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ABSTRACT 

This study examines the writing difficulties faced by second-semester accounting 

students through the cognitive-linguistic-affective framework. Despite the growing importance 

of written communication in accounting professions, research on discipline-specific writing 

challenges remains limited, particularly regarding how cognitive, linguistic, and affective 

factors manifest in specialized contexts. This descriptive quantitative study employed survey 

methodology with 52 second-semester accounting students at Pattimura University in 

Indonesia. A structured questionnaire measured writing difficulties across three dimensions 

using a 5-point Likert scale. Results revealed that linguistic challenges (M=3.18) were the most 

significant, followed by affective (M=3.06) and cognitive dimensions (M=3.04). Writing 

anxiety about consequential errors (M=3.54) and vocabulary limitations (M=3.21) emerged as 

the highest-scoring subdimensions, suggesting a cyclical relationship between language 

deficiencies and emotional responses. Audience-appropriate terminology adaptation (M=3.29) 

and integrating numerical data within coherent textual structures (M=3.23) presented 

distinctive challenges specific to accounting discourse. Demographic analysis showed minimal 

gender differences but identified higher linguistic difficulties among students with basic 

English proficiency. These findings underscore the need for integrated pedagogical approaches 

that address technical competencies, linguistic development, and psychological barriers in 

accounting education. The study extends the current understanding of writing difficulties 

beyond general academic contexts into specialized professional areas, providing evidence-

based insights for designing targeted writing instruction in accounting programs. 

 

Keywords: accounting education, writing difficulties, cognitive factors, linguistic challenges, 

writing anxiety. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The growing complexity of accounting work has made written communication 

increasingly important. Financial reports, compliance documents, and client communications 

require strong writing skills beyond just working with numbers (James, 2022). Research by 

Arputhamalar & Kannan (2017) explains that corporate organizations constantly complain 

about the poor writing skills of new hires, while the International Federation of Accountants, 

through its handbook, emphasizes that effective communication is integral to meeting the 

requirements of ethical conduct and professional judgment. (IFAC, 2024). Despite this industry 

focus, accounting education often prioritizes technical skills over communication 

development, even though employers consistently highlight the importance of writing abilities 

(Atanasovski et al., 2018; Douglas & Gammie, 2019). This gap between the profession's needs 

and what education provides calls for careful study. 

Students face many challenges when developing specialized writing skills in higher 

education, especially accounting. These difficulties increase when English is not their first 

language, as students must learn both general language skills and field-specific writing 

conventions at the same time (Refa'i, 2023). Research shows significant differences between 
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what instructors expect and what students can produce in writing tasks. Accounting educators 

frequently report concerns about graduates' ability to create professional documents that meet 

industry standards (Irafahmi et al., 2021). These concerns go beyond basic grammar and 

spelling to include higher-level skills like logical organization, clear reasoning, and appropriate 

style—skills that accounting students must develop while also learning complex technical 

content and analytical methods. 

Writing difficulties can be understood through Patty's (2024) three-part framework, 

which groups challenges into cognitive, linguistic, and affective categories. Cognitive factors 

include memory limitations, planning problems, and organizational difficulties that affect 

students' ability to structure accounting information. Linguistic factors cover vocabulary 

limitations, sentence structure problems, and grammar errors that reduce the precision needed 

in financial communication. Affective factors—such as writing anxiety, lack of confidence, 

and low motivation—create additional barriers to engaging with writing tasks (Deb, 2018; 

Zabihi, 2018). This three-part approach helps us understand the specific writing challenges 

faced by accounting students, whose career success depends greatly on their ability to 

communicate financial information accurately and clearly. 

Previous studies have explored writing difficulties in various educational settings, mainly 

focusing on general student groups or English Education majors. Bisriyah (2022) identified 

problems across six stages of the writing process among university EFL students, finding that 

outlining and generating ideas were the most difficult areas. Similarly, Pakaya & Nabu (2022) 

found vocabulary weaknesses, grammar problems, organizational issues, and mechanical 

errors as the main obstacles to essay writing among English Education students. Using Brown's 

assessment framework, Nenotek et al. (2022) measured difficulties in content development, 

organization, coherence, and mechanics, discovering widespread problems with thesis 

statements and supporting evidence. Using a mixed-methods approach, Bulqiyah et al. (2021) 

found that cognitive problems—particularly generating viewpoints and managing the writing 

process—presented the greatest challenges, followed by linguistic and affective issues. Alisha 

et al. (2019) supported these findings, identifying vocabulary and language use as fundamental 

barriers to writing skills among secondary students. 

Despite these valuable studies, important research gaps remain regarding field-specific 

writing difficulties, especially in professional programs like Accounting. The existing research 

has several limitations: (1) an overwhelming focus on English Education majors or general 

students rather than specialized professional fields; (2) emphasis on general academic essays 

rather than field-specific professional writing tasks; (3) limited application of comprehensive 

frameworks to specialized contexts; and (4) insufficient attention to how cognitive, linguistic, 

and affective factors appear uniquely in professionally-oriented disciplines. These gaps are 

particularly notable for accounting students, who must work with specialized terminology, 

regulatory frameworks, and professional formats while developing basic writing skills. 

Furthermore, while Patty's (2024) cognitive-linguistic-affective framework offers an integrated 

approach to understanding writing difficulties, its application to accounting education remains 

unexplored, leaving a significant gap in our understanding of how these dimensions interact in 

specialized professional writing contexts. 

This study examines the writing difficulties faced by second-semester Accounting 

students at Pattimura University during the 2024/2025 academic year using Patty's (2024) 

three-dimensional framework. The research has three specific goals: (1) to identify the main 

cognitive factors that hinder accounting students' writing performance; (2) to determine the 

linguistic challenges specific to accounting writing that students encounter; and (3) to examine 

the emotional factors affecting writing engagement among accounting students. By 
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documenting these field-specific writing challenges, this study expands the current 

understanding of writing difficulties beyond general academic contexts into specialized 

professional areas. The findings will show how Patty's cognitive-linguistic-affective 

dimensions appear uniquely within accounting education, advancing theoretical knowledge 

while providing evidence-based insights that can inform teaching approaches specifically 

designed for accounting students' distinct writing needs. 

 

METHOD 

Research Design 

This research employed a descriptive quantitative approach using survey methodology 

to investigate writing difficulties among accounting students. The design focused on collecting 

numerical data that described the nature and frequency of writing challenges within the 

cognitive, linguistic, and affective dimensions established by Patty's (2024) tri-dimensional 

framework. A descriptive survey design was selected as the most appropriate approach because 

it enabled the systematic collection of self-reported data on writing difficulties from a 

substantial number of participants while maintaining procedural standardization (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018). The descriptive approach allowed for comprehensive profiling of writing 

challenges across all three framework dimensions without manipulating variables or 

establishing causal relationships. 

 

Research Site and Participants 

The research was conducted at Pattimura University in Ambon, Indonesia, specifically 

within the Accounting Department of the Faculty of Economics and Business. This site was 

selected through purposive sampling based on the department's emphasis on developing 

professional communication skills alongside technical accounting competencies. The 

participants were second-semester Accounting students enrolled in the 2024/2025 academic 

year. All 52 students in the second-semester cohort were invited to participate in the study, 

with the final sample comprising those who voluntarily completed the survey instrument. The 

second-semester timeframe was strategically selected as it represents a critical developmental 

period when students transition from general academic writing to more specialized professional 

discourse practices in accounting. 

 

Data Collection and Analysis 

The primary data collection instrument was a structured questionnaire based on Patty's 

(2024) tri-dimensional framework of writing difficulties. The questionnaire consisted of three 

main sections corresponding to cognitive, linguistic, and affective dimensions, with each 

section containing multiple items measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 

5 = Strongly Agree). The cognitive dimension section included items related to working 

memory limitations, planning deficiencies, and organizational difficulties. The linguistic 

dimension section covered vocabulary limitations, syntactic complexity issues, and grammar 

errors. The affective dimension section addressed writing anxiety, self-efficacy, and 

motivation. 

Instrument validation was conducted through pilot testing with a small group of 15 

accounting students from a different semester cohort who were not involved in the main study. 

This pilot testing aimed to assess the questionnaire's clarity, comprehensibility, and technical 

functionality before full-scale implementation. Based on pilot participants' feedback, minor 

revisions were made to item wording to enhance clarity and contextual relevance. Validity was 

assessed using Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients to determine the relationship 
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between individual items and their respective dimensional totals. Items with correlation 

coefficients (r-values) greater than 0.2681 at a significance level of p < 0.05 were considered 

valid and retained in the final instrument. The analysis indicated that all items across the three 

dimensions demonstrated satisfactory validity coefficients ranging from 0.42 to 0.87. 

Instrument reliability was evaluated using Cronbach's alpha coefficient. The overall alpha 

value for the complete 45-item questionnaire was 0.84, indicating strong internal consistency 

reliability for the entire instrument. 

The validated questionnaire was administered electronically through Google Forms. The 

survey link was distributed via the official accounting class WhatsApp groups, which served 

as the primary communication platform for enrolled students. The survey remained accessible 

for two weeks, with systematic reminder messages disseminated after the first week to 

maximize response rates. Before survey completion, informed consent was obtained from all 

participants through an electronic consent form embedded at the beginning of the 

questionnaire. This form detailed the study's purpose, voluntary participation, and right to 

withdraw and assured participants of data confidentiality and anonymity following institutional 

research ethics protocols. All identifying information was removed during data analysis to 

maintain participant confidentiality. 

Data analysis employed descriptive statistics to quantify the writing difficulties 

experienced by accounting students across all three dimensions. Statistical procedures included 

calculating means, standard deviations, frequencies, and percentages for each questionnaire 

item and dimension. Microsoft Excel and SPSS version 26 were utilized for data processing 

and analysis. To interpret the mean scores, the following scale was applied: 

Table 1. Interpretation Scale for Mean Scores 

Mean Score Range Level of Difficulty 

1.00 - 1.80 Very Low 

1.81 - 2.60 Low 

2.61 - 3.40 Moderate 

3.41 - 4.20 High 

4.21 - 5.00 Very High 

 

The findings were organized according to the research objectives, presenting the 

cognitive, linguistic, and affective dimensions of writing difficulties separately, followed by 

an integrated analysis identifying the most significant challenges across all dimensions. 

 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

Overall Dimensions of Writing Difficulties 

Data analysis revealed a nuanced profile of writing difficulties experienced by second-
semester accounting students across Patty's (2024) tri-dimensional framework. The linguistic 

dimension emerged as the most challenging (M=3.18, SD=0.42), followed by the affective 

dimension (M=3.06, SD=0.39) and cognitive dimension (M=3.04, SD=0.37). All dimensions 

fell within the moderate difficulty range (2.61-3.40), suggesting that students face multifaceted 

but manageable challenges in their writing development. 

The prominence of linguistic challenges aligns with Uba & Souidi's (2020) research, 

which identified language factors as primary barriers to effective writing among business 

students. This finding suggests that accounting students' writing difficulties stem primarily 

from language competence rather than content knowledge deficiencies. Nevertheless, the 
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narrow margins separating the three dimensions underscore the interconnected nature of 

writing processes described in Deane's (2018) and Zabihi's (2018) integrated models of writing 

competence. 

Table 2. Mean Scores and Standard Deviations by Dimension and Subdimension 

Dimensions and 

Subdimensions 
Mean SD 

Level of 

Difficulty 

Linguistic Dimension 3.18 0.42 Moderate 

Vocabulary Limitations 3.21 0.48 Moderate 

Syntactic Complexity Issues 3.20 0.45 Moderate 

Grammar Errors 3.13 0.43 Moderate 

Affective Dimension 3.06 0.39 Moderate 

Writing Anxiety 3.24 0.51 Moderate 

Self-Efficacy 3.13 0.46 Moderate 

Motivation 2.81 0.49 Moderate 

Cognitive Dimension 3.04 0.37 Moderate 

Organizational Difficulties 3.08 0.42 Moderate 

Working Memory Limitations 3.03 0.40 Moderate 

Planning Deficiencies 3.00 0.39 Moderate 

 

Particularly noteworthy is the co-occurrence of writing anxiety (M=3.24) and vocabulary 

limitations (M=3.21) as the highest-scoring subdimensions. This pairing suggests a potential 

cyclical relationship between language deficiencies and emotional responses—a phenomenon 

Zhao (2025) identified in discipline-specific writing contexts, where vocabulary limitations 

and anxiety mutually reinforce. The prevalence of both factors points to the need for integrated 

pedagogical approaches that simultaneously address writing development's technical, 

linguistic, and psychological aspects. 

 

Cognitive Dimension 

1. Working Memory Limitations 

The cognitive demands of accounting writing create substantial working memory 

challenges for students (M=3.03, SD=0.40). Document-level continuity proved especially 

problematic, with 82.7% of students reporting moderate to high difficulty remembering 

previously written content in longer documents (Item 5, M=3.15, SD=0.78). This finding 

suggests significant cognitive strain when managing extended accounting texts. 

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Working Memory Limitations Items 

Item Statement 
Frequency (%) 

SD Mean 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 I find it difficult to keep track of my ideas while writing 

accounting reports. 

0.0 21.2 55.8 21.2 1.8 0.71 3.04 

2 I struggle to remember appropriate accounting terminology when 

writing. 

0.0 23.1 57.7 17.3 1.9 0.67 2.98 

3 I have trouble maintaining focus on both financial accuracy and 

writing quality simultaneously. 

3.8 21.2 61.5 11.5 2.0 0.69 2.87 

4 I find it challenging to recall proper formatting requirements 

while drafting accounting documents. 

1.9 17.3 51.9 26.9 2.0 0.75 3.10 

5 I have difficulty remembering what I've already written when 

composing longer financial documents. 

1.9 15.4 51.9 26.9 3.9 0.78 3.15 
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Item Statement 
Frequency (%) 

SD Mean 
1 2 3 4 5 

Overall Mean 3.03 

 

These findings reflect principles of cognitive load theory as applied to accounting 

education (Sweller et al., 2019). The difficulty with maintaining continuity in longer documents 

exemplifies what Alyousef (2020) identified as a characteristic challenge for accounting 

students—the competing cognitive demands of numerical precision and textual cohesion create 

substantial working memory constraints. Interestingly, students reported comparatively less 

difficulty maintaining simultaneous focus on financial accuracy and writing quality (Item 3, 

M=2.87), contradicting Yang & Farley's (2019) assertion that cognitive load demands represent 

the primary cognitive barrier in accounting writing. This discrepancy may reflect curricular 

emphasis on integrated skill development at Pattimura University. 

The prevalence of working memory limitations suggests the need for targeted 

pedagogical interventions. Ikawati's (2020) research indicates that scaffolded writing tasks 

with gradually increasing complexity can effectively mitigate working memory constraints. 

The particular challenge with document-level continuity also points to Siregar's (2023) 

recommendation for explicit metacognitive strategy instruction—helping students develop 

systematic approaches to managing extended writing tasks without overwhelming cognitive 

resources. 

 

2. Planning Deficiencies 

Students demonstrated moderate difficulties with planning accounting writing (M=3.00, 

SD=0.39), with particular challenges integrating numerical and textual elements. The most 

prominent difficulty involved organizing numerical data within coherent textual structures 

(Item 8, M=3.23, SD=0.83), reported by 82.7% of participants. This finding highlights a 

distinctive feature of accounting discourse—the complex interplay between quantitative 

information and qualitative explanation. 

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for Planning Deficiencies Items 

Item Statement 
Frequency (%) 

SD Mean 
1 2 3 4 5 

6 I struggle to create an outline before writing accounting 

assignments. 

1.9 26.9 51.9 17.3 2.0 0.72 2.90 

7 I find it difficult to decide what financial information to include or 

exclude in reports. 

1.9 17.3 55.8 23.1 1.9 0.73 3.06 

8 I have trouble organizing numerical data and analytical findings in 

a coherent structure before writing. 

1.9 15.4 46.2 30.8 5.7 0.83 3.23 

9 I find it challenging to prioritize key financial points when 

explaining accounting information. 

3.8 23.1 59.6 11.5 2.0 0.70 2.85 

10 I struggle to allocate appropriate time for planning my writing 

tasks. 

1.9 21.2 57.7 17.3 1.9 0.71 2.96 

 

The difficulty with integrating numerical data and analytical findings aligns with research 

by Faccia (2020) and Theodorakopoulos et al. (2024), who identified this quantitative-

qualitative integration as a distinctive planning challenge in accounting discourse. Students 

reported comparatively less difficulty with content prioritization (Item 9, M=2.85), suggesting 

greater confidence in determining importance than in structuring information effectively—a 
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pattern consistent with Irafahmi et al.'s (2021) findings on accounting students' writing 

processes. 

Arrimada et al. (2019) demonstrate that explicit instruction in planning strategies specific 

to discipline-based writing can significantly improve student performance. For accounting 

educators, the pronounced difficulty with data integration suggests implementing targeted 

approaches such as analytical frameworks and organizational templates designed specifically 

for financial reporting genres. The moderate time management difficulties (Item 10, M=2.96) 

further indicate that time allocation strategies should be incorporated into writing instruction, 

helping students develop realistic planning timelines for complex accounting documents. 

 

3. Organizational Difficulties 

Among cognitive challenges, organizational difficulties emerged as the most significant 

(M=3.08, SD=0.42), with terminological consistency presenting the greatest obstacle. 84.6% 

of students reported moderate to high difficulty maintaining consistent terminology throughout 

extended accounting documents (Item 15, M=3.35, SD=0.86). This finding highlights the 

precision demands of accounting discourse, where terminological consistency directly affects 

information reliability. 

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for Organizational Difficulties Items 

Item Statement 
Frequency (%) 

SD Mean 
1 2 3 4 5 

11 I have trouble connecting numerical data with written explanations in 

accounting documents. 

1.9 17.3 53.8 25.0 2.0 0.74 3.08 

12 I find it difficult to structure information in a logical sequence when 

writing financial analyses. 

1.9 21.2 55.8 19.2 1.9 0.70 2.98 

13 I struggle to create clear transitions between sections in accounting 

reports. 

1.9 17.3 57.7 21.2 1.9 0.71 3.04 

14 I have difficulty organizing paragraphs to effectively communicate 

financial concepts. 

1.9 17.3 51.9 25.0 3.9 0.78 3.12 

15 I find it challenging to maintain consistent terminology throughout 

longer accounting documents. 

1.9 13.5 40.4 36.5 7.7 0.86 3.35 

 

The challenge with terminological consistency reflects findings from Efrizah et al. (2019) 

and Marpurdianto & Hardono (2023), who identified terminology management as a principal 

difficulty for Indonesian accounting students, particularly when writing in English. 

Interestingly, logical sequencing presented comparatively less difficulty (Item 12, M=2.98), 

contradicting Myers (2016) assertion that structural organization constitutes the primary barrier 

for accounting students. This discrepancy may reflect curricular emphasis on analytical 

structuring at Pattimura University, potentially mitigating certain organizational challenges. 

Lampi & Reynolds (2018) emphasize that developing organizational competence in 

discipline-specific writing requires explicit instruction in textual cohesion strategies. The 

pronounced difficulty with terminological consistency suggests implementing terminology 

management tools such as glossaries and term banks, particularly for extended writing tasks. 

Additionally, the moderate difficulty connecting numerical data with explanations (Item 11, 

M=3.08) indicates the need for instructional approaches demonstrating effective integration 

strategies, supporting Adams et al. (2020) recommendation for integrated pedagogical 

assignments that enhance critical thinking and data management skills. 
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Linguistic Dimension 

1. Vocabulary Limitations 

Lexical challenges emerged in this study, with vocabulary limitations scoring highest 

among linguistic subdimensions (M=3.21, SD=0.48). Audience-appropriate terminology 

adaptation proved the most challenging (Item 20, M=3.29, SD=0.85), with 82.7% of students 

reporting moderate to high difficulty. This finding highlights the sociolinguistic demands of 

accounting communication—the need to adjust specialized terminology for diverse 

stakeholders. 

Table 6. Descriptive Statistics for Vocabulary Limitations Items 

Item Statement 
Frequency (%) 

SD Mean 
1 2 3 4 5 

16 I struggle to recall and correctly apply specialized accounting 

terminology when writing. 

1.9 13.5 46.2 32.7 5.7 0.82 3.27 

17 I find it difficult to use varied vocabulary in professional accounting 

documents. 

1.9 13.5 46.2 32.7 5.7 0.82 3.27 

18 I have trouble expressing complex financial concepts in writing. 1.9 15.4 50.0 28.8 3.9 0.78 3.17 

19 I struggle to choose appropriate words that convey precise financial 

meanings. 

1.9 19.2 51.9 25.0 2.0 0.75 3.06 

20 I find it challenging to adapt my vocabulary to different accounting 

audiences. 

1.9 15.4 42.3 32.7 7.7 0.85 3.29 

 

Le & Ha (2023) identified lexical knowledge as a fundamental challenge for non-native 

English speakers in specialized disciplines—a pattern reflected in these findings. The difficulty 

with audience-appropriate terminology adaptation aligns with Aburous & Kamla's (2022) 

analysis of accounting discourse communities, highlighting the rhetorical flexibility required 

to communicate effectively with diverse stakeholders. Interestingly, students reported 

comparatively less difficulty with precise financial terminology (Item 19, M=3.06), suggesting 

reasonable disciplinary vocabulary development but limited rhetorical adaptability—a pattern 

similar to Kohnke et al.'s (2021) observations. 

Molle et al. (2021) emphasise that specialized vocabulary acquisition requires explicit 

instruction and extensive exposure to authentic disciplinary discourse. The difficulties with 

terminology recall (Item 16, M=3.27) and vocabulary variation (Item 17, M=3.27) suggest that 

accounting curricula should incorporate systematic terminology development through 

technical glossaries and genre-specific lexical study. Furthermore, the pronounced difficulty 

with audience adaptation supports Rakedzon & Rabkin's (2024) recommendation for audience 

analysis frameworks—helping students develop the rhetorical awareness needed to adjust 

terminology appropriately for different stakeholders. 

 

2. Syntactic Complexity Issues 

Sentence-level challenges presented significant barriers for accounting students 

(M=3.20, SD=0.45), with procedural explanations proving most problematic. 84.6% of 

students reported moderate to high difficulty constructing complex sentences to explain 

detailed accounting procedures (Item 21, M=3.37, SD=0.88). This finding highlights the 

sophisticated syntactic demands of accounting discourse, where precise procedural 

relationships often require elaborate sentence structures. 
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Table 7. Descriptive Statistics for Syntactic Complexity Issues Items 

Item Statement 
Frequency (%) 

SD Mean 
1 2 3 4 5 

21 I have difficulty constructing complex sentences to explain detailed 

accounting procedures. 

1.9 13.5 40.4 34.6 9.6 0.88 3.37 

22 I struggle to vary my sentence structures when writing financial 

reports. 

1.9 15.4 48.1 30.8 3.8 0.79 3.19 

23 I find it challenging to write concise but informative sentences about 

numerical data. 

1.9 15.4 46.2 32.7 3.8 0.80 3.21 

24 I have trouble creating effective sentence connections when 

explaining financial relationships. 

1.9 17.3 53.8 25.0 2.0 0.74 3.08 

25 I struggle to balance technical precision with readability in my 

accounting writing. 

1.9 15.4 50.0 28.8 3.9 0.78 3.17 

 

Botafogo (2019) linguistic analysis identified high syntactic complexity as a defining 

feature of accounting texts—a characteristic that challenges these students. The difficulty with 

procedural explanations reflects Alyousef's (2020) observation that accounting discourse often 

demands elaborate syntactic structures to articulate precise procedural relationships. Students 

reported comparatively less difficulty with sentence connections (Item 24, M=3.08), 

suggesting basic cohesive techniques but limited mastery of sophisticated clause relationships. 

Ramzan & Alahmadi (2024) argue that developing advanced syntactic competence 

requires explicit instruction in complex sentence formation and extensive guided practice. The 

difficulty with procedural explanations suggests that accounting writing instruction should 

incorporate targeted sentence construction exercises, supporting Chandler & Sayeski's (2024) 

recommendation for sentence-combining activities. Additionally, the difficulty with concise 

data reporting (Item 23, M=3.21) points to Mendez-Carbajo et al.'s (2019) emphasis on 

information density strategies—helping students develop the syntactic tools to present 

numerical information clearly and concisely. 

 

3. Grammar Errors 

While scoring lowest among linguistic subdimensions (M=3.13, SD=0.43), grammatical 

accuracy presents moderate challenges for accounting students. Subject-verb agreement 

emerged as the most problematic (Item 26, M=3.31, SD=0.85), with 82.7% reporting moderate 

to high difficulty. This finding highlights a fundamental grammatical challenge with significant 

implications for accounting discourse, where precision directly affects information reliability. 

Table 8. Descriptive Statistics for Grammar Errors Items 

Item Statement 
Frequency (%) 

SD Mean 
1 2 3 4 5 

26 I make frequent errors in subject-verb agreement when writing 

financial documents. 

1.9 15.4 40.4 34.6 7.7 0.85 3.31 

27 I have difficulty using correct verb tenses when describing financial 

events or transactions. 

1.9 17.3 50.0 26.9 3.9 0.77 3.13 

28 I struggle with article usage (a, an, the) in my accounting writing. 3.8 19.2 57.7 17.3 2.0 0.73 2.94 

29 I make frequent errors with prepositions when describing financial 

relationships. 

1.9 17.3 53.8 25.0 2.0 0.74 3.08 

30 I find it challenging to use punctuation correctly in professional 

accounting documents. 

1.9 15.4 48.1 30.8 3.8 0.79 3.19 
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These grammatical challenges mirror patterns Puspita (2021) documented in their 

analysis of L1 interference among Indonesian English learners. The difficulty with subject-

verb agreement aligns with Pasaribu et al.'s (2024) finding that concordance errors represent 

persistent challenges for Indonesian students, particularly in academic contexts. Interestingly, 

article usage presented comparatively less difficulty (Item 28, M=2.94), contradicting 

Yusnitasari & Suwartono's (2020) identification of determiners as one of the most problematic 

grammatical categories. This unexpected pattern might reflect the standardized phraseology of 

accounting discourse, potentially mitigating article usage challenges through repeated exposure 

to conventional expressions. 

Chen & Wang (2023) emphasize that grammatical accuracy in discipline-specific writing 

requires targeted instruction addressing the specific syntactic features of the genre. The high 

difficulty with subject-verb agreement suggests incorporating focused grammar exercises 

addressing concordance in financial contexts, supporting Fauzi & Putra's (2022) 

recommendation for discipline-specific grammar instruction. Additionally, the notable 

difficulty with punctuation (Item 30, M=3.19) indicates the need for explicit instruction in 

professional document conventions, aligning with Sujinpram & Wannaruk's (2024) research 

on genre-specific editing instruction in business writing courses. 

 

Affective Dimension 

1. Writing Anxiety 

Emotional barriers emerged prominently in this study, with writing anxiety scoring 

highest not only within the affective dimension (M=3.24, SD=0.51) but across all 

subdimensions. Most striking was students' concern about consequential errors (Item 32, 

M=3.54, SD=0.92)—the highest-scoring item in the entire survey, with 86.6% reporting 

moderate to high anxiety. This finding reveals the profound psychological impact of 

accounting's high-stakes communication context, where writing errors can have significant 

real-world consequences. 

Table 9. Descriptive Statistics for Writing Anxiety Items 

Item Statement 
Frequency (%) 

SD Mean 
1 2 3 4 5 

31 I feel nervous when asked to write accounting reports or analyses. 1.9 17.3 51.9 26.9 2.0 0.75 3.10 

32 I worry about making writing errors that could affect the 

interpretation of financial information. 

1.9 11.5 30.8 42.3 13.5 0.92 3.54 

33 I experience stress when writing financial documents under time 

constraints. 

1.9 13.5 40.4 36.5 7.7 0.86 3.35 

34 I feel uncomfortable when supervisors or instructors will evaluate 

my accounting writing. 

1.9 15.4 50.0 28.8 3.9 0.78 3.17 

35 I tend to postpone writing tasks in favor of numerical or analytical 

work. 

1.9 19.2 53.8 23.1 2.0 0.74 3.04 

 

Cletzer et al.'s (2023) research helps explain this pattern, noting that writing apprehension 

intensifies in disciplines where written communication carries significant real-world 

consequences. The exceptionally high concern about consequential errors reflects accounting's 

distinctive context—where inaccuracies can trigger legal, financial, and ethical repercussions. 

Students reported comparatively less general writing nervousness (Item 31, M=3.10), 

suggesting specific concern about consequences rather than the writing process itself—a 

pattern identified by Nugroho & Ena (2021). 
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Horwitz (2020) emphasizes that affective barriers can substantially impede skill 

development even when cognitive and linguistic competencies exist. The high anxiety about 

consequential errors suggests implementing pedagogical approaches that address technical 

skills and psychological factors, supporting Al-Jarrah et al.'s (2018) recommendation for 

metacognitive writing instruction incorporating error management training and constructive 

feedback practices. Additionally, the notable time-pressure stress (Item 33, M=3.35) indicates 

the value of a scaffolded timed-writing practice that gradually builds confidence with deadline-

driven tasks (Hull, 2022; Ikawati, 2020). 

 

2. Self-Efficacy 

Confidence issues represented significant challenges for accounting students (M=3.13, 

SD=0.46), with industry standards uncertainty proving most problematic. 84.6% of students 

reported moderate to high uncertainty about whether their writing meets professional standards 

(Item 39, M=3.37, SD=0.88). This finding reveals a crucial gap between academic writing 

instruction and perceived workplace expectations—a disconnection that undermines students' 

confidence in their developing writing abilities. 

Table 10. Descriptive Statistics for Self-Efficacy Items 

Item Statement 
Frequency (%) 

SD Mean 
1 2 3 4 5 

36 I doubt my ability to communicate accounting concepts effectively in 

writing. 

1.9 17.3 53.8 25.0 2.0 0.74 3.08 

37 I lack confidence in my writing skills compared to my technical 

accounting knowledge. 

1.9 25.0 53.8 17.3 2.0 0.71 2.92 

38 I believe my peers produce more professional accounting documents 

than I do. 

1.9 15.4 42.3 32.7 7.7 0.85 3.29 

39 I feel uncertain about whether my writing meets industry standards. 1.9 13.5 40.4 34.6 9.6 0.88 3.37 

40 I question my capacity to develop the writing skills needed for 

accounting career advancement. 

1.9 21.2 53.8 21.2 1.9 0.74 3.00 

 

Bandura's (2019) theoretical framework identifies standards uncertainty as a critical 

factor undermining self-efficacy beliefs, demonstrating how unclear or inconsistent standards 

impact individuals' confidence in their capabilities. The high uncertainty about meeting 

industry standards reflects the disconnect between academic assignments and workplace 

expectations. Interestingly, students reported relatively balanced confidence between writing 

and technical skills (Item 37, M=2.92), contradicting Kowalewski & Halasz's (2019) finding 

that business students typically report substantially lower confidence in communication than 

technical competencies. This unexpected parity may reflect Pattimura University's integrated 

communication and technical development approach. 

Teng & Wang (2023) emphasize that writing self-efficacy beliefs strongly predict 
performance and persistence in skill development. The high uncertainty about meeting industry 

standards suggests incorporating authentic professional documents as models and assessment 

benchmarks (Dahlback et al., 2020). Additionally, the notable social comparison concerns 

(Item 38, M=3.29) indicate the potential value of collaborative writing approaches that 

normalize peer review and cooperative text production. 

 

3. Motivation 

While scoring lowest among all subdimensions (M=2.81, SD=0.49), motivational factors 

reveal important patterns in students' attitudes toward writing. The most challenging was 
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maintaining motivation after achieving numerical accuracy (Item 45, M=3.04, SD=0.74), with 

78.9% reporting moderate to high difficulty. This finding highlights a critical tension in 

accounting education—the tendency to prioritize technical content over communication 

quality, potentially undermining writing development. 

Table 11. Descriptive Statistics for Motivation Items 

Item Statement 
Frequency (%) 

SD Mean 
1 2 3 4 5 

41 I find writing accounting documents less engaging than working with 

financial calculations. 

1.9 26.9 51.9 17.3 2.0 0.72 2.90 

42 I invest minimal effort into improving my writing skills compared to 

my technical accounting skills. 

3.8 26.9 59.6 7.7 2.0 0.70 2.77 

43 I see a limited connection between writing proficiency and success in 

the accounting profession. 

3.8 28.8 59.6 5.8 2.0 0.69 2.73 

44 I lack enthusiasm when beginning written accounting assignments. 5.8 34.6 53.8 3.8 2.0 0.69 2.62 

45 I lose motivation to perfect my writing once the financial information 

is correctly presented. 

1.9 19.2 53.8 23.1 2.0 0.74 3.04 

 

Expectancy-value theory (Wigfield & Ponnock, 2020) helps explain this pattern—

students allocate motivational resources based on perceived task value. The tendency to lose 

motivation after achieving numerical accuracy reflects the prioritization of technical content 

over communication quality in accounting students' writing approach. Interestingly, initial 

enthusiasm deficits scored lowest across all items (Item 44, M=2.62), contradicting Casanova 

& Tuazon's (2021) finding that business students typically report high motivation for beginning 

writing tasks. This unexpected pattern suggests students recognize writing's importance even 

if they struggle to sustain motivation throughout the process—potentially reflecting cultural 

factors or programmatic emphasis on communication skills at Pattimura University. 

Dörnyei & Ushioda (2021) emphasize that motivation is critical for sustained skill 

development, particularly for complex tasks requiring significant practice. The tendency to 

deprioritize writing refinement suggests implementing assessment practices that explicitly 

value communication quality alongside technical accuracy. Additionally, the moderate 

perceived value limitation (Item 43, M=2.73) indicates the importance of explicitly connecting 

writing proficiency to professional success through authentic workplace examples and industry 

professional testimonials (Attan et al., 2018). 

 

Demographic Comparisons 

Analysis by gender revealed minimal differences in writing difficulties across all 

dimensions (Table 12). Female students (n=40, 76.9%) reported slightly higher mean scores 

(Cognitive: M=3.06, SD=0.38; Linguistic: M=3.19, SD=0.43; Affective: M=3.07, SD=0.38) 

than male counterparts (n=12, 23.1%; Cognitive: M=2.96, SD=0.35; Linguistic: M=3.14, 
SD=0.41; Affective: M=3.02, SD=0.40). The largest difference appeared in the cognitive 

dimension (0.10), while the affective dimension showed the smallest gap (0.05). 

Table 12. Mean Scores and Standard Deviations by Gender 

Dimension 
Female (n=40) Male (n=12) 

Difference 
Mean SD Mean SD 

Cognitive 3.06 0.38 2.96 0.35 0.10 

Linguistic 3.19 0.43 3.14 0.41 0.05 

Affective 3.07 0.38 3.02 0.40 0.05 
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These minimal gender differences contradict previous research suggesting more 

pronounced variations. Fajaryani et al. (2024) found substantially higher writing anxiety 

among female students, a pattern not supported by the minimal affective difference (0.05) in 

this study. Similarly, the modest cognitive difference (0.10) contradicts Scheiber et al.'s (2015) 

finding that male students typically report significantly greater organizational difficulties. 

While the small male sample size (n=12) limits conclusion reliability, the consistent pattern of 

minimal differences suggests that gender may not substantially influence writing difficulties 

among Indonesian accounting students. 

Researchers argue that writing instruction should address diverse student needs without 

reinforcing gender stereotypes (Ferris & Eckstein, 2020; Semartini, 2020). The lack of 

substantial gender differences suggests implementing inclusive pedagogical approaches 

addressing common challenges rather than gender-specific interventions. This supports 

Gimenez's (2016) recommendation for universal design principles in business communication 

pedagogy—focusing on disciplinary challenges rather than demographic factors. 

English proficiency comparisons revealed a more nuanced pattern (Table 13). Basic 

proficiency students (n=24, 46.2%) reported higher linguistic difficulties (M=3.24, SD=0.45) 

than intermediate proficiency students (n=28, 53.8%; M=3.14, SD=0.40). However, cognitive 

and affective dimensions showed virtually identical scores between proficiency groups, 

suggesting language proficiency primarily affects linguistic aspects without substantially 

impacting cognitive processes or emotional responses. 

Table 13. Mean Scores and Standard Deviations by English Proficiency Level 

Dimension 
Basic (n=24) Intermediate (n=28) 

Difference 
Mean SD Mean SD 

Cognitive 3.03 0.36 3.04 0.38 -0.01 

Linguistic 3.24 0.45 3.14 0.40 0.10 

Affective 3.07 0.39 3.06 0.38 0.01 

 

The higher linguistic challenges among basic proficiency students align with Yuliawati's 

(2021) finding that vocabulary and grammar difficulties correlate inversely with writing 

proficiency. However, the negligible proficiency-related differences in cognitive and affective 

dimensions contradict Nariman-Jahan & Rahimpour's (2011) conclusion that language 

proficiency substantially influences planning abilities and Thaksanan's (2024) finding that 

writing anxiety typically decreases with increased language proficiency. These unexpected 

patterns suggest that content knowledge and genre familiarity may partially compensate for 

language limitations in discipline-specific contexts—creating a more complex relationship 

between proficiency and writing challenges than previously theorized. 

Prozor-Barbalat & Bivol (2024) emphasize that discipline-specific language instruction 
should address general and specialized linguistic competencies. The higher linguistic 

difficulties among basic proficiency students suggest the need for differentiated language 

support providing additional vocabulary and grammar instruction for students with lower 

English proficiency. However, similar cognitive and affective scores across proficiency levels 

indicate that organizational strategies and affective interventions may benefit all students 

regardless of language proficiency. 
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Study Limitations and Pedagogical Implications 

While this study provides valuable insights into accounting students' writing difficulties, 

several limitations should be acknowledged. The research was conducted at a single institution 

with second-semester students, potentially limiting generalizability across different 

educational contexts and student developmental stages. The relatively small sample size, 

particularly the limited number of male participants (n=12), constrains the reliability of gender-

based comparisons. Additionally, the study relied exclusively on self-reported data rather than 

directly assessing writing samples, which may introduce subjective bias into the findings. 

Cultural and educational factors specific to the Indonesian context may also influence students' 

perceptions of writing difficulties, suggesting caution when applying these findings to 

accounting programs in different cultural settings. The study's cross-sectional nature further 

limits our understanding of how writing challenges might evolve throughout students' 

educational progression. 

The findings nonetheless offer significant implications for accounting education. The 

prominence of linguistic challenges, particularly vocabulary limitations, suggests that 

accounting curricula should incorporate more discipline-specific language development 

through technical glossaries, authentic genre examples, and explicit terminology instruction. 

The high anxiety about consequential errors indicates the need for pedagogical approaches that 

address technical skills and psychological barriers, potentially through error management 

training and graduated feedback practices. The difficulty with integrating numerical data within 

coherent textual structures points to implementing analytical frameworks and organizational 

templates specifically designed for financial reporting genres. Assessment practices should 

explicitly value communication quality alongside technical accuracy, countering students' 

tendency to deprioritize writing refinement after achieving numerical precision. Further 

research using mixed-methods approaches, including direct assessment of writing samples and 

longitudinal designs, would strengthen our understanding of how writing challenges evolve 

throughout accounting students' professional development. 

 

CONCLUSION 

This study has revealed a complex profile of writing difficulties among second-semester 

accounting students, with linguistic challenges emerging as most prominent (M=3.18), 

followed closely by affective (M=3.06) and cognitive dimensions (M=3.04). The finding that 

writing anxiety—particularly concerned about consequential errors (M=3.54)—and 

vocabulary limitations (M=3.21) ranked highest among all subdimensions highlights the 

unique interplay between technical precision demands and emotional responses in accounting 

discourse. The co-occurrence of these factors suggests a cyclical relationship where language 

deficiencies intensify anxiety while performance pressure further inhibits linguistic expression. 

This pattern reflects the distinctive high-stakes nature of accounting communication, where 

inaccuracies can trigger significant legal, financial, and ethical repercussions. The application 

of Patty's (2024) tri-dimensional framework has successfully illuminated the complex, 

interconnected nature of writing challenges in this specialized professional context, extending 

our understanding beyond general academic writing difficulties. 

The findings underscore the need for integrated pedagogical approaches in accounting 

education that simultaneously address technical competencies, linguistic development, and 

psychological barriers. Particularly important is bridging the gap between academic writing 

instruction and workplace expectations—a disconnect revealed through students' high 

uncertainty about meeting industry standards. Effective accounting writing pedagogy should 

incorporate terminology management tools, audience analysis frameworks, explicit instruction 
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in quantitative-qualitative integration, and constructive feedback practices that build 

confidence while maintaining rigor. Furthermore, the narrow margins separating the three 

dimensions (cognitive, linguistic, affective) emphasize that writing development in specialized 

fields requires holistic approaches rather than isolated skill-building. Future research should 

explore how these writing challenges evolve throughout students' academic progression and 

early career experiences, potentially through longitudinal designs incorporating self-reported 

data and direct assessment of writing samples in authentic professional contexts. 
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