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Abstract: This study investigated the independent, combined, and interactive effects of
foreign language writing boredom (FLWB) and foreign language writing enjoyment
(FLWE) on English writing strategy (EWS) use among 259 Chinese undergraduate EFL
students, providing novel perspectives on the emotion-writing strategy relationships.
Structural equation modeling (SEM) was employed to examine how FLWB and FLWE
predicted four types of EWS use: metacognition, revision, L1 use, and L2 use strategies.
Independent predictive analyses showed that FLWB negatively predicted metacognition,
revision, and L2 use strategies, whereas FLWE positively predicted all four strategy types.
In the combined model, FLWE emerged as the dominant predictor across all four strategy
categories, and the effects of FLWB were no longer significant. The interaction analysis
further revealed that higher levels of FLWE amplified the negative impact of FLWB on
metacognitive strategy use in the moderation model. These findings highlighted the
importance of cultivating positive emotional experiences and mitigating boredom in L2
writing contexts. They also underscored the need to support learners’ emotional
regulation skills to facilitate strategic behaviors. Theoretically, the findings provide
empirical evidence for assumptions of control-value theory about effects of achievement
emotions on strategy use and the unique effects of positive emotions proposed by
broaden-and-build theory in Chinese L2 writing environment. Also, this study revealed
boundary conditions for broaden-and-build theory about undo hypothesis in the context
of Chinese undergraduate EFL writing.

Keywords: foreign language writing boredom; foreign language writing enjoyment; English
writing strategy; Chinese undergraduate students; control-value theory; broaden-and-build theory

1. Introduction

In China, English remains the primary foreign language taught across educational
contexts [1]. With increasing globalization, English writing has gained prominence as a
key academic and professional skill, contributing to learners’ overall language proficiency
and enabling them to express ideas and demonstrate knowledge [2]. At the undergraduate
level, writing ability is regarded as an important indicator of students’ English
competence and is essential for academic, communicative, and professional needs.
However, within an exam-oriented system, many university students must pass tests such
as the CET-4 [1]. Confronted with L2 writing tasks and examinations, learners may

Educ. Insights, Vol. 3 No. 1 (2026)

29 https://soapubs.com/index.php/EI


https://soapubs.com/index.php/EI
https://soapubs.com/index.php/EI
https://orcid.org/0009-0007-2670-9148

Educ. Insights, Vol. 3 No. 1 (2026)

experience complex emotions and employ diverse strategies, making it necessary to
understand their writing emotions and strategy use for more effective pedagogy and
psychological support.

In the field of Second language acquisition (SLA), the Second language writing
anxiety inventory (SLWAI) is the earliest instruments to be formally developed and
psychometrically validated among different L2 writing emotions because of Cheng’s
research [3]. Then, Foreign language writing boredom (FLWB) and Foreign language
writing enjoyment (FLWE) were developed and validated by Li et al. [4]. In SLA, L2
writing research often focuses on writing strategies, which can be viewed as a subtype of
language learning strategies because they involve conscious, goal-oriented actions [5].
Emotion is one of the important factors influencing L2 writing strategy use [5-7]. In
existing research on foreign language writing emotions and writing strategy use, foreign
language writing anxiety and enjoyment have received the most scholarly attention,
whereas studies examining the relationship between FLWB and L2 writing strategies
remain comparatively limited. Additionally, positive and negative emotions should be
researched simultaneously because they are like the right and left feet of EFL learners [8].
Positive emotions may moderate the negative effects brought by negative emotions [9].
However, empirical research on foreign language learning emotions has rarely examined
the interactive effects between different emotions.

To address these gaps, the present study investigates FLWB and FLWE
simultaneously, and explores their independent, combined, and interactive effects on
foreign language writing strategy use. It provides a more comprehensive account of how
contrasting emotional experiences shape learners’ L2 writing strategic behaviors, thereby
contributing to a more nuanced understanding of emotion-behavior relations in Chinese
L2 academic contexts.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Foreign Language Writing Boredom (FLWB)

In foreign language learning research, scholars have broadened their focus beyond
anxiety to include positive emotions such as enjoyment, pride, love, and interest, as well
as negative emotions like guilt and shame [10-12]. However, boredom remains
understudied [13]. As a distinct negative emotion, boredom undermines motivation and
engagement and is not merely the opposite of positive emotions [14,15]. Li found that
learners’ perceived control and value appraisals negatively predicted boredom in L2
learning, and Li et al., drawing on control-value theory, conceptualized foreign language
learning boredom across three dimensions and developed the seven-factor Foreign
Language Learning Boredom Scale (FLLBS) [16]. Despite this progress, boredom in
foreign language writing contexts has received far less attention than emotions such as
anxiety. Early work by Bixler and D’Mello showed that higher levels of boredom during
essay writing were associated with longer writing times, demonstrating its behavioral
impact [17]. Han and Hyland further revealed that learners experienced negative
emotions, including disappointment and hopelessness, after receiving written corrective
feedback, highlighting the need to explore negative emotions beyond anxiety [18]. The
first systematic attempt to conceptualize and measure foreign language writing boredom
(FLWB) was made by Li et al. who developed the unidimensional Foreign Language
Writing Boredom Scale (FLWBS) and found FLWB to be a major negative predictor of
writing performance among eighth-grade Chinese students [4].

2.2. Foreign Language Writing Enjoyment (FLWE)

In SLA research, anxiety has long been the most extensively examined negative
emotion. MacIntyre and Gregersen argued that it was time to shift attention toward
positive emotions [19]. Enjoyment, for instance, arises when learners’ psychological needs
are met [20]. Drawing on Fredrickson’s broaden-and-build theory, Dewaele and
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Maclntyre created the Foreign Language Enjoyment Scale (FLES) to measure global L2
enjoyment [9,10]. Li et al. later adapted this instrument for Chinese learners, developing
the Chinese FLES (CFLES), which reduced the scale to 11 items and validated three factors:
private enjoyment, teacher enjoyment, and atmosphere enjoyment [21]. Empirical
research on enjoyment in L2 writing began with Allen et al. who used the intelligent tutor
Writing Pal to design gamified writing tasks and showed that game enjoyment enhanced
learners’ engagement [22]. Han and Hyland further demonstrated that learners could
experience positive emotions, such as curiosity and contentment, when responding to
written corrective feedback [18]. These studies offered early evidence for enjoyment in L.2
writing but did not conceptualize it as a distinct construct. As general classroom emotions
differ from skill-specific emotions, Zhang and Dong examined writing enjoyment only as
an outcome or component of psychological states [23,24]. Li et al. advanced the field by
developing the Foreign Language Writing Enjoyment Scale (FLWES), identifying two
dimensions — private writing enjoyment (PWE) and social writing enjoyment (SWE) —and
showing that FLWE positively predicted L2 writing achievement [4].

2.3. L2 Writing Strategy

According to Rubin, Language learning strategies (LLS) encompass behaviors that
help learners build their language competence and simultaneously shape the learning
process itself [25]. L2 writing strategies can be viewed as a subset of language learning
strategies, as they consist of deliberate, goal-directed actions employed during the writing
process [5]. Writing is fundamentally a cognitive, goal-driven activity in which learners
draw on a range of actions to accomplish a task [5]. The writing process is inherently
cognitive and goal-oriented, requiring learners to employ various actions to complete a
writing task [5]. In SLA research, the study of L2 writing has largely centered on
understanding how such strategies are employed during the writing process. A few
studies have developed and validated some measurement tools to evaluate the frequency
of L2 writing strategy use. For example, Hwang and Lee developed and validated English
Writing Strategy Inventory (EWSI) among 271 Korean EFL students [5]. Eight factors were
uncovered including ‘(1) metacognitive strategies, (2) memory strategies, (3) cognitive
strategies, (4) L1 use strategies, (5) revision strategies, (6) L2 use strategies, (7) social
strategies, and (8) compensatory/search strategies’. Sun and Wang developed and
validated Questionnaire of English Writing Self-Regulated Learning Strategies
(QEWSRLS) among 319 sophomore Chinese students [26]. The QEWSRLS includes three
factors: Environmental Self-Regulated Learning (SRL) Strategies, Behavioral SRL
Strategies and Personal SRL Strategies.

2.4. The Interaction Effects of Positive and Negative Emotions

Empirical research within the broaden-and-build framework has demonstrated that
positive emotions can counteract the physiological consequences of high-arousal negative
emotions, a process known as the “undoing effect” [27,28]. Fredrickson pointed that
positive emotions can antidote the effects of negative emotions and relax the control of
negative emotions over a person's body and mind by removing or undoing the
preparation for specific actions [9]. However, existing research established primarily in
cardiovascular and autonomic recovery paradigms and involve high-activation negative
emotions such as fear or anxiety. In contrast, boredom represents a low-arousal negative
emotion that does not trigger the sympathetic activation required for undoing to occur
[7,29]. Research on emotions should not be restricted to single, isolated affective states;
rather, it should account for the diversity, context specificity, and multiplicity (or
combinatory nature) of emotional experiences [30]. Despite these insights, little is known
about how low-arousal negative emotions interact with positive emotions in shaping
learning behaviors such as language writing strategy use. This gap underscores the need
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to examine whether positive writing enjoyment can mitigate or potentially amplify the
detrimental impact of writing boredom on strategy deployment.

2.5. L2 Writing Emotions and L2 Writing Strategy

Emotional experiences are likely to shape how learners deploy foreign language
writing strategies [5-7]. Positive and negative achievement emotions may exert different
influences on strategy use, with positive emotions being associated with more creative
strategies and negative emotions with information-processing strategies [7]. Early
empirical work in L2 writing mainly focused on writing anxiety. For instance, Yen found
that overall L2 writing anxiety was not significantly related to L2 writing strategies among
231 English majors in China [31]. Building on this line of research, Hu simultaneously
examined foreign language anxiety, enjoyment, and L2 writing strategies among 54
English majors, and reported that L2 writing enjoyment was positively related to strategy
use, whereas L2 writing anxiety was not [32]. However, although Hu reported acceptable
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for self-adapted scales, the absence of EFA or CFA limits the
confidence that can be placed in these findings [32]. Subsequent studies began to focus on
specific types of L2 writing strategies. Zhang and Dong found positive relationships
between all dimensions of L2 self-regulated learning strategies and L2 writing enjoyment
[24]. Similarly, Wang et al. showed that positive L2 writing emotions, including enjoyment,
hope, and pride, positively predicted L2 writing self-regulated strategies among 360 non-
English majors [33]. With respect to L1 use in L2 writing, Hu and Du found that L2 writing
anxiety was positively associated with L1 use, which in turn was linked to poorer L2
writing performance, although appropriate L1 use could help some students maintain
performance under high anxiety [34]. Despite these advances, prior research has largely
centered on writing anxiety and enjoyment, while writing boredom remains noticeably
underexplored. In addition, L1 use is one of the strategies frequently employed by EFL
writers, yet it has rarely been examined alongside other L2 writing emotions beyond
anxiety [35]. In addition, few studies have investigated L2 writing positive and negative
writing emotions simultaneously or considered their combined and interactive effects on
L2 writing strategic behaviors

2.6. Research Questions and Hypotheses

Based on the theoretical underpinnings of these constructs as well as existing
empirical evidence, the current study would address the following research questions and
hypotheses to fill the existing gaps in the literature:

Research question 1: To what extent can FLWB predict EWS use independently?

Hypothesis 1: FLWB negatively predicts different types of EWS use independently.

Research question 2: To what extent can FLWE predict EWS use independently?

Hypothesis 2: FLWE positively predicts different types of EWS use independently.

Research question 3: To what extent can FLWB and FLWE co-predict EWS use?

Hypothesis 3: FLWE positively, whereas FLWB negatively, predicts different types
of EWS use.

Research question 4: Does FLWE moderate the relationship between FLWB and EWS
use?

Hypothesis 4: FLWE moderates the relationships between FLWB and different types
of EWS use, making the negative effect of FLWB on EWS use become weaker when FLWE
is higher.

3. Methodology
3.1. Participants and Demographics

The present study employed both convenience sampling and snowball sampling
techniques. The questionnaire was administered via Wenjuanxing platform to
undergraduate students at a comprehensive university in southern China. The
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questionnaire link was sent to convenient groups through social media such as QQ and
WeChat at first. Students who had completed the survey were encouraged to forward the
questionnaire link to their peers, thereby facilitating the snowballing process. Prior to
participation, students confirmed that they had recently engaged in foreign language
writing courses or practice tasks. These students are frequently reminded the importance
of passing English tests such as CET-4. They were informed about the nature, purpose,
and significance of the study, and participation was entirely voluntary. All responses were
collected anonymously, and participants were free to withdraw from the study at any
time without any negative consequences. A total of 259 undergraduate students
participated in the final sample, including 126 males (48.6%) and 133 females (51.4%).
Among them, 38 were first-year students (14.7%), 94 were second-year students (36.3%),
71 were third-year students (27.4%), and 56 were fourth-year students (21.6%).

3.2. Instruments

After completing the demographic information, including gender and year of study,
participants were required to complete the following scales and inventory in
questionnaire:

a. Foreign language writing boredom scale (FLWBS). Participants” FLWB was assessed
with the Chinese version of this scale validated by Li et al. in a Chinese EFL context at the
junior secondary level [4]. The FLWBS is a unidimensional scale consisting of 5 items.
They are arranged on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from ‘1’ (‘strongly disagree’) to ‘5’
(‘strongly agree’).

b. Foreign language writing enjoyment scale (FLWES). Participants’ FLWE was assessed
with the Chinese version of this scale validated by Li et al. in a Chinese EFL context at the
junior secondary level [4]. The FLWES consists of 9 items measuring two factors, namely
private writing enjoyment (6 items) and social writing enjoyment (3 items). They are
arranged on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from ‘1’ (‘strongly disagree’) to *5" (‘strongly
agree’).

c. English writing strategy inventory (EWSI). Participants’ frequency of English writing
strategy was evaluated with the inventory validated by Hwang and Lee in a Korean EFL
context [5]. The EWSI consists of 24 items measuring 8 factors, namely metacognitive
strategies (4 items), memory strategies (4 items), cognitive strategies (4 items), L1 use
strategies (3 items), revision strategies (3 items), L2 use strategies (2 items), social
strategies (2 items), and compensatory/search strategies (2 items). In this study, several
items were adapted by replacing “Korean” with “Chinese” to fit the Chinese context. This
inventory was also translated into Chinese version to make participants understand more
easily. All items are arranged on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from ‘1" (‘never true’) to ‘5’
(‘always true’).

3.3. Data Analysis

As the Foreign Language Writing Boredom Scale (FLWBS) and Foreign Language
Writing Enjoyment Scale (FLWES) were originally developed and validated among
eighth-grade students, it was necessary to re-examine their factor structures in the present
study with a sample of university undergraduates. Considering the potential differences
across age groups and educational contexts, we first conducted exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) to explore the underlying dimensionality of the scales. Subsequently, confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) was performed to verify the stability and applicability of the
identified structures in the current sample. In addition, the English Writing Strategy
Inventory (EWSI), which was originally developed for Korean university students, had
not been subjected to CFA in previous research. Therefore, both EFA and CFA were also
conducted on the EWSI to assess and confirm its factor structure in the present Chinese
undergraduate context. This two-step approach ensured that all instruments used in the
study were psychometrically sound for the target population. EFA was conducted with
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SPSS 30.0. CFA was conducted with AMOS 29.0. Structural equation modeling (SEM) was
conducted in AMOS 29.0. Model fit was evaluated using multiple indices (e.g. x?/df, CFI,
TLI RMSEA, SRMR) with according to Hu and Bentler [36].

After establishing the measurement models, structural equation modeling (SEM) was
applied to test the hypothesized relationships. The analysis proceeded in three stages.
First, independent prediction models were estimated, in which FLWE and FLWB were
entered separately as predictors of writing strategies. This step allowed us to examine the
individual predictive power of each emotion. Second, a combined prediction model was
tested, specifying both FLWE and FLWB as exogenous predictors with their covariance
freely estimated, to assess their unique contributions when entered simultaneously. Third,
to test the moderation effect, a latent interaction term (FLWE x FLWB) was created using
the product-indicator approach [37]. Specifically, items were parceled into balanced
parcels based on factor loadings, mean-centered, and then paired to form product
indicators, which loaded onto the latent interaction construct. Writing strategies were
regressed on FLWE, FLWB, and their interaction, while the covariance between FLWE
and FLWB was estimated. Additionally, model fit was evaluated using multiple indices
(e.g. x?/df, CFI, TLI, RMSEA, SRMR) with reference to the cutoffs suggested by Hu and
Bentler [36]. Several error covariances among the strategy dimensions were added in all
the estimated models (not shown for elegance) to improve model fit because language
learning strategies are intercorrelated with each other [38]. In combined prediction model
and moderation model, FLWE and FLWB were treated as correlated exogenous predictors
of EWS use based on a stronger negative relationship between them under a Chinese
context [39].

4. Results
4.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

We first conducted Bartlett’s test of sphericity and the Kaiser-Meyer—Olkin (KMO)
measure of sampling adequacy. The results (FLWES: KMO = 0.884 > 0.60, p <0.001; FLWBS:
KMO =0.940 > 0.60, p <0.001; EWSL: KMO = 0.950 > 0.60, p <0.001) indicated that the data
were suitable for factor analysis [40]. Principal component analysis with varimax rotation
was then performed. For FLWBS, only one factor had an eigenvalue greater than 1,
explaining 73.10% of the variance (Table 1). For FLWES, a unidimensional solution also
emerged, explaining 62.63% of the variance; one item was removed due to low
communality (< 0.50). The original two-factor structure was undermined as one-factor
structure because a latent factor was considered stable only when it was indicated by at
least three items (Table 2) [41]. For EWS], although eigenvalues initially suggested three
factors, the structure showed ambiguous cross-loadings. To achieve a clearer and
theoretically consistent model, the number of factors was fixed at four in line with the
original scale. Items were removed using established criteria: loadings < 0.40, cross-
loading differences < 0.20, communality < 0.50, or conceptual mismatch. Eleven items
were deleted. The final EWSI structure (Table 3) explained 69.13% of the variance, and the
four factors were labeled metacognition, revision, L1 use, and L2 use strategies [41].

Table 1. EFA results of FLWBS with factor loadings.

Items Mean SD Fac.tor
loadings
1. I dislike writing in English 331 1.18 0.85
2. I always struggle to sort out how to write in English. 324 126 0.87
3. The topics for English writing are always uninteresting. ~ 3.17 1.13 0.78

4. It is hard for me to get stimulated in English writing. 325 1.20 0.89
5. I want to escape every time I am asked to write an English
essay.

327 1.30 0.87
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Table 2. EFA results of FLWES with factor loadings.

Items Mean SD Fac.tor
loadings
1. I am fully engaged when writing in English. 3.42 1.03 0.85
2. I enjoy putting what I have learned into English writing.  3.76  1.06 0.78
3. I feel confident in English writing. 320 112 0.84
4. ] am interested in English writing. 322 117 0.85
5. I am fully motivated whenever writing in English. 320 1.27 0.84
6. I feel a sense of achievement in English writing. 3.45 1.11 0.84

7. The English teacher’s praise motivates me to write in
English.
8. I always look forward to the English teacher’s feedback on
my English writing.

3.81 1.03 0.75

3.65 1.09 0.79

Table 3. EFA results of EWSI with factor loadings.

Factor loadings
1 2 3 4

Items Mean SD

1. When writing, I read repeatedly through
paragraphs to check the logical flow.
2. Before writing, I consider what the
requirements of the writing task are.
3. Before writing, I make the purpose of my
writing clear.
4. After writing, I read the final draft thoroughly

3.62 0.97 0.63

3.90 091 0.78

3.85 093 0.75

3.64 1.02 0.69
from beginning to end to look for any errors.
5. After writing, I review my work to look for and 364 0.99 0.66
correct typos.
6. After writing, [ review my work to look for and .66 1.00 0.76
correct grammatical errors.
7. Before ertmg, when genergtmg 1dea§, I write 3.84 0.94 0.73
down ideas that come to mind in Chinese.
8. When writing, if I have trouble writing in
English, I write what I want to express in Chinese  3.76 0.97 0.67
first and then translate it into English.
9. Before writing, I make an outline in Chinese. 3.63 1.07 0.78
10. Before ertmg, when generz.atmg 1deas,.I write 343 1.04 0.66
down ideas that come to mind in English.
11. Before writing, I make an outline in English. 3.28 1.22 0.77
12. After writing, I seek feedback from a native 3.05 132 0.86
speaker.
13. When writing, I ask a native speaker about
English expressions that I do not know or that I 2.98 1.28 0.85

want to use.

4.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

To further confirm the factor structures identified by prior EFAs and assess the
construct validity of the scales, confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) were conducted with
AMOS 29.0 to obtain fit indices firstly. Model fit indices are displayed in Table 4. CFA
results indicated that all three scales demonstrated an acceptable model fit [42]. For
FLWBS and FLWES, x?/df ratios were below 5, with excellent TLI and CFI values (> 0.90)
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and satisfactory SRMR (< 0.08), although RMSEA values were slightly above the
conventional cutoff (0.08). Overall, the results support the structural validity of the three
scales. In addition, the factor loadings for items are shown in Figure 1, 2 and 3. All of them
were higher than 0.50, indicating every item needed to be maintained.

Table 4. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) model fit indices for FLWBS, FLWES, and EWSI.

Scales x2/df TLI

CFI

SRMR RMSEA

0.979
0.952
0.935

FLWB
FLWE
EWSI

2.701
3.416
2.191

0.99
0.966
0.951

0.081
0.097
0.068

0.030
0.044
0.057

FLWBI

e

0.803
/

FLWB2

0.850

0.708 ’

FLWB3

0867 __

FLWB4

0.843

~

FLWBS

Figure 1. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) model for FLWB.

FLWEI

/

FLWE2

0.834

0.717
el

FLWE3

0.837

0844

FLWE4

0.831 —*

FLWES

0.819

~ FLWE6

0.687

0.744

FLWE7

[/

FLWES

Figure 2. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) model for FLWE.
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Figure 3. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) model for EWS.

Composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) are two important
indicators of convergent validity [43]. CR and AVE of FLWBS were 0.91 and 0.67
respectively. CR and AVE of FLWES were 0.93 and 0.63 respectively. Regarding EWS],
CRs for its four subscales were 0.73, 0.80, 0.73 and 0.86 respectively. AVEs for them were
0.48, 0.57, 0.48 and 0.60. All the indices suggested these three scales had acceptable
convergent validity (CR> 0.7, AVE> 0.5).

We assessed discriminant validity at the factor level. FLWBS and FLWES were
unidimensional scale. Concerning EWSI, the correlation coefficient of every two factors of
the EWSI was lower than 0.85, indicating the factors in EWSI were significantly
discriminant from each other.

4.3. Independent Prediction Model: FLWB and FLWE Predicting EWS Use

We first explored the independent predictive effects of FLWB on four sub-
dimensions of EWS. Regarding the model fit indices, x/df ratio was 2.120 (< 3) with good
TLI (0.926 > 0.9) and RMSEA (0.066 < 0.08), suggesting acceptable model fit. As shown in
Figure 4, results showed that FLWB negatively predicted metacognition strategy (B =-.332,
p < 0.001), revision strategy (B =-.409, p < 0.001) and L2 use strategy (B =-.388, p < 0.001),
with medium-to-large effect sizes for these three types of EWS use [44]. FLWB had the
greatest predictive effect on revision strategy, followed by L2 use and metacognition
strategies based on the standardized path coefficients. However, FLWB could not
significantly predict L1 use strategy. The results partially support hypothesis 1.
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Metacognition

@ - 409+
-‘207
-.388***

i

Figure 4. Structural equation modeling (SEM) for FLWB predicting EWS use independently.

We then explored the independent predictive effects of FLWE on four sub-
dimensions of EWS. Regarding the model fit indices, x?/df ratio was 2.230 (< 3); SRMR =
0.063 (< 0.08); TLI was 0.919 (> 0.08); RMSEA was 0.069 (< 0.08). These indices suggested
the model fit was acceptable. As shown in Figure 5, FLWE positively predicted
metacognition strategy (§ =.682, p < 0.001), revision strategy (p =788, p < 0.001), L1 use (
=.570, p £0.001) and L2 use (B =771, p < 0.001), with all large effect sizes according to
Cohen [44]. FLWE had the greatest predictive effect on revision strategy, followed by L2
use, metacognition strategy and L1 use strategies according to the standardized path
coefficients. The results totally support hypothesis 2.

Metacognition

682 %%
788w
T EEE

i

Figure 5. Structural equation modeling (SEM) for FLWE predicting EWS use independently.

4.4. Combined Prediction Model: Unique Contributions of FLWE and FLWB on EWS Use

We constructed a combined prediction model in which both FLWE and FLWB were
included simultaneously as predictors of EWS, with their covariance freely estimated. It
allowed us to assess the unique contribution of each emotion to writing strategy use while
controlling for their intercorrelation. Regarding the model fit indices, x?/df ratio was 1.900
(<3); SRMR =0.064 (<0.08); TLI was 0.929 (> 0.08); RMSEA was 0.059 (< 0.08). These indices
suggested the model fit was acceptable. As shown in Figure 6, FLWB could no longer
predict EWS use after controlling FLWE and the standardized path coefficients of FLWB
turned positive but non-significant on four types of EWS use. Additionally, FLWE still
positively predicted metacognition strategy (B =.717, p < 0.001), revision strategy ( =.830,
p <0.001), L1 use strategy (B =.660, p <0.001) and L2 use strategy (B =.803, p < 0.001), with
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all large effect sizes according to Cohen [44]. FLWE had the greatest predictive effect on
revision strategy, followed by L2 use, metacognition strategy and L1 use strategies
according to the standardized path coefficients. The results partially support hypothesis
3.

Metacognition

.063 J1TeRE

079

830%%*

-540 167

660%**

058
803**

olololl

Figure 6. Structural equation modeling (SEM) for FLWB and FLWE co-predicting EWS use.

4.5. Moderation Model: Interactive Effects between FLWE and FLWB on EWS Use

To further test the theoretical assumption that enjoyment buffers the detrimental
impact of boredom, we proceeded to examine a moderation model by specifying a latent
interaction term (FLWE x FLWB) in addition to the two main effects. Regarding the model
fit indices, x2/df ratio was 1.957 (< 3); TLI was 0.905 (> 0.08); RMSEA was 0.061 (< 0.08).
These indices suggested the model fit was acceptable. As shown in Figure 7, the latent
interaction term (FLWE x FLWB) significantly and negatively predicted metacognitive
strategy use (B = -.246, p < 0.001), with a small-to-medium effect size [44]. This suggests
that when learners experienced high enjoyment, the presence of boredom exerted a
stronger detrimental effect on their use of metacognitive strategies. For revision, L1 use,
and L2 use strategies, the interaction terms (FLWE x FLWB) were non-significant,
suggesting that the impact of boredom on these strategies did not vary across levels of
enjoyment. This indicates that when enjoyment was high, the detrimental effect of
boredom on metacognitive strategy use was amplified rather than attenuated. The results

totally rejected hypothesis 4.
183 808%*x
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Figure 7. Structural equation modeling (SEM) for the interactive effect between FLWB and FLWE
on EWS use.
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5. Discussion
5.1. The Independent Predictive Effects of FLWB and FLWE on EWS Use

Firstly, this study showed that FLWB—an emotion experienced specifically during
L2 writing—significantly and negatively predicted revision, L2 use, and metacognitive
strategies, while its effect on L1 use was nonsignificant. This suggests that writing-specific
boredom selectively undermines cognitively demanding strategies rather than exerting
uniform effects across all strategic behaviors. Although earlier research has examined how
general boredom relates to broad L2 learning strategies, such work does not capture
affective experiences unique to writing tasks [29]. By focusing on FLWB as a task-specific
emotion, the present study demonstrates differentiated effects across L2 writing strategies.
According to Pekrun’s Control-Value Theory, boredom arises when learners perceive low
task value and experience too little or too much control [7]. For many Chinese
undergraduates, L2 writing may feel monotonous, irrelevant, or overly challenging,
reducing perceived value and triggering boredom. This emotion leads to attentional
withdrawal, diminished motivation, and low-effort processing, contributing to shallow
information processing [7,45,46]. High-effort strategies—such as planning, revising, or
seeking feedback in English—require substantial cognitive investment, including
vocabulary retrieval and syntactic management. Under FLWB, these behaviors feel
tedious and exhausting, prompting learners to avoid them, which explains the negative
effects on metacognitive, revision, and L2 use strategies. In contrast, L1 use strategies
showed no significant relationship with FLWB due to their low-effort, resource-saving
nature. Studies suggest that L1 use during planning or idea generation can serve as a
compensatory strategy when L2 proficiency is limited or cognitive load is high [47,48].
Consequently, L1 use is less sensitive to boredom and may function as a coping
mechanism that reduces cognitive demands without full disengagement. Overall, FLWB
emerged as a strong inhibitory force, posing a substantial emotional barrier to higher-
order strategic engagement in L2 writing.

Secondly, the present study found that FLWE significantly and positively predicted
all four writing strategies examined —metacognitive, revision, L1 use, and L2 use
strategies. The findings of the present study are consistent with those reported by Hu and
Wang et al. [32,33]. The findings can be interpreted through the function of positive
emotions. Positive achievement emotions broaden learners’ attention, foster cognitive
flexibility, and promote the use of more creative and varied learning strategies [7,9,49,50].
Learners who experience enjoyment during L2 writing tend to approach tasks with
greater openness and cognitive adaptability, which facilitates the use of metacognitive
planning, monitoring, and evaluative processes [51]. Enjoyment can also support
divergent thinking with the text, explaining why ELF learners are likely to use revision
strategies [9]. Furthermore, FLWE can encourage learners to experiment and explore with
linguistically challenging behaviors, such as generating ideas or drafting outlines directly
in the L2 and seeking L2 feedback and expressions, reflecting both strategy flexibility and
a willingness to take communicative risks. That FLWE also predicted L1 use strategies
suggests that enjoyable writers may draw on their full linguistic repertoire in a creative
and flexible manner, strategically switching between L1 and L2 to aid conceptualization
and problem solving. What is more, FLWE demonstrated large positive effects on all four
writing strategies examined —metacognition, revision, L1 use, and L2 use. The magnitude
of these effects suggests that enjoyment is not merely a peripheral facilitator but a central
driving force behind strategic engagement in foreign language writing.

5.2. The Combined Predictive Effects of FLWB and FLWE on EWS Use

When examined separately, FLWB negatively predicted metacognitive, revision, and
L2 use strategies, whereas FLWE showed positive effects on all four strategies. However,
in the combined model, the predictive effects of FLWB disappeared, while those of FLWE
became even stronger. A previous study has shown that FLWB tends to exert stronger
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predictive power on L2 writing performance [4]. The use of L2 writing strategies can
contribute to writing performance [52-54]. This pattern suggests that positive emotions
may primarily influence writing outcomes through process-oriented mechanisms such as
strategy deployment and FLWE may more directly undermine the outcome variables such
as performance. Compared with independent predictive effects, this shift indicates
substantial shared variance between the two emotions, with FLWE emerging as the
dominant predictor once their overlap is controlled. When FLWE is tested alone, its true
effect is partially obscured by the unmodeled influence of FLWB, resulting in an
underestimated effect size. Once both emotions are entered simultaneously, the model
partitions their shared variance and assigns it to the predictor that provides the more
powerful and theoretically coherent explanation. Beyond statistical explanation, this
pattern aligns with the broaden-and-build theory, which argues that positive emotions
expand attentional scope, enhance cognitive flexibility, and build enduring personal
resources, thereby exerting stronger and more pervasive influences on complex cognitive
behaviors [9]. In contrast, boredom primarily reflects withdrawal and low task value,
offering little motivational or cognitive leverage when modeled alongside a powerful
positive emotion [7]. Thus, when FLWE and FLWB compete in the same model, the
broadened cognitive resources associated with enjoyment overshadow the restrictive
tendencies of boredom. This suggests that positive writing-specific emotions play a more
decisive role than negative ones in mobilizing different types of L2 writing strategies.

5.3. The Interaction Effects of FLWB and FLWE on EWS Use

Firstly, the present study revealed a noteworthy interaction between FLWE and
FLWB for metacognitive strategies, but not for revision, L1 use, or L2 use strategies.
Specifically, the significant negative interaction suggests that high levels of FLWE do not
buffer the detrimental effect of FLWB on metacognitive engagement; instead, FLWE
appears to amplify the negative influence of boredom when both emotions co-occur. The
broaden-and-build theory proposes that positive emotions may undo some of the
physiological effects of high-arousal negative emotions [9,27,28]. However, boredom, a
low-arousal negative emotion, does not elicit the cardiovascular activation required for
the undoing mechanism to occur. The present findings therefore refine the theory by
showing that, in the domain of behavioral self-regulation, positive emotions may amplify
rather than buffer the detrimental effects of low-arousal negative emotions. This suggests
a boundary condition for the undo hypothesis in contexts involving low-activation
negative states.

Secondly, what was interesting was that FLWE amplified the negative effects of
FLWB on metacognition strategy. Within Pekrun’s Control-Value Theory, the interaction
between FLWE and FLWB on metacognitive writing strategies can be understood by
considering how students’ control and value appraisals dynamically shape their
emotional experiences during writing [7]. Chinese undergraduates are continuously
reminded of the high stakes of English writing through curriculum design and teachers’
emphasis on test-oriented outcomes, which strengthens the value they attach to writing
tasks. High control together with strong positive value appraisals naturally fosters higher
levels of FLWE among these more proficient students [7]. However, the same
examination-driven environment may lead to repeated practice of highly similar writing
genres and formulaic templates. Although such repetitive training may initially boost
students” enjoyment by enhancing feelings of competence, it can also engender a sense of
meaninglessness and monotony over time, leading to the generation of FLWB. For this
type of English writing task, Chinese EFL learners with higher levels of FLWE may have
already acquired a greater repertoire of lexical bundles and template-based structures [55-
57]. In such circumstances, EFL learners may perceive writing tasks as increasingly
unchallenging, which in turn amplifies the detrimental effects of FLWB [14]. In addition,
metacognitive strategies are among the most demanding strategies because they require
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learners to plan, monitor, and evaluate their performance while processing language [58].
EFL learners are likely to rely on these expressions and templates in a more automatic and
unreflective manner, thereby undermining the use of these demanding strategies such as
planning and monitoring in their L2 writing [51]. This pattern reflects the particular
emotional ecology of exam-oriented EFL writing in China, in which positive and negative
task emotions can co-exist and interact in complex, sometimes counterintuitive ways.

5.4. Pedagogical Implications

This study offers several pedagogical implications. First, given the negative
predictive effects of FLWB on EWS use, teachers should diversify writing tasks,
incorporate meaningful and autonomy-supportive activities, and provide optimally
challenging assignments to prevent disengagement from cognitively demanding
strategies. Second, the positive effects of FLWE highlight the value of cultivating
enjoyment through supportive feedback, positive teacher—student interactions,
collaborative drafting, and celebrating small achievements, all of which encourage deeper
strategic engagement. Third, the combined effects of FLWB and FLWE suggest that
boosting positive emotions —through gamified tasks, peer-sharing, or creativity-based
activities—may be more effective than merely reducing negative affect. Finally, the
interaction pattern, in which high FLWE intensified the detrimental effect of FLWB on
metacognitive strategies, underscores the need to foster emotional regulation. Techniques
such as reflective journals, emotional check-ins, or brief mindfulness resets can help
students manage fluctuating emotions and maintain metacognitive engagement.

5.5. Limitations and Recommendations

This study has several limitations. First, it relied solely on self-reported
questionnaires, which may be affected by social desirability, recall bias, and learners’
limited awareness of their own emotions and strategy use. Future research should
incorporate mixed methods such as interviews, observations, learning logs, or screen-
recorded writing processes. Second, the sample came from a single university in southern
China, limiting generalizability; broader and more diverse samples are needed. Third,
although the study examined the interaction between FLWE and FLWSB, it did not
consider other mediators or moderators such as motivation [46]. Future research should
include additional variables or adopt longitudinal designs. Finally, using the same sample
for both EFA and CFA may increase the risk of capitalization on chance. Future studies
are therefore encouraged to cross-validate the measurement model using independent
samples.

6. Conclusion

This study examined how Chinese university students’ FLWE and FLWB
independently, jointly, and interactively predicted their use of English writing strategies.
Results showed a clear asymmetry between positive and negative emotions. FLWE
strongly and positively predicted metacognitive, revision, L1 use, and L2 use strategies,
whereas FLWB negatively predicted metacognitive, revision, and L2 use strategies but
did not affect L1 use. In the combined model, FLWE became the dominant predictor and
the effects of FLWB disappeared. A significant interaction emerged only for metacognitive
strategies, suggesting that higher enjoyment may amplify rather than buffer the negative
impact of boredom. These findings highlight the complex and asymmetric ways in which
enjoyment and boredom shape strategic engagement in L2 writing, extending control-
value theory and providing boundary conditions for broaden-and-build theory.
Pedagogically, fostering FLWE and supporting learners’ emotional regulation may
enhance strategy use. However, reliance on self-report data and a single-institution
sample limits generalizability. Future research should diversify samples and explore
additional mechanisms underlying emotion-strategy relationships.
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