph of forty to eighty words in length.

SLWAI (Chinese version)
The Chinese version of the Second Language Writing Anxiety Inventory was
distributed to students after the pre-test and the post-test. Cheng’s SLWAI (2004) was

adapted in this study to explore the participants’ self-rated degrees of writing anxiety
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before and after the prewriting training.

SLWAI was a modified five-point Likert-scale with five responses of “strongly
disagree,” “disagree,” “neural,” “agree,” and “strongly agree” (see Appendix A). It
consists of twenty-seven statements and is divided into three subscales, which were
somatic anxiety subscale, avoidance behavior subscale and cognitive anxiety subscale
to explore students’ writing anxiety level. There were eight items (Items 2, 7, 9, 10, 13,
15, 18, and 23) in somatic anxiety subscale, seven items (ltems 4, 6, 12, 14, 19, 22,
and 27) in avoidance behavior subscale and twelve items (Items 1, 3, 5, 8, 11, 16, 17,

20, 21, 24, 25, and 26) in cognitive anxiety subscale.

Post-test

In the post-test, participants were required to write the same elementary GEPT
picture writing as pre-test in fifty to eighty words within forty minutes. In order to
examine the effects of prewriting, a blank prewriting sheet includes a listing form and
a wh-questions’ form (see Appendix F), was attached to the post-test. Students could
choose a prewriting strategy they prefer and take prewriting notes in the space

provided for them.

Prewriting attitude questionnaire (Chinese version)

The prewriting attitude questionnaire (see Appendix C) consisted of nine
five-point Likert-scale items in three subcategories: students’ attitudes toward
prewriting activities (Items 2, 3, 5, 7, and 8), students’ writing performance (Items 1,
4, and 6), and students’ writing anxiety (Item 9). In addition, three open-ended
questions were included to explore the difficulties of doing prewriting (Item 10), the

suggestions of ten-week after-school writing class (Item 11) and prewriting activities
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students’ prefer (Item 12). This questionnaire was designed by the researcher and was

distributed to the participants in the last week of the writing instruction.

Interview questions

A semi-structured interview (see Appendix G), consisting of six questions, was
conducted to collect more detailed information about participants’ attitude after the
implementation of prewriting activities. Question 1 investigated the type of prewriting
activities the participants use. Question 2 examined students’ perceptions of
prewriting. Question 3 and 5 explored students’ perceptions of writing anxiety.
Question 4 investigated how participants feel toward the pre- and post-test and their
anxiety in the ten-week writing classes. Question 6 asked students for any other
relevant suggestions or thoughts. The interview questions were designed by the

researcher.

Treatment

Two prewriting activities were implemented in order to improve junior high
school students’ EFL writing performance and reduce their writing anxiety. The
teacher-researcher offered a ten-week English writing class in which prewriting
activities are implemented. “Listing” and “asking wh- questions” were the two major
prewriting strategies instructed and practiced in class (See Appendix H). The class
was offered once a week and each time 60 minutes after school at the participants’
junior high school. There were two instruction periods for ten weeks. Week 2 to week
5 was listing instruction period. Week 6 to week 9 was asking wh- questions
instruction period. Table 3.1 shows the time and contents of the 10-week English

writing classes.
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Participants were guided by the teacher-researcher to participate in prewriting
activities before they started writing picture stories in class. The teacher-researcher
chose different topics of picture story tasks in a GEPT elementary-level writing
practice book, which was considered to suit students’ levels, interests and background
knowledge. After the instruction of prewriting activities, all participants did timed
writing. After that, their writings were corrected by the teacher-researcher and
returned to them the next week with teacher’s feedback on linguistic errors and the
organization. The purpose of correcting students’ papers was to give them the chance
to avoid the same mistakes in their following writing tasks and to improve their

writing performance.

Table 3.1 Course Schedule of the Prewriting Instruction

Week Event

2 Prewriting strategy—Iisting instruction
Writing topic: “A train station”
3 Prewriting strategy—Ilisting instruction
Writing topic: “Two boys’ leisure time”
4 Prewriting strategy—Iisting instruction
Writing topic: “A bad day”
5 Prewriting strategy—Ilisting practice (Teacher will not help)
Writing topic: “Mother’s Day”
6 Prewriting strategy— asking wh- questions instruction
Writing topic: “Breakfast time”
Prewriting strategy— asking wh- questions instruction
7 Writing topic: “In a souvenir shop”
Prewriting strategy— asking wh- questions instruction
8 Writing topic: “A summer camp”
Prewriting strategy—asking wh- questions practice (Teacher will not help)
9 Writing topic: “Children’s hobby”
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Data Collection Procedures

This study was conducted in the after-school English composition class offered
by the teacher-researcher for ten weeks. The quantitative and qualitative data
collected for the study included the pre-test on picture story writing with SLWAI
questionnaire, the post-test of the same picture story topic with SLWAI questionnaire,
a prewriting attitude questionnaire and interview questions data.

In the first week of the study, the pre-test with SLWAI and background
information questionnaire was distributed before the implementation of prewriting
activities. All participants were asked to take the pre-test on a GEPT elementary-level
picture story topic “A trip to Kaohsiung” on a piece of lined A4-size paper in forty
minutes. They were not allowed to refer to their textbooks and they cannot discuss
with the teacher and classmates. After the test, the participants completed the SLWAI
that assessed their degrees of writing anxiety and background information
questionnaire. In week two, all participants signed the consent forms (see Appendix D)
of the study. All participants knew that data during prewriting training would be
copied and collected. From week two to week nine, the teacher-researcher led the
prewriting activities instruction. In week ten, the post-test with one prewriting sheet
including a listing form and a wh-questions form, SLWAI, and a prewriting attitude
questionnaire in Chinese version were distributed to all participants. The
semi-structured group interview was scheduled in week ten as well. The
teacher-researcher interviewed four groups of participants to explore more about
participants’ changes of writing performance, writing anxiety, and attitudes during

their writing process. The complete data collection procedure is listed in Table 3.2.
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Table 3.2 Data Collection Procedures

Week Event

1 Do pre-test GEPT writing in 40 minutes.
Have participants fill out the SLWAI questionnaire & background
information questionnaire.

2 Have participants fill out the consent form (Chinese version).

10 Do post-test GEPT writing in 40 minutes.
Have participants fill out the SLWAI questionnaire & the prewriting
attitude questionnaire (Chinese version)
Do the semi-structured group interview

Data Analysis Procedure

The software package SPSS 21 for windows was used to analyze the quantitative
data of the study. To answer research question one, frequencies and descriptive
analysis were performed on the data of SLWAI questionnaire to examine the
participants’ self-rated degrees of writing anxiety. To answer research question two, a
paired-samples t-test was used to analyze the pre-test and the post-test data from
SLWAI to see whether there is a significant difference in the participants’ writing
anxiety before and after implementing prewriting activities. To answer research
question three, the pre-test and the post-test were graded by the researcher using the
GEPT holistic scoring guidelines for GEPT elementary-level writing test. In addition,
a paired-samples t-test was performed on the pre- and post-test data to see whether
there was a significant difference in the participants’ writing performance before and
after implementing prewriting activities. To answer research question four, the data
collected from the prewriting attitude questionnaire and semi-structured group
interview were analyzed based on descriptive statistics and using qualitative data

analysis.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter presents and discusses the results of the study. It includes the
following five sections: (1) summary of participants’ background information; (2)
participants’ self-rated degrees of English writing anxiety before prewriting activities;
(3) the differences of participants’ English writing anxiety before and after prewriting
activities; (4) participants’ English writing performance before and after the
prewriting activities; (5) participants’ self-rated degrees of attitudes toward prewriting

activities.

Summary of the Participants’ Background Information

The first part of the SLWAI questionnaire shows the participants’ background
information (see Appendix A). The participants in the seventh grade were eleven
females and eleven males (n=22). Twelve students (59%) had not learned English
before they entered elementary schools; ten students (41%) had learned English
before they entered elementary schools.

Regarding their self-rated degrees of English difficulty, four participants (18%)
thought learning English was difficult; fourteen participants (63%) thought learning
English was neither easy nor difficult for them; four participants (18%) thought
English was not difficult to learn. In addition, eight participants (36%) thought
English writing was difficult; eleven participants (50%) thought English writing was
neither easy nor difficult for them. Only three participants (13%) thought English
writing was not difficult. With regard to their English writing instruction, only four

participants (18%) had taken English writing classes. Eighteen students (82%) had not
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taken any English writing classes before. This explained why more participants
thought English writing was more difficult than English itself. Students had limited
knowledge of English writing because few of them had taken English writing classes
before.

Finally, ten students (45%) had taken reading and listening of GEPT elementary
level; twelve students (55%) did not take the GEPT. What is noteworthy is that four of
them took the GEPT elementary level in the fifth grade; six of them in the seventh
grade. To sum up, more than half of the students did not take the GEPT, which was

required by their school.

Participants’ Self-rated Degrees of English Writing Anxiety
before Prewriting Activities
Table 4.1 presents the results of participants’ self-rated degrees of English
writing anxiety before prewriting activities, including frequencies of the participants’
five-Likert scale responses, means (M) and standard deviation (SD) on the 27 items of
the SLWAII.
Table 4.1

Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviation of the SLWAI before Prewriting
Activities

Somatic Anxiety Subscale 1 2 3 4 5 M SD

2. | feel my heart pounding when | write 0 5 4 10 3 3.50 .99
English compositions under time
pressure.

7. My mind goes blank when | start to 3 7 8 4 0 2.59 .94
work on an English composition.

9. I tremble or perspire when | write 6 11 3 0 2 214 110
English compositions under time
pressure.

10. If my English composition is to be 2 5 6 8 1 3.05 107
evaluated, | would worry about getting a
poor grade.
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13. My thoughts become jumbled when | 7 5 8 3.05 1.02
write English compositions under time

constraint.

15. | feel panic when | write English 6 8 6 3.18 .94
compositions under time constraint.

18. | freeze up when unexpectedly asked 8 5 6 3.00 1.09
to write English compositions.

23. | feel my whole body rigid and tense 8 6 2 236  1.07
when | write English compositions.

Avoidance behavior subscale 2 3 4 M SD
4. | often choose to write down my 10 6 3 277 1.04
thoughts in English.

6. | try to avoid writing English 9 6 4 2.50 .94
compositions.

12. | try to avoid situations in which | 8 6 1 241 115
have to write in English.

14. Unless | have to write in English, | 8 9 2 2.64 .93
would not use English to write

compositions.

19. I would try to excuse myself if asked 12 4 1 2.23 .95
to write English compositions.

22. | seek every possible chance to write 5 7 4 259 1.5
English compositions outside of class.

27. | seek every opportunity to use 5 8 6 2.77  1.00
English to write compositions.

Cognitive anxiety Subscale 2 3 4 M SD
1. While writing in English, I’'m not 8 8 4 2.82 .96
nervous.

3. While writing English compositions, | 2 8 7 3.14 117
feel worries and uneasy if | know they

will be evaluated.

5. While writing in English, | often worry 5 2 12 359 1.01
that | would use expressions and

sentence patterns improperly.

8. I don’t worry that my English 6 8 5 3.05 105
compositions are worse than others’.

11. When | write in English, my ideas 10 5 6 2.73 .94
and words flow smoothly.

16. While writing in English, | worry that 6 4 8 327 117
the ways | express and organize my ideas

do not conform to the norm of English

writing.

17. I’'m afraid that the other students 6 9 3 2.50 .96
would deride my English composition if

they read it.

20. When | write in English, my mind is 7 10 4 2.77 81
Clear.

21. I don’t worry about what other 10 3 3 268 129




people would think of my English
compositions.

24. I’'m afraid of my English composition 2 6 7 6 1 291  1.07
being chosen as a sample for discussion
in class.

25. | feel comfortable and at ease when 0 4 10 4 4 3.36 1.01
writing in English.

26. I’m not afraid that my English 2 5 6 8 1 3.05 1.09
compositions would be rated as very
poor.

Average Mean 2.80

Note: 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree, 5=strongly agree
Item 1, 4, 8, 11, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26, and 27 are reverse coded.

As shown in Table 4.1, the result of the pre-test shows that the mean of the
SLWAI was 2.80. It indicated that the participants had a moderate degree of writing
anxiety, which was not above the middle point 3 on the five-point scale before the
implementation of prewriting.

Table 4.2 presents the results of the somatic anxiety, avoidance behavior, and
cognitive anxiety subscales of the SLWAI before the implementation of prewriting

activities, including means (M) and standard deviation (SD).

Table 4.2
Means, Standard Deviation, and Average Means of the Three Subscales of the SLWAI
before Prewriting Activities

Subscales of the SLWAI M SD

Somatic Anxiety Subscale 2.86 1.03
Avoidance Behavior Subscale 2.56 1.01
Cognitive Anxiety Subscale 2.99 1.02
Average M 2.80

As presented in Table 4.2, the mean was 2.86 in the somatic anxiety subscale,
2.56 in the avoidance behavior subscale and 2.99 in the cognitive anxiety subscale.
All average mean were not above the middle points (3.0). This result revealed that

students felt less anxious before prewriting implementation.
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In particular, the mean score was higher in the cognitive anxiety subscale (2.99),
which was higher than the total mean (2.80) and two other subscales (somatic
anxiety=2.86, avoidance behavior anxiety=2.56). In sum, the participants’ writing
anxiety was more strongly associated with their cognitive anxiety, which was related
to the contents of writing and worries of grading on their English writing.

Table 4.3 presents the results of the top-three items and bottom-three items of
SLWAI before prewriting implementation, including means (M) and standard

deviation (SD).

Table 4.3
Ranking, Descriptions, Means, and Standard Deviation of the Top Three Items and
Bottom Three items of SLWAI before Prewriting Activities

Top Three Items

Ranking Items descriptions M SD

1 5. While writing in English, | often worry that |1 would 3.59 .98
use expressions and sentence patterns improperly.

2 2. | feel my heart pounding when | write English 3.50 .99
compositions under time pressure.

3 25. | feel comfortable and at ease when writing in 336 1.01
English.

Bottom Three Items

Ranking Item descriptions M SD

1 9. I tremble or perspire when | write English 214  1.10
compositions under time pressure.

2 19. I would try to excuse myself if asked to write 2.23 .95
English compositions.

3 23. | feel my whole body rigid and tense when I write 236  1.07

English compositions.

As shown in Table 4.3, the participants’ self-rated degrees of writing anxiety was
higher on Item 5 (M=3.59), Item 2 (M=3.50), and Item 25 (M=3.36). The results of
SLWAI showed that participants tended to worry that they would use improper
expressions and sentence patterns (Item 5). They would feel heart pounding while

writing English compositions in limited time (Item 2) and they would not feel
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comfortable when writing in English (Item 25). To sum up, the participants felt
anxious on one item (Item 2) in the somatic anxiety subscale, and two items (Item 5
&25) in the cognitive anxiety subscale.

Also shown in Table 4.3, the participants’ self-rated writing anxiety was lower on
Item 9 (M=2.14), Item 19 (M=2.23), and Item 23 (M=2.36). The SLWAI showed that
students disagreed that they would tremble when writing English paragraph writings
in limited time (Item 9). They also disagreed that they try to excuse themselves if they
were asked to writing in English (Item 19), and their body would not be rigid and
tense when writing English compositions (Item 23). In general, the participants felt
least anxious on two items (Item 9 & 23) in the somatic anxiety subscale, and one
item (Item 19) in the avoidance behavior subscale.

The finding was in line with previous studies (Abu Shawish & Atea Avdelraheem,
2010; Mohseniasl, 2014). Abu Shawish and Ata Avedlraheem used the apprehension
questionnaire to investigate EFL university students’ writing anxiety. The results
showed that there was no significant difference on affective, cognitive, linguistic and
student behaviors subscale (p>.05). The findings indicated that students felt less
anxious when students did not take writing classes. Similarly, Mohseniasl (2014)
found that intermediate EFL learners had lower writing anxiety before the prewriting
strategies instruction. Moreover, there is no statistically significant difference on the
writing anxiety questionnaire (p>.05). The findings indicated that the EFL learners
felt less anxious before the prewriting instruction.

According to the semi-structured interview, students reported they had writing
anxiety before prewriting implementation. There are three reasons why they had
writing anxiety. Firstly, more than ten students said that they did not know how to

generate ideas by seeing three pictures. Secondly, five students mentioned that they
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did not know how to use subordinated conjunctions to connect each thought. Thirdly,
seven students mentioned that the time limitation caused writing anxiety since they
did not know how to write. In sum, students faced writing anxiety before the

prewriting activities.

The Differences of Participants’ English Writing Anxiety
before and after the Prewriting Activities
Table 4.4 presents the results of the participants’ self-rated degrees of writing
anxiety after the implementation of prewriting on the 27 items of the SLWAI,
including frequencies of the participants’ five-point Likert scale responses, mean (M)

and standard deviation (SD).

Table 4.4
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviation of the SLWAI after Prewriting Activities
Somatic Anxiety Subscale 1 2 3 4 5 M SD

2. | feel my heart pounding when I write 0 10 1 7 4 323 120
English compositions under time
pressure.

7. My mind goes blank when | start to 6 11 2 2 1 2.14 1.06
work on an English composition.

9. I tremble or perspire when | write 7 10 1 4 0 2.09 1.04
English compositions under time
pressure.

10. If my English composition is to be 3 7 3 7 2 291 1.24
evaluated, | would worry about getting a
poor grade.

13. My thoughts become jumbled when| 4 7 2 6 3 286 1.36
write English compositions under time
constraint.

15. | feel panic when | write English 3 9 2 5 3 2.82 130
compositions under time constraint.

18. | freeze up when unexpectedly asked 4 8 3 3 4 2.77 1.38
to write English compositions.

23. | feel my whole body rigid and tense 4 13 0 3 2 2.36  1.19
when | write English compositions.

Avoidance behavior subscale 1 2 3 4 5 M SD
4. | often choose to write down my 5 9 2 4 2 250 1.30
thoughts in English.

6. | try to avoid writing English 3 10 2 3 4 2.77 1.38

34



compositions.

12. I try to avoid situations in which | 3 11 5 255 1.14
have to write in English.
14. Unless | have to write in English, | 3 8 4 282 1.14
would not use English to write
compositions.
19. I would try to excuse myself if asked 6 11 2 2.32 1.36
to write English compositions.
22. | seek every possible chance to write 4 10 3 241 114
English compositions outside of class.
27. | seek every opportunity to use 2 11 6 259 1.01
English to write compositions.

Cognitive anxiety Subscale 1 2 4 M SD
1. While writing in English, I’'m not 5 13 4 214 .99
nervous.
3. While writing English compositions, | 4 8 4 2.73 1.35
feel worries and uneasy if | know they
will be evaluated.
5. While writing in English, | oftenworry 0 4 15 3.77 .92
that I would use expressions and
sentence patterns improperly.
8. I don’t worry that my English ) 10 6 236 1.14
compositions are worse than others’.
11. When | write in English, my ideas 2 12 2 264 122
and words flow smoothly.
16. While writing in English, | worry that 0 6 12 3.55 1.06
the ways | express and organize my ideas
do not conform to the norm of English
writing.
17. I’m afraid that the other students 7 7 2 232 1.29
would deride my English composition if
they read it.
20. When | write in English, my mindis 1 12 5 2.77 1.15
Clear.
21. I don’t worry about what other 2 8 5 295 1.25
people would think of my English
compositions.
24. I’'m afraid of my English composition 3 7 4 2.86 1.28
being chosen as a sample for discussion
in class.
25. | feel comfortable and at ease when 2 9 6 286 1.21
writing in English.
26. I’'m not afraid that my English 6 8 5 250 1.37
compositions would be rated as very
poor.

Average Mean 2.67

Note: 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree, 5=strongly agree

Item 1, 4, 8, 11, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26, and 27 are reverse coded.
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As shown in Table 4.4, the mean of the SLWAI was 2.67. It indicated that the
mean of participants’ self-rated degrees of writing anxiety was slightly lower after the
prewriting implementation.

Table 4.5 presents the results of the somatic anxiety, avoidance behavior, and
cognitive anxiety subscales of the SLWAI after the prewriting activities, including

means (M) and standard deviation (SD).

Table 4.5
Means, Standard Deviation, and Average of the Three Subscales of the SLWAI after
Prewriting Activities

Subscales of the SLWAI M SD
Somatic Anxiety Subscale 2.65 1.22
Avoidance Behavior Subscale 2.56 1.23
Cognitive Anxiety Subscale 2.79 1.19
Average M 2.67

As shown in Table 4.5, the mean was 2.65 in the somatic anxiety subscale, 2.56
in the avoidance behavior subscale and 2.79 in the cognitive anxiety subscale. Three
subscales” mean were not above the middle points (3.0). These results revealed that
students felt less anxious on three subscales after prewriting implementation.

Table 4.6 presents the results of the top-three items and bottom-three items of
SLWAI after prewriting implementation, including means (M) and standard deviation

(SD).
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Table 4.6
Ranking, Descriptions, Means, and Standard Deviation of the Top Three Items and
Bottom Three items of SLWAI after Prewriting Activities

Top Three Items

Ranking Items descriptions M SD

1 5. While writing in English, I often worry that | would 3.77 .92
use expressions and sentence patterns improperly.

2 16. While writing in English, I worry that the ways | 355 1.06

express and organize my ideas do not conform to the
norm of English writing.

3 2. | feel my heart pounding when | write English 323 120
compositions under time pressure.

Bottom Three Items

Ranking  Item descriptions M SD
1 9. | tremble or perspire when I write English 209 1.04
compositions under time pressure.
2 7. My mind goes blank when | start to work on an 214 1.06
English composition.
1. While writing in English, I’m not nervous. 214 99
3 17. I’'m afraid that the other students would deride my 232 1.29
English composition if they read it.
19. 1 would try to excuse myself if asked to write 232 136

English compositions.

As shown in Table 4.6, the participants’ self-rated writing anxiety was higher on
Item 5 (M=3.77), Item 16 (M=3.55), and Item 2 (M=3.23). The results of SLWAI
showed that participants would be worried to use incorrect expression and sentence
patterns (Item 5), be worried to use wrong expressions and organization skills (Item
16), and feel heart pounding when writing English compositions (Item 2). To sum up,
the participants felt anxious on two items (Item 5 & 16) in the cognitive anxiety
subscale and one item (Item 2) in the somatic subscale. Item 5 and Item 2 were the
highest items which were the same as pre-test highest items of SLWAI. That is to say,
the participants felt anxious about using the wrong expressions. Moreover, they felt
anxious and have the reaction of heart pounding.

On the other hand, the participants’ self-rated writing anxiety was lower on Item

9 (M=2.09), Item 7 (M=2.14), Item 1 (M= 2.14), Item 17 (M= 2.32) and Item 19 (M=
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2.32). The SLWAI showed that students agreed least that they would tremble when
writing English compositions in limited time (Item 9), which was same bottom one
item in the pre-test. They would not worry so much about blanking out when they
started to do English writing (Item 7), and they would not be so nervous while doing
English writing (Item 1). They would not be so afraid that other students saw their
English writing (Item 17). They would not worry to excuse themselves if they asked
to write English compositions (Item 19). In sum, the participants felt the least anxious
on two items (Item 7 & 9) in the somatic anxiety subscale, two items (Item 1 & 17) in
the cognitive anxiety subscale, and one item (Item 19) in the avoidance behavior
subscale.

Table 4.7 shows the results of the paired-samples t-test of participants’ writing
anxiety and three subscales before and after prewriting implementation; including
mean difference (MD), standard deviation (SD) and t-test value (T). The significant

decision level is set at p<.05, the t-test value is .49.

Table 4.7
Paired-samples T-test of the Pretest, Posttest, and Three Subscales before and after
Prewriting Activities

SLWAI MD SD T p
Pair 1 (pretest-posttest) A1 7 .69 49
Pair-2 (Somatic Anxiety Subscale) 210 1.01 97 34
Pair-3 (Avoidance Behavior Subscale) -71 .92 -.36 12
Pair-4 (Cognitive Anxiety Subscale) .200 .76 1.22 .23

Note; N=22
MD: mean difference

As shown in Table 4.7, the results showed that there was no statistically
significant difference before and after prewriting implementation. However, the mean
difference showed that students slightly lowered their writing anxiety after prewriting

implementation.
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Moreover, the results showed that there was no significant difference on three
subscales. The mean difference of somatic anxiety and cognitive anxiety subscale
indicated that the prewriting activities might slightly reduce participants’ somatic and
cognitive anxiety.

The quantitative finding was different from previous studies (Abu Shawish &
Atea Avdelraheem, 2010; Cheng, 2002; Ismail et.al, 2010; Moheseniasl, 2014). Ismail
et.al (2010) found that ESL tertiary students had high writing anxiety in the writing
process. Most of the participants had writing difficulties and they were fearful of
English writing. Likewise, Moheseniasl (2014) found that intermediate EFL learners
statistically had lower writing anxiety after prewriting instruction. Similarly, Cheng
(2002) found that English-major university students had higher writing anxiety. Abu
Shawish and Atea Avdelraheem (2010) found that higher achievers of EFL university
students were more apprehensive than lower achievers.

Three possible reasons why the participants in present study had moderate
writing anxiety before and after prewriting activities are as follows. First, anxiety is a
personal trait. Students’ writing anxiety could not be changed in the limited ten-week
writing classes. Second, students studied in a private junior high school, which had
foreign and Chinese teachers for their English classes. They were not anxious about
learning English. Last, they volunteered to participate in the after-school English
writing classes. They already knew they would learn writing in the following weeks.
Therefore, they were not fearful before and after prewriting activities.

Even though students had moderate anxiety on SLWAI, prewriting attitude
questionnaire and semi-structured interview showed positive results of decreasing
students’ writing anxiety. According to the prewriting attitude questionnaire item 9,

there was a statistically significant decrease in their writing anxiety. By analyzing the

39



semi-structured interview, students reported their writing anxiety decreased after the
prewriting implementation. Three reasons participants mentioned are included as
follows. First, more than ten students thought they lowered their writing anxiety when
listing words and making wh-questions of the pictures. When they listed words and
made wh-questions, they felt ease and wrote their compositions more smoothly.
Second, seven students mentioned that their anxiety decreased by knowing how to
write the introduction and conclusion part since they did not learn these terms and
usages before. Third, ten students said they decreased writing anxiety because they
became well familiar with two prewriting activities by both in-class practice and
homework for sixteen times.

Similarly, the qualitative finding was consistent with previous studies (Lin & Ho,
2009; Scheweiker-Marra & Marra, 2000) Lin and Ho (2009) examined English
writing anxiety from EFL university students’ perspectives. They found that sixteen
participants had writing anxiety of somatic and cognitive anxiety, such as grading and
time limitation after two-month EFL writing classes. Similarly, Scheweiker-Marra and
Marra (2000) examined the effects of prewriting activities on at-risk fifth grade
students’ writing anxiety. They found that participants released their inner writing

fearfulness after the prewriting treatment.

Participants’ English Writing Performance before and after
the Prewriting Activities
GEPT official holistic scoring scale and GEPT official elementary writing
samples were used as grading criteria. The grading explanation and comments were
adapted from the GEPT official elementary writing samples (see Appendix I).

Moreover, the five-point scores and comments given by the researcher on the four
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paragraphs were validated by the expert from the GEPT official grading program.
After the teacher-researcher graded the participants’ pre-test and post-test, the second
researcher confirmed the grader consistency. Therefore, the scores were validated and
reliable.

Table 4.8 presents the results of the participants’ writing performance, including
participants’ grades, means (M), and standard deviation (SD) before and after
prewriting activities.

Table 4.8

Participants’ Grades, Means, and Standard Deviation before and after Prewriting
Activities

Performance 2 3 4 5 M SD
Pre-test 10 9 3 0 2.68 0.70
Post-test 1 9 11 1 3.55 0.66

Note=22

5= the well-done writing; students barely make mistake
4=the good writing; students sometimes make mistake
3= the readable writing; students make mistake frequently
2= the writing is full of mistakes

As shown in the Table 4.8, the mean of participants’ pre-test score was 2.68. The
mean of participants’ post-test score was 3.55. The result showed that prewriting
activities had a great effect on participants’ writing performance after prewriting
activities (see Appendix J).

Table 4.9 presents the result of the participants’ English writing performance
before and after the prewriting activities, including means (M), standard deviation
(SD) and t-test value (T).

Table 4.9

Paired-samples T-test of the Participants’ English Writing Grades before and after
Prewriting Activities

Performance MD SD T p
Pair 1 (pre-test-post-test) -.864 468 -8.664* .00
Note; N=22

*significant at p <.05
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As shown in the Table 4.9, there was a significant improvement in the
participants’ writing performance after the prewriting activities (p <.05). It showed
that prewriting activities could help students improve their writing performance.

The positive finding of the participants’ writing performance was also consistent
with previous studies (Famhim & Rahimi, 2011; Fowler, 2001; Ibnain, 2011; Lee,
2013; Mahnam & Nejadansari, 2012). Accoridng to Mahnam and Nejadansari (2012),
the result showed that prewriting strategies would enhance L2 advanced learners’
writing achievement after twelve-session explicit prewriting instruction. Similarly,
Fowler (2001) discovered that EFL fifth graders produced better compositions after
receiving training on task-focused prewriting strategies training such as clustering and
free writing. Famhim and Rahimi (2011) found that EFL university students had
better grades after utilizing prewriting activities. Likewise, Lee (2013) found that
concept mapping helped EFL university students to generate more ideas and contents.
In addition, the participants’ organization skills presented in the post-test are better
than pre-test. Moreover, lbnian (2011) found that brainstorming helped tenth grade
students wrote better essays.

The word count is essential in the GEPT elementary writing test. The standard
word count is fifty words per writing. Some of the participants did not pass the
standard word count in their pre-test (see Appendix J). Table 4.11 presents the results
of the participants English writing word count before and after the prewriting
activities, including the range of participants’ word count, means (M), and standard

deviation (SD).
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Table 4.10
Participants” Word Count, Means, and Standard Deviation before and after
Prewriting Activities

Word Count Lower than 50-150 words M SD
50 words
Students in pre-test 3 19 65.45 15.08
Students in post-test 1 21 78.27 22.55

As shown in Table 4.10, three students could not reach the minimum number of
the standard word count in the pre-test. After eight-week prewriting instruction, only
one student could not reach the minimum number of the standard word count in the
post-test. The result showed that most students wrote more contents after prewriting
implementation.

Table 4.11 presents the result of the participants’ English writing word count
before and after the prewriting activities; including the means (M), standard deviation

(SD) and t-test value (T).

Table 4.11
Paired-samples T-test of the Participants’ English Writing Word Count before and
after Prewriting Activities

SLWAI MD SD T p
Pair 1 (pre-test-post-test) -.12.81 19.17 -3.13* .005
Note; N=22

MD: mean difference
*significant at p <.05

As shown in Table 4.11, there was a significant growth of the participants’
writing word count after the implementation of prewriting activities (p<.05). Most
participants could write more after learning prewriting activities.

The finding on the writing length was consistent with the findings of previous
studies (Mogahed, 2013; Voon, 2010; Wei, 2010). Mogahed (2013) found that
prewriting activities encouraged students to write more. Voon (2010) discovered that

brainstorming and role-playing had a great effect on EFL high school students’ word
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production. Students could generate a pool of ideas during the role-play interaction
and wrote more developed arguments in their argumentative essays. Similarly, Wei
(2010) found that elementary school students generated longer and better paragraph
writings after the implementation of listing and drawing. The researcher found that
students word productivity increased by generating more ideas.

According to the prewriting attitude questionnaire, Item 6 (see Table 4.13)
showed that sixteen students (72%) agreed they wrote longer passages after
prewriting activities. According to the semi-structured interview, most students
reported that prewriting activities could help them write better. Two participants said
that they could write down some key words and know the main idea of picture writing.
Two other participants mentioned that they could organize their thoughts by jotting
down the ideas. Three participants said prewriting could help them write faster and
have time checking grammar and sentence structures of their writings.

In sum, the prewriting instruction on listing and wh-questions was associated
with Taiwanese junior high school EFL students’ English writing performance. The
participants produced better picture writings with better holistic scores and increased

the length of writings.

Participants’ Self-rated Degrees of Attitudes toward Prewriting Activities

Table 4.12 shows the results of the participants’ attitude toward prewriting
activities. It includes frequencies of the participants’ five-point Likert scale responses,
means (M) and standard deviation (SD). The attitude questionnaire contains three
subscales, which are attitude toward prewriting activities, improvements of writing

performance and decreasing writing anxiety.
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Table 4.12

Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviation of Prewriting Attitude Questionnaire

Attitude toward Prewriting activities 1 2 3 4 5 M SD
2. Get more ideas to write. 1 0 1 17 3 3.95 a7
3. Sketch the thoughts into words by 3 1 2 13 3 355 1.20
using listing and asking wh-questions.
5. Think of more thoughts into words by 0 0 0 15 7 4.32 A7
using listing and asking wh-questions.
7. Like all prewriting activities we 0 8 1 9 4 341 115
practiced in this semester.
8. Like English writing more. 1 6 2 9 4 341 119
Improvements of writing performance 1 2 3 4 5 M SD
1. Clarify my raw thoughts. 1 2 1 14 4 3.82 .98
4. Use correct grammar to write a 1 0 1 14 6 4.09 .85
composition.
6. Write longer passages. 1 5 0 11 5 3.64 119
Decreasing writing anxiety 1 2 4 M SD
9. Feel less nervous when seeing English 1 1 0 14 6 4.05 .93
picture writing.

Mean 3.80

As shown in Table 4.12, the mean of the attitude questionnaire was 3.80. It

indicated that the participants’ attitude toward prewriting was positive (M>3).

Table 4.13 shows the results of the participants’ attitude toward the three

subscales, including “attitude toward prewriting activities,” “improvements of writing

performance,” and ““decreasing writing anxiety” subscales. It includes means (M) and

standard deviation (SD).

Table 4.13

Means and Standard Deviation on the Three Subscales of Prewriting Attitude

Questionnaire

Attitude Questionnaire M SD
Attitude toward Prewriting activities 3.73 .96
Improvements of writing performance 3.85 1.01
Decreasing writing anxiety 4.05 93
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As shown in Table 4.13, in the first subscale, “Attitude toward Prewriting
activities”, the participants responded to five items, and the mean was 3.73. In the
second subscale, “Improvements of writing performance,” the participants responded to
three items, and the mean was 3.85. In the third subscale, “Decreasing writing
anxiety,” the participants responded to one item, and the mean was 4.05. In general,
most participants agreed that prewriting could help them have positive attitudes
toward writing, improve their writing performance and decrease their writing anxiety.
In particular, the participants showed more positive attitudes toward “decreasing
writing anxiety,” than “improvement of writing performance” and “attitude toward
prewriting activities.”

Table 4.14 presents the results of the top-three items and bottom-three items of
the attitude questionnaire after prewriting implementation, including means (M) and

standard deviation (SD).

Table 4.14
Ranking, Descriptions, Means, and Standard Deviation of the Top Three Items and
Bottom Three items of Prewriting Attitude Questionnaire

Top Three Items

Ranking  Items descriptions M SD

1 5. Think of more contents to write when seeing the 4.32 47
picture.

2 4. Use correct grammar to write a composition. 4.09 .85

3 9. Feel less nervous when seeing English picture 4.05 93
writing.

Bottom Three Items

Ranking  Item descriptions M SD

1 7. Like all prewriting activities we practiced in this 341 115
semester.
8. Like English writing more. 341  1.19

2 3. Sketch the thoughts into words by using listing and 355 1.20
asking wh-questions.

3 6. Write longer passages 364 119
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As shown in Table 4.14, the participants’ self-rated attitudes toward prewriting
were higher on Item 5 (M=4.32), Item 4 (M=4.09), and Item 9 (M=4.05). The results
of the attitude questionnaire showed that participants would think of more content to
write when they saw English picture writings (Item 5), use correct grammar to write a
composition (Item 4), and to be less worried when seeing English picture writings
(Item 9). To sum up, the participants had more positive attitudes on the attitude
subscale (Item 5), writing performance subscale (ltem 4), and writing anxiety
subscale (Item 9).

On the other hand, the participants’ self-rated attitudes toward prewriting were
lower on Item 7(M= 3.41), Item 8 (M=3.41), Item 3 (M=3.55), and Item 6 (M= 3.64).
The attitude questionnaire showed that students agreed least that they liked all
prewriting strategies mentioned in the class (Item 7), liked English writing more (Item
8), sketched the thoughts into words by using two prewriting strategies (Item 3), and
wrote longer English writing passages (Item 6). Surprisingly, all bottom three items
were higher than the average mean (3.00), which indicated that half of the participants
had positive attitudes toward these items. In Item 7 and Item 8, thirteen students (59%)
agreed they liked two prewriting activities which they practiced in the semester and
they liked English writing more. In Item 3, sixteen students (72%) agreed that they
would sketch their thoughts into words by two prewriting activities. In Item 6, sixteen
students (72%) agreed that they wrote longer passages.

Items 10 and 12 in the prewriting attitude questionnaire were open-ended
questions designed to elicit the difficulties the participants had; moreover, the

prewriting strategies students would use were investigated.
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Item 10 asked the participants if they had any difficulties during prewriting. Four
difficulties that students mentioned by students. First, three students mentioned they
had difficulties with sentence production. This problem could be linked together with
lacking knowledge of sentence structures. Some students asked for the
teacher-researcher’s help composing the sentences during class practice. The majority
of participants wrote easy words in the listing part because they had difficulties
writing down the exact phrases and sentences to express the pictures due to their
limited knowledge of sentence production. Second, two students had difficulties of
the lack of vocabulary. The listed words in prewriting sheet were not enough for them
to finish the plots of picture writing. Teacher-researcher had to give them enough
linguistic help for the topics. Students should gain vocabulary knowledge by teacher’s
guidance. Third, two students had difficulties of the lack of organization skills.
Teacher-researcher had to teach them the organization phrases explicitly during the
writing class. Fourth, five students had difficulties due to the limited time. The limited
time for participants to write picture writings was 35 minutes. Therefore, some
participants wrote rough conclusions because of the limited time.

Item 12 asked the participants’ preferable prewriting activities before they wrote
picture writings. Eight students (36%) reported that they preferred using listing. There
were three reasons why listing was chosen. Firstly, two students mentioned they could
write fewer words but get the ideas in the fastest way. Second, five students
mentioned listing was easier than asking wh-questions. Third, two students mentioned
listing could help them not only generate ideas but also organize thoughts. Eight
students (36%) commented that they liked wh-questions generation. There were two
reasons for them choosing wh-questions generation. First, five students mentioned

that they got used to use these wh-questions when they studied English. Therefore,
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they could use the familiar wh- words to generate ideas more easily. Second, three
students mentioned that using wh-words could relieve their pressure when they wrote
in English; that is, using wh-words was not difficult for them when facing English
tasks. Six students (28%) commented that they liked both prewriting activities. These
students commented that they loved both prewriting activities and thought these
prewriting activities were meaningful to learn as writing strategies.

The positive findings of the participants’ attitude toward prewriting activities
were also consistent with previous studies (Rao, 2007; Schuyler, 2006; Wei, 2010).
Rao (2007) used attitude surveys to explore EFL college students’ writing perceptions.
The results found that students had positive attitude toward brainstorming. Schuyler
(2006) used attitude surveys to explore seventh graders’ attitudes. The results found
that students responded positively about graphic organizers since prewriting helped
students organize their thoughts faster. Similarly, Wei’s study (2010) showed that
elementary students in Taiwan held positive attitudes toward listing and drawing; the
prewriting activities helped young learners learn English writing.

In conclusion, the results of this study showed that prewriting activities had
limited effects on junior high school EFL students’ English writing anxiety but they
had positive effects on English writing performance. Moreover, the students held
positive attitudes towards prewriting activities. The students might be worried about

sentence production, vocabulary, organization skills, and time limitations.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

This chapter concludes the investigation of the present study. Summary of the
major findings, pedagogical implications, limitations of this study, and suggestions for

future studies are also included.

Summary of the Major Findings

The present study examined the influence of prewriting strategies, listing and
asking wh-questions on twenty-two junior high school EFL students’ self-rated
degrees of English writing anxiety before and after the implementation of prewriting
activities. Moreover, their English writing performance before and after the
implementation of prewriting activities was examined. This study also analyzed the
students’ attitudes toward these activities and the difficulties they encountered during

prewriting. The major findings are summarized in the following sections.

Participants’ Self-rated Degrees of English Writing Anxiety before Prewriting
Activities

The descriptive results of the SLWAI showed that the seventh-grade participants
had moderate degrees of English writing anxiety before the prewriting
implementation. The descriptive results of the SLWAI showed that the participants’
writing anxiety was higher on the cognitive anxiety subscale before the prewriting
implementation. That is, students felt more anxious when writing under time pressure
and thinking about the improper expressions of writings. Some students mentioned in

the semi-structured interview that they had writing anxiety before the writing class.
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They did not know how to generate ideas and use subordinated conjunctions to

connect their ideas. Time limitation caused students’ English writing anxiety as well.

The Differences between the Participants’ Self-rated Degrees of Writing Anxiety
before and after the Implementation of Prewriting Activities

The descriptive results of the SLWAI showed that the seventh-grade participants
had moderate degrees of English writing anxiety after the prewriting implementation.
The results of the paired-samples t-test showed that there was no significant
difference between the participants’ self-rated degrees of writing anxiety before and
after the implementation of prewriting activities. However, the means of the
paired-sampled t-test had decreased after prewriting activities. That is, the
implementation of prewriting slightly decreased the participants’ overall writing
anxiety. Moreover, the results of the paired-samples t-test of the three subscales of
SLWAI also showed that there was no significant difference before and after the
implementation of prewriting activities. However, the means of pair-sampled t-test
had decreased on the somatic anxiety subscale and the cognitive anxiety subscale.
That is, the implementation of prewriting activities slightly lowered the participants’
somatic anxiety and cognitive anxiety.

Students reported in prewriting attitude questionnaire and semi-structured
interview that they lowered their writing anxiety. They felt ease when being familiar
with prewriting strategies. Moreover, they felt less stressed when they knew how to

write introduction and conclusion of writings.
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The Differences between the Participants’ English Writing Performance
before and after the Implementation of Prewriting Activities

The results of the pair-samples t-test showed that there was a significant
difference in the participants’ English writing performance before and after the
implementation of prewriting activities. The finding indicated that prewriting
activities could help the participants improve their writing quality and get higher
grades. Moreover, the results of the pair-samples t-test showed that there was a
significant difference in the length of the participants’ paragraphs before and after the
implementation of prewriting activities.

In addition, according to the analysis of the semi-structured interviews, students
mentioned that prewriting activities helped them write better compositions than before.
It showed that prewriting activities could help the participants to have more ideas and

thus write longer paragraphs.

The Participants’ Attitudes toward Prewriting Activities

The majority of the participants showed positive attitudes toward prewriting
activities. The descriptive results of the attitude subscale showed that most of the
participants agreed that the use of prewriting activities helped them get more ideas,
sketch their thoughts into words, like prewriting activities, and like English writing
more. The descriptive results of the performance improvements subscale showed that
most of the participants agreed that they could clarify the raw thoughts, use correct
grammar to write a composition, and write longer passages. Moreover, the descriptive
result of the decreasing writing anxiety subscale showed that most of the participants

felt less nervous of picture writings.
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The results of the open-ended questions also showed four difficulties the
participants encountered during the prewriting process— the sentence production, lack
of vocabulary, lack of organization skills, and the time limitation. In addition, most
students liked the prewriting activities they practiced in the semester. Eight students
liked listing. Eight students liked asking wh-questions. Six students liked both
prewriting activities. In sum, the students agree to use their preferable prewriting

activities before they write English writings in the future.

Pedagogical Implications

The main implication of this study is that the junior high school English teachers
in Taiwan can use prewriting activities to help the JHS EFL students improve their
English writing. In addition, prewriting activities can help the students who want to
pass the elementary-level GEPT writing test. Moreover, prewriting activities can
slightly ease students’ English writing anxiety during writing English compositions.
With systematic prewriting instruction, even the beginning writers such as the seventh
graders in this study can do their English writings in an easy and fast way.

To implement prewriting strategies in the writing process, writing teachers are
suggested to pay attention to the following. First, prewriting training is necessary.
Before students write their compositions, writing teachers need to demonstrate how to
do prewriting activities. In addition, teachers should provide enough time for EFL
students to generate ideas in English. It is suggested that writing teachers make
flexible lesson plans for beginners and give clear instructions and guidelines about the
purpose of prewriting activities. Moreover, teachers should control the prewriting
time before prewriting activities. Students may spend too much time doing prewriting

but forget to write the compositions. Finally, students should be allowed to seek help
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from writing teachers since they are not familiar with prewriting activities. In
particular, for lower-level students, writing teachers are suggested to have writing
conferences with them to help them improve their prewriting problems.

For presenting the topic-related words and sentences in English, writing teachers
can provide dictionaries for students to look up unfamiliar words. In addition, group
prewriting discussions are beneficial for students to overcome the problems of
vocabulary and sentence production. In sum, students are encouraged to use
prewriting strategies such as listing and asking wh-questions during their writing

process in the future.

Limitations of the Study

The present study had five major limitations. First, the teacher-researcher taught
only two prewriting activities during the ten-week English writing classes. Since there
was time limitation, the teacher-researcher only used the most common and easiest
prewriting activities like listing and asking wh-questions to examine the effects of
students’ English writing performance and English writing anxiety.

Second, there were only 22 seventh-grade participants in a private junior high
school in central Taiwan in the study. Concerning the small amount of students and
the high concentration of their residence in one area, the results might not be a good
representation of the entirety of junior high school EFL students in Taiwan.

Third, the within group comparison of effects on English writing anxiety and
English writing performances had its limitations. Other factors in the learning

contexts may have impact on the results of the study.
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Fourth, in view of the short-term ten-week study, the time was not long enough
for examining long-term effects of prewriting on English writing anxiety. In addition,
the teacher-researcher was not the participants’ English teacher in the school. Students
might not have any writing anxiety due to the fact that the teacher-researcher was not
the actual evaluator of their English writing.

Last, the participants’ attitudes toward prewriting activities might not have been
explored thoroughly due to the time limitation of interview time. Therefore, the
results of the prewriting and semi-structured interview might not be complete nor

detailed enough to explain the participants’ attitudes toward prewriting activities.

Suggestions for Future Research

The use of prewriting activities in Taiwanese junior high school EFL classes is
still uncommon. The present study only examined the effects of listing and asking
wh-questions on JHS EFL school students’ English writing anxiety and English
writing performance. There are more prewriting activities which have been found
beneficial in L1 and L2 writing. The studies of the effects of other prewriting
activities on students’ writing need to be investigated.

Second, many studies of prewriting implementation focused on the effects of
advanced level and university students’ writings (Fahim & Rahimi, 2011;
Hashempour & Behjat, 2015; Hemn, 2010; Huang, 2006; Ismail, 2010; Lao, 2013;
Lee, 2013; Mahnam & Nejadansari; 2012; Reima, 2009). The effects of prewriting
activities on beginners like elementary school students can be investigated as well.

Third, the one-group discussion of the present study was limited for explaining
the effects of prewriting on students’ writing performance and students’ writing
anxiety. The two-group comparison of prewriting activities needs to be investigated as

well.
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Finally, it is suggested that future studies examine the long-term effects of
prewriting activities on EFL students’ English writing anxiety and English writing
performance. Due to the short research duration, the findings of the present study only
revealed the short term effects of prewriting activities. The participants of the present
study only had eight weeks of prewriting practices. It is suggested that future studies
can provide the participants enough time to practice prewriting so the participants’
attitudes toward prewriting activities can be explored further. In addition, the
researchers of future studies can provide more detailed interviews for exploring
participants’ thoughts.

In conclusion, this study investigated the effects of prewriting activities on JHS
EFL students’ English writing anxiety and English writing performance; moreover,
the attitudes toward prewriting activities were investigated as well. There are still
many relevant issues to be discussed for implementing prewriting activities on EFL

students in Taiwan.
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Appendix A

Second Language Writing Anxiety Questionnaire (English Version)

Dear students:

Thank you for participating in this study. The purpose of this study is to
investigate the effects of prewriting activities on English writing performance
and English writing anxiety. The results of the study will only be used for
academic study. Please respond to the following questions according to your
own opinions and experiences.

Teacher Carrie Shen

Part I: Basic Personal Background Information

1.

Gender:

o Male o Female

How long have you been learning English?

O over 7 years O over 5-7 years o over3-5 years o 1-3 years
Have you taken any classes or lessons about English composition?
oNo O Yes

Have you ever taken GEPT?

oNo O Yes

If yes, when did you pass the GEPT?

0 2014 02013 0 2012

What is your level?

o Elementary o Intermediate o High-intermediate

Your score:
Listening
Reading
Writing
Speaking
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Part I1: Second Language Writing Anxiety Scale
For the following items, please indicate you answer with a check.

aa4besip Ajbuons

saabesig

|ed1naN

9a4by

gaube A|buons

1. While writing English compositions, I’m not nervous.

2. | feel my heart pounding when | write English compositions
under time pressure.

3. While writing English compositions, | feel worry and uneasy
if 1 know they will be evaluated.

4. | choose to write down my thoughts in English compositions.

5. While writing English compositions, | worry that | would use
expressions and sentence patterns improperly.

6. | try to avoid writing English compositions.

7. My mind goes blank when | start to work on English
compositions.

8. Idon’t worry that my English compositions are worse than
others’.

9. I tremble or perspire when | write English compositions
under time pressure.

10. If my English compositions are to be evaluated, | would
worry about getting a poor grade.

11. When | write English compositions, my ideas and words
flow smoothly.

12. | try to avoid situations in which | have to write English
compositions.

13. My thoughts become jumbled when | write English
compositions under time constraint.

14. Unless | have to write in English, I would not use English to
write compositions.

15. | feel panic when I write English compositions under time

constraint.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

While writing English compositions, | worry that the ways |
express and organize my ideas do not conform to the norm
of English writing.

I’'m afraid that the other students would deride my English
compositions if they read it.

| freeze up when unexpectedly asked to write English
compositions.

I would try to excuse myself if asked to write English
compositions.

When | write English compositions, my mind is clear.

I don’t worry about what other people would think of my
English compositions.

| seek every possible chance to write English compositions
outside of class.

| feel my body rigid and tense when | write English
compositions.

I’m afraid of my English compositions being chosen as a
sample for discussion in class.

| feel comfortable and at ease when writing English
compositions.

I’m not afraid that my English compositions would be rated
as poor.

| seek every opportunity to use English to write

compositions.

aa4besip Ajbuons

[l

L]
0 O

salbesIq

|edInaN

[ O

9a4by

Adapted from Cheng, Y. S. (2004). A measure of second language writing anxiety:

Scale development and preliminary validation. Journal of Second Language Writing.

13, 313-335.
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Second Language Writing Anxiety Questionnaire
$-#TRBITERKH E (Chinese Version)
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Scale development and preliminary validation. Journal of Second Language Writing.

13, 313-335.

68

e T e |

oo dogngaoan



Appendix B
GEPT Holistic Scoring Guidelines
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Adopted from https://www.gept.org.tw/index.asp

GEPT official website elementary writing test score explanation
GEPT 2 A & fg | = b 5 157 % # B P’
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Appendix C

Prewriting Attitude Questionnaire (English version)

29 z 2

&

s & & 3

Q = oY)

< 8 =

)

£
Prewriting activities make me... .

@D
1. clarify my raw thoughts...............coooiiiiiiii O O O O™
2. getmoreideasto Write........o.ovviiiniiniiii e, O O O 0O
3. sketch the thoughts into words by using listing and asking wh-

QUESEIONS. ..., I [ [ N B

4. use correct grammar to write a composition. ..................... O 0O O O
5. think of more thoughts to write when seeing the picture. ...... O O O 0O
6. write longer passages................cooiiiiiii O O O O
7. like all prewriting activities we practiced in this semester....... O O O O
8. like English writing more............oooviiiiiiiiiiiiei e O 0O 0O 0O
9. feel less nervous when seeing English picture writing............ O O O O

10. Did you have any difficulties when doing prewriting activities?

9010y A|Buons

O 0o oo oo OO

11. Do you have any suggestions for the teacher-researcher about prewriting classes?

12. Do you prefer using “listing” and “wh-questions generation” before writing?
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Prewriting Attitude Questionnaire
B TH 5 8 B B ¥ (Chinese Version)
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Appendix D

Consent Form (Chinese Version)
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Appendix E

Pre-test
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Adopted from https://www.lttc.ntu.edu.tw/geptpracticee.htm

GEPT Elementary Online Practice Writing
(GEPT 2R Hf# B AR [ 3R 5 &)
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Appendix F
Post-test
E2BITRY A

TT%

e

Listing

Introduction:

Conclusion:

1* picture

2" picture

3"picture

Question generation

Introduction:

Conclusion:

1% picture (Who, What, When, Where, How, Why?)

2" picture (Who, What, When, Where, How, Why?)

3" picture (Who, What, When, Where, How, Why?)

74




> AEHA 5B TG

FEEH > IREISE(Kaohsiung) RSt - TEZIRERATES) - SR ELE R
R—R& 50 R

LA i R v

-fff;ff/'f Py,
AN

.rf.rlr’“_. e !

NN N .

;3 N — W
(P>

v

Adopted from https://www.lttc.ntu.edu.tw/geptpracticee.htm
GEPT Elementary Online Practice Writing

(GEPT £ A Zf@ B L #0044R |- #4R 4 28

75


https://www.lttc.ntu.edu.tw/geptpracticee.htm

Appendix G

Semi-structured Interview Questions

Did you use any prewriting activities for the first and last writing test?
If you did, what methods did you do?
If you didn’t, can you explain why you didn’t use prewriting activities?

FHRRG ¥ - Afrd - B IERKRET BIERRY HHE?
ek G #F o IR ¥ R— fEeL?

(listing 7| #/ asking wh-questions # #* )
-&r’-‘i:n,),}a%?’f"”llj—n J‘r,xﬁ'n,,,}alé'i’f‘?

Do you think the prewriting activities helped you write better English composition?
Why?
R R BT RRY EH T e e (T B 4FE? L P AD

Have you ever had writing anxiety? Why or why not?

R R RRINBICHEEE? 5P ALY

How did you feel during your first and last English writing tests?

Did you feel anxious while composing through pictures?

Why or why not?

m Ay - = Féﬂf"'ﬁhw E YRR LAY

i T—L-L_Jﬁ Bl Y (Fenie= By ( 1 F%)FE’:F B 5 g:;év%‘?
Lo v ?

Do you think prewriting activities help to reduce writing anxiety? Why or why

not?

A BITmRY S F R CBITERE? 2 PA?

What positive/negative comments do you have on the prewriting activities and
writing through pictures?
Any suggestions?

FREHSARBERRY EHG ERE R/ 6 RE?
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Appendix H

Lesson Plan for the First Instruction Session- Listing

Topic: Prewriting instruction: Listing (as example)

Length of the lesson 60 minutes

Affiliated Junior High School of Tunghai University

Location
. Medium size (20 students
Class size ( )
Skills Writing (Prewriting strategies instruction)

Beginning Composition through practice written by
J.B.Heation. 2005

Materials/Aids

Time Teacher’s Activities Students’ Activities Teaching materials
Warm up
000-005 »  Teacher briefly Listen to the teacher and
introduces the share their opinions and ask
definition of questions if any.
“prewriting
activities”.
005-010 »  Teacher briefly Share their writing
introduces the experiences about listing
definition of practice.
“listing”
Lead-in stage
010-025 »  Distribute two Have two handouts in hand Handouts
handouts — picture  and raise their hands to give 1. Picture
and listing worksheet. answers to the teacher. 2. Listing worksheet

»  Lead the class
discussion over
listing the words/
phrases
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025-040 »  Combine listing Listen to the explanation Handouts
words/phrases to  and follow the teacher’s 1. Writing worksheet
several sentences.  instruction

»  Grammar
instruction
(past tense)

Production

040-060 » Combine sentences Combine their sentences Their final handout of
into a narrative and add more sentences on  writing
writing. their own.

» Givepraise toall  Hand their final writing

students for their
efforts for the first
writing practice.

handouts to teacher.

The End of The Class
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Lesson Plan for the Second Instruction Session- Asking wh-questions

Topic: Prewriting instruction: asking wh-questions (as example)

Length of the lesson | 60 minutes
Location Affiliated Junior High School of Tunghai University
Class size Medium size (20 students)
Skills Writing (Prewriting strategies instruction)
Beginning Composition through practice written b
Materials/Aids : -g P ne Y
J.B.Heation. 2005
Time Teacher’s Activities Students’ Activities Teaching materials
Warm up
000-005 »  Teacher briefly Listen to the teacher and
reviews the share their opinions and ask
definition of questions if any.
“prewriting
activities”.

005-010 »  Teacher briefly
introduces the
definition of
“asking
wh-questions”.

Share their writing
experiences about

wh-questions practice.

Lead-in stage

010-020 »  Distribute two
handouts — picture
and wh-questions

Have two handouts in hand Handouts
and raise their hands to give 1. Picture

answers to the teacher.

2. wh-questions

worksheet. worksheet
» Lead the class
discussion
020-25 »  Grammar Listen to the explanation Handouts
instruction review and follow the teacher’s 1. Writing worksheet
(past tense) instruction
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025-040 »  Time sequence Answer the teachers’ Handouts
review question about time
sequence conjunctions

Production

040-060 > Combine sentences Combine their sentences Their final handout of
into a narrative and add more sentences on  writing
writing. their own.

» Givepraisetoall  Hand their final writing
students for their ~ handouts to teacher.
efforts for the sixth
writing practice.

The End of The Class
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APPENDIX |
GEPT Grading Samples

AW BB TR

EMEER > fREERE(Kaohsiung) IRIER ST » T HRIRERATEE) - HIRRELE A
R4 50 FHYE T -

.n'..f;.*fff "x;,,ﬂ,-ffj
.( || S Y
: gilailss 'F*hﬁy
ﬂrn B<S)
&'33 llul‘ o
EHh éEé,H 7N 2

oA LREAEMP LR AR 2k FHT a0

| had a joyful time in Kaohsiung last weekend. On Friday, | arrived to
Kaohsiung train station at nineteen past three p.m. | was very excited on that day.
My cousin went to pick me up. The second day was a rainy day. We stayed at home
and played cards all day. I won the games. | felt really happy. In surprise, Sunday
was a sunny day. We went to a beach and played balls there. It was very hot, but it
was also the happiest day during this vacation. Even if there was a full day staying
at my cousin’s house, it was still my best vacation ever. (109 = )

g BRI A RIA RARELFRAT AL ST 22 LW P

£

A AREFEAZHEPZER ;22 FRFF LA PERF L

Last Friday, | went to Kaohsiung to visit my aunt. My aunt took us to her
house. Saturday morning, Ben, Jenny, and | were playing cards. Because of the
raining, we were chatting at the living room all day. The next day, we went to the
beach. We had a lot of fun. We played the beach ball and swam and even walk in the
sea. It was a great sunny day. | hope I can visit there every weekend. (80 =)

T R IRR AR LA BEwak AT 83 ) 5 B
s %;ﬁffi&\),gﬁgnﬁ; y < F’TJ:;EJI'E’E ifi)llﬁ}%ﬂii& g;&" .ﬁ’_% , z ééggg_«ﬁgﬁw o

JaA: ARTEMPLER RANRIEL G 2T FEFHE BB

81



Last week | went to my anty’s house for holidays. We got there at three
nighteen p.m. It’s rainy at Saturday. We played card in the room. It’s a little bit
boring. But Sunday morning is a great hot day. My anty bought us a beach ball. We
went to beach and played so many game. These is my greated holiday ever. (62 )

I OB A RGBS PN F o FioH F 5 3 5 4 b4 nighteen”, “anty”,
“greated”,’game i v A Hc s ; PF AL d 2 ;Y% 2 IR A7V "Sunday morning is...” »
ERAEE N R o eI (Theseis...) Bk 2 2fcfHF T 4
8 o

2B AT FMP 2R R A E TG AEATRSF L E T EY
FEF A F R AR

Last week, | went to Kaohsiung to find my friend. Next day is rainny so we play
card inside, at Sundy is sunny we went to beach and play in the ocean, | had happy
time last week. (38 =)

T CRRAFCR B PEEES B(F- 0 S8 Rl F D o
BeRIR AN % 2 93 SN AR ) RBEE R Y 2 F(F SRRt &
# BE) > #1£7 & (at Sunday is sunny...) » # F & f(rainny, Sundy) » I A E & K
F#IFOFF AT
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APPENDIX J
Students Grades and Word Count

before and after Prewriting Activities

Students No.

Pre-test

Post-test

© 00 N O O b W N -

N T N T S e e S e S N e e
N B © © O N o U1~ W N kP O

2 (53 words)
2 (62 words )
3 (80 words)
3 (49 words)
3 (54 words)
2 (69 words)
2 (50 words)
3 (64 words)
2 (48 words)
4 (82 words)
2 (55 words)
3 (54 words)
4 (92 words)
3 (58 words)
2 (49 words)
3 (74 words)
3 (98 words)
3 (81 words)
4 (87 words)
2 (61 words)
2 (50 words )
2 (70 words)

4 (81 words)
3 (112 words)
4 (105 words)
4 (63 words)
4 (77 words)
3 (73 words)
2 (38 words)
4 (77 words)
3 (66 words)
4 (70 words)
3 (52 words)
4 (76 words)
5 (119 words)
4 (86 words)
3 (52 words)
4 (124 words)
3 (80 words)
4 (111 words)
4 (75 words)
3 (62 words)
3 (54 words)
3 (69 words)
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APPENDIX K
Examples of Students’ Pre-test, Post-test Writing,
and Prewriting Sheet

Student A’s Pre-test Writing

RAR T 3 X B HERAE P2 words
% RXBHERDA
Score:

2RERD B BRI RA

EEZLE - (REIE(Kaohsiung) BRI « TIHZIFERED  FERIBESE
B—RAT 50 FRYREREER -

,Z'Lw te

’//'/// //,’//
-1 N5 N N N L
//// 1/'1 ,///,/
I 7P / ,
/1/’

EHH BN 2HH

D 1 vent to ""V cousin’s _house in Konohsiimc’ lost weelc.

T hoe alot of fun of thee. I orrived of 3: Gom in__
IU\St Fhl“*y
chohs)un v I+’ raining_outside , o we ’olalveo{ carchs Sor

*C}“ dcx;}; Ma‘ybe 7t JUOL(‘}D( bur?n%‘ for youk, but Z_’i very

% 7
ho.pp./ Yor Winling the pome. It's o Sunny o{L\\/ Aﬂqat
(2 - J I 7

SALMo(a/\/. Just  Jiked the. ’Photo‘ we Ip/a/yed outside of the

\790&}(\ ﬂ\e waves  were \Very smoaﬂq, whl‘t}\ mag{ﬁ me fee/,_

reaj/,/ relax Tor Stxﬁmm;r@ in ?‘/45 decw ocean , ﬁv;s wds
the Ffun vacation I hod last wgef/

- 1 ) nL}f{ rf?‘z
atpeRsH R EH, p3REABREAZR ] 2 UHAR PR A
23 ¥
RS SR % B \_

84



Student A’s Post-test Writing

I q womlb

Score: 5

2RI B F AF R

ERZ2H - frERdE(Kaohsiung) KT b - ’Fﬁ%{ﬂ?ﬁ}f&‘ﬁf% » GHARIEGE LS
F—R# 50 FHRIfEEER -

3% 3 %5 44 4k B A (post-test)

2T

x M oy ‘m/ﬁul time fo K“ohsmnsa logt weele .

m/v fc\st tl’wee days \JMLTTW\\I rmrT\/eok KmOhﬁ(LV)&A tron

station of nineteen fmst three om . I \ins vay @afr’

on 't}m‘t ofouv M\} colrsN wenﬁ 1o )QIJQ,CL Mme (AR - T}\e suono(

Aa\/ wns o oty olay.\x)e stm/eo( ot home and ;]a\/w\ cards
all olqy fon9~ T won the games T kelt reoHy ho\r‘p[y becanse
of thf. In surprise | Sun&ay Was_o sy Aa}r We vent,
to o beadh and lﬂ'cxyeo( balls of there . It yos ver(/ hot
jf\rou&ah ouf the o{a)/ Jbut Tt was ose the h&ﬂﬁesfx fz\a/v in

thes  uocatron. Een of there wos o Foll dm/ s?faymg) at aty

cousins’ howse , it was ol ny best vacation ever.

e~ S x1tg 12E Kheo 24F 2 - HE
£ piaedeh. XA R BRR, P R L A R &

/ \
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Student A’s Prewriting Sheet

Introduction: |osC fhree o{cxy; vacilion 1% picture

1 ho.()( Ut'tVT,D to Ko\th‘Mn«“gx . a tromn stalion T KC‘D}\S]LAW
Conclusion: '
Even ¥ there WS & r‘ou’n)/

day , 7t was stil| my hest

Vocolion  eveY.

« ’?OUY' }yeof»'(e/

3 . 7t ws ninefeen }?(LS'C three p-m

N

4 CX(CT t(ﬂg 5. FTTOL\‘/

2" picture 3"picture
e romy clay Joa sunny o(o\,y 4\sw7mmmﬁ sailg
2. beach % vocks

7o ‘OTV( O\Y\\i d\f(&z }wys
2.}t b-the |ast dﬂy

3. Worry 4, '”C‘PFY i many cards

Question generation

Introduction: T hed o )'oy&u\ time 1o Kau}\sﬂmg on my

Jast T)qree \/&wi on «

Conclusion: _

Even 1% ﬂ\«a was o Tull d“y >fayfﬂy ot m/

consing’ %ou\se>;t was stil] my best Vacalion ever .

1* picture (Who, Where, When, What, How?)

\/\)he%@ﬁ% ances )f)w;/ @7

2" picture (Who. Where, When, What. How?)

\/\J}\eﬂ d?ll Vo 0o ‘H’\ey—e,).,

B picture (Who, Where, When, What, How?)

\/\)hﬁt ULT& yl)v\ o{u w?ﬂ’\ Tyow co()»ﬁ?ns‘z
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Student B’s Pre-test Writing

RAM T HAXFFRE ) /?)

%X BB A wor ds

2RARMEBERERAR

HEEE - (REIRHE(Kaohsiung) (IR ST « THZIFEREED  FRE EE
H—R#9 50 FAYMAERC -

Score:

R ey
N i

Q"

e~
#'l‘ (7] ll Il"i

S
y!l v«&’\_

B IR EH
with Y“)/
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\ e o B2ty -9 2
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Student B’s Post-test Writing

8 ] wovﬂlé

Score: A’ ; 3 E A 1 E A (post-test)
2RIEBDEE L ERA

AR - fRETRE(Kaohsiung) FRE DG » N IZARIFEA S - SRR talE
F—Fa# 50 FRIfERBET - .

2HH

LasT F)’fclay T went to kao hsiung

—

o vig ny () G\U\Vlf y aupnt Jruo) us To
L\6’)/ )’1001{(0 /\gcd"'\V’CIO\Y movry Vle B)PV\))O/IV\\/
and I Wﬁe DQ\/ ng Cords, Becowe of Fh o
YCA\V\MQ,V\/(? w(?}’e d«affmq at ﬂLp

Lving Yoo )The next _day, We went
15 ‘e beathrarid we hed o bt & G
\A/e ayec/ +)’1€ l)éac}\ )9 // d\\”aof swa
Jaround each others and even vw\)’j
in the <ea. Tt was o oregt Ay

\ e .
aav. b zxd/m? I (an \/157L A@VP every
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Student B’s Prewriting Sheet

Listing

e
Introduction: ('/')/‘ d’
(

Train sfation
Conclusion: e
a great day '
5Mnh>’ c{a/
90 hogme
Fo ke o tront

o ¥

say

/ \
Laor’xﬁmhg

he PPy @m/d’l‘m?

on the Fre

aun t

o
g 00d b‘)/<<j

my aunt W\\/ou/:)/l\f); h
e f. Il

5 FY /\d; 0/

f}f'picture l’c)\olljl‘uhj Hram 3

/‘l
T

My aunt’s sop’

’ 1
2™ picture Cards  plagng

QEVI £ 51‘5#13)/ "jey]},\\,/
P P S [
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