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Configurational impact 
of self‑regulated writing strategy, 
writing anxiety, and perceived 
writing difficulty on EFL writing 
performance: an fsQCA approach
Cunying Fan * & Juan Wang 

Previous research has indicated that writing performance of foreign/second language (L2) learners 
is influenced by their utilization of self‑regulated writing strategies. Yet, the relationship between 
various self‑regulated strategies and individual characteristics, such as writing anxiety and perceived 
writing difficulty, has not been sufficiently examined. To bridge this gap, this study classified self‑
regulated writing strategies into four distinct types: cognitive, metacognitive, social behavioral, and 
motivational. These types were combined with L2 learners’ writing anxiety and writing difficulty to 
form conceptual models to predict high or low writing performance. Fuzzy‑set qualitative comparative 
analysis (fsQCA) was used to gain a detailed understanding of the causal intricacies of writing 
performance. Data was collected from a sample of 94 students attending a university in eastern China. 
fsQCA revealed a variety of configurations associated with EFL writing performance, with six of them 
leading to high performance and four to low performance. These configurations highlight the complex 
causal relationship between students’ use of self‑regulated writing strategies and their writing 
performance, while considering their writing anxiety and perceived writing difficulty. The study 
provided theoretical and practical implications for L2 teachers and educators who wish to enhance L2 
learners’ writing performance.
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In our globalized world, English’s role as the primary language for international communication has rendered 
English writing skills increasingly important, particularly in non-English-speaking countries like China. How-
ever, writing in English poses notable challenges for EFL  learners1. These challenges arise partly because writing 
requires the recollection of information from memory, the organization of thoughts, the transformation of ideas 
into linguistic forms, the employment of writing instruments to articulate these ideas on paper, and the revi-
sion of the text to produce a polished and coherent final  product2. Furthermore, research on Chinese university 
students shows that their performance in English writing is frequently hampered by encountered difficulties, 
experienced anxiety, and challenges in effectively regulating their  writing3,4, underscoring the importance of a 
comprehensive understanding of the factors impacting their writing performance.

Self-regulated learning (SRL) involves individuals actively and deliberately taking charge of their learning 
processes. Self-regulated learners plan, monitor, and manage cognitive, motivational, emotional, and behavioral 
aspects of learning to gain knowledge and acquire  skills5,6. Applying SRL to writing involves a strategic approach 
where learners proactively set writing goals, employ and monitor suitable writing strategies, and engage in reflec-
tive practices to evaluate and improve their writing. This method helps in effectively managing writing-related 
challenges such as anxiety and perceived difficulties, thereby enhancing overall writing performance. SRL in 
writing encapsulates a holistic process of planning, executing, and revising, fostering a more competent and 
confident approach to writing tasks.
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Research has shown that self-regulated writing strategies can be beneficial in enhancing writing  proficiency7,8. 
Students who implement these strategies tend to have better writing performance and higher self-efficacy9,10. 
Writing anxiety is an emotional, mental, or behavioural impediment to a writing task which leaners are cogni-
tively capable of  completing11. If learners suffer from writing anxiety, they may focus more on the details than 
the flow of the text, leading to mistakes and a lack of sincerity in the  writing12 and are inversely related to writing 
 performance13. Learners’ perception of writing difficulty is shaped by their proficiency and affective factors along 
with the complexity of the task they are  assigned14. This is related to how much cognitive resources is required 
to successfully complete the  task15, which ultimately affects their writing performance. Previous research has 
explored the individual effects of self-regulated writing strategies, writing anxiety, and writing difficulty on 
writing performance, but none have provided a comprehensive insight into the intricate relationship between 
them. This study employs fsQCA to investigate how students’ self-regulated writing strategies, along with the 
interrelated variables of writing anxiety and writing difficulty, collectively and configurationally influence their 
writing performance.

In this study, we utilize fsQCA, a configurational approach, to explore the complexities of the writing pro-
cess. The term “configuration” here refers to the unique combination and interplay of various factors—self-
regulated writing strategies, writing anxiety, writing difficulty, and EFL writing performance—within a complex 
system. Opting for fsQCA enables us to examine the non-linear interactions and cumulative effects of continuous 
 variables16, thereby extending our analysis beyond conventional linear methodologies. Our goal with fsQCA is 
to reveal how different configurations of these factors influence EFL learners’ writing performance, offering an 
in-depth understanding of the intricate and multifaceted nature of the writing process.

This study enriches the EFL writing literature by utilizing fsQCA within the framework of self-regulated 
learning. It constructs and validates an intricate model to identify the determinants of high or low writing 
performance. This approach enables an in-depth examination of the interplay among key factors such as self-
regulated writing strategies, writing anxiety, and writing difficulty. Our analysis of these factors’ configurations 
advances a non-linear and comprehensive understanding of writing performance. The insights gained from this 
study are invaluable, offering researchers and educators new perspectives to effectively tackle the diverse and 
complex challenges prevalent in EFL writing education.

Literature review and research model
Self‑regulated learning
SRL is a process where individuals actively manage their own learning. This involves not only focusing on acquir-
ing knowledge and skills but also managing cognitive, motivational, emotional, and behavioral  aspects5,6. Self-reg-
ulated learners set goals, strategize, and reflect on their learning, believing that strategic application of these skills 
enhances academic  achievement17. However, many students face challenges in effectively self-regulating their 
learning due to the complex and demanding nature of this process, potentially leading to cognitive  overload18.

Incorporating SRL into the context of writing, particularly for addressing the challenges like writing anxiety, 
perceived writing difficulties, and writing performance, involves learners actively engaging in the SRL cycle to 
enhance their writing skills. This includes setting clear goals for writing tasks (forethought phase), employing 
and monitoring effective writing strategies (performance phase), and reflecting on the writing process to identify 
areas for improvement (self-reflection phase). By doing so, learners can manage their cognitive and emotional 
responses to writing tasks, reducing anxiety and perceived difficulties, and ultimately improving their overall 
writing performance. This proactive and strategic approach in the writing process exemplifies the essence of SRL 
in action, demonstrating its practical application in overcoming common writing challenges.

Self‑regulated writing strategy and writing performance
Self-regulated writing strategies have been found to be influential in writing proficiency and L2 writing 
 quality19,20. Studies have shown that the implementation of such strategies can result in a marked improvement 
in writing  proficiency21, particularly for those who struggle to acquire the necessary writing  skills22. These 
strategies are essential in motivating, inspiring, and sustaining the dedication and perseverance of  learners23,24, 
thus leading to better writing outcomes and improved writing  performance25. Students who do not possess self-
regulated writing strategies are more likely to experience negative emotions and be discouraged when confronted 
with writing  tasks20,26,27. This can have a detrimental effect on their writing performance.

Teng and  Zhang8 proposed a model for self-regulated strategies in L2 writing, comprised of cognitive, meta-
cognitive, social-behavioral, and motivational regulation dimensions. Cognitive strategies refer to the techniques 
utilized by L2 writers to manage information processing while completing a task. Metacognitive strategies encom-
pass the management of cognitive processes to make the most of cognitive resources and meet the requirements 
of the task. Social-behavioral strategies involve the efforts of L2 writers to adjust their learning behaviors in 
response to contextual and environmental factors. Finally, motivational regulation strategies denote the methods 
employed by L2 writers to sustain or increase their motivation, which can ultimately improve their engagement 
and success in completing the task. This study builds on Teng and Zhang’s8 model of self-regulated writing strate-
gies, which acknowledges the multifaceted nature of self-regulated writing  strategies28, and is specifically designed 
for Chinese university students, the same population this research is targeting. This study further investigates 
the various kinds of these strategies.

Research has demonstrated the impact of various self-regulated writing strategies on writing performance. 
 Zimmerman29 emphasized the importance of emotional control strategies in managing negative emotions, such 
as anxiety or worries about writing. Bai et al.22 found that primary school students used various writing strate-
gies, such as monitoring, evaluating, planning, resourcing, revising, and text-generating strategies, which were 
associated with their English competence. De Silva and  Graham9 showed that proficiency in metacognitive 
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writing strategies, including planning, monitoring, and evaluation, had a positive effect on writing outcomes. Qin 
and  Zhang30 proposed that self-regulated writing strategies, such as evaluating, monitoring, and planning, were 
essential factors in predicting writing performance. Teng et al.25 revealed that in an EFL setting, writing perfor-
mance of secondary school students is contingent on their understanding and application of writing strategies 
related to emotional control, goal-oriented evaluation, goal-oriented monitoring, memorization, metacognitive 
judgment, and planning.

However, while the benefits of self-regulated writing strategies are well-documented, the literature reveals 
a gap in understanding how these strategies interact with individual learner characteristics, such as writing 
anxiety and perceived writing difficulty. Most studies have focused on the strategies themselves, rather than 
how they combine with other factors to influence L2 writing performance. For instance, the model proposed 
by Teng and  Zhang8 categorizes self-regulated strategies into cognitive, metacognitive, social-behavioral, and 
motivational dimensions but does not fully explore their interplay with individual psychological factors in an 
L2 writing context. The present study seeks to bridge this gap by examining the relationship between different 
types of self-regulated writing strategies, writing anxiety, and perceived writing difficulty, and their combined 
effect on L2 writing performance.

Writing anxiety and writing performance
Anxiety related to writing can be a distinct form of  anxiety31,32. Individuals who experience high levels of anxi-
ety in writing tend to view writing as an unfulfilling task and it is possible for them to refrain from enrolling in 
writing classes and participating in situations where their written work will be  assessed33. According to  Cheng31, 
writing anxiety can be divided into three distinct categories: somatic, cognitive, and behavioral. Somatic anxiety 
is characterized by physical symptoms, such as a racing heart, gastrointestinal distress, and a feeling of tension. 
Cognitive anxiety is more psychological in nature, and involves worrying about one’s performance, having 
negative expectations, and being concerned about how others will view one’s writing. Behavioral anxiety is 
demonstrated through avoidance, particularly in the form of avoiding writing.  Cheng31 found that all three 
types of writing anxiety were negatively correlated with individuals’ enthusiasm for English writing courses, 
motivation to write in English, self-assurance in their English writing ability, and their performance on a timed 
English composition task.

Research has demonstrated that writing anxiety has a detrimental effect on writing  performance34,35. Spe-
cifically,  Zabihi34 found that writing anxiety had an adverse impact on the complexity, accuracy, and fluency of 
narrative performance, while Zabihi et al.35 found that it led to an increase in the number of errors present in 
students’ narratives. Furthermore, Abolhasani et al.36 found that undergraduates’ graph writing performance 
was impaired by their L2 writing anxiety. Conversely, writers with low levels of anxiety have been observed to 
exhibit fewer anxious writing behaviors, devote more time to ideation, produce multiple drafts, and allocate 
greater amounts of time to the writing  process37.

Previous research has indicated a negative correlation between writing anxiety and writing performance, 
however,  Lee38 conducted a study on Taiwanese EFL learners and found that writing anxiety did not have a sig-
nificant effect on their writing performance. Payant et al.39 conducted another study that revealed writing anxiety 
to be a favorable predictor of performance on a source-based writing task. This was attributed to the fact that test 
anxiety, which had a beneficial effect on performance, was often experienced by participants. These conflicting 
results highlight the need for further investigation into how writing anxiety influences L2 writing performance.

Perceived writing difficulty and writing performance
Writing difficulty perceived by L2 writers is a subjective judgement, which is significantly affected by their skill 
level and emotional  state14.This perception is based on the allocation of cognitive resources or the mental effort 
required to fulfill the demands of the writing  task15, which is a result of the interplay between personal endow-
ments and features of writing  tasks40. To gain a thorough comprehension of writing performance, it is essential 
to take into account writing difficulty perceived by L2  learners14, as this provides an essential explanation of the 
mental effort needed to handle cognitive loads in L2 writing.

Owing to the increased cognitive and linguistic demands involved in writing in a non-native language, a 
significant proportion of EFL learners perceive English writing as a difficult and challenging task. Rabab’ah41 
observed that those who come from Asian universities often encountered difficulties when attempting to adjust to 
the requisites of English academic writing. The presence of negative thoughts about L2 writing or perceived dif-
ficulties regarding L2 writing had a significant impact on L2 writers’ ability to convey their ideas in  writing42, thus 
influenced their writing performance. In addition to other factors, writing instructors concurred that students’ 
perception of difficult with EFL academic writing was a contributing factor to their poor writing  performance43. 
Despited the negative influece of writing difficulty perception on writing performance, Wei and  Zhang44 found 
that the degree of difficulty that L2 writers perceive in L2 writing could be indicative of their awareness of the 
inadequacy of their L2 writing knowledge or their uncertainty about the L2 writing process. This perception 
of writing difficutl could prompt Chinese EFL student writers to utilize their L1 rhetorical knowledge to aid in 
their L2 composing processes.

There has been a dearth of research examining the impact of perceived writing difficulty on the writing 
performance of L2 learners, let alone the interplay between this perception, self-regulated writing strategies, 
and writing anxiety. Consequently, this study examined these three factors and explored how they configurate 
to influence writing performance of L2 learners.
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Interplay of self‑regulated writing strategy, writing anxiety, and perceived writing difficulty
In the realm of L2 writing research, the intricate interplay of strategy use, anxiety, and task difficulty has been 
explored to understand their collective impact on L2 writing performance. Zhou et al.45 used a structural equation 
modeling approach to investigate the relationships among L2 writing anxiety, L2 writing self-efficacy, L2 writing 
self-regulated strategies and L2 writing engagement, and possible mediators that regulate the effect of individual 
factors. A questionnaire was administered to 340 Chinese high school students and L2 writing anxiety was found 
negatively associated with L2 writing self-regulated strategies. Manson et al.46 discovered that the development 
of self-regulated strategies significantly and positively impacts students with learning disabilities (LD) across 
both elementary and secondary education levels. Notably, these strategies have been effective in reducing the 
students’ perceived writing difficulties.

QCA in L2 writing
Understanding the application and importance of qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) in L2 writing research 
is crucial, given the complex nature of language learning and writing processes. QCA, as a method, stands out 
for its ability to handle complexity and multifaceted phenomena, which are inherent in L2 writing. This method 
is particularly suitable for analyzing L2 writing because it allows for the examination of various combinations of 
causal conditions (such as language proficiency, cognitive strategies, first language influence, and instructional 
methods) and their relationship to writing outcomes. Employing QCA, Mallahi et al.47 explored the role of a set 
of cognitive (i.e., aptitude and working memory) and motivational (i.e., self-regulatory capacity and self-efficacy 
beliefs) individual difference variables in the writing quality and composing behavior of 78 Iranian undergradu-
ate EFL learners.

The applicability of QCA is further highlighted by its capacity to accommodate diverse data types and sources, 
making it well-suited for interdisciplinary research like L2 writing studies, which often integrate linguistic, 
psychological, and educational perspectives. Sazideh and  Mallahi48 employed a qualitative case study approach, 
incorporating techniques like narrative construction and qualitative comparative analysis. They examined how 
individuals with diverse cognitive characteristics, including language learning aptitude and working memory, 
respond to various forms of feedback (e.g., direct, indirect with error codes, metalinguistic with explanations) 
on linguistic aspects of their writing. Additionally, they analyzed how these characteristics might impact their 
learning from the feedback, illustrating the influence of temporal and proficiency-related factors on the L2 
writing process. This methodological versatility is essential for dissecting the layered dimensions of L2 writing, 
providing a more comprehensive understanding of how various factors interact to influence writing proficiency. 
Therefore, QCA emerges not just as a choice but as a necessary tool for researchers aiming to construct a holistic 
picture of L2 writing, accommodating its inherent complexity and the interplay of multiple influential factors.

A review of the literature has revealed a lack of understanding regarding the relationship between self-
regulated writing strategies, writing anxiety, and writing difficulty and their impact on L2 writing performance. 
More precise and insightful outcomes can be obtained by taking into account the configurations of these factors. 
This study aims to answer the following question:

What configurations of self-regulated writing strategies, writing anxiety, and perceived writing difficulty, are 
associated with high and low writing performance in Chinese EFL learners?

Conceptual model
Research has indicated that self-regulated writing strategies are influential in determining L2 writing perfor-
mance. However, the types of self-regulated writing strategies have not been fully explored. Moreover, the impact 
of such strategies may become complex when learners’ perception of writing anxiety and writing difficult is 
taken into consideration. Therefore, following Teng and  Zhang8, we categorized writing strategies into cogni-
tive strategies, metacognitive strategies, social-behavioral strategies, and motivational regulation strategies and 
integrated them with writing anxiety and writing difficulty to examine the interaction between these factors and 
their impact on writing performance. To investigate this relationship, we propose a conceptual model. Our model 
posits that EFL writing is a multifarious and intricate process, wherein writing performance can be accounted 
for by configuration of self-regulated writing strategies, writing anxiety, and perceived writing difficulty. Figure 1 
showed our configurational research model.

Method
Fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis
Qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) bridges the gap between qualitative and quantitative  research49. It is a 
configurational approach that recognizes that social phenomena are often interconnected rather than  isolated16. 
It comprises three modes of operation: crisp set QCA, multi-value set QCA, and fuzzy set  QCA50. fsQCA is 
the chosen methodology for this study as it is especially suitable for dealing with issues that involve categorical 
variables as well as continuous  variables16. It is useful to handle complex issues such as writing performance, 
which is affected by multiple factors.

The fsQCA is particularly effective for this analysis as it can explore how different combinations of variables 
contribute to writing performance, moving beyond the limitations of traditional statistical methods that typically 
focus on isolated impacts of individual variables. The use of fsQCA is advantageous in the context of language 
learning, which often involves complex, non-linear interactions among factors. This method allows us to identify 
specific configurations of factors that produce particular outcomes, providing a nuanced understanding of the 
collective impact of these elements on EFL writing performance. Our choice of fsQCA, especially considering our 
sample size of 94 participants, aligns with the recommendations of Poorkavoos et al.51. They noted the method’s 
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suitability for small to medium-sized samples and its ability to uncover intricate causal relationships that might 
not be evident in larger datasets suited for regression analysis.

Participants
A total of 107 undergraduate and postgraduate students from a university in Eastern China voluntarily partici-
pated in the 2022 FLTRP∙ETIC Cup English Writing Contest, a highly regarded annual national event. These 
participants were recruited through an open call for entries to all eligible students at the university, allowing any 
interested student to sign up freely. This process ensured that the selection of the 107 participants was random 
and voluntary, reflecting a diverse and representative sample. Out of these, 94 students completed a paper ques-
tionnaire that explored their use of self-regulated writing strategies, along with perceptions of writing anxiety 
and difficulty, resulting in an 87.85% response rate. The questionnaires were distributed following the contest, 
ensuring that the participants’ responses were based on their direct and recent experiences in the contest. This 
approach aimed to accurately capture and understand the self-regulation strategies and experiences of university 
students in English writing contexts.

Out of the 94 participants, 26 (27.66%) were male and 68 (72.34%) were female. Furthermore, 12 (12.77%) 
were postgraduates and 82 (87.23%) were undergraduates. 50% of the participants specialized in English, while 
the other half majored in non-English subjects. Figure 2 provides a visual representation of the participants’ 
demographic information.

Measures
Writing performance
To accurately measure the writing performance of participants, we utilized the scores from the 2022 FLTRP∙ETIC 
Cup English Writing Contest, recognized as the most prestigious writing contest in China. The contest, spanning 

Figure 1.  Venn diagram of the conceptual model. CS cognitive strategies, MS metacognitive strategies, SBS 
social-behavioral strategies, MRS motivational regulation strategies, WA writing anxiety, WD writing difficulty.

Figure 2.  Demographic information of participants (n = 94).
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a duration of two hours, challenged participants in both argumentative and expository writing. It was evaluated 
on a total score of 100 points, with criteria based on comprehensive, rigorous, and equitable standards.

The judging criteria were detailed as follows: 40% on Content/Ideas, 30% on Organization/Development, 30% 
on Language. These criteria ensured a thorough assessment of participants’ ability to express clear ideas, organ-
ize content coherently, and use language effectively. Additionally, the contest utilized the iWrite English writing 
teaching and rating system for automated scoring support. This system, with a correction accuracy rate of 98% 
and a recall rate of 70%, ensures high consistency between human and machine ratings, with a consistency rate 
of 0.9. The system evaluates based on four dimensions: language, content, structure, and technical standards, 
offering customized scoring for different genres like application documents, argumentative essays, expository 
essays, narrative essays, and academic writing.

By employing these stringent and equitable criteria, along with advanced automated scoring technology, the 
contest provided an accurate assessment of participants’ writing performance, reflecting their skills in argumen-
tative and expository writing.

Self‑regulated writing strategies
The Writing Strategies for Self-Regulated Learning  Questionnaire8, was used to evaluate the application of self-
regulated writing strategies. This questionnaire comprised 40 items, focusing on dimensions of cognitive strate-
gies, metacognitive strategies, social-behavioral strategies, and motivational regulation strategies. Each measured 
on a 7-point Liker scale, with scores ranging from 1 (not at all true of me) to 7 (very true of me).

Cognitive strategies (CS) refer to the strategies that students employ to process and utilize information or 
knowledge while completing a writing task. This dimension encompasses two aspects, namely text processing 
and course memory. The former, consisting of 6 items, assesses students’ utilization of linguistic, rhetorical, and 
discourse knowledge to produce a written text (e.g., When writing, I check the structure for logical coherence). 
The latter, comprising 3 items, evaluates students’ active retention of writing knowledge acquired from writing 
courses (e.g., I write useful words and expressions taught in writing courses to help me remember them).

Metacognitive strategies (MS) encompass three kinds of abilities that empower learners to manage and 
manipulate their own cognition and cognitive resources to fulfill the requirements of particular writing tasks. 
Idea planning, consisting of 3 items, refers to the specific behavior of generating ideas before writing (e.g., Before 
writing, I use the Internet to search for related information to help me plan). Goal-oriented monitoring and 
evaluating, consisting of 6 items, includes a range of strategies such as setting goals to direct writing activities 
(e.g., When learning to write, I set up goals for myself in order to direct my learning activities) and monitoring 
and evaluating knowledge and performance mastery in writing courses (e.g., I monitor my learning process in 
writing courses; I evaluate the mastery of the knowledge or skills learned in writing courses).

Social-behavioral strategies (SBS) involve conscious efforts by individuals to adjust their writing behavior in 
response to the context and environment. This dimension includes two main components: feedback handling 
and peer learning. The former, consisting of 4 items, relates to how students approach and react to feedback 
from both teachers and peers with the goal of enhancing their English writing abilities (e.g., I try to improve my 
English writing based on teachers’ feedback). The latter, comprising 3 items, involves seeking help from peers 
within the learning environment, thus constituting a social interaction (e.g., I discuss with my peers to have 
more ideas to write).

Motivational regulation strategies (MRS) are deliberate approaches used by students to maintain or enhance 
their motivation when engaging in writing tasks. This dimension encompasses motivational self-talk, interest 
enhancement, and emotional control. Motivational self-talk, consisting of 8 items, involves self-encouragement 
in knowledge mastery and academic performance (e.g., I remind myself about how important it is to get good 
grades in writing courses). Interest enhancement, comprising 4 items, reflects students’ inclination to make 
learning more enjoyable (e.g., I look for ways to bring more fun to the learning of writing). Emotional control, 
consisting of 3 items, measures learners’ efforts to minimize distractions when completing a writing task or 
learning to write (e.g., I find ways to regulate my mood when I want to give up writing).

The internal consistency of the dimensions of self-regulated strategies was found to be high, as evidenced 
by the reliability coefficients of 0.881, 0.891, 0.817, and 0.917, which surpass the accepted threshold of 0.752,53, 
thereby demonstrating the questionnaire’s reliability.

Writing anxiety
The second language writing anxiety inventory (SLWAI)31 was utilized to measure writing anxiety.  Cheng31 
affirmed the reliability and validity of this scale. The participants were asked to answer three dimensions with 21 
items in a 5-point Likert scale. Somatic anxiety dimension comprised of 7 items that referred to the physiologi-
cal effects of anxiety (e.g., I feel my heart pounding when I write English compositions under time constraint). 
Cognitive anxiety dimension included 8 items that pertained to the mental aspects of anxiety (e.g., While writing 
English compositions, I feel worried and uneasy if I know they will be evaluated). Avoidance behavior dimension 
was composed of 6 items that indicated a tendency to avoid completing writing assignments or even retreating 
from such tasks altogether (e.g., I usually do my best to avoid writing English compositions). These dimensions 
have high internal consistency, with respective values of 0.763, 0.720, and 0.682, being higher or close to the 
accepted threshold of 0.7.

Writing difficulty
To evaluate the difficulty level of writing for students, we have utilized a collection of 12 items (e.g., I can’t write 
appropriate English sentences to express my ideas) from  Wu54. These items are evaluated using a 5-point Likert 
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scale from 1 “strongly disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”. The instrument as a whole exhibited a reliability coefficient 
of 0.873, which surpasses the accepted threshold of 0.7.

Data collection
Informed consent was obtained from all participants involved in the study. Data was collected from participants 
of the 2022 FLTRP∙ETIC Cup English Writing Contest at a university in Eastern China. To evaluate the EFL 
writing performance of the participants, writing scores were used. These scores were sourced primarily from 
the official results released by the organizers of the contest. This approach ensures that the evaluation of each 
participant’s writing skills is based on a standardized and authoritative assessment, reflecting their actual perfor-
mance in the competition. After the writing contest, participants were asked to complete a questionnaire, which 
measured self-regulated writing strategies, writing anxiety, and writing difficulty. They were also informed that 
their data would be kept confidential and used solely for research purposes, and were free to withdraw from the 
study at any time.

Data analysis
This study utilized fsQCA, a method that is suitable for exploring complex configurations of  constructs16. fsQCA 
involves assessing the connections between the outcome variable (i.e., writing performance) and all possible 
combinations of binary states (i.e., presence or absence of its causal conditions). The software fsQCA 3.0 was used.

fsQCA entails a pre-data analysis calibration  process16. This study utilized the direct method, employing a 
three-value scheme, to calibrate both causal conditions and outcome measures, which is consistent with previous 
 research55,56. The three-value scheme prescribes the identification of three anchors for every set, encompass-
ing the threshold for full membership, the threshold for full non-membership, and the cross-over  point16. The 
calibration procedure then utilizes a logistic function to allocate values to these anchors, leading to the conver-
sion of outcomes and causal conditions into fuzzy membership scores on the log odds of full membership by 
means of the fsQCA3.0  software57. This study used results and antecedent of 95%, 50%, and 5% quantile values. 
In addition, to limit “researcher degrees of freedom” and avoid “distortion of the results”, we applied the same 
calibration rule—the 95th, 50th, and 5th percentiles—consistently across all outcomes and causal conditions in 
this  study58. Table 1 summarizes the calibration thresholds of the fuzzy sets.

Then based on calibrated fuzzy sets, we conducted a necessary condition analysis and a sufficient condition 
analysis. The results would be analyzed in the following section.

Ethics declarations
All methods were carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines and regulations. This study was carried 
out in accordance with the recommendations of the Ethics Committee of Qufu Normal University. Informed 
consent was obtained from all subjects.

Results
Descriptive statistics
Table 2 provided descriptive statistics of participants’ writing performance, self-regulated writing strategies, 
writing anxiety, and perceived writing difficulty. On average, the writing performance scored 72.24, indicating a 
relatively high level. However, there was a large range in scores, with the maximum being 90 and the minimum 
being 29. The most commonly used self-regulated writing strategies were motivational regulation strategies, 
followed by cognitive, metacognitive, and social-behavioral strategies. The mean scores for writing anxiety 
and difficulty were 2.75 and 2.81 respectively, and the highest and lowest scores for each were 5 and 1.10, and 5 
and 1.17, respectively. According to West et al.59, skewness values less than |2| and kurtosis values less than |7| 
indicate a lack of significant deviation from normality. The skewness and kurtosis presented in Table 2 confirm 
the absence of any notable departure from normality.

Table 1.  Calibration of set membership. WP writing performance, CS cognitive strategies, MS metacognitive 
strategies, SBS social-behavioral strategies, MRS motivational regulation strategies, WA writing anxiety, WD 
writing difficulty.

Construct

Thresholds

Full membership (95th percentile) Cross-over point (50th percentile) Full non-membership (5th percentile)

WP 85.00 74.00 54.65

CS 6.67 5.21 3.30

MS 6.70 5.00 2.97

SBS 6.89 4.65 3.00

MRS 6.83 5.37 3.56

WA 3.69 2.78 1.64

WD 4.06 2.83 1.50
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Analysis of necessary conditions
Crucial to consider are necessary conditions that play a vital role in determining the outcome as their presence 
is an indispensable  element60. To put it simply, without the existence of a necessary condition, the outcome is 
impossible to  realize61,62. Employing the software of fsQCA 3.0, Table 3 illustrates an inquiry into necessary 
conditions for both high and low writing performance.

The presence of a necessary condition is contingent upon meeting the consistency and coverage criteria of 
at least 0.90 and 0.50, respectively, as stipulated by  Ragin63 and Pappas et al.64. As Table 3 demonstrated, none 
of the values met this threshold, indicating that there were no independent necessary conditions that account 
for high writing performance. Similarly, no single variable could be identified as a necessary condition for low 
writing performance. Thus, there were no necessary conditions to produce the outcome of high or low writing 
performance. The outcome required a combination of conditions, implying that multiple conditions should be 
integrated for configuration analysis.

Analysis of sufficient conditions
While a necessary condition is always a prerequisite for an outcome, a sufficient condition denotes that a par-
ticular condition or a combination of conditions is capable of leading to the outcome on its  own61,62.

In order to determine the sufficient conditions for high and low writing performance, the calibrated data 
was integrated into a fuzzy set truth table and analyzed using fsQCA 3.0 software. The truth table encompassed 
all possible configurations of the conditions, with the elimination of rows containing less than 2 cases to refine 
the results. Moreover, configurations with a consistency of less than 0.90 and PRI (Proportional Reduction in 
Inconsistency) of less than 0.50 were assigned a value of “0” to ensure the sufficiency of the configurations with 
satisfactory  quality16,65. In order for a given configuration to meet the criteria of being “sufficient”, it must pos-
sess consistency and coverage values that are ≥ 0.75 and ≥ 0.2064,66. Table 4 illustrates the sufficient solutions for 
modeling high and low writing performance in a diagrammatic form.

Table 4 provides a visual representation of the conditions sufficient for the outcome. The presence of a con-
dition implies that a learner has a membership score above 0.5, as determined by the calibration procedure. In 
simpler terms, if a condition is present, it means that the variable value is higher than the median for the sample 

Table 2.  Descriptive statistics of writing performance, writing strategies, writing anxiety, and writing difficulty 
(n = 94).

Construct Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis

Writing performance 72.24 10.77 − 1.86 4.66

Cognitive strategies 5.17 1.04 − 0.29 − 0.59

Metacognitive strategies 4.95 1.11 − 0.35 − 0.33

Social-behavioral strategies 4.72 1.15 0.19 − 0.62

Motivational regulation strategies 5.32 1.07 − 0.55 − 0.01

Writing anxiety 2.75 0.62 0.42 0.68

Writing difficulty 2.81 0.77 − 0.18 0.62

Table 3.  Analysis of necessary conditions for high and low writing performance. The symbol (~) indicates the 
absence of condition. CS cognitive strategies, MS metacognitive strategies, SBS social-behavioral strategies, 
MRS motivational regulation strategies, WA writing anxiety, WD writing difficulty.

Conditions tested

High writing 
performance Low writing performance

Consistency Coverage Consistency Coverage

CS 0.720 0.732 0.624 0.564

 ~ CS 0.572 0.631 0.704 0.691

MS 0.702 0.724 0.663 0.608

 ~ MS 0.620 0.674 0.699 0.676

SBS 0.668 0.732 0.616 0.600

 ~ SBS 0.635 0.650 0.725 0.660

MRS 0.710 0.721 0.640 0.578

 ~ MRS 0.584 0.646 0.690 0.679

WA 0.650 0.672 0.721 0.663

 ~ WA 0.674 0.731 0.643 0.620

WD 0.611 0.662 0.726 0.700

 ~ WD 0.724 0.748 0.650 0.597
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group. Conversely, if a condition is absent, it means that the variable value is lower than the median for the sam-
ple group. Blank spaces indicate that the conditions are not necessary for achieving the desired outcome. This 
information is based on the research conducted by Misangyi and  Acharya67 and Bedford et al.68.

Grasping configurational solutions gives a complete view of the correlation between the adoption of self-
regulated writing strategies and the diverse feelings of writing anxiety and difficulty, both of which can notably 
affect the writing performance of EFL learners. Our configurational analysis operates on the premise that self-
regulated writing strategies, as well as perceptions of writing difficulty and writing anxieties, do not operate 
independently of each other in influencing learners’ writing performance. Table 4 outlines the 10 configura-
tions that resulted in either high or low writing performance. These configurations serve as evidence that there 
exist diverse strategic pathways that culminate in equifinal outcomes. This, in turn, corroborates the presence 
of numerous causal associations in the realm of writing performance. The solution coverages for high writing 
performance and low writing performance were 0.574 and 0.565, respectively. This indicated a high degree of 
explanatory power, and all configurations exhibited exceptional levels of consistency, with values of 0.880 and 
0.853 in high and low writing performance, respectively. These findings suggested that the configurations were 
highly effective in producing the desired outcomes.

Configurations for high writing performance
It is noteworthy that six different configurations (C1–C6) have been identified as potential causal connections 
that lead to high writing performance (Table 4). The first two configurations (C1–C2) share common core 
conditions, which involve the implementation of cognitive strategies and low levels of writing anxiety and dif-
ficulty. This suggests that cognitive strategies are the primary factor influencing high writing performance in 
individuals with low levels of writing anxiety and difficult. Consequently, these configurations are categorized 
as a cognition-driven type, where writing performance is heavily dependent on cognitive writing strategies. An 
in-depth explanation of these two configurations is provided.

C1: CS*MS* ~ SBS* ~ WA * ~ WD (~ , negation (NOT); *, logical conjunction (AND)) (Table 4). C1 is a con-
figuration that can lead to high writing performance, comprised of a core condition of cognitive strategies, a 
peripheral condition of metacognitive strategies, and an absence of social-behavioral strategies, writing anxiety, 
and writing difficulty. This configuration has a unique coverage rate of 0.020 and a consistency measure of 0.917, 

Table 4.  The diagrammatic representation of sufficient solutions of writing performance.

High writing performance Low writing performance

Configuration C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 C10

CS

MS

SBS

MRS

WA

WD

Type
Cognition-

Driven
Social-Behavior-Driven Anxiety-Troubled

Unique 

coverage
0.020 0.025 0.010 0.017 0.071 0.060 0.046 0.029 0.021 0.043

consistency 0.917 0.910 0.897 0.904 0.917 0.916 0.893 0.885 0.891 0.913

Raw coverage 0.313 0.319 0.283 0.288 0.283 0.300 0.473 0.456 0.448 0.320

Solution 

consistency
0.880 0.853

Solution 

coverage
0.574 0.565

Note. CS = cognitive strategies; MS = metacognitive strategies; SBS = social-behavioral strategies; MRS 

= motivational regulation strategies; WA = writing anxiety; WD = writing difficulty.      and    indicate

the presence of the condition, and   and indicate its absence. Blank spaces indicate that the dimension 

has no effect on the result.   and indicate the core conditions, and     and     indicate the peripheral 

conditions
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and it covers 31.3% of sets. This finding suggests that learners with low levels of writing anxiety and difficult can 
improve their writing ability through the use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies, even if social-behavioral 
strategies are not used extensively.

C2: CS* ~ SBS*MRS* ~ WA* ~ WD (Table 4). Configuration C2 has the potential to lead to high writing per-
formance. It consists of a core condition of cognitive strategies, a peripheral condition of motivational regulation 
strategies, and an absence of social-behavioral strategies, writing anxiety, and writing difficulty. This configuration 
has a unique coverage rate of 0.025 and a consistency measure of 0.910, covering 31.9% of sets. It implies that 
learners with minimal writing anxiety and difficulty can enhance their writing performance by utilizing more 
cognitive and motivational regulation strategies, even if they use social-behavioral strategies less frequently.

Configurations C3–C6 are categorized as a social-behavior-driven type due to their shared core conditions 
centered on the incorporation of social-behavioral strategies, indicating that the adoption of these strategies is 
the most important factor for high writing performance. These four configurations are further explained in detail.

C3: ~ CS*SBS*MRS* ~ WA* ~ WD (Table 4). Configuration C3 suggests that high writing performance can be 
achieved without the presence of writing difficulty as core conditions and writing anxiety as peripheral condi-
tions, but with the presence of social-behavioral and motivational strategies as core and peripheral conditions, 
respectively. This configuration has a unique coverage rate of 0.010, a consistency of 0.897, and covers 28.3% of 
sets. Therefore, it is suggested that individuals who are not troubled with writing anxiety and difficult may benefit 
from an increased usage of social-behavioral and motivational strategies to improve their writing performance, 
even if cognitive strategies are not relied upon as heavily.

C4: ~ CS* ~ MS*SBS*MRS* ~ WD (Table 4). Configuration C4 shows that high writing performance can be 
achieved with the absence of writing difficulty as a peripheral condition, and the presence of social-behavioral 
strategies and motivational regulation strategies as core conditions, cognitive strategies as a core condition’s 
absence, and metacognitive strategies as a peripheral condition’s absence. The unique coverage rate is 0.017, the 
consistency is 0.904, and the results cover 28.8% of sets. This indicates that when the perceived writing difficulty is 
low, a higher level of use of social-behavioral strategies and motivational strategies can improve learners’ writing 
performance, even when the use of cognitive strategies and metacognitive strategies is low.

C5: MS*SBS* ~ MRS*WA*WD (Table 4). Configuration C5 is the most explainable configuration of high writ-
ing performance, with the presence of metacognitive strategies and social-behavioral strategies, and the absence 
of motivational strategies as core conditions, the presence of perceived writing anxiety and difficulty as peripheral 
conditions. It boasts a high level of consistency (0.917) and unique coverage (0.071), and covers 28.3% of sets, 
which is indicative of its ability to explain a significant proportion of the results that lead to successful writing. 
Despite the challenges posed by perceived writing anxiety and difficult, learners can still strive to improve their 
writing performance by employing a greater number of metacognitive and social-behavioral strategies.

C6: CS*MS*SBS*MRS*WA * ~ WD (Table 4). Configuration C6 reveals a coverage rate of 0.060 and a consist-
ency of 0.916, covering 30.0% of sets. This configuration consists of the absence of writing difficulty and the pres-
ence of writing anxiety as core conditions, high writing performance can be achieved by using social-behavioral 
strategies and motivational strategies as core conditions, and cognitive strategies and metacognitive strategies 
as a peripheral condition. It is possible for learners to achieve a high level of writing performance even if they 
experience a high degree of writing anxiety, as demonstrated by the evidence from C6. This can be accomplished 
through the implementation of cognitive, metacognitive, social-behavioral, and motivational strategies.

Configurations for low writing performance
Table 4 demonstrates that four distinct configurations, C7–C10, exhibit low writing performance. These con-
figurations share a core condition of high writing anxiety, as well as a lack of self-regulated writing strategies. 
This suggests that the primary cause of the low writing performance is the presence of heightened writing anxi-
ety and the absence of certain writing strategies. Consequently, these four configurations can be classified as an 
anxiety-troubled type. Further details of these configurations are provided.

C7: ~ CS* ~ MS* ~ SBS* ~ MRS *WA (Table 4). C7 is a configuration with higher levels of writing anxiety, 
lower level of use of cognitive strategies, metacognitive strategies, social-behavioral strategies, and motivational 
strategies. The unique coverage is 0.046, the consistency is 0.893, and it covers 47.3% of sets. This indicates that 
such a configuration can result in low writing performance among learners.

C8: ~ CS* ~ MS* ~ MRS *WA*WD (Table 4). C8 indicates that a diminished use of cognitive, metacognitive, 
and motivational strategies can negatively impact writing performance in learners who experience high levels 
of writing anxiety and difficult. This conclusion is supported by a unique coverage of 0.029 and a consistency of 
0.885. And it covers 45.6% of sets.

C9: ~ CS* ~ MS* ~ SBS* WA*WD (Table 4). C9 highlights that when dealing with learners who possess a high 
level of writing anxiety and difficult, a low usage of cognitive, metacognitive, and social-behavioral strategies 
may result in poor writing performance. The unique coverage rate is recorded at 0.021, the consistency stands 
at 0.891, and it covers 44.8% of sets.

C10: MS* ~ SBS* ~ MRS *WA*WD (Table 4). C10 shows that in the context of individuals who exhibit high 
level of perceived writing anxiety and difficulty, a reduced employment of social-behavioral and motivational 
strategies can result in low writing performance, despite a high level of utilization of metacognitive strategies. 
This is indicated by a unique coverage rate of 0.043 and a consistency score of 0.913. And it covers 32.0% of sets.

Discussion and implications
Table 4 presents configurations contingent upon the attributes of EFL learners, including their utilization of 
self-regulated writing strategies, writing anxieties, and perception of writing difficulties. These elements have 
significant impacts on writing performance, with configurations C1–C6 indicating high writing performance, 
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and configurations C7–C10 indicating low writing performance. Three general types of configurations were 
identified: cognition-driven, social-behavior-driven, and anxiety-troubled.

If EFL learners possess a high level of cognitive and metacognitive strategies, along with low levels of writing 
anxiety and difficult, as per configuration C1, they are likely to achieve high writing performance. The employ-
ment of social-behavior strategies is not crucial for achieving such performance, and the presence of motivational 
strategies does not significantly affect the outcome. According to configuration C2, EFL learners can attain high 
writing performance if they possess a wealth of cognitive and motivational strategies, and concurrently experi-
ence a low degree of perceived writing anxiety and difficulty. The possession of social-behavioral strategies is 
not a fundamental requirement for high writing performance, and metacognitive strategies are inconsequential.

The first two configurations (C1–C2) share common core conditions, which involve the implementation of 
cognitive strategies and low levels of writing anxiety and difficulty, which are categorized as the cognition-driven 
type, where writing performance is heavily dependent on cognitive writing strategies. This type partially aligns 
with Teng and  Zhang8, which indicate that while motivational regulation strategies directly and indirectly affect 
EFL students’ writing performance and correlate significantly with their use of cognitive, metacognitive, and 
social behavior strategies, only cognitive and metacognitive strategies were significant mediators.

C3 shows that if EFL learners do not experience high level of writing anxiety or writing difficulty, it is probable 
that they can achieve high writing performance by utilizing cognitive strategies and metacognitive strategies, in 
addition to social-behavioral strategies and motivational strategies. C4 suggests that high writing performance 
can be realized by mitigating the writing difficulty and implementing social-behavioral and motivational writing 
strategies, even if cognitive and metacognitive strategies are not employed. In accordance with C5, it is possible 
for EFL learners to achieve high writing performance despite lacking in cognitive strategies and regardless of their 
possession of metacognitive strategies. This can be achieved through the possession of more social-behavioral 
strategies and motivational strategies, coupled with low levels of perceived writing anxiety and difficulty. Accord-
ing to the configuration C6, it is possible for EFL learners to achieve high levels of writing performance despite 
lacking in cognitive strategies and metacognitive strategies, provided that they possess an abundance of social-
behavioral strategies and motivational strategies, and also maintain low levels of perceived writing difficulty. 
Furthermore, this outcome is not influenced by their level of writing anxiety.

Configurations C3–C6 are categorized as a social-behavior-driven type due to their shared core conditions 
centered on the incorporation of social-behavioral strategies. This finding aligns with the work  Mohseniasl69, 
who highlights the role of explicit writing strategy instruction in alleviating writing difficulties, supporting our 
observation that focusing on specific types of writing strategies, such as social-behavioral and motivational, can 
lead to improved writing outcomes.

In the case of low writing performance, as per C7, EFL learners who exhibit high levels of writing anxiety 
and perceived writing difficulty are likely to experience a decline in writing performance if they lack cognitive 
strategies and metacognitive strategies and social-behavioral strategies, regardless of their possession of addi-
tional motivational strategies. As per C8, it is evident that EFL learners who possess high writing anxiety and 
perceived writing difficulty may face challenges in achieving high writing performance if they lack sufficient 
social-behavioral strategies and motivational strategies. This is irrespective of whether they possess more meta-
cognitive strategies and regardless of whether they have more cognitive strategies or not. C9 posits that in the 
event that EFL learners exhibit high levels of anxiety when writing, their writing performance may suffer if they 
lack social-behavioral strategies and cognitive strategies, metacognitive strategies, and motivational strategies. 
Whether or not they experience significant writing difficulty is of no consequence. C10 posits that EFL learners 
who exhibit high levels of writing anxiety and perceived writing difficulty, may experience diminished writing 
performance if they do not possess the necessary cognitive strategies as well as metacognitive strategies and moti-
vational strategies. Notably, the presence of social-behavioral strategies is not a key determinant of this outcome.

C7-C10, exhibit low writing performance. These configurations share a core condition of high writing anxi-
ety and can be classified as an anxiety-troubled type. This finding is partially in line with Khosravi et al.70, who 
identified a significant negative relationship between writing anxiety and EFL learners’ writing performance, 
emphasizing the detrimental impact of high anxiety levels on writing.

This study provides valuable insights into the various self-regulated writing strategies that EFL learners can 
adopt to improve their L2 writing performance, depending on their degree of writing anxiety and difficult. The 
results are of great significance to the field of pedagogy, as they demonstrate the configurational impacts of writ-
ing strategies, writing anxiety, and writing difficulty on writing performance. Consequently, instructors of EFL 
writing classes can introduce tailored interventions to enhance learners’ writing performance. Additionally, this 
study proposes an alternative approach to promote the use of writing strategies, taking into account individual 
characteristics such as perceptions of writing anxiety and writing difficulty.

Conclusion
This study presents a novel approach to evaluating the potential impact of self-regulated writing strategies on 
writing performance of Chinese EFL learners. The research acknowledges influence of self-regulated writing 
strategies, writing anxiety and perceived writing difficulty on writing performance. To evaluate the role of these 
factors and their collective impact, a fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA) is used. The results indi-
cate that diverse configurations can lead to either high or low writing performance. Specifically, two configura-
tions fall under the cognition-driven type, which highlights the importance of cognitive writing strategies in high 
writing performance, while four configurations of the social-behavior-driven type emphasize the significance 
of social-behavioral writing strategies in high writing performance. On the other hand, it can be inferred that 
a lack of writing strategies coupled with writing anxiety may result in low writing performance, as exemplified 
by the four instances of the anxiety-troubled configuration. The above configurations provide educators and 
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instructors with valuable insights on how to provide tailored guidance or corrective measures that can enhance 
writing performance of EFL learners, depending on the particular configuration, which includes both core and 
peripheral conditions.

This study provides valuable insights; however, its limitations cannot be ignored. To begin with, the partici-
pants were selected in one university, thus, the results cannot be generalized to a wider population. Instead, they 
can contribute to a better comprehension of the intricate relationships between self-regulated writing strategies, 
writing anxiety, writing difficulty, and writing performance. Additionally, most data in this study were collected 
from self-report questionnaires. It’s important to recognize that self-reports, while insightful, can be subject to 
social desirability bias. This occurs when respondents modify their answers to align with perceived social expecta-
tions, potentially skewing the results. To enhance the validity of future research, a more diverse methodological 
approach is recommended. Integrating objective assessment tools, such as direct behavioral observations or 
technology-assisted data collection like keystroke analysis, could complement self-reported data. These methods 
would not only offset the limitations of self-reports but also provide a richer, deeper understanding of the writ-
ing process in L2 learners. Lastly, it is essential to note that this study only focused on writing strategies, writing 
anxiety, and writing difficulty, while writing is a multifaceted and complex process that involves a range of other 
factors that could affect writing performance. Future research endeavors should consider a broader range of vari-
ables to examine the reasons for the variation in writing performance with different combinations of conditions.

Data availability
The datasets used and/or analyzed during the current study are available from the corresponding author on 
reasonable request.

Appendix 1: Brief introduction of FLTRP·ETIC Cup English Writing Contest
The FLTRP·ETIC Cup English Writing Contest, initiated in 2013, has become a significant event in the field of 
English language teaching in China. The contest’s rigorously organized and executed processes ensure objective 
and fair evaluation, affirming its standardization and effectiveness. The contest’s topics and evaluation criteria, 
designed by a team of professionals, aim to comprehensively assess students’ English writing skills. More infor-
mation about the FLTRP·ETIC Cup English Writing Contest can be found at https:// uchal lenge. unipus. cn/.

Appendix 2: Brief introduction of 2022 FLTRP·ETIC Cup English Writing Contest
The preliminary content of the 2022 FLTRP·ETIC Cup English Writing Contest requires writing one argumenta-
tive essay (about 500 words) and one explanatory essay (300–500 words), with a total writing time of 120 min 
and a full score of 100. The argumentative essay, titled Big Data and Freedom of Choice, guides participants to 
discuss whether massive information truly provides abundant choices for people’s lives. The expository essay 
requires participants to choose one of the twenty-four solar terms, introducing its name, meaning, related cus-
toms, and  so on.

Appendix 3: Scoring scheme of writing tasks
Argumentative writing

 I. Content/Ideas (40%)

1. Writing effectively addresses the topic and the task.
2.  Writing presents an insightful position on the issue.
3.  The position is strongly and substantially supported or argued.

 II.  Organization/Development (30%)

1.  Writing is well-organized and well-developed, using appropriate rhetorical devices (e.g. exemplifica-
tions, classification, analysis, comparison/contrast, etc.) to support the thesis or to illustrate ideas.

2.  Writing displays coherence, progression, consistency and unity.
3. Textual elements are well-connected through explicit logical and/or linguistic transitions.

 III.  Language (30%)

1.  Spelling is accurate.
2.  Writing displays consistent facility in use of language.
3. Writing demonstrates appropriate register, syntactic variety, and effective use of vocabulary.

Expository writing

 I. Content/Ideas (40%)

1. Writing effectively addresses the topic and the task.

https://uchallenge.unipus.cn/
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2. Writing presents a clear thesis.
3. Writing maintains a formal style and an objective tone.

 II.  Organization/Development (30%)

1. Writing is well-organized and well-developed, using appropriate development patterns (e.g., definition, 
illustration, casual analysis, process analysis, classification, comparison/contrast, etc.) to support the 
thesis or to illustrate ideas.

2. Writing displays coherence, progression, consistency and unity.
3. Textual elements are well-connected through explicit logical and/or linguistic transitions.

 III.  Language (30%)

1. Spelling is accurate.
2. Writing displays consistent facility in use of language.
3. Writing demonstrates appropriate register, syntactic variety, and effective use of vocabulary.
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