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Abstract

Co-authoring is a type of cooperative writing which requires students to cooperate in order to write. The present study is
carried out to see whether cooperative writing affects students’ levels of writing ability, writing apprehension, writing
self-efficacy, and writing WTC. Two intact classes have participated in this study. A conventional group (n= 31), and a
cooperative (n= 36) participated in the study. The students in the experimental group were writing essays in groups of
four, helping each other during the process of writing; on the other hand, in the control group, the whole procedure was
done individually. The analysis of the data revealed that the writing ability of the students in cooperative group improved
significantly more than that of the students in the conventional group. The further analysis showed the superiority of
cooperative writing classes in the affective domain. The results of the present study shed more light on the efficiency of
cooperative writing in terms of both writing ability and affective factors. A set of pedagogical implications are also
provided.
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1. Introduction

In the third millennium, communication in English is not limited to speaking in the streets of inner circle countries;
today, communication is done both written, using Email, websites, and wikis, and orally through video conferencing as
well as conventional face to face. Thus in order to communicate in English, language learner should be able to write as
well as speak to be able to express his ideas on different occasions. However, writing is the most complex language skill
which requires the students to have appropriate cognitive strategies, verbal information, appropriate motivation,
knowledge of writing conventions, and knowledge of how to put these into practice (Byrne, 1993; Harmer, 2006; Latif,
2007; Maclntyre, & Gardner, 1989; Richards & Renandya, 2002).

Different pedagogical measures are taken to reduce the cognitive and affective pressures which are imposed upon the
second language writers. One of these attempts to facilitate the process of language learning is the utilization of
cooperative language learning principles. Cooperative learning has been proven to be better than conventional learning
which is individualistic in nature (Gaith, 2001). It is accepted that students working together gain more than those who
work individually (Kagan, 1986; Slavin, 1987). Cooperative learning principles have been used in foreign language
classes. In cooperative foreign language classes, the amount of interaction and communication in L2 is maximized
(Deen, 1991; Doughty & Pica, 1986; Long & Porter, 1985). Kagan (1992) calls this boost in production the
“simultaneity principle”. As supported by interaction hypothesis (Hatch, 1978; Long 1981), output hypothesis (Swain,
1985), and ZPD notion of WWgotsky, interaction, which is maximized in cooperative language learning classes can lead
to a more efficient foreign language learning. Cooperative learning framework can be applied in foreign language
writing classes. In conventional classes the interaction is limited to teacher’s lectures and presentations, and so both
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learners-teacher and learner-learner interactions are minimized. Having writing classes with cooperative learning
framework, students will be given the chance, and somehow forced, to communicate with their teammates for giving and
getting knowledge, feedback or even motivation.

Cooperative language learning, which has manifested itself in language writing classes with different guises such as co-
authoring, peer feedback, peer assessment, and etc., are used in a number of second language writing cases in order to
cut down the cognitive and affective pressures. Some studies have proved the superiority of cooperative writing over
conventional individualistic (e.g., Adeyemi, 2008; Almugren, 2009; Kurt&Atay, 2007; Mariam & Napisah, 2005).
Cooperative procedures are intertwined with the process approach to writing. In different stages of process writing,
students are provided with opportunities to help each other construct a piece of writing cooperatively. This cooperation
leads to a better affective condition for language learners. As Gaith (2002) states, communication in these classes happen
in a non-threatening and supportive atmosphere where the affective filter is reduced to a minimum level.

The complexity of second language writing which is discussed above has led to some affective consequences which are
usually detrimental. One of these factors is anxiety which usually makes students demotivated (Erkan&Saban, 2011).
Abu Shawish and Abdelraheem (2010) state that this anxiety which is aroused due to the difficulty of writing may lead
to “difficulties in producing effective and coherent written pieces”. Writing apprehension is defined as “a general
avoidance of writing and of situations perceived by the individuals to potentially require some amount of writing
accompanied by the potential for the evaluation of that writing” (Daly & Miller, 1975). Writing anxiety is also defined
by Thompson (1980, p. 121) as “fear of the writing process that outweighs the projected gain from the ability to write”.
Holladay (1981) enumerates some variables which cause writing apprehension; these variables are poor skill
development, difficulty in understanding of the composing process, and authoritative, teacher-fronted teaching, and
product-based mode of teaching. Those students who are apprehensive usually find writing unrewarding, even
punishing, thus they avoid situations where writing is required (Daly & Wilson, 1983). Several studies have investigated
the way students’ writing apprehension have affected their writing ability, most of these studies are conducted in classes
with conventional, individualistic writing classes (Boening, Anderson & Miller, 1997; Erkan&Saban, 2011,
Masny&Foxall, 1992;). Another affective factor which is reported to be related to writing apprehension is writing self-
efficacy (Erkan&Saban, 2011; Pajares; 2003).

Self efficacy, which is a cognitive construct (in contrast to the social nature of self-confidence), is defined as “one’s
beliefs in one’s capabilities to carry out certain specific tasks” (Dornyei, 2005, p. 213). Pajares (2003) asserts that the
success or failure of a student is highly related to “students’ self beliefs”, which are created, developed, and held by
them. Bandura (1986) states that this self-belief is a mediating factor which is affected by prior events and affects the
subsequent behavior. Some studies which have investigated the effect of students’ self efficacy on their writing ability
show a positive relationship in a way that self efficacy plays a meditational role which affects students’ writing
performance (Pajares et al., 1999; Pajares& Johnson, 1996; Pajares&Valiante, 1999; Wachholz& Etheridge, 1996;
Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). Another affective factor which is of a mediational type is “willingness to communicate”.

Willingness to communicate (WTC) as a state ability is conceptualized by Macintyre, Clement, D&nyei and Noels
(1998). They define WTC as “a readiness to enter into discourse at a particular time with a specific person or persons,
using a second language”. Based on their model, this readiness changes from context to context due to the
psychological, social and linguistic factors. Writing WTC is a subcomponent of this general ability which can be defined
as students’ willingness to write in English when they are not forced to. Two major predictive factors of WTC are
communication apprehension and self- perceived competence (Macintyre et al., 1998).

A series of studies are conducted to investigate the role of writing apprehension, writing self-efficacy and WTC in both first
language and second language. For example, in Pajares (2003), the mention is made of a wide range of studies on self efficacy
and pertaining variables. Some of them studied the relationship between self efficacy and writing ability (e.g., McCarthy et al.,
1985; Shell et al., 1989; Wachholz& Etheridge, 1996; Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994); some studied the relationship between
self efficacy and other affective variables such as writing apprehension, motivation, etc. (e.g., Pintrich & De Groot, 1990;
Zimmerman & Schunk, 1989), and others examined the way gender affects students’ writing self efficacy (e.g., Pajares
&Valiante, 2001; Pajares, Miller, & Johnson, 1999). Some other studies have investigated the writing apprehension (e.g, Erkan
& Saban, 2011; Lee & Krashen, 1997; Masny&Foxall, 1992). All of these studies have been conducted in classes which did
not follow cooperative principles. None of these studies has investigated the effect of cooperative writing on the students’
writing apprehension or writing self-efficacy. This gap in the literature is accompanied by the absence of investigations on
students’ writing WTC. Although some studies have been conducted to investigate students’ WTC and its relationship with
other variables (Cao & Philip, 2006; Freiermuthand Jarrell, 2006; De Saint Léger & Storch, 2009; Peng, 2007), the way
writing WTC is affected by cooperative writing courses is untouched.
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1.1. Objectives and Research Questions of the Study

The present study tries to occupy this niche in the literature and study the way cooperative writing affects not only
student” writing ability but also their affective mechanisms. The effect of cooperative writing on students’ writing
apprehension, writing self efficacy and writing WTC is going to be studied. The present study tries to answer the
following research questions:

1. Do students studied in a cooperative writing class outperform those who studied in a conventional writing class
in terms of their writing ability?

Does cooperative writing affect students’ level of writing WTC, writing efficacy and writing apprehension?

Is there any difference between male and female students in terms of their level of writing WTC and writing
apprehension?

4.  Are students of high and low levels of writing ability affected in the same manner?
1.2. Significance of the study

This study holds significance in that no study has investigated these affective variables at the same time in a cooperative
writing course. Furthermore, writing is one of four basic language skills which the students have reported to be so
challenging, thus more research is needed to find ways to make this skill easier for language learners. As the literature
review suggests, a few studies on WTC (and its subcomponents such as writing) are conducted in Iran, and a large
number of issues related to this variable has remained uninvestigated. The present study tries to fill this gap in the
literature.

2. Methods
2.1. Participants

Participants of this study were 67 junior students studying TEFL and Translation at Azad University of Marvdasht, Iran.
Two intact classes had accommodated the participants of the present study. These classes were held once a week. One
of these classes was held in conventional form with 31 students and the other with a cooperative language learning
framework with 36 students.

All the students were native speakers of Persian who had studied English for 7 years in junior and senior high school and
three years in the university. In total, 24 male and 43 female students participated in this study. These students’ age
average was 23.59 years old. These two classes were selected based on a nonrandom, availability procedure. In order to
compensate for this nonrandom procedure, random assignment was used to decide which class should be taught in
conventional form, and which class in the cooperative one.

2.2. Instruments
2.2.1. Questionnaires:
Three questionnaires were used in this study to collect needed data quantitatively:

1. The questionnaire developed by Maclntyre et al. (2001) was used to find out how willing the students were in
foreign language classrooms. This questionnaire was used because it was the best questionnaire for EFL
settings where outside-class interaction is either too limited or nonexistent at all. This questionnaire had four
subparts which are speaking, comprehension, reading, and writing with the reported reliability of .81, .83, .83,
and .88. Just the writing section of this questionnaire (8 items) was used in the present study in order to find out
the students’ level of writing WTC in English.

2. For assessing writing apprehension a questionnaire developed by Cornwell and Mckay (1999) which was a
modified version of Daly and Miller’s (1975) writing apprehension was used. This questionnaire which had 26
items was reported to have a reliability index of .88. Four subcomponents of this questionnaire were negative
perceptions about writing ability, enjoyment of writing, fear of evaluation and showing one’s writing to others.

3. The third questionnaire was the writing self efficacy scale developed by Erkan and Saban (2011). They
reported the reliability of different subsections (.92 for Content, .94 for Design-Unity, .74 for Accuracy and .72
for Punctuation). This questionnaire had 28 questions.
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2.2. Interview:
A set of semi-structured interviews were conducted to collect more in-depth data. Among participants of the study, 14
students were selected randomly and interviewed. Interviews were conducted in students’ mother tongue, Persian, so
that they could express themselves easily. Interviews lasted from 10 to 15 minutes and the interviewees talked about
their experiences during the semester.

2.3. Rating scale:

In order to rate the students’ papers and quantify their performance a rating scale provided by Jacobs, Zinkgraf,
Wormuth, Hartfiel, and Hughey(1981) was used. This scale assessed writing ability on 5 dimensions or traits: content,
organization, vocabulary, language use and mechanics. Weighting or scores for the traits were Content = 4 (max.),
Organization = 4 (max.), Vocabulary = 6 (max.), language use = 8 (max.) and Mechanics = 3 (max.). The total marks
were 25 points.

2.4. Procedure:

In the second session of the course, a pre-test was taken by both control and experimental groups. They also answered
the questions of two questionnaires. In the third session, the students of experimental groups were given a handout
which introduced some basic cooperative skills such as tolerating others’ objections, how to provide constructive
suggestions, etc.

Based on the pre-test, the students were grouped in 10 groups of 4. The students were categorized in 2 levels, and from
each level two persons were selected randomly for each group. Thus in each group there were two high and two low
students which are grouped randomly.

In cooperative group, the students were sitting near each other. Each pair wrote an essay at the end of the session. The
students gave each other feedback before starting to write, and while writing. They also revised each others’ paper and
submitted two papers. The class time was divided into 4 sections, which were teaching some points on writing,
brainstorming, writing, and giving final feedback. The textbook used in both classes was “Refining composition skills:
rhetoric and grammar” written by Smalley, Ruetten, and Kozyrev (2001). The treatment lasted for 8 weeks, excluding
the pre, post-test and grouping sessions.

For data analysis of the present study descriptive statistics and inferential procedures such as paired sample and
independent T-test and Pearson correlation were used.

3.Results and Discussion

In order to examine the effect of cooperative writing on the students’ linguistic and affective factors, two groups were
selected. They took three questionnaires and a pre test writing exam in order to see whether they were homogenous or
not. The results indicated that both groups were similar in all aspects and none of the comparisons were statistically
significant. On the basis of this homogeneity, changes in their performance and affective factors can be attributed to the
treatment they receive. Here research questions are going to be answered based on the data collected through
questionnaires and interviews:

Research question 1:Do students studied in a cooperative writing class outperform those who studied in a
conventional writing class in terms of their writing ability?

In order to compare the performance of the students before and after the treatment, the students of both groups took a
pretest and a posttest writing exam. The results of paired sample t-tests show that both groups have improved in terms of
their writing ability and there is a significance difference between the mean score of their pre-test and post-test ( t(controy=
11.485, tiexperimentay= 19.412, p<.05). In order to examine which group has improved more, an independent sample t-test
is run and its result is shown in the table 1.

<Table 1 about here>

As table 1 indicates, the mean score of the students’ writing improvement in conventional group is 2.354 and the mean
score of improvement in cooperative group is 3.694. It also shows that the difference between these two mean scores is
statistically significant (t=4.788, p<.001). This result is in line with previous studies (Adeyemi, 2008; Almugren, 2009;
Elola & Eskoz, 2010; Legenhausen& Wolff, 1990; Mariam & Napisah, 2005).

The students of both classes were asked, in the interviews, to talk about the most difficult part of writing. The students of
both groups argued that the content and the way to start writing is the most challenging part. One of the students in
control group stated “sometimes I think for minutes, but I cannot make up my mind. I'm not sure what to write and what
not to write”. Another student talked about her doubts when writing, she said “when I'm writing I'm not sure whether
I'm writing a good piece or not”. On the other hand, the students in cooperative group explained how cooperative
procedure helped them overcome the difficulties in writing. One of the boys stated “writing outline was the most
difficult part of writing, but we helped each other with giving ideas”. Another student stated “/’m not good at grammar,
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when | wrote a few sentence, my teammate corrected my mistakes and explained them to me, and | think | have learned
them”. A girl talked about reciprocal peer tutoring and said “we taught each other, For example I was good at giving
ideas to my friends for starting their essays, and | helped my friends find new ideas, but a boy in our team helped us
learn grammar and punctuation”. This shows that cooperative nature of the experimental class helped students learn
more, but what are the effects of cooperative writing on affective factors? Are the results of the affective domain are as
promising as that of writing ability? The answer of research question 2 can enlighten us.

Research question 2: Does cooperative writing affect students’ level of writing apprehension, writing efficacy and
writing WTC?

The students took writing apprehension questionnaire before and after the treatment. As the table 3 indicates, the
difference between the mean score of the writing apprehension of the students of two groups was not significant (t=
15.91, p< .05). Paired sample t-test is conducted to see whether the students’ level of writing apprehension is different
from their apprehension at the beginning of the course. Both groups showed a decrease in the level of writing
apprehension (tconventionay= 2.843 and ticooperative) = 5.684, p< .05) but, using independent sample t-test, a comparison is
made to examine whether the apprehension of the students of both groups has decreased with the same level or not.
Table 2 shows the result of this comparison.

<Table 2 about here>

As table 2 shows, the mean difference between conventional group and cooperative group is statistically significant (t =
2.342, p< .05). This index shows that the students of cooperative group have experienced less writing apprehension in
comparison to their counterparts in the conventional group. Almost all of interviewees mentioned their writing
apprehension when they were asked about the most annoying factors about writing in English.

The most recurring factor that student mentioned was the fear of evaluation. One of the interviewees from conventional
group said “It scares me when my teacher looks at my paper and says she is so stupid”. Another girl from the same
group supported her classmate and said “at the end of the semester, | may have a very bad score which is embarrassing
... I hate writing and I will never be a good writer and we are wasting our time... just imagine what would happen if he
read one of my disastrous essays aloud in front of my friends!!!”” Similarly, a male participant mentioned his fear when
the teacher was reading his paper aloud in class as follows “everyone in class was listening to my essay, it was full of
mistakes, I was blushed and I could feel my feet shaking... some students were laughing at me”.

However, the attitude of the students in cooperative class was less gloomy. None of them talked about being afraid of
showing their paper to others or fear of having their essays read aloud in class. One of the students in cooperative class
said “writing in this class was fun, I enjoyed writing, and I think everyone did”. Another student expressed his attitude
as follows “when others are reading your essay, you feel they are looking at something that you have created out of
nothing and this feeling is awesome!” A female participant talked about how her attitude towards second language
writing changed, she stated “at first I hated writing because I thought I had nothing to say, but gradually I learned how to
write and I think, now, I don’t hate it anymore, although I don’t love it yet!” An interesting point that two interviewees
mentioned is that in the first sessions they didn’t like when their teammates talked about their mistakes. One of them
stated “I hated it when one of my teammates was talking about my mistakes in the beginning of the course, and
sometimes | was ashamed, but little by little I found that they are helping me, and there are some occasions that | teach
them, so now I think this is not a bad idea”. These assertions which support the findings of the questionnaires indicate
that the students of the conventional group are more apprehensive than their counterparts in the cooperative class.

Another part of the research question examines the students’ writing self efficacy and the effect of cooperative writing
on it. Table 3 indicates that the students’ self efficacy levels of both groups were similar at the beginning of the semester
(t 65) = 992, p<.05). In order to check whether the students’ self efficacy has been improved or not paired sample t-test
was utilized. Both groups have shown to have improved levels of writing self efficacy (t conventionay = 8.835, and
ticooperativey = 10.571, p< .001). In order to see whether the difference in the increase of self efficacy of both groups is
significant or not an independent t-test is run. Table 3 shows the result of this comparison.

<Table 3 about here>

As table 3 shows, the amount of self efficacy increase of cooperative group is not significantly higher than that of
conventional group (t=1.381, p< .05). In the interviews, the students in the cooperative class talked more about their
increase in their writing ability. One of the girls stated “I could not even write a paragraph, but I can now write an essay
by myself”. Another interviewee who seemed to be a proficient one also stated an increase in his writing ability, he
mentioned “I was good at writing, but I had problems in punctuation and writing systematically and now [ think I'm
good at them”. The results of the questionnaire showed that the difference is not significance, but the students of
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cooperative group expressed their increased ability. This increase can be attributed to the students’ increased self
efficacy, which is a mediational factor (Pajares et al., 1999; Pajares& Johnson, 1996), influenced by the decrease in the
students’ writing anxiety (Pajares et al., 1999; Pajares &Valiante, 1999; Shell et al., 1989). A negative correlation is also
found, in this study, between the students’ writing apprehension and their writing self efficacy at the end of the semester
(r=.933, p<.01). This correlation, along with the results of interviews shows the effect of self efficacy on the students’
writing ability.

The last part of this question deals with the students’ writing WTC level and the effect of cooperative learning on it. The
result indicates that the students of both classes had the same level of writing WTC (t= .684, p< .05). Paired sample t-
test is run to examine whether the students’ levels of WTC has improved or not. The result of this inferential procedure
shows that the WTC levels of both groups have improved significantly (t conventionaty = 7-66, and t (cooperative) = 16.80, p<
.05). In order to see which group’s willingness to write in English has improved more an independent t-test is run, the
result of which is presented in table 4.

<Table 4 about here>

As table 4 shows, the students in cooperative group have shown to have significantly higher levels of writing WTC (t=
11.00, p< .001). It is worth-mentioning that two students in cooperative group stated that from the middle of the
semester, they have started to send their text messages and emails in English. One of the interviewees said “I used to
write my text in Finglish” (Finglish is a type of writing Farsi with the English alphabet) “but these days I send my text
messages in English and I think this help me learn more because I have to pay attention to the words and structures”.
Another one stated that not only he was not afraid of writing, but also he spends hours and write to pen-palls that he has
found in the internet; he stated “It is four weeks that I have started writing letters and messages to my cyber-friends in
Canada and Australia. I'm not afraid of writing because I think I can write. The most important thing is that | have
learned lots of structures and words from their letters”. This quotation is a portrait of the relationship between writing
apprehension, writing self efficacy and writing WTC and the way high self-efficacy results in more willing students to
write.

Research question 3: Is there any difference between male and female students of cooperative class in terms of
their level of writing WTC and writing apprehension, and writing self efficacy?

The students in cooperative class were studied in terms of their writing improvement and change in writing in WTC,
writing apprehension, and writing self efficacy. This question tries to investigate whether gender is an effective variable
or not. In order to answer this question, independent sample t-test is run, the results show that there is no difference in
the students’levels of writing ability, apprehension, efficacy and WTC in terms of their gender (t= .594, t= 1.583, t=
1.345, t= 1.21, respectively). Next question investigates the effect of cooperative writing on the students of two high and
low bands, categorized based on their writing abilities.

Research question 4:Are students in these two classes with high and low levels of writing ability affected in the
same manner?

In order to answer this question a series of independent sample t-tests are run. The difference between the mean scores
of two lower and upper groups (based on pre-test) are significant in two comparisons, writing and writing self efficacy
(t=2.101, and t=2.124, p< .05, respectively). With regard to writing ability, the students of lower band have improved
more than their counterparts in the upper band. A few students received very high scores in pretest and their
improvements was not that much, because the course didn’t have new things for them to learn. The instructor of the
class stated that these students were somehow reluctant to the procedure of the class because they believed that what was
taught was not that informative for them, which, in fact, was true. Similarly, the lower band students have shown to have
more writing self-efficacy improvement than the students in the upper band group.

The results of the comparisons between higher and lower groups in cooperative class show that the mean scores of lower
and higher band students are significantly different in three cases. The first one is the writing; the students of lower band
have improved more than their counterparts in the higher band (t= 3.187, p<.01). The increase in the writing ability of
these students corresponds with the statements of the students in interviews (provided under question 1). Lower band
students, taking advantage of their peers’ tutoring, being in less apprehensive atmosphere, have improved their writing
ability. In order to examine whether the mean scores of lower band students in both groups in writing are significantly
different or not, an independent sample t-test is utilized. The results show that lower band students in cooperative class
have improved more than those in the conventional class and the difference is statistically significant (t= 4.049, p< .001).
Writing apprehension which is one of the most debilitating factors in writing courses have decreased too (Erkan &
Saban, 2011; Masny & Foxall, 1992; Boening, Anderson & Miller, 1997). The writing apprehension of the students in
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lower band has decreased more. This difference between the mean score of decrease in writing apprehension of two
groups is found to be significantly different (t=2.640, p< .05). Writing WTC, in a negative correlation with writing
apprehension, has increased in both groups. The result shows that the willingness to write of the students in lower band
have increased more than that of those students in higher band (t = 3.712, p< .01). The only comparison which is not
significant is the self efficacy. The self-efficacy of both groups have improved and the difference is not significant (t=
.406, p<.05). In the next section, a brief conclusion of this study will be provided.

4, Conclusion

The present study aimed at finding the effect of cooperative writing on the students writing ability and some affective
factors which are reported to be influential. The results of the study showed that the students in cooperative writing class
improved more in terms of their writing ability and writing WTC. It was also found that the students in cooperative
classes were more apprehensive after the course. It was also revealed that lower band students gained more in
cooperative class.

Product-oriented writing which requires individual work leads to a feeling of helplessness, insecurity, and
discouragement (Tsui, 1996; Daly & Wilson, 1983). In cooperative classes these two factors are eliminated and students
don’t suffer from a threatening atmosphere; the findings of this study with regard to writing apprehension is in line with
Gaith’s (2002) statement which asserts that cooperative classes provide students with a non-threatening environment.
This decrease in the students’ levels of writing apprehension encourages them to write more willingly. The result of
writing WTC level confirms this claim which is improved more in cooperative writing classes.

Regarding pedagogical implications of the present study, the findings suggest that cooperative writing helps both lower
and higher band students. The students with less writing abilities take advantage of peer tutoring provided by more
capable students in their groups. Thus in order to help less developed writers, cooperative writing can be utilized to give
them opportunity to learn from their peers in a nonthreatening atmosphere. This stress-free situation provided in class let
the students communicate more easily; exchange ideas on different aspects of writing ranging from mechanics to
grammatical structures and content. Cooperative writing also helped upper band students because most of higher band
students worked as tutors and editors which increased their own writing ability. In sum, classes with cooperative
framework, although bring some difficulties in the implementation, are beneficial for second language learners.

References

Abdel Latif, M. M. (2007). The factors accounting for the Egyptian EFL university students’ negative writing affect.
Essex Graduate Student Papers in Language & Linguistics, 9, 57-82.

Abu Shawish, J. I. &Abdelraheen, M. A. (2010). An Investigation of Palestinian EFL Majors' Writing Apprehension:
Causes and Remedies.Presented at First National Conference on:"Improving TEFL Methods & Practices at
Palestinian Universities". Al Quds, Palestine.

Adeyemi D. A. (2008).The gender factor in composition writing with the use of the cooperative and the individualized
approaches at a junior Secondary School in Botswana.Journal of Educational Enquiry, Vol. 8(1), 1-19.

Almugren, M. (2009).The Impact of Cooperative Language Learning on Improving the Writing Competency of Third-year
English Majored College Students.Unpublished M.A. thesis, Al Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud Islamic University.

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. Emglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice
Hall.

Cao, Y., Philp, J. (2006). Interactional context and willingness to communicate: a comparison of behavior in whole
class, group and dyadic interaction. System, 34, 480-493. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2006.05.002

Carrasquillo, A.L. & Rodriguez, V. (1996).Language minority students in the mainstream Classroom.Multilingual
Matters. Avon, England.

Cornwell, S. & McKay, T. (1999).Measuring writing apprehension in Japan.ERIC Document, no. ED433712.

Daly J. and Miller, M. D. (1975).Apprehension of Writing as A predictor of Message Intensity. The Journal of
Psychology, 89,173-177. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1975.9915748

Daly, J. A., & Miller, M. D. (1975).The empirical development of an instrument to measure writing apprehension.
Research in the Teachingof English, 9, 242-249.

Published by Sciedu Press 25



www.sciedu.ca/wijel World Journal of English Language \ol. 2, No. 2; June 2012

Daly, J.A., & Wilson, D.A. (1983).Writing apprehension, self-esteem, and personality. Research in the Teaching of
English, 17, 327-341.

De Saint L&ger, D., Storch, N. (2009). Learners’ perceptions and attitudes: implication for willingness to communicate in
an L2 classroom. System 37, 269-285. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2009.01.001

Deen, J. Y. (1991). Comparing interaction in a cooperative learning and teacher- centred foreign language classroom.
ITL.93/94, 153-81.

Dd&nyei, Z. (2005). The psychology of the language learner: individual differences in second language acquisition.
Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Doughty, C. & T. Pica (1986). 'Information-gap' tasks: Do they facilitate second language acquisition? TESOL Quarterly
20(2), 305-326. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3586546

Erkan, D. Y. &Saban, A. I. (2011). Writing Performance Relative to Writing Apprehension, Self-Efficacy in Writing, and
Attitudes towards Writing: A Correlational Study in Turkish Tertiary-Level EFL. Asian EFL Journal, 13 (1), 164-
192.

Freiermuth, M. & Jarrell, D. (2006). Willingness to communicate: Can online chat help? International Journal of
Applied Linguistics.16(2), 189-212. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1473-4192.2006.00113.x

Ghaith, G. (2001). Learners” perceptions of their STAD cooperative experience.System 29(2): 289-301.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0346-251X(01)00016-1Harmer, J. 2006. The Practice of English Language Teaching.
England: Pearson Education Limited

Hatch, E. (1978).Acquisition of syntax in a second language.In J. Richards (Ed.), Hatch, E. (1978).Acquisition of syntax

in a second language.In J. Richards (Ed.), Understanding second and foreign language learning (pp. 34-70).
Rowley, MA: Newbury House.

Holladay, S. A. (1981).Writing anxiety: What research tells us.ERIC Document Reproduction. Service No. ED216393.

Ismail, S. B. and Maasum, T. M. (2009).The Effects of Cooperative Learning in Enhancing Writing Performance.
Proceedings of the 7" international conference by the school of language studies and linguistics, 400-434.

Jacobs, G. M., Power, M. A., Loh, W. I. (2002). The teacher's sourcebook for cooperative learning: Practical techniques,
basic principles, and frequently asked questions. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

Jacobs, H.L., Zinkgraf, S.A., Wormuth, D.R., Hartfiel, V.F., &Hughey, J.B. (1981).Testing ESL composition: A practical
approach.Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House Publishers, Inc.

Kagan, S. (1986), "Cooperative learning and sociological factors in schooling™ in "Beyond language: Social and cultural
factors in schooling language minority students". Los Angeles, CA: California State University Evaluation,
Dissemination and Assessment Center.

Kagan, S. (1992).Cooperative learning. San Juan Capistrano, CA: Resources for Teachers, Inc.

Kurt, G., &Atay, D. (2007).The effects of peer feedback on the writing anxiety of prospective Turkish teachers of EFL,
Journal of Theory and Practice in Education, 3(1), 12-23.

Lee, S.Y. &Krashen, S. (1997). Writing apprehension in Chinese as a first language.ITL: Review of Applied Linguistics,
115-116, 27-37.

Long, M. H. (1981). Input, interaction and second language acquisition.In H. Winitz (Ed.).Native Language and Foreign
Language Acquisition.Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences.379, 259-78.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.1981.th42014.x

Long, M. H. & Porter, P. A. (1985).Group work, interlanguage talk and second language acquisition. TESOL Quarterly
19(2), 207-227. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3586827

Maclntyre, P., Baker, S. C., Clénent, R., &Conrod, S. (2001). Willingness to communicate, social support, and language
learning orientations of immersion students. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 23, 369-388.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0272263101003035

Maclntyre, P. D. & Gardner, R. C. (1989). Anxiety and second-language learning: Toward a theoretical clarification.
Language Learning, 39, 251-275. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-1770.1989.tb00423.x

26 ISSN 1925-0703  E-ISSN 1925-0711



www.sciedu.ca/wijel World Journal of English Language \ol. 2, No. 2; June 2012

Mariam, M. N. &Napisah, K. (2005). The use of cooperative tasks in ESL composition by form one ESL writing
students. Teaching and Learning of English in a Second Language.TanjungMalim: UniversitiPendidikan Sultan
Idris.

Masny, D., &Foxall, J. (1992).Writing apprehension in L2.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED (20 882).
McCarthy, P., Meier, S., &Rinderer, R. (1985). Self-efficacy and writing: A different view of self-evaluation. College
Composition and Communication, 36(4), 465-471. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/357865

Pajares, F. (2003). Self-efficacy beliefs, motivation, and achievement in writing: a review of the literature. Reading &
Writing Quarterly, 19: 139-158. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10573560308222

Pajares, F., & Johnson, M. J. (1996).Self-efficacy beliefs and the writing performance of entering high school
students.Psychology in the Schools, 33, 163-175.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SIC1)1520-6807(199604)33:2<163::AID-PITS10>3.0.CO;2-C

Pajares, F., Miller, M. D., & Johnson, M. J. (1999).Gender differences in writing self-beliefs of elementary school
students.Journal of Educational Psychology, 91, 50761. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0022-0663.91.1.50

Pajares, F., &Valiante, G. (1999).Grade level and gender differences in the writing self-beliefs of middle school students.
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 24, 390-405. http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1998.0995

Pajares, F., &Valiante, G. (2001). Gender differences in writing motivation and achievement of middle school students:
A function of gender orientation? Contemporary Educational Psychology, 24, 366-381.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/ceps.2000.1069

Peng, J. E. (2007). Willingness to communicate in L2 in the EFL classroom: Rich descriptions from Chinese university
students. Review of Applied Linguistics in China, 3, 30-59.

Pintrich, P. R., & De Groot, E. V. (1990).Motivational and self-regulated learning components of classroom academic
performance.Journal of Educational Psychology, 82, 33-40. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0022-0663.82.1.33

Richards, J.C., &Renandya, W.A. (EDS.). (2002). Methodology in language teaching: An anthology of current practice.
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Shell, D. F., Murphy, C. C., &Bruning, R. H. (1989).Self-efficacy and outcome expectancy mechanisms in reading and
writing achievement.Journal of Educational Psychology, 81, 91-100. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0022-0663.81.1.91

Slavin, R.E. (1987). Cooperative learning: Where behavioral and humanistic approaches to classroom motivation meet.
The Elementary School Journal, 88. http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/461521

Smalley, R.L., Ruetten, M.K., and Kozyrev, J.R. (2001).Refining Composition Skills: Rhetoric and Grammar. Boston,
MA: Heinle and Heinle.

Swain, M. (1985). Communicative competence: Some roles of comprehensible input and comprehensible output in its
development. In Gass, S. and Madden, C. (Eds.), Input in Second Language Acquisition, pp. 235-256. New York:
Newbury House.

Thompson, M. O. (1980). Classroom Techniques for Reducing Writing Anxiety: A study of several cases. Paper
presented at the annual conference on College Composition and Communication, Washington, D.C. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 188 661).

Tsui, A. (1996). Reticence and anxiety in second language learning. In K.M. Bailey & D. Nunan (Eds.), Voices from the
language classroom: Qualitative research in second language education (pp. 145-167). Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.

Wachholz, P. B., & Etheridge, C. P. (1996).Writing self-efficacy beliefs of high- and low apprehensive writers.Journal of
Developmental Education, 19, 16-24.

Zimmerman, B. J. & Bandura, A. (1994).Impact of self-requlatory influences on writing course
attainment.AmericanEducationalResearch Journal, 31, 845-862. http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/00028312031004845

Zimmerman, B. J., &Schunk, D. H. (Eds.) (1989).Self-regulated learning and academic achievement: Theory, research,
and practice. New York: Springer-Verlag.

Published by Sciedu Press 27



www.sciedu.ca/wijel

World Journal of English Language

Vol. 2, No. 2; June 2012

Table 1. Independent t-test of writing improvements of two groups

Table 2. Independent t-test of writing apprehension decrease of two groups

Table 3. Independent t-test of writing self efficacy increase of two groups

Table 4. The result of t-test of writing WTC improvement of two groups

28

Mean t Sig. Mean difference
Conventional 2.354 4.788 000 -1.339
Cooperative 3.694

Mean t Sig. Mean difference
Conventional -1.387 2.342 .022 1.751
Cooperative -3.138

Mean t Sig. Mean difference
Conventional 6.709 1.381 172 1.512
Cooperative 8.222

Mean t Sig. Mean difference
Conventional 1.29 11.00 .000 4.32
Cooperative 5.61
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