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Abstract 

The purpose of this tacher-researcher case study was to ieam more about ESL writing in 

general by looking at two particular writers in my own University ESL Writing class. The 

participants were two serious students, but then was a noticeable clifference in the quality of their 

writing. To understand this clifference, 1 investigated the characteristics of each as a writer, her 

writing, and her comments about the process of writing. The findings for both participants were 

then aaalysed in order to identa those feahues that distinguished the proficient writer and her 

writing fkom the nonproficient. The &ta for the sîudy included al1 the writing both participants 

completed for the Writing class during one semester, transcripts of peer response groups, student- 

teacher conferences, student-researcher conversations, and researcher notes. 

Both writers were considered serious students because they atîended ali ESL Writing classes, 

completed assignrnents, and participated in class activities. The texts of the proficient writer, 

however, were characterized by a greater number and variety of discourse features. The findings 

indicate that the differences in the two midents' appmaches to writing and their characteristics as 

writers resulted in different quality Wnting. The proficient writer had extensive contact with native 

speakers of English and she participated in a variety of Canadian cultural activities. Before writing, 

she planned the content and o r g h t i o n  of her texts whenever they were evaluated; she was 

primarily concemed with the content, but she &O aîîended to grammar, spelling, organizaîion and 

vocabulary, and she revised her writing extensively and fiqumtty. Response to her work in 

progress improved the subsequent revisions as her voice became stronger, her awareness of 

audience increased, and her language became more powerfûl. Pedagogical suggestions are offed 

to heip ESL writers irnprove the quality of their written tem. 
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CHAPTER 1: BACKGROUND TO 'MTE STUDY 

There is a growing recognition of the importance of writing in the development of second 

language proficiency. This can be seen in the increasing number of presentations about English 

as Second ~ a n ~ u a i e  (ESL) writing at conferences and papers in professional j o d s ,  as well as 

the number of ESL writing courses oE'd at North American universities and colleges (Silva, 

1995). Silva (1 990) cautions, however, that to be effective, ESL writing teachers must 

understand what is involved in second language writing. He suggests ESL writing teachers "need 

coherent perspectives, principles, models-tools for thinking about second language writing in 

general and ESL composition in particular, and for analysing and evaluating competing views" 

(1 990, p. 1 1 ). The following discussion of four of the approaches to the teaching of ESL writhg 

used during the past 50 years is intended to provide a fhmework for the identification and 

development of the c'tools" Silva (1990) claims writing teachers need to understand what is 

involved in second language writing. 

Historiml Approaches to the Teaching of ESL Writing 

Numerous approaches to the teaching of ESL writing have evolved as writing theorists, 

researchers, and teachers attempted to understand and explain the phenornenon of second 

language writing. There are no comprehensive theories of second language writing (Johns, 1990; 

Silva, 1990) but, accordhg to Raimes (1991), four historical approaches, or theories of second 

language writing instniction, have emerged and cach histoncaI approach highiights one of the 

four elernents of writing identifieci by Raimes: form, wrîter, content, and reada. Aspects of each 

a p p a c h  continue to be used to teach ESL University writing. 



Prior to 1970, the focus of the teaching of ESL writing was on the rhetoncal and 

linguistic form of the text. Learners practised preselected, presequenced grammar structures, 

oraily, one at a t h e ,  until they were intemalized. Writing was used to practice the grammar 

needed to improve oral skills (Kumaravadively 1994; Raimes, 1991 ; Reid, 1993). In the early 

1970s7 however, writing specialists began to regard writing as a language ski11 in its own nght. 

They believed that ESL students would write well if they followed a set of dismete steps and 

prescriptive p ~ c i p l e s  to manipulate language (Zamel, 1987). When the focus of writing is on 

rhetoncal fonn, assignments require leamers to combine sentences, complete paragraphs, identify 

and write topic sentences, use examples to support ideas, reorder scrambled paragraphs, or write 

fiom an outiine. Writers imitate mode1 paragraphs and essays that introduce several 

orgmkational patterns such as c a d e f f e c t  and cornparison/contrast (Reid, 1993). It is assumed 

that when students internalize the organislational fÎamework, they will use the patterns 

appropriately in academic wrïting (Shih, 1986). When the focus is on fom, the purpose of 

writhg is to practice and display grammatical and rhetorical form, rather than to express ideas 

(Raimes, 1991) 

By the late 1 WOs, attention twned to the writer and the expression of ideas. Writing 

specialists looked to the work of second language theonsts investigating the nature of 

communication (Canaie, 1983) and to the work of first language composition specialists who 

were investigating the act of writing itself in order to determine what writers do as they wnte 

(Krapels, 1990; Raimes, 1985). Accordhg to Raimes, experienced Wnters 

consider purpose and audience. They commit their own background lmowledge. They let 
ideas incubate. They plan. As they write, they read back over what they have Wntten to 



keep in touch with their 'conceptuai blueprint' . . . which helps them plan what to write 
next . . . . Wnters do not follow a neat sequence of planning, orgmizing, writing, and 
then revising. (p. 229) 

Because the very nature of composing is "cornplex, recursive, and nonlinear" (Zamel, 1987, 

p. 698), the composing process of each writer is unique. Writers do different things at different 

points during Wnting, and different stnitegies are required to complete the variety of  tasks 

required to write. 

The focus on the language leamer as writer and creator of text led to a "process approach" 

to the teaching of writing. The pmcess approach encourages students to select their own topics, 

to explore topics through writing, to revise in order to cl* what the writer really wants to say, 

and to share drafts with pers and their teachsr during the writing process. To comrnunicate their 

message successfully, students are taught to organize their ideas in order to fulfill the 

expectations of that audience (Raimes, 199 1 ; Reid, 1993, Susser, 1994; Zamel, 1982). Because 

the study of grarnmar has Little to do with composing (Zarnel, 1982), process writers are 

encouraged to focus on lauguage concerns during the last stage of composing. According to 

Zamel(1982), 

Syntax? vocabulary, and rhetorical fom are important featms of writing, but they need to 
be taught not as ends in and of themselves, but as the means with which to better express 
one's meaning. ûtherwise, students may never understand why these features are 
important. (p. 207) 

In a process approach, composing is seen as an exploratory and generative process w b  

'kiters discover and refonnulate their ideas as they attempt to appmxlmate meaning7' (Zamel, 

1983, p. 165)). Using personal experience and previous knowledge, d e n t s  o h  begin with 

oniy a vague idea of what they want to d e ,  but as they write and rewrite, ideas are refined, 
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developed, and haosfomed (Nunan, 1989; Susser, 1994; Zamel, 1982). Fonn is detemined by 

content, ideas, and the need to commrmicate (Silva, 1990). Students are encouraged "to *te 

with honesty, for themselves" (Johns, 1990, p. 30) and to develop their own unique and authentic 

voice in writing (Santos, 1992). 

The process approach, however, was cnticued in the 1980s for failing to prepare ESL 

students for the m e s  of academic writing assignrnents they will be expected to complete in 

university courses (Shih, 1986). Horowitz (1986) condemned the process approach for "its 

almost exclusive concem with psycholinguistic, cognitive, and affective variables" and asserted 

that writers must learn to look beyond their own "mental processes" to the demands of the 

environment '%ch define, shape, and ultimately judge a piece of wrihg" (p. 446). According 

to Horowitz, the airn of ESL w-riting instruction should be to recreate the conditions of actual 

University writing by assigning specific issues or questions whose m e r s  require the selection 

and snidy of source matenals, the evaluation, synthesis, and organization of relevant data, and the 

presentation of the data in acceptable academic English. For Horowitz and other social 

constructionists, leaming to write acceptable acaàemic prose is necessary to becoming a member 

of the academic community. Social constructionists suggest that the language, focus, and form 

of a text are determined by the commmity for which it is written; fiom this perspective, writing 

is considered a social act "that can take place only within and for a specific context and 

audience" (Johns, 1990, p. 27). According to Santos (1 992), newcomers to the community need 

"to be initiated into the particular discourse prevailing within it" (p. 4). For social 

c o ~ o n i s t s ,  the focus of writhg shifted f b m  the writer to the content and the expcctations 

of the reader (Raimes, 1991 ; Silva, 1990). 
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When the iastnictional focus is on the reader, writers are taught to read and reread theV 

own work in ways that help them write and rewrite with their &ers in mind (Reid, 1993). 

Accordhg to Nelson (1 993), a reading-writing approach recognizes that "reading and writing are 

inextricably and reflectively connected, that a written text is a reading text, that we read to write 

and write to be read, and that reading and writiag are similar processes of making meaning" 

(p. 328). Reading in the ESL writing class is considered appropriate input for the acquisition of 

writing skills because it is a major source of new ideas, a stimulant for discussion and 

interpretation, and a mode1 of the type of writing students will be expected to produce 

(Eisterhold. 1990; Reid, 1993). Reading builds knowledge of various kinds to be used in writing, 

and writing consolidates knowledge in a way that builds schemata for reading (leki, 1993). 

According to Leki, the approach to the teaching of ESL writing that has gained momenhim in the 

1990s is the approach based on the reading-writing comection. 

The history of ESL composition instruction in the 1st 50 years has involved a succession 

of approaches to writing, and Silva (1 990) suggests that these historical developments indicate a 

move toward a more cornplete understanding of the phenornenon of second language writllig. 

Silva maintains, however, that viable approaches to the teaching of ESL writing must not only be 

guided by realistic theories and convincing research, but mut  also be based on a comprehensive 

idea of what second language writing involves. 

The Basic Elements of Writing 

Silva (1 990) characterizes second language writing "as purposefiil and contextualized 

communicative interaction, which involves both the comtmction and transmission of 

knowledge" (p. 18). According to Silva, the basic elernents of sccond language writing include 



(1) the L2 [second language] writer (the person-in terms of personal knowiedge, 
attitudes, and characteristics; cultural orientation; language proficiency; motivation, etc.- 
as well as the process); (2) the L1 [fh language] reader-perhaps the primary audience 
for academicaiiy oriented, college-level ESL writers . . . ; (3) the L2 text (in terms of 
genre, aims, modes, discourse structures, intersententid phenornena, syntax, lexis, and 
print-code features); (4) the contexts for L2 writing (culturai, political, social, economic, 
situationai, physicai); and (5) the interaction of these elements in a varïety of authentic 
ESL setiings. (p. 18) 

In order to gain a more comprehensive idea of what is involved in second language 

writing, this teacher-researcher case shidy looked at two ESL writers, the texts they wote, and 

comments they made about those texts during one semester of an 8-week, intensive, ESL course 

at the University of Regina. The four elements of writing that Silva (1 990) identified (the writer, 

reader, text, and contexts for vniting) and their interaction werr described as  they appeared in an 

authentic setting, my own university ESL Wnting ciass. Through the process of studying two 

students leaniiag to write in a second laoguage, 1 hoped to gain deeper iosight into what is 

involved in leaming to wite purposefùliy and communicatively in a second language. My 

ultimate goal, of course, was to becorne a more effective teacher. 

Purpose of the Study 

A major coacem of all teachers is how to bring about student leaming most effectively. 

Zarnel(1987) has challengeci classroom teachers to engage in their own research and to 

investigate the reiationship between teaching practice and writing development in the classroom 

in order to develop their own approach to the teaching of writing. YageIski (1990) claims that 

the purpose of teacher research is to challenge our assumptions and enrich our understanding of 

how out students leam in order that we might k more effective teachers 



Research often onginates in everyday experience. A lack of understanding about 

something arouses curiosity that provides the stimulus for questioning, and that, in hun, may lead 

to the development of original research (Lauer & Asher, 1988; Merriam, 199 1; Seliger & 

Shohamy, 1989). This case study grew h m  my own concems and curiosity about what 1 was 

observing in the writing of my hidents. ESL d e n t s  at the University of Regina are assigneâ to 

courses based on the results of a placement test held on the first day of classes. It is assumed that 

the level of second language proficiency of each student in the same course is comparable to that 

of his or her classrnates. Furthemore, students are in class for the same amount of the,  are 

exposed to the same teaching practices, and are expected to complete the same assignments. 

However, in every class, the quality of writing varies fiom one hident to another. 

To understand snident writing, 1 investigated writer characteristics and practices that seem 

to be related to the quaîity of the text. To do this, 1 studied two writers and their writing. One of 

the participants was a proficient writer, the other was not The hdings for each participant were 

then compared and contrasted with the other in order to d y s e  the similarities and ciifferences 

and to detennine the distinguishing features of the two wrïters and their writing. 

Zamel(1990) argues that it is d c a l  that research explore the expenences of writers in 

naturai, classroom settings in order to ascertain how situation specinc factors affect the 

behaviours, strategies, and difficdties of ESL writers. Such research, she stresses, will ideally be 

undertaken by teachers in their own classes. According to Zamel, 

Teacher-generated research, because it is c o r n 4  with the web of factors and 
circum~fances of their specific situations, and because it d o w s  them "ta reclaim the 
classroom" is likely to have a fat gnater impact on their teaching than the nported 
hdings of othas. By looking closely at their students and raising questions about why 
they xem to write they way they do, by paying attention to d e n t s '  reactions to ta* 



and assignments, by considering -dents' own intentions and purposes for writing in 
relationship to their own agendas and goals, teachers are likely to discover the pichire of 
the classroom, as seen thmugh students' eyes. And, as is the case with all leaming, this 
new perspective is what ultimately might compel these teachers to nvise, to see again, 
with new eyes. (p. 96) 

This study was undertaken so that 1 could set "with new eyes" how two of my own students were 

learning to write in English. 

Signifieince of the Study 

Case study research allows researchers to u n d d e  an in-depth investigation of the work 

of a limited numkr of individuais and observe the way they fùnction in a naturalistic 

environment (Gaj, 19%). The case study approach can provide rich information about an 

individual leamer and those aspects of the environment that pertain to the case. According to 

Nunan (1 992), a resemher can learn a great deal about her students in general îhrough a detailed 

study of one particular student. While Raimes (1985) cautions that the limited number o f  cases 

studied makes it difncult to fonn conclusive generalizations about al1 ESL writers, she notes that 

patterns emerge when this approach is used. Lauer and Asher (1988), too, emphasize that case 

study conclusions can be made only about the participants midied, but they suggest that when the 

findings of a case study are related to the research of others, it helps "to increase their [the 

researchers'] ability to generalize nom their study" (p. 33). 

Researching and wrïting this case study have been valuable to me as a classwm teacher 

because they have aiiowed me to gain a ncher understanding of the behaviours, strategies, and 

diff?cdties of two remarkably différent writers. From what these two particuiar d e n t s  said and 

did throughout the eight weeks of the semester, 1 gained a new awareness of ESL writers and 

writing in general. My observations and conclusions have caused me to reflect on and improve 
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my own classroom teaching practices and, therefore, grow as a professional. 1 beiieve that my 

approach to the teaching of ESL writing has developed with consideration for the four elements 

of writing, namely, the writer, reader, text, contexts for second language writing, and the 

interaction of those elements in the wciting class. As a consequence of undertaking the research, 

my approach has k e n  guided by credible research and is grounded in appropriate theory. In 

addition to adding to my own professional development, the findings of this study may, ideally, 

provide usefhi kights about writing in a second language for other teachers. According to 

Nunan (1 992), case study research and data are usually more accessible than conventional 

research to many audiences, includhg instructors who rnay be able to identw with the issues and 

concerns raised. Teachers may be motivated to reflect on their personal views and praaices and, 

by doing so, find support for their own practice or take action to alter it. 

The case study may also contribute to the developrnent of a comprehensive tbeory of 

second language writing because it describes W y  two ESL writers and their writing. The 

description may, or may not, n i p p a  emerging patterns found in other second language case 

studies. Krapels (1990) suggests that we have already learned a great deal about second language 

writing, but that there is much more waiting to be discovered She concludes that, "As a field of 

research, . . . the second language composing process is rich with potentiai and full of vitalityt' 

(p. 53). 



Definitions of Terms 

The following are the defmitions for temis used in the study. 

Audience: someone other than writer who reads and understands the message of a composition 

EngliPh as a Second Language (ESL): the study of English by non-native speakers of English 

in an English-speaking country 

Metadiscoune features: %ose face& of a text which make the organization of the text 

explicit, provide information about the writer's attitude toward the text content, and engage 

the reader in the interaction" (Intaraprawat & Steffensen, 1995, p. 253) 

Peer response group: a group of four students in which members reaâ and respond to each 

other's work in progress 

Planning: thinking about the content and/or organization of the composition before beginning 

to write andlor writing an outline before wrîthg the composition 

Qualitative case study: "an intensive, holistic description and d y s i s  of a single instance, 

phenornenon, or sociai unit" (Merriam, 199 1, p. 2 1) 

Response joumals: writing completed during class andor for homework to help students 

generate and explore ideas for writing, to develop writing skilis, and to incrpase 

fluency 

Revision: written changes made by the writer to the f o m  or content of the text at the word, 

phrase, clause, sentence or paragraph level involving addition, deletion, substitution or 

rearrangement 

Student-teacher coderence: a meeting between the teacher and individual students to discuss 

writing concems and problems raised by the writer or the teacher 
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Teacher research: "an investigation carried out by a classroom practitioner in his or her own 

professional context" (Nuaan, 1992, p. 78) 

Voice: "the imprint of ourselves on our writing" (Graves cited in Urzua, 1987, p. 289) 

Writing: ''purposeful and contextualized communicative interaction, which Uivolves both the 

construction and transmission of knowledge" (Silva, 1990, p. 18) 



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE R E W W  

The literature review is intended to provide the foudation to the research problem. In 

the review, the research interprets and synthesizes work previously researched and published in 

the interest area (Memam, 199 1). Familiarity with previous research and theory helps the 

researcher to conceptualize the problem, conduct the study, and interpret the fïndings. According 

to Memam, 

The literature review can help in the formulation of the problem, in the selection of 
methodology , and in the interpretation of research results. The findings of a study are 
best interpreted in light of what was previously known about the topic. Linking specific 
findings to previous work demonstrates to the readc:!wt how this study contributes to the 
developing howledge base of the field. (p. 63) 

This literature review begins with a review of quaiitative case study, the research 

paradigm ''that undergirds the study" (Marshall & Rossnan, 1989, p. 34). Qualitative case 

studies are often used by teacher-researchers to solve problems they face in their own classrooms. 

Seven qualitative case studies completed in North Amencan university ESL writing classes are 

reviewed; four of the studies were undertaken by teachers with their own students. These stuclies 

explore issues that arise in the classroom, such as the n a -  of composing in a second language 

and the composing perspectives, behaviour, strategies, and difficulties of ESL student writers. 

Quilitative Case Study 

Classroom teachers conducting rescarch often use the case study design ( N q  1992). It 

is weîi suited for research studies where the purpose is to help teachers enrich their understanding 

of and solve problems related to their teaching. According to Merriam (199 l), case study 

research, particularly qualitative case study, is "an ideal design for understanding and interpreting 
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observations of educationai phenomena" (p. 2). It cm provide a means to understand, inform, 

and improve practice. Memam defines qualitative case study as, "an intensive, holistic 

description and analysis of a single instance, phenomenon, or social unit" 

(p. 21). Four essential feahirw of a qualitative case study are that it is particularistic, descriptive, 

heuristic, and inductive (Memam, 1991). 

Particularistic research focuses on a single, or particular, instance, phenomenon, or social 

unit in order to understand the cornplexity and dynamic nature of that entiây, and '90 discover 

systematic connections among experiences, behaviours, and relevant features of the context" 

(Johnson, 1992, p. 84). The case is chosen because it is an example of a phenomenon, not 

because it is representative of that phenomenon. in educational research, the unit may be a 

student, a teacher, a classroom, a school, or a cornmunity. While researchers often choose one 

case for study, they may instead choose to examine a small number of cases and compare them. 

The essence of the case study design is a carefbl and holistic examination of a particular case or 

cases. Conclusions fiom the study cannot be genetaliPd; they apply only to the particular case. 

It is an especiaily good design for undmtanding andfor bding solutions to practical problerns 

that arise from everyday practice because the focus of the design is so specific (Bîssex, 1990; 

Johnson, 1992; Lauer & Asher, 1988; Merriam, 1992). 

Descriptive case midies d e s c n i  and explain phenomena. The descriptive researcher has 

no control over the phenomena, but records and studies behaviour as it n o d y  occurs (Gay, 

1992). In fact, because they are concerned with conte* researchers observe the phenomenon in 

its na- setthg. 'ïhere is no manipdation of naturally occurring phenomena or little intrusion 

fiom the researcher. The &ta colIected are "rich" in description of people, places, and 
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conversations. The descriptions are "thick;" that is, the phenomenon under shuly is described 

completely and literaily (Memam, 1991). Statisticai procedures and numbers cannot easily 

hancile such data which are collected through words and pictures, not numben (Bogdan & 

Biklen, 1992). The written word is important not only to record the hdings collected through 

daîa such as i n t e ~ e w  transcripts, field notes, and official records, but also to disseminate the 

fmdings. Descriptive studies need to provide enough detail and description for the reader to 

make sense of the author's conclusion (Memam, 1991), and to draw conclusions other than those 

presented directly by the writer (Nunan, 1992). Direct quotations and samples fiom the data 

illustrate and substantiate the fïndings (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992). Case study investigations may 

be conducted in a short span of tirne, or they may be "longitudinal," that is, conducted over a 

lengthy tune period. 

Qualitative case nidy research is heuristic. It is used when the available theory is 

inadequate or inappropnate to explain a particuiar phenomenon (Merriam, 199 1). The objective 

o f  heuristic research is "the discovery or description of patterns of relationships, yet to be 

identified" (Seliger & Shohamy, 1989, p. 256). The researcher makes few decisions regarding 

research questions or data prior to undeRaking the research. Once the data, including as much 

contexhial information as possible, are collected, the researcher sifts through them to discover 

underlying patterns or relationships emergiog nom the research. According to Seliger and 

Shohamy, when the research objective is heuristic, the researcher is enabled to discover patterns, 

behaviours, explanations, and to generate questions or a d  hypotheses about the phenornena 

for M e r  research. According to Bissex (1990), case study research is designed to provide a . 

way of learning, not a method of proving. Merriam (1991) claims case studies are heuristic 
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because they "illiiminate the reader7s understanding" of the phenomenon studied (p. 13). She 

suggests that, as readers think about the phenornena, their relationships, and variables, they may 

gain insights which c m  lead to their own discovery of new meaning, an extension of their 

expenence, or a confirmation of their beliefs. 

The design of qualitative case study research is inductive. An inductive hypothesis is one 

that is based on the observation of a limited number of specific cases (Gay, 1992 ). Researchers 

do not set out to prove or disprove hypotheses; insteed, they b u . d  abstractions, concepts, 

theories, or hypotheses as the particulars of the study are grouped together (Bogdan & Biklen, 

1992; Memam, 199 1). Theory is developed fkom the bottom up, not from the top down. The 

data collected in the study are used to determine what are the important questions. Accordhg to 

Bogdan and Büden (1992), T h e  study itself structures the nsearch, not preconceived ideas or 

any precise research design7' @. 58). They compare such a research process to constructing a 

pictwe that takes shape d e r  the parts have been coiiected and examine4 as opposed to the 

assembling of a p d e  whose picture is already known. 

According to Bissuc (1990), case study is a most effective type of research for 

understanding human beings, most suitable for studying the acts of composing and of interpreting 

Literaîure, and most appropriate for teachers of English. She writes, 

It seems altogethet fitting, then, that teachers who h o w  the ways of interpretation should 
interpret the texts of their own classooms, and that teachers who understand the value of 
story should see and tell the stories of themselves and of their shidents. Ifany mode of 
inquiry speaks fiom and to the heart and sou1 and mind of our profession, it is surely case 
midy. (p. 75) 



Teacher Research 

One type of case study research is teacher or action research. According to Nunm 

(1992), action research is "an investigation carried out by a classroom practitioner in his or her 

professional context" (p. 78). When the research is initiated by a question, is supported by data 

and interpretation, and is conducted by a teacher investigating aspects of her own context and 

situation, change of some sort usually occurs. Using research methods to identify the 

characteristics of their own nidents as leamen, teacher-researchers have the potentid to bring 

about worthwhile change in the classroom (Berlin, 1990). Such research enables teachers to 

"build a richer understanding of their work lives and gain the confidence, knowledge, and 

support" required for change (Johason & Chen, 1992, p. 2 12). 

Teacher research can be an effective method to bridge the gaps between re~eatch and 

teaching and between theory and practice (Johnson 8t Chen, 1992; Kurnaravadivelu, 1994). 

ùiqujr conducted by professional researchea in universities or other research institutions is 

often irrelevant to or inaccessible by teachers. It rnay be irrelevant because it does not address 

the issues that perplex classroom teachers; it rnay be inaccessible because it is written for other 

researchers, not teachers. When teachers initiate and conduct research, inconsistencies between 

what they know and beiïeve, and what they wouid Wre to do and what they actuaily do, may be 

addressed. For example, Ray (1990), an ESL teacher-reseafcher, suggests that her own teaching 

was less af5ected by the reported findings of others than it was by ha own classroom research. 

She writes, 'This msearch [of others] was not reai to me in a way that affected my teaching. My 

growth and change as both scholar and teacher occuned when 1 conducted my own research and 

discovered for myself" (p. 321). She concludes that while the ismes she addresses have been 
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researched by others, 'ibey did not affect my own thinking or teaching untii 1 made the issues 

'mine'-until I became a researcher rnyseif" (p. 335). 

Teacher research can make important contributions to howledge about teaching and 

learning because of the unique perspective teachers, who are in close contract with their students, 

bring to the inquiry. Implicit in teacher research is a "deep respect for the everyday practicai 

knowledge of teachers and its role in building new understandings" (Johnson & Chen, 1992, p. 

2 13) that help to improve second language classes and programs. Such research results have 

k e n  show to change the a m d e s  of teachers towards their students and have led to the 

irnplernentation of more sensitive and effective teaching strategies. Johnson and Chen suggest 

that both teaching and research are enriched when inquiry is based on teachers' questions and 

insights that are grounded in theu professional expenence. 

Context of the Inquiry: University ESL Writing Classes 

The majority of students enroiied in university ESL programmes intend to fiuther their 

academic sfudies in an English-speaking environment. Accordingly, ESL teachers are expected 

to prepare those students for the academic rnainstream. Blanton (1994) discusses the nature of 

the discourse used in the academic rnainstrram and the demands that higher education places on 

the language and literacy capabilities of second language lemers. She mggests it is not enough 

for ESL students to speak fluently and be literate in Englisb, They must be able to participate in 

the academic discourse community which she defines as "a social group that shares catain 

behaviours and assumptions about Ianguge and its use, one of them king the valuing of Wntten 

lmguage over oral language" @. 3). 
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To prepare ESL students for the acadexnic mhstream, ESL teachers often require them 

to read and unite in subject specific areas such as engineering. Blanton (1994), however, argues 

that preparing students to write for discipline specific audiences is the responsibility of teachers 

in those disciplines because they have access to the subject matter and are f d i a r  with the 

particular linguistic characteristics and forms. Instead, Blanton advises ESL teachea to examine 

the actions of academic ceaders and writers, how they use language to conduct their daily and 

professional affairs. When academic discourse is seen as an activity, teachers need to guide 

leamers into engaging in the activity. According to Blanton, "By focusing on behaviors, 

language takes its rightfid place as a medium and a means of executing certain tasks, formed and 

shaped by the need to complete the task at hand" (p. 7). 

Literate behaviours involve interacting with texts (Blanton, 1994). For example, 

academics talk and write about texts, link them to other texts, connect them to their readers' own 

lives and experience, and use "îheir experience to illuminate the text and the text to Uimiinate 

theu expenence" (p. 10). They tak "reading a d  writing." They know that reading involves 

more than decoding the words of a text; they understand that they can and should use their own 

thoughts and experiences to create a ceading of their own. For academics, writing, like talking, 

becomes a mode of Leamhg. In the process of talking and writhg about somethîng new, they 

refine and exîend what they already know. According to Blanton, taking and writing help 

students to understand their own experience "by bringing others' ideas and eXpenence to bea. on 

it . . . [and] by connecting it to the world outside" @. 11). 

Proficient academics speak and write with authority. A student who behaves as an 

academic reader is able to 'Ltalk" to the text and taik about it, to agree or disagree with the author, 



and to relate her individual respome to the text and write about i t  Through developing 

individual response to a text, a leamer acquires her own voice. The development of an individuai 

voice empowers the leamer so she can speak with authonty. 

Case Shcdies: University ESL Writers 

Using case study design, Zamel(1983) investigated the composing processes of ESL 

students in order to evaluate the appropriateness of composition teaching methods and 

approaches in ESL. The six participants in Zamel's 1983 study were university students in her 

own intemediate composition class. She chose them for two reasons. First, case shidy research 

calls for the same kind of trust and rapport that cornes fkom daily interaction with -dents, and 

second, because she knew what they were studying, she couid assign a course-related writing task 

for them to complete as part of the research. Participants wrote under "normal circumstances" 

(p. 1 69) to avoid the constraints of more conventional experiments. Zamel chanicterizes the 

participants as "advanced" because they had previously completed two semesters of fieshman 

composition although they were still experiencing problems composing in a second language. 

The participants of Zamel's 1983 study were observed while they composed, their writing 

behaviours were rccorded, the d e n  work each completed for one essay was analysed, and each 

participant was in te~ewed at the end of the study. One major finding of the study was that 

advanced ESL writers understand that "composing involves the constant interplay of thinking, 

d n g ,  and rewriting" (p. 172). These writers did not follow a linear process of pre-dting, 

writing, and revising. AU the writers thought about the essay before they began to write and they 

planned; however, ideas shîfkd or were expandeci or discardecl dirring the process of d g .  All 

interacted with their texts by rrading and rneading what they had Wntten in order to explore their 



20 

ideas and the form in which to express those ideas. As weil, students revised; at times, students 

rewrote as they wrote, and at other times, they clarified their ideas &er the initial draft was 

written. According to Zamel, global changes were ohen made during revision. She notes, 

sentences were deieted and added to clarify ideas and make them more concrete; 
sentences were rewritten until they expressed the writer's intention more accurateIy; 
paragraphs or parts of paragraphs were shifted around when writers rralized thet they 
were related to ideas presented elsewhere in their texts; new paragraphs were formed as 
thoughts were developed and expanded. (1 983, p. 174) 

The holistic assessrnent of several pieces of their writing categorized four participants as 

skilled writers and two as unskilled. Zamel(1983) concludes that the six participants appear to 

have k e n  aware of the recursive nature of writing, but the skilled writers spent more time on the 

essays and used a greater variety of and more effective m e m  to develop ideas and to assess and 

revise their writing. They appear to have been much less concemed with surface level fatures 

and changes which were usually addressed toward the end of the process, and instead, focussed 

on the discovery and exploration of their ideas; they were concerned first with making meaning, 

then ordering it, and W y  expressing it. Zamel suggests they were able to distance themselves 

fiom the text in order to take the reader's expectations into account In con- the least skilled 

writer was anxious throughout the writing process about using correct vocabulary and grammat. 

She appeared to have k e n  distracted h m  the beglliniog by d a c e  level problems that involved 

changing words or p h e s ;  however, these changes rarely affected meaning. Although the Wnter 

herself indicated that thete were problems with the cianty of her essay and that it needed M e r  

work, she merely recopied the original ciraft. Both h e s  she failed to address the problems she 

knew existed; she did not appear to appreciate the purpose of revision, 
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Seeking to refme the definition of the term "unskilled," Raimes (1 985) undertook a study 

of the composing processes of univmity ESL students. The eight writers were her own students 

in a developmental ESL composition course. They were identified as  'ûnskilled" on the basis of 

their performance on a holistically scored university placement writing test, not according to an 

assessrnent of their language proficiency. The shidy was undertaken during regular class tirne in 

the language labonttory. Ushg a thinkaloud protocol, the eight participants composed a timed, 

on-the-spot writing assignment, a procedure with which they were famiiiar. The data included 

Michigan English Laoguage Proficiency Test scores, holistic scores on the essays, responses to a 

questionnaire about students' "background, education, and experience with and attitude toward 

English and writing" (p. 235), and audiotapes fiom the think-aloud protocols. 

Raimes' (1 985) study shows that al1 of the participants used similar composhg 

behaviours. They wrote a great deal and all exhibited commitment to the writing ta&. 

Moreover, they were not preoccupied with error or with editing, perhaps, Raimes suggests, 

because, as second language leamers, they expected to make mistakes when they wrote. For ail 

of her subjects, the language needed to express ideas and to discover new ideas was generated by 

the act of writing itself. The writers' challenge was fïnding the right words and sentences to 

express their meanings. However, numerots anomalies in their writing behaviour led Raimes to 

conclude that "no clear profile of the unskilied writer emerged" (p. 249). The variation in 

language proficiency test scores did not correspond with demonstrateci language ab- or with 

exposure to the second language. Writing behaviour varied during pre-wrîting activities, 

planning, reading, rehearsing, writing, revising and editing. Raimes concludes that such variety 

among unskilled ESL writers is due to a number of variables, such as language proficiency, the 



quaiity of written products, self-evaluation of £ k t  and second language writing, knowledge of 

writing in fmt and second language, and writing behaviour. Raimes suggests that these writers, 

compared to more proficient ESL writers and compared to unskilled f h t  language writers, need 

more of everything: more tirne; more opportunity to talk, M e n ,  read, and write in order to 
marsha1 the vocabulary they need to make their own background knowledge accessible to 
them in their L2; more instruction and practice in generating, orgganizing, and revising 
ideas; more attention to the rhetorical options available to them; and more emphasis on 
editing for linguistic form and style. (p. 250) 

Raimes (1 985) concludes that writing is a valuable language learning tool because it 

provides students with the opportunity to experiment with language, with the t h e  to find 

appropriate words and sentences, analyse a te* and change their minds, and with response fiom 

A case study undertaken by Vann and Abraham (1990) sought to probe the strategies of 

two unsuccessfd leamers in an academicaily oriented intensive English program. The 

university students were considered to be unsuccessful because of the length of t h e  each 

required to complete the language program and to receive passing T O E n  scores. The data, 

collected under experimental conditions, included test scores, îeacher reports, interview 

comments about language leaming experiences and strategies, think-aloud protocol discussions, 

and performance on four typical class~oorn activities. The activities included an exercise 

requiring the addition of correct definite or indefinite articles, an exercise involving the use of the 

appropriate form of verbs, a cloze passage, and the writing of a composition The participants, 

two Arabic-speaking women, Mona and Shida, were apparently simüar language learners. Both 

had studied English throughout secondary school in Saudi Arabia and both were serious about 

their schooling. Moreover, their repertoires of strategies were remarkably similar to those of 



successfid leamers. For example, strategies used by both writers included iden-g the 

meaning of key vocabuiary, clarificatiodverification of meaning, comprehension checks, 

clarifjmg task demands, and understanding content. However, while they appeared to be active 

sûategy-users, they often failed to apply appropnate strategies necessary to complete the task 

successfuily . 

Mona carefidly applied d e s  and monitored emrs on simple üisks. A good composition 

for her was written neatly in clear, legible handwriting and was gtammatically correct. Her 

monitoring strategies focused on form rather than meaning. Shi& on the other band, ofien 

failed to attend sufficiently to fom after she had determined the meaaing. The meaning of her 

composition was clear and coherent, but her written work "with its sloppy script" ( V a -  & 

Abraham, 1990, p. 189) contained numemus mechanical and grammatical mors. According to 

Vann and Abraham, Mona interpreted the composition assignment, "as a linear problem with a 

single correct solution," whereas for Shida, "understanding of meaning was fhdamental" 

@. 1 90) as she attempted to understand the demands of the task and the requirements of the 

content. Vann and Abraham conciude that case studies such as this one are essential if 

researchers are to advance asmmptions about second language learning. They suggest that ody 

by rnicroanalysis of leamer behaviour on a variety of writing activities, as completed in this case 

study, is it possible for reseerchers to determine the significant ciifferences in leamers' 

fundamental approaches to problem solving. 

In a four-year case study of one ESL writer, Ray (1990) concludes thaî there were 

significant differences between her own approach to laoguage and literacy and that of her student 

and that these diffimnces had a considerable effeet on the student's leaming. Because so many 



second language writers were failing her University's English Roficiency Exam, Ray investigated 

"the context of NN [normative English-speaking] students' writing-the thinking, leanÜag, and 

living that students bring to the task" (p. 322). For several semesters, Ray followed students 

originally enrolled in her own basic writing class until they m t e  the Proficiency Exam. Her 

data included i n t e ~ e w s  with the students and their English teachea, writing samples, ûanscnpts 

of students' classes, and a teaching journal in which Ray recorded students' progress, as well as 

her own questions and reflections. The findings ~ v e a l  that one student writer made no 

improvement as she proceeded through six requirpd Engiish courses; in fact, Fida, an Arabic- 

speaking premed sîudent, and her Wnting rernained essentially unchanged thughout fours years 

of undergraduate shidy. 

Fida's assumptions about language and literacy dinkred f?om those of her English 

teachers who believe that "written language is intrinsically valuable" (Ray, 1990, p. 321) and that 

writing develops thinking and les-g. Fida, however, 

thinks of language solely in terrns of comctness; if her language is grammatical and 
understandable, she is satisfied. She thinks of writing as a school nquirement to be 
completed for teacbers; it is something that she neither understands nor controls. In order 
to meet this requkment, she needs a tacher to teii her exactly what to do and how to do 
it. (p. 324) 

Ray (1990) contends that the writing strategy Fida developal was to d e  every new writing task 

an old task; over a paiod of s e v d  semesters, Fi& approached each writhg task in the same 

way and wrote about the same topics using the same ianguage. At thes, she even twk parts of 

essays written in a previous class and repeated thun in the foliowing classes. Fida was confident 

her writing wodd receive a passing mark when she submitted the same piece with ody slight 

variations. She treated writing as an object to be mernoriaxi and duplicated, Although Fi& 
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passed writing assignments subrnitted to English teachers, she failed the university's English 

Roficiency Exam four times. Cornrnents on the Proficiency Exam indicate readers found her 

laaguage simplistic and her writing underdeveloped, superficial, and unrelated to the topic. 

Ray (1 990) concludes that Fida was unsuccessful because "she had failed to think and 

write in the way English teachers value" @. 332). According to Ray, case shidy research 

conducted by teachers is particularly usefùi for teachers to undastand the nature of student 

leaming and the effect teachers have on learning. The hdings led Ray to conclude that teachers 

and students do not always share the same perspective on language and literacy, and that English 

teachers do not always teach according to their own perspective of using language for thinking 

and leaming. She notes that for the Engiish teachers in this study, including herser, academic 

literacy meant the use of correct language, and that, rather than encouraging second language 

writers to become independent, creative thinken, the teachers, in fact, encouraged dependence. 

The findings of Zamel's 1990 case study of three ESL universiv student writers also 

reveal mimatches between the perspectives of students and their tacher. Like Ray (1990), 

Zamel(1990) concludes that the students' own perspectives, e m e n c e s ,  and responses are 

critical components of the instructional context in the ESL writing class. In order to determine 

the extent to which context affects students, Zamel undertook a case study of three ESL student 

writers and their expenences in two diffmnt clamooms. The data included transcripts of eight 

openznded intemiews with each student coilected during the two semesters, interviews with the 

students' teachers and tutors, and cIassrwm observations. The students, Carlos, Mohammed, 

and N '  were fiom the same ESL precomposition course and were chosen for the study 

because each represented a différent levei of wnting proficiency. 
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Zamel(1990) observed that in the precomposition teacher's class, student contributions 

were acknowledged, vaiïdated, and extended. Wntiag tasks engaged students in a rich variety of 

language experiences, and writing was viewed as a means of generating ideas that evolved 

through collaboration and negotiation. The writers were seen as participants in the process of 

their own meaning-making through writing. Although each of the participants represented 

significantly different educational and culturai expenences, each felt aclmowledged for his 

contribution to his own development as a writer and language user. Their tacher believed the 

three diligent and consistent workers had made excellent progress. 

However, their progress during the second coune, a fieshman composition course taught 

in two sections by two different teachers, was less than satisfactory and the students were 

discouraged. It appears the instructional focus of the composition class was to practice and 

produce acadernic texts that reflected dved conventions and forms. The most proficient of the 

three writers, Carlos, had extensive reading and writing experience in hi& school in Columbia 

and was anxious to explore his own interests in writing, but he was hstmted in this class by the 

limited amount of writing. As well, he felt pressured to write a research papa that met the 

requirements of the course, but one in which he had no involvement or interest. 

Similarly, Mohammed found it difïïcult to write papers on topics that were uninteresthg 

to him. Prior to attending University? Mohammed, from Somalia, had taken severai gnimmar 

courses, but his writing experience was limited to writing Summafies and practising paragraphs 

on artificial topics that codormed to prescribed organhtional formats. He was fbtmted when, 

in the second writing his retunied p a p a  indicated organj7atioaal and grammatical 

problems, but no credit was given for his ideas. He was confused by the uniform structure the 



teacher expected in his papers, but did not specify. The least proficient *ter, Nham fiom 

Cambodia, aiso expenenced confiict between the composition teacher's expectations and his own 

interpretatiom. Nham was prirnarily concemed with "getting things righty' and producing "what 

the teacher wants" (Zamel, 1990, p. 92). The composition course lefi Nham 'Teelhg 

disillusioned and defeated" (p. 93) because he had not been able to write comctly. 

Zamel(1990) concludes that teachen need to examine the co&ts of their 

instructional models, the expectations of their practices, and their decisions about -dents. 

Carlos, Mohammed, and Nham expenenced difnculty in their composition classes because of the 

discrepancies between the teachen' intentions and goals and the -dents' beliefs, expectations, 

and perspectives. This codict, accordhg to Zamel, had "serious repercussions" (p. 94) for the 

students. 

Another case study that focussed on the experiences and emotions of an ESL university 

student was undertaken by Swain and Miccoli (1994) to ascertain the outcome of collaborative 

learning and the effect of the powemif emotions involved. Hiroko, a Japanese-speaking, 

intermediate level ESL graduate student in Education, was a participant in Swain's content- 

based, collaboratively orga-d course, "Collaborative Leamhg in Second Language 

Classrooms." The research data included audiotapes and videotapes of several of the groups in 

which Hiroko worked in class, Miccoli's observations and field notes taken during the taped 

sessions, the j o d  Hiroko was required to wnte for the c h ,  and transrripts of Mccoli's eight 

interviews with Hiroko held throughout the 13-week course. In the intemiews and while 

listening to tapes or watching videos of the p u p s  in which she participateci, HVoko was asked 

to reflect on her own experiences as a language learner and to consider how h a  language 



learning was influenced by her perceptions. Accordhg to Hiroko, her involvement in the 

research benefitted her as a second language learner because this conscious reflection led to such 

an awareness of her emotiom and their sources that she was able to deal constnictively with 

them. The three emotional phases Hiroko passed through include feelings of anxiety, depression, 

and happiness. 

Hiroko's adaption to the collaborative format of the course and her leaming were afTected 

in two different ways by her culfural background. Accustomed to working individually in school 

and on classroom assignments, Hiroko felt unprepared to participate in srnail group discussions; 

she said that most Japanese ' T u t  sit and get some information from the professor" (Swain & 

Miccoli, 1 994, p. 20). As well, she believed that leaming, a goal-oriented activity, is highly 

dependent on the teacher; she remarkcd that, in Japan, students do not go to class to chat or to 

speak with their peea. Throughout the semester, Hiroko struggled not only with the cultural 

adjustments she had to make in order to participate in a coilaborative leaming environment, but 

dso with leaming the language. Accordhg to Swain and Miccoli, as a resuit of her awareness of 

the social aspect of collaboration and second language leaming, Hiroko began to be responsible 

for her own learning. They indicate that, as the semester proceeded, 

[Hiroko] became more assertive in interacting with her peers, consciously trying to gain 
entry to conversations and to express h a  ideas and opinions. As a consequence she 
became active in noting the ways her peers accomplished thes linguistic fùnctions and 
tried them out herseK (p. 26) 

Swain and Miccoli argue that successful second language learning may depend on teachm 

helping ESL leafners recognize and deal with the social, as weU as the cognitive dimensions of 

second language learning. 
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The Homes and Moulton (1995) case study of a University ESL student also concludes 

that students' perspectives must be addressed when employing nontraditional teaching 

approaches. Dang was one of the twenty-one participants in an ethnographicd study of dialogue 

journal writing in one univenity ESL class. Typicdiy, the purpose of dialogue journals is to 

increase students' self-confidence and willhgness to write. The focus of journal writing is on the 

genuine interactive communication of ideas, rather than on linguistic accuracy. In the 

ethnographic study, only the views and experiences of one participant, Dang, failed to support the 

research fhdings regarding the benefits of dialogue j o d s  for developing written 

communication skilis. 

Dang was a student in an intermediate ESL composition course where students wrote 

paragraphs according to a variety of rhetorical fom, such as description and comparekontrast, 

that were edited by peers, corrected and evaluated by the teacher, revised by the writer, and 

resubmitted for a final grade. Students also wrote weekly dialogue journals outside of class 

about ideas initiated by the students. The teacher did not correct or evaluate the journals, but her 

responses did mode1 correct stnichires. The data for the ethnographic shidy included transcripts 

of four I -heur openznded interviews and dialogue joumals that included entries by the teacher 

as wel1 as by the nudents. Dang's perspective about journal writing was c o n m  to those held 

by the other students. 

Dang, fkom Taiwan, had lived in the United States for five years and blamed the 

Amencan school system for not providing him with adequate language instruction to enroll in 

university courses. A conscientious student who never missed a class or an assignment, Dang 

wmte lengthier entries, on a varïety of more complex and sophidcated topics, than many of his 
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classrnates. Both Dang and his teacher saw noticeable improvement in Dang's paragaph and 

journal writing, but Dang remained ambivalent about the benefits of j o d  writing. While he 

appreciated the opportunity to share bis thoughts in writing, thoughts he admitted he would not 

discws in a face-to-face conversation, he did not believe that writing as communication helped 

him to leam English. He redized that journai wrîting increased his fiuency and he felt that 

choosing his own topics was a factor, but he did not feel it was "the right way" (Homes & 

Moulton, 1995, p. 235) to prornote linguistic growth. He was particularly critical of the policy of 

not correcting journais, believing this hindered his language development. Repeatedly, in his 

journal and during the in te~ews,  Dang asked for comction of al1 his written work, not only the 

formal panigraphs he compieted in class. 

Holmes and Moulton (1995) suggest that teachers need to ask students about their 

perceptions ngarding the effects and benefits of dialogue journal writing. Students, like Dang, 

who do not believe that journal writing contributes to successfbl language leaming, will not 

invest effort in writing j o d s  and, thetefore, will have "linle sense of accomplishment or 

satisfaction7' (p. 242). Holmes and Moulton conclude that teachers need to accept "that dialogue 

journal writing is not for everyone a i i  the tirne" @. 242). 

Conclusion 

The case studies discussed above support Mmiam's (1991) claim that qualitative case 

study is "an ideal design" for understanding and interpreting problems related to teaching and 

learning. Each of the studies focussed on problems that were detived h m  the eXpenences and 

questions of teachers and students present in the classroom, and the majority were conducted by 

teacher-researchers. The review of these case studies relates to the area of knowledge this case 



snidy intends to expand, the area of writing and writing development in an ESL university 

classroom. in addition, the review of qualitative case study design provides the fhmework for 

the research of this case study. The following chapter, "Research Methodology," presents a 

description of the context of the study, the two participants involved, data sources and collection 

procedures, and the procedures for anaiysing the data 



CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The case study approach to research has been widely used to trace the language 

development of first and second language leamers (Kmpels, 1990; Nunan, 1992; Rallnes, 1985) 

and to examine writing processes in h t  (Lauer & Asher, 1988) and second language writhg 

(Hornes & Moulton, 1995; Umm, 1987; Vann & Abraham, 1990; Zamel, 1983). Its key feahws 

are that it is particdaristic, descriptive, heuristic, and inductive -am, 1991). According to 

Johnson (1 992), the essence of case study research is a careful and holistic look at individual 

cases in the context of the bounded system chosen for study. With this principle for case hidy in 

mind, 1 chose to examine the writing and writing experiences of ESL students enrolled in my 

own Writing class. 

As a researcher, 1 wanted to observe and get to know the participants not only as writers 

and leamers, but also as individuals. This was possible because, as their teacher, 1 was with the 

students in the Writing classroorn for 2 hours, 4 days a week, for 8 weeks, and 1 attended several 

ESL Programme activities with them. As the Wnting class teacher, 1 knew what the participanis 

were studying and what they were writing. By choosing my own classoom as the "bounded 

system" for study, 1 hoped to be able to answer my raearth question by describing and analysing 

the fïndings fiom a perspective that d e s  this qualitative case study thorough. 

The Researrh Question 

The context for this case study is the 040 ESL Writing class 1 taught at the University of 

Regina during the spring semester, 1993, and the individual cases are two University d e n t s  
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enrolled in that class, Mariko and Esther.' To l em more about ESL writing in general, 1 looked 

at two particulas ESL writers, and compared and contrasted their characteristics as writers and 

their writing during the semester. The participants chosen were both senous -dents, but there 

was a substantiai difference in the quaiity of their writing. The research question that 1 sought to 

answer in this qualitative case study was, uWhat features distinguish proficient and nonproficient 

ESL writers and their writing?" 

The Context: The 0408 Writing Chss 

The English for Academic Purposes (EAP) programme offered by the English as  a 

Second Language (ESL) Department at the University of Regina was designed for people who 

want to pursue their studies in English. Diaing the 1993,s-week s p ~ g  semester, two EAP 

Ievels were taught: 050 for advanced level ESL students and 040 for higher intermediate 

students. The suggested entrance requirement for 040 students was either a Test of English as a 

Foreign Language (TOEFL) score of 450-524 or a Regina Proficiency Test score of 60-72. 

Students in 040 attended three courses: Listeninglspeaking, Readinflocabulary, and Writing. 

Each course was taught by a different tacher. 

The 040 class was divided into two gmups, 040A and û40B. I taught the 040B Writing 

class. The eight 040B students (four female and four male) came h m  f w  different countries: 

four were h m  Hong Kong, two fiom Taiwan, one h m  Japan and one h m  Pakistan. One 

student was an immigrant; the othm were foreign students who plmed to rrtum to their own 

countries. One snident had been in Canada only four days prior to the beginning of the course; 

four had completed at least one year of high schwl in Saskatchewan, and two students had been 

'Bath names, MariLo and Estha, are pseudonyms. 
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in the ESL 030 class at the University of Regina during the winter semester. Ail had been in 

Canada less than two years. 

During the spring semester, the 040 students attended 62 hours of Wnting classes as part 

of the 212-hour EAP programme. Wnting classes were held for 2 h o w  on each of 4 days 

(Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday) during the 8 weeks of the semester. The 040B 

Writing class was organized according to three activities: journal writing, composition, and 

language study . During the f h t  half hour of each class, students wrote in journals. This activity 

was intended to help them generate and explore ideas, as well as to develop "speed, automaticity, 

and confidence" (MacGowan-Gilhooly, 1 99 1, p. 39). Students chose their own writing topics 

because research shows that when they do, they write "quantitatively more and qualitatively 

better" (Zamei, 1982, p. 204); however, they were encouraged to select topics relevant to the 

course itself (Spack & Sadow, 1983), nich as the process of writing, the ESL programme and 

activities, class readings, or responses to other students' ideas. 

During the composition activity, students read and aaalysed mode1 paragraphs to leam 

what is expected in academic prose accordhg to the criteria set out in their Writing textbook, 

ocess of P m  W n w  (Reid & Lindstrom, 1985). According to the authors, the goal 

of this book is to teach ESL students how to cornmunicate their ideas nifcessfully in the b d s  of 

paragraphs that American college and University students write and that Arnerican college or 

Miversity professors expect to reaâ. It emphesises one organhtional h e w o r k  claiming it is 

favoured in academic assigmnents, and it qamtes writing into three processes: pre-writhg, 

Wfiting, and re-writing. 
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The academic paragraphs that 040B students wrote involved the processes of pre-writing, 

writing and re-writing. As well, writers wem expected to follow, to varying degrees, the form of 

organization outlined in the textbook. That is, paragraphs were to be about a single idea and the 

controlling idea of the topic sentence was to be supported t b u g h  explanation, description or 

illustration. Each paragraph was to include specific detail and a concluding sentence. However, 

040 writers were not limited to the textbook's three lockstep processes or the three-point 

paragraph outline. In fact, students were expected to m i s e  their "writing assignment" pieces at 

Ieast three times pnor to submitting them for evaluation. 

Four writing assignments were completed during the 8-week semester. Each assignment 

included an original journal entry plus three subsequent revisions. Al1 040B students chose four 

of their journal entries to revise according to the academic style outlined in the textbook. The 

journal revisions, called Draft # 1, were read and analysed in a peer response group. Following 

the peer response group, students revised their text for discussion in a student-teacher coderence. 

The second revision was called Draft #2. Foliowing the student-teacher confmnce, texts were 

again revised and then mbmitted for evaiuation; the third revision was calied the Final Draft 

Most û40B -dents revised their original journal entries a minimum of three times; several 

students revised more often. Each of the four journal entries and the three subsequent revisions 

was referred to as a "Writing Assigoment" 

Peer response groups were organized in two groups of four so that students couid read 

and respond to each other7s work in progress. Students made up their own p u p s ;  membership 

changed for each assigmnent in order to provide writers with a wide audience of readers. 

ConfeRnce procedure was based on the Bell (1991) model. Wnters provided each reader with a 
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photocopy of the text. Prior to reading, vvriters identified a problem they W with their work and 

asked for help solving it. Wnters read their work alouci, not only to make theù reading more 

cornprehensible, but also to leam to recognize for themselves what lcinds of revisions may be 

needed. The group discussed solutions to the writer's problem and readers identified strengths 

and weaknesses of the piece. Peer feedback was provided in oral and written fone This 

approach is intended to shift rcsponsibility for and control of writing and leaming from the 

tacher to the student (Beli, 1991; Zaniel, 1987). 

Students were expected to revise their texts following the peer response group. The 

revision, Draft #2, was then discussed with me, the teacher, dduring a student-tacher conference. 

Conferences were held with each writer to discuss content, organization, discourse, or W a c e  

level concems identified by the writer. Individual conferences also provided an opportunity for 

me to individualue language instruction based on pro blems and concems 1 selected for 

discussion. Accordhg to MacGowan-Gilhooly (1 99 I), individualiPd instruction is particularly 

important in an ESL university programme because shidents corne h m  a variety of linguistic, 

educational, and cultural backgrounds. Such diversity creates a wide variation in students' 

rrading, writing, and critical thinking abillties, leveis of maturity, time available for study, 

motivation, expiences, and knowledge. 

The thUd Writing class activity of 0408 involved language study, or grammu. This 

activity centred on common language problems that amse in sadents' pieces and that were 

identified by either the d e n t s  or by me when 1 analysecl their work To adciras problexns 

related to sentence structure, students were assigned exercises h m  the textbook, ProcegSPf 

W r i b  (Reid & Lindsbtom, 1985). Mer problems, such as subjecî-vab agreement, 
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pronoun-antecedent agrezment, verb tense, and punctuation, were addressed, either as a class or 

individually, by reading and completing relevant exercises h m  the writing skills textbook, 31U: 

(Norton & Green, 1990). 

These three activities, journal writing, composition, and language study, were intended to 

fulfill the curriculum goal as set out in the "English for Academic Purposes Curricuia" (ESL 

Department, University of Regina, 1992), namely the writing of well-organized, cohaenf 

academic paragraphs. 

Individuai Cwes: The Participants 

Accordhg to Glesne and Peshkin (1992). the strategy for selecting case study participants 

"rests on the multiple purposes of illuminating, interpreting, and understanding-and on the 

researcher's own imagination and judgement" (p. 27). 1 chose the participants for this sh>dy 

durilg the third week of classes. As 1 came to know the 040 students and their writing, 1 looked 

for participants who, 1 judged, would help me understand ESL witing. 

1 chose Marüro and Esther beawse each appeand to be a serious -dent interested in 

developing her writing skills. Mariko had show herself to be highly motivated and hard 

working, and she was certainly the most proficient writer in the class. Esther, too, woriced 

conscientiously, but her writing skills were we& 1 decided to compare and contrast the 

characteristics and writing of two hard working and motivated students, one of whom was a more 

successful writer than the other. 1 wanted to observe the ways the two Wnters approached similar 

writing tasks (journal writing and revision) and Wnting dvi t ies  @err response groups and 

student teacher confefences) to see if their approaches wodd explain the Merence in the quaüty 

of their writing. 



Mariko 

Mariko, 29 years old, .had been in Canada for one year prior to registering in the ESL 

program. She came to Canada as a participant in the International Internship Program, a 

Japanese program that, according to Mariko, introduces Japan to other couutries. Mariko was 

not a teacher, but a " Japanfse cultural ambasador" (MJoumal, 23/4).' She was placed by the 

Program in three junior high schools in Medicine Hat, Alberta and two schools in Regina, 

Saskatchewan. in the schools, she introduced Canadian =dents to Japan and its "language, 

culture, tradition, life style and so on." In her journal, Mariko wrote, "1 hope they leamed 

sornething from me" because she leamed "lots fiom them." According to Mariko, "This wiil be 

the most important experience in my Me." 

Mariko chose to participate in the Intemship Program to gain practical teaching 

experience, as well as to improve her English. When she retums to Japan, Mariko wants to teach 

Japanese to foreign adults. Pnor to coming to Caoada, Mariko graduated nom a private Japanese 

language school that teaches Japanese instructional metho&-, however, these graduates did not 

earn a teaching certifîcate and they had no opportunity for practice teaching. Mariko felt that 

graduates "don't know how to teach Japanese. They know just history. They leam by the 

textbook So it doesn't work" (MSTC~).) To gain practicai teaching experience, Mariko 

traveIled to Canada Although she had no previous teaching experience, Mariko did teach 

*The coding system used to identify the data is explained in the "Data Sourcs and 
Collection Procedures" section of this chapter (see p. 42 for the explanation). 

1The excerpts of Mariko and Esther's conversations throughouî this case study are 
reproduced in their original fom. T h  eilipsis points (. . . ) within a quotation indicate a pause 
of less than 10 seconds, 
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me . . . but it was tough" (MSTC3). 

Mariko explained that the Intemationai Internship Rogram is operated by the same 

people who manage the teaching program she attended in Japan. Her experience teachuig in 

Canada will earn her credits that rnay help her 6nd a job teaching Japanese in Japan; however, 

because there are not many of these teaching jobs in Japan, Mariko expected she will have to 

earn a teaching certificate fiom the same Company before she can teach for them. Examinations 

for the certificate are held annually, and she intends to study independentiy to eam the additional 

credits needed to enhance her resume. 

Mariko does not need to know English to teach Japanese in Japan because there are not 

many "white people" (MSTC4), that is, English speakers, who want to leam Japanese. When 

English-speaking people need to speak with Japanese people, they unially speak in Engiish 

because most Japanese people have learned some English at school. For the most part, the 

people who do want to leam Japanese in Japan are non-Japanese workers h m  other Asian 

countries who do not know English. According to Mariko, "1 can't w any other language; 1 just 

have to use Japanese. The direct method." 

Although Mariko's primary reason for coming to Canada was to develop her language 

teaching skilis, she also wanted to leam English. Mariko had shulied English in junior and high 

school; for the three years that she was in junior high school, she ako attended a private English 

school two evenings a week. AAer high school and More aîtending the language teaching 

school, Mariko worked in an office where she did not netd to kniw Engüsh. She said that d e n  

she came to Canada in April1992, h a  English was vey  poor, but &ce September, she has had 
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to listen and speak in English because of her assignment in Medicine Hat However, she did not 

have to read or write in English so that her listening and spealung skills progressed, but her skills 

in reading and witing did not. Because she did not make the language improvement she wanted, 

Mariko enrolled for one semester in the ESL program at the University of Regina. 

Esther 

Esther was a 23-year-old Mandarin speaker fiom Taiwan. She had studied English at 

school in Taiwan and came to Regina in January 1993 to study in the ESL Department at the 

University of Regina so that she could go to University in Canada. During the previous semester, 

Esther was a student in the Department's 030 class. On A p d 2  1, she wrote in her journal, "Our 

[O401 class began yesterday. 1 was so excited and happy because I can get together with my last 

semester classrnates and 1 can also study again" ( E J o d ,  21/4). Esther planned to live in 

Regina for five years, during which time she intends to study ESL and eam a university degree in 

either Education or Business. She wanted to improve her English because English is spoken in 

Taiwan. She chose to study in Canada because, according to Esther, "Canada is a lovely 

country" (EFinal). III Taiwan, she learned that Canada is a "nice country and the air is clean. No 

pollution." In Regina, Esther lives in an apartment with another Mandarin speaker, Amy, a 

student at the Saskatchewan Mtute of Applied Science and Technology. 

Esther is the yoimgest child in her family, the only one to  study abmaci- She told me that 

she was a good student in elementary school, but "not goad" in high school (EFinal). Esther 

said, "In my country, ai l  students have to study hard That is our tradition." In fat, Esther did 

work hard. For example, to complete RwdingNocabulary class assignments, she looked up 

every unknown word in the assigned articles k m  the local newspaper. She used a Chinese- 
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English dictionary, "Because if 1 don't know the meanhg of that word, 1 couldn't understand 

what it [article] is talking about." She then üanslated the article into Mandarin. Esther said "So 

it was very hard for me." 

Data Sources and ColIection Procedures 

The Research Ethics Review Cornmittee, Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research, 

University of Regina, grinted approval on April 19,1993 for me to proceed with the proposed 

research (see Appendix A for letter of permission to proceed). 

On April27, during the fourth Writing class, 1 discwed my proposed research with the 

students of 040B. By this time, the class list had been M s e d  and -dents were familia. with 

the class and with me. 1 explained 1 was studying the writing of second language learners, and 1 

asked for their permission to audiotape group discussions, to photocopy their papers, and to w 

their work in the study. Al1 students volunteered to participate and each signed a written consent 

fonn (see Appendix B for Letter of Permission). 

Case snidy research usually draws on several sources of data. When multiple data 

collection methods are used, the data is more trustworthy and more beiievable (Glesne & 

Peshkin, 1992). The data collection techniques for this study included participant obse~ation, 

interviewing, and document collection. Data coilection took place in a natural environment, the 

040 Wnting classoom. As the course instnictor, 1 participated f U y  in the "ordinary We* of the 

class (Marshall & Rossman, 1989). I do not believe that my role as a researcher altered what and 

how the lessons were taught, nor do 1 think the dent-teacher relationship with each class 

member was af5ected. In fact, it was not uniil the semester ended and students had received their 

final marks that 1 spoke individdy with each participant, and not dl class members. 



Because 1 was the Writing class tacher, it was naturai for me to question students 

throughout the study about their work, theh opinions, and their expenences with writiog and in 

the Writing class. Participants were observed as they worked independently at their desks and as 

they took part in class activities. Questions and observations took place informally before, 

during, and afler class, as well as during breaks and departmental activities. More formal 

interviews occurred during individual student-tacher conferences that were audiotaped. 1 made 

notes regarding my observations and discussions during and after class and followiag staff 

meetings. These notes were expanded into fieldnotes in which 1 attempted to describe and 

analyse what I read, heard, and saw in the context of this study. As a member of the teaching 

staff, 1 had access to department records and was able to speak to the other 040 teachers. 

1 collected data nom the participants throughout the semester. Al1 the writing they 

completed as part of their four writing assignments was gathered and photocopied for use in the 

study. Al1 writing tests and the final exambation were coîiected. Tex& written by the 

participants were typed for analysis. In addition, their j o d s  were photocopied. Their peer 

response groups and student-tacher conférences were audiotaped; audiotapes were transcribed. 

There are three parts to the coding system used to iden- the &ta coliected in this snidy; 

nrst the data are classified according to the participant ('W for Mariko and T for Esther), 

second according to the activity (joumai, peer response group, student-teacher conference, finai 

conversation), and then according to the date or the number of the activity. That is, the code 

"Ulournai, 2314" refers to the j o d  entry Marilto wmte on April23; "EPR03" refets to 

comments made during the third p e a  nspoose group (PRO) in which Esther participateci and her 

text was the focus of discussion; "MSTCC' refm to whaî Mariko said during the fourth student- 
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teacher conference (STC) between Mariko and her teacher. "MFinal" and "EFinaI" refer to the 

final conversations that took place in the week following the final examination between each of 

the participants and me in my role as mearcher. 

During the study, both participants completed four writing assignments; they an 

distinguished by codes. For example, the code "W'refm to the third writing assignment 

written by Mariko. Each writing assignment was composed of four parts: (1) the onguial journal 

entry; (2) "Draft # 1 ," the revised journal entry used in the peer response group; (3) "Draft #2," 

the second revision, revised following the peer response group for the student-tacher 

conference; and (4) "Final Draft," the revision written d e r  the student-teacher conference and 

submitted for evaluation. 

Data Anaiysis Procedures 

According to Glesne and Peshkin (1992), data analysis in qualitative research involves 

organinng what the researcher has seen, heard, and m d  in order to make sense of what has been 

learned. To accomplish this, Marshall and Rossnan (1989) suggest it is necessary to read, =ad 

again, and once more read through the data; they maintain it is necessary to become intimately 

familiar with the data in order to bring order, structure and meaning to them. Sifting through the 

data, the researcher looks for recurring patterns emerging fiom them. Bogdan and Bilken (1992) 

maintain h t ,  by grouping together the "many disparate pieces of collected evidence that are 

interconnected," it is possible to build generalizations or theories (p. 3 1). In qualitative fe~eafch, 

"plans evolve" (p. 58) as the researcher examines the setting, participants, and other sources of 

data. Qualitative researchers do not undertake a study with specinc questions to ZtIlSWer or 

hypotheses to test lastead, they befieve that one of the products of data collection is hding the 
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questions to ask as themes emerge from the data collection. The data ''speaks to" the researcher. 

What the researcher sees, hem, and reads in a particular case study will be guided by her 

theoretical perspective. This perspective not ody filters what and how data are collected and 

analysed, but also influences the nature of the questions raised, the resemh design, and the 

conclusions h w n  (Memam, 1991). Throughout this snidy, I was aware that rny theoretical 

perspective reflected my experience (Lauer & Asher, 1988; Seliger Br Shohamy, 1989) as a 

teacher and as a researcher. 1 was cognhnt of Bogdan and Biiken's (1992) assertion that, 

"Qualitative reseachers try to acknowledge and take into account theu own biases as a method 

of dealing with them" (p. 47). 

In my dual roles of teacher and researcher, 1 collected as much information as possible, 

consciously û y h g  to avoid any manipulation of or interference with the data For each 

participant of this study, Mariko and Esther, the data included her completed journal, four w-rîting 

assignrnent packages, writing tests and final examination, ûanscripts of the four peer response 

groups each attended, transcripts of four -dent-teacher conferences, and a final -dent- 

researcher conversation, as weU as my own fieldnotes and department records. 1 looked for 

patterns in their writing and in their talk about writing. 1 looked fïrst for recUmng patterns and 

variations for each participant, and then I compared the data of both students. An d y s i s  of 

Mariko's data was completed before Esther's data was examitled, 

Prior to m e r i n g  the rrsearch question of this study, "What feanires distinguish 

proficient and nonproficient ESL writers and th& writing?" 1 sought to understand the reasons 

why 1 considerd the work of Mariko to be betkr than Esther's. To do thiq 1 uKd a set of 

categorïes developed by Intaraprawat and Steffensen (1 995) in a study of metadiscourse in 
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writing. Metadiscourse, according to Intaraprawat and StefTensen, provides one way for a writer 

to talk effectively to the reader. They identify seven fatures of metadiscoune that permit the 

writer to address the d e r  and engage her in a developing dialogue and that increase the 

cohesiveness of the text by making explicit the relationships between sentences, paragmphs, and 

other textuai units. The features are conwctives, code giosses, illocutionary markers, validity 

markers, narrators, attitude markers, and commentaries. 

I d y s e d  the j o d s  of Mariko and Esther to determine whether their writing contained 

these metadiscourse features and whether the features were used to the same extent and in the 

same way by both participants. 1 chose to examine their journals because journal writing is first 

draft writing; other texts cornpleted in 040B were revisions that had been discussed with pers  

and the teacher. Moreover, the j o d s  were not written for the purpose of evaluation but to help 

the writen generate and explore ideas and to develop writing skills and confidence in using 

English. As well, Mariko completed 36 journal entries and Esther wrote 32 entries; therefore, 

there was a sizable data base available for analysis. 

Having looked for the distinguishing features of good ESL writirîg in the journals of 

Mariko and Esther, 1 sought to explore the writer characteristics that seem to be related to the 

quaiity of ESL writing. To identq the writing characteristics of Mariko and Esther, I exarnined 

each of the four drafts of the four writing assigmnents that both Wfiters completed during the 

course, and 1 analysed the oral comments each made about their writing during the four 

audiotaped peer response groups, four student-teacher coderences, and final conversation with 

me. Information fiom the written texts and oral comments was then compared with the 

characteristics identifïed by Hirose and Sasaiâ (1994) as detenninants of good ESL miting. 



The Hirose and Sasaki (1 994) study explored the relationship between the English 

expository writing of 19 Japanese university d e n t s  in Japan and severai factors that might 

influence the quality of a text written in Engiish, their second language. Factors investigated 

inciude the generai English proficiency of the students, writing ability in Japanese, writing 

processes in both languages, meta-knowledge of English expository writing, past writing 

experiences, and instructional background. The quantitative findings indicate that much of the 

variety in second language writing quaiity was due to the students' first language writing ability 

and their second language proficiency. The qualitative analysis suggests the composing 

cornpetence of the shidents was related to the use of several good writers' strategies, as well as 

writing fluency and confidence in writing. 1 did not look quantitatively at the writing ability of 

Mariko and Esther in either their fïrst or second llanguage, but 1 drew on the Hirose and Sasaki 

study to investigate those characteristics of both wrîters that may account for the Merences in 

the quality of their writing. 

Following the investigation of the writing chacteristics of Mariko and Esther, 1 further 

analysed one of the writer characteristics that distingwshes proficient and nonprofïcient writers, 

the use of revision. 1 looked at the ways each writer used d e r  response to a work in progress 

to mise subsequent cirafts of her assignment. To do this, 1 Iooked at the changes each writer 

made to her fourth writing assignment as  a d t  of the Writing class activities, peer response 

groups and student-teacher conferences. Transaipts of peer Rsponse groups and student-teacher 

conferences were andysed, and drafts wriüen before and after each of the conférences were 

compareci to determine if and where revisions were made. 1 then atternpted to connect these 

changes to comments made during the conférences. 



Peer response groups have been found to pmvide effective feedback for adult ESL 

writers, as well as for children (Long & Porter, 1985). For example, Bell (1991) used groups 

successfully with his upper-interruediate and advanced ESL college writers, and Swain (Swain & 

Miccoli, 1994) found that group ~spoase  helped one ESL learner in her graduate university class 

to "experience success as a second language learner" (p. 15). Because response has been shown 

to be effective for developing the second language writing skills of adults and chüdren alike, 1 

looked to Urzua's (1 987) study of four ESL children to determine whether or not the writing of 

Mariko and Esther, two adults, demo-ted simiiar development as a remit of peer and teacher 

response to their pieces. 

In order to l e m  more about the ways ESL children develop their writing, Urzua (1987) 

undertook a six-month observational study of four Southeast Asian children leaming English in 

the United States. To demonstrate the ways in which writing was developed, Urzua's study 

focussed on the dialogue joumals students wrote with their teachm and comments made during 

peer response group sessions. Because the goal of these two practices is effective written 

communication, Urzua concludes that the children's writing developed "as a result of their 

growing sense of a divergent audience and their conscious awareness of the means by whîch they 

couid manipulate language as they developed th& omi voice" @. 283). In Urzua's study, reader 

response Sected three ateas of growth: a sense of audience, a sense of voice, and a sense of 

power in language. Thus, to learn more about the clifferences between the two participants of 

this study, 1 looked at the ways each did or did not incorporate peer or teacher response in their 

subsequent drafts. 1 looked to see whether or not the revised writmg drafts of Mariko and Esther 
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reflected comments made by their readers and whether or not their writhg was aected in the 

three areas identified by Urzua. 

A discussion of the distinguishing feahires of good ESL writing and the findings to 

research question of this study regardhg the ciifferences b e ~ n  proficient and nonproficient 

ESL writen and their writing are addressed in the followiog chapter, "Fiadings and Discussion." 



CHAPTER 4: FTNDIlYGS AND DISCUSSION 

The data collected and analysed in this case study yielded a wealth of information about 

two ESL university writers and the writing each completed during one 8-week semester. The 

participants were chosen during the third week of the semester. Mariko was selected because 1 

considered her writing to be the best in the class. 1 wanted to leam more about successfbl writers 

and their work. Esther, on the other hand, was a less proficient wrîter, but because she, like 

Mariko, was a senous student, 1 was interested in comparing and contrasting her approach to 

writing and her work with Mariko's. 

Two Serious Students 

In 040, Mariko was a serious student. She attended ail ESL classes and was always on 

tirne. On only two occasions did she corne to Writing class without her homework completed. 

Both times, she explained, she felt inundated with newspaper assignments required for another 

class and had worked until the early moming hours; otherwise, Mariko completed dl Writing 

assignments. She participated M y  in a i l  Wniing class activities, including journal writing, peer 

response groups, and student-teacher conferences. Ln fact, she completed 36 journal entries, 17 

of which were written in class and 19 completed for homework. She completed more entries 

than any other student in the class, and those she wrote were lengthier and focussed on more 

complex topics than those written by her classmates. 

Esther was dso a serious student She attended dl but two hours of the 212-hour ESL 

course. During Writing class she sat in the h n t  row, centre, directly in fiont of the teacherys 

desk, between Mariko and Carrie. In her nrSt j o d  entry, Esther wmte that she was excited 
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and happy to be studying English. H a  positive attitude is reflected in her April21 journal when 

she wrote, "1 will do rny best in any situation" @Journal, 2114). 

Esther attended ail Writing classes and participated in di class activities. She completed 

33 journal entries; 2 1 were written during class time and 12 were completed for homework. Like 

Mariko, Esther invested a great amount of time reading and translating newspaper articles for 

another class. She said, "1 try to improve my J.eader-Pmt reading . . . but so many vocabulary 1 

don? know. How can 1 guess it? It's very d E c u i t  to me" @Final). Both Mariko and Esther 

often worked late into the night preparing for the newspaper tests. Esther wrote, "Sometime we 

[O40 classrnates] cornplain because we have to do a lot of homework and prepare exam every 

night. And we did not go to bed until midnight" (Eloiirnal, 26/4). Similarly, Mariko wrote in 

her journal, "1 feel like [we] go to school every &y [just] to get homework" (Uloumal, 415). 

Reading the newspaper articles, according to Mariko, "takes a lot of times [sid and works k]" 

(MJournal 1915). Because both students were conscientious, they tried to complete their 

newspaper reading, regardless of the amount of time required, often at the expense of time 

required for assignments in theu other two courses. 

Features of Good Writing 

Although both Mariko and Esther were serious students, there was a merence in the 

quality of their writing. In an attempt to determine why 1 comidered Mariko's wrîting better than 

Estber's, 1 looked in their writing for the metsidiscourse feaaires identined in the htaraprawat 

and SteEensen (1 995) study as being indicaton of good essays. Metadiscourse features, 

according to Intaraprawat and Steffensen, are "those aicets of a rxt which make the organization 

of the text explicit, provide information about the writer's attitude toward the text content, and 
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engage the reader in the interaction'' (p. 253). Such features increase the clarity and readability 

of a text so that the reader is more Likely to understand the intended message. Metadiscourse 

features examined in the 1995 study included connectives, code glosses, illocutionary rnarkers, 

vdidity rnarkers, narrators, attitude marken, and commentaries. 

The Intaraprawat and Steffensen (1995) study of essays written by ESL University 

students d y s e d  the metadiscourse features of the six best and six worst essays written by 47 

students as pari of an American University placement examination given to new, international 

students. The participants in the snidy were upper level undergraduates and first-year graduate 

students nom ten different countries. The students had 45 minutes to plan and write a persuasive 

essay on an assigned topic in which they were to argue whether or not all new foreign midents 

whose fîrst language is not English need an Engiish proficiency course. The holisticai1y graded 

essays were given a score of between 1 and 5 by five raters; the average score of the six best 

essays was 5 and the average of the six worst essays was 1.2. 

The Intaraprawat and Steffensen (1995) study asked two questions: "(1) Were there 

quantitative differences in the freguency of metadiscourse fe- in essays that received good 

or poor ratings? (2) Were there qualitative differences in the use of metadiscourse in good and 

poor essays?" (p. 255). The 12 essays were read and the metadiscourse feahnes identified and 

categorized by tbree researchers. They found that the best essays were longer than the poor 

essays and included more and longer T-uni&, a T-unit king definecl as an independent clause 

and its dependent clauses. The good essays contained proportionally more total metadiscourse in 

every category than the poor -YS, more correct metadiscourse, and a greater variety of 



metadiscourse features. in fact, the good essays induded almost double the proportion of 

correctly used hedges, attitude markers, and nanators, more than twice the proportion of code 

glosses and emphatics, and three times the proportion of illocutionary markers and 

commentaries. There was the lest difference in fkquency for comectives, the most fkequently 

used category in the good and poor essays. Intaraprawat srd SieEensen point out that because 

comectives are considered to be an important textual feature, they are usually taught in ESL 

classes. The study concludes that "metadiscourse is a facet of written text that varies with the 

overall quality of the essays. Better essays include a wider range of foms and more of them" 

@. 268). 

Intaraprawat and Steffensen (1  995) suggest that the differences in the density and variety 

of metadiscourse features "reveal important differences in the writers' a w m e s s  of audience, 

particularly the cognitive demands on the reader" (p. 256). Skilled writers are able to make their 

texts more considerate and accessible to the reader because they have an awareness of their 

readers' needs. They recognize t&t wrîting is not merely an oppominity to express themselves, 

but is also a transaction between the writer and d e r .  According to Intaraprawat and 

Steffensen, mature second language writen need explicit knowledge of discourse f m ;  

however, they point out that ESL textbooks include only a limited range of metadiscourse 

features and iittle aîtention is given to writing considerate texts. They recornmend that 

metadiscourse f o m  and hct ions be taught in a way "that the outcome focuses on writing as 

interaction" (p. 270). 
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1 examined the journals of Esther and Mariko to determine Xthere was a difference in the 

range and number of metadiscourse features in their texts. Like the good essays in the 1995 

study, Mariko's journal entria were longer than Esther's entries. The average number of words 

in each of the entries revised for the four writing assignments was 154 words per entry in 

Mariko's work and 126 words per enûy in Esther's journai. Although Mariko wrote 36 journd 

entries and Esther wrote 32, Mariko's journal was 24 pages in length and the majority of the 

entries were single spaced and covered the MI page. In contrast, Esther's 32 entries were double 

spaced and written on 29 pages, but ahost  haif of each page was left blank because each entry 

began at the top of a different page. 

m c t i v e g .  

Mariko used each of the seven categories of metadiscourse at Ieast orne, and Esther used 

six of the feanires; however, Mariko's journal included metadiscourse more often. The category 

used rnost fiequently in both joumals is connectives. Connectives are words or phrases that 

encode information about the text's orgmhtion and the relationship of the different parts of the 

text (Intaraprawat & SteEensen, 1995). They provide cohesion to a text by explicitly linking 

ideas. For example, both 040 Writers used the coordinators "and" and "but" to j o b  independent 

clauses, as well as adverbs and adverbial phrases as connectors. On May 4, Mariko m t e ,  'This 

semester is only for 8 weeks, but we have to do same amount of study as students do in 12 weeks 

semester" (MJournai, 4/5). On May 19, Esther wrote, "1 like listening music-especid [gE] 

ciassical music when I have fke tirne, but 1 don't iike listerhg to pop music" @.Journal, 196). 

On May 12, Mariko wrote, "On the o h  han& more people live done, single, widow, divorced" 
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(Miloumai, 12/5). On April21, Esther wrote, "1 have to shidy very hard everyday. However, I 

will do my best in any situation" (Elounial, 21/4). 

In some entries, however, the connectives used by Esther result in a b e r n t  m g .  For 

example, two adverbial phrases, "on the other han&' and "in short" are misused in several 

different entries. in one entry, a description of Taiwan, Esther wrote, 

1 don't Iike rainy day because it let ISiE] me feel very uncornfortable and not convenient. 
On the other hand, 1 don? Iike the ground is wet. If 1 go out in the rainy day that [siEl my 
shoes will be muddily [a] and 1 sornetimes catch a cold. (EJournal, 6/5) 

Esther used an adverbial phrase, "on the other hand," a phrase indicating contrast when, in fact, 

she provided an additional m o n  to explain why she did not like rainy days. 

When Esther used the adverbial phrase "in short" in one concluding sentence, it appears 

she intended to summarize her text, "In short, you can enjoy yomelf in my country" @Journal, 

715). However, the entry is about shopping in Taiwan (7/5) and the variety of products at 

reasonable prices available there. The conclusion does not refer to the main idea of the te& but 

introduces a new idea The misuse of these two phrases, "on the other hand" and "in shorc' 

illustrates how connectives used incorrectly may confuse the reader. 

in con- Mariko correctiy used a mater variety of connectives, more often. For 

example, on April2 1, she accurately wrote, "1 don't need to take this class. But on the other 

hand I'm thinking if 1 do my best and achieve the level to get into the University, that WU be 

wondemil" (MJournal, 2114). Oiher comectives Manko used c o r d y  include "nm of ail" 

(24/4), "therefore* (26/4), "besides" (28/4), "anpvay" (3014), "actllauy" (1 O/5), 'Yinally" (1 719, 

and "for these reasons" (2415). Connectives used successfiilly increase the clkty and readability 

of Mariko's tem. 



The second metadiscourse feature is the attitude marker. Attitude markers "allow writers 

to voice their affective responses to the content of the text . . . and are intended to engage the 

reader more directly in the transaction" (uitaraprawat & Steffensen, 1995, p. 259). Both 040 

participants used attitude markers throughout their joumals. In various entries, Esther indicated 

she was excited, happy, worried, hopeful. buy, nervous, afrad, troubled, or surprised. She 

wrote she liked learniog @Journal, W4). but hated newspaper quizzes (2814); she liked the signs 

of Spring (28/4), but she did not like rainy &ys (615). On May 28, she expressed her feelings 

about an ESL activity at St. Mary's School. 

Today 1 was so tired after 1 finished teaching the children of Mary school. But 1 
feel happy because this is the first time 1 teaching [sid children at school. 

I think this is a good beginning for me leaming how to teach the children. 1 am 
[a] really enjoy them. And I can h d  what subject do children Eke best or what subject 
do children like least. 

But my greatest pity is that 1 can't express my meaning very weU in English. If 
next time has the similar activity like this, 1 hope I can do better than this tirne. 
(EJoumai, 28/5) 

Like Esther. Mariko wrote that, at different times, she was nervous, hopefd, sorry, 

sutprise4 amazed feeling good or having diff7culty. She liked Medicine Hat (Uloiimal, 22/5), 

enjoyed hyacinths (26/4), didn't mind j o d  writing (27/5), but didn't like typhoon saison in 

Iapan (27/4). On May 28, Mark0 also wrote about the visit to St. Mary's School. 

We went to St. Mary schoal to share our countries. For two weeks, we practiced 
[sic;] story telling and planed [a what were we going to do and how we could interest 
children. (Actuaiiy 1 myselfenjoyed the different culture when my classmate 
demonstrateci in class.) Most of us didn't h o w  very weii how to deal with children and 
besides we had to do everything in English. We were a i l  nemous, but we didn't have to 
be. Children were very curious and asked us lots of questions. They Ieamed lots of 



things fiom u s  and we were satisfied. (I could tell when I saw everybody's face in the bus 
after we finished classes. But they were very tired.) 1 think we did very good job. 
(MJoumai, 28/5) 

It is not surprishg that the journals of both participants contain numerous attitude markers. The 

instructions in the 040 Writing textbook were to write in their journals "about what interests you 

and to express your thoughts and opinions about a variety of topics" (Reid & Linâstrom, 1985, p. 

232). Both Esther and Mariko wrote their j o d s  in such a way that the reader is aware of their 

feelings concerning the content about which they chose to write. 

Vali-. 

hother discourse category used throughout both j o d s  is the validity market. There 

are two subcategones of validity markers: hedges and emphatics. They si& the writers' 

dedication to the truth of the text and demonstrate the writers' "sincerity and intention to produce 

an ethicd text by accurately indicating what they beiieve, what they know, and what they 

assume" (Intaraprawat & Steffensen, 1995, p. 258). Esther used hedges to express her 

resemations about the truth of what she wrote: "1 find the lesson of 040 is so heavy because we 

have a lot of hornework to do every night" (Eloumal, 2614); "1 t .  it is a good opportunity for 

u s  to practice our speaking ability" (5/5); "May be [9E] those good ideas are very usefui for us in 

our daiIy Me" (20/5); "1 think it is a ditFcult prognun to [&] us" (27/5); and "1 think this a good 

beginning for me learning how to teach the children" (28/5). Hedges ailowed Esther to reveal 

her feelings about the assertions, but they also make the text more courteous by providing an 

opportmity for d e r s  to d e  their own judgments and by avoiding absoiute statements. 

Mariko included hedges in her pieces. For exampie, she wrote, '7 think ESL is 

w o n d d n  ( M J o d ,  2414); "I'm sure they are right" (28/4); '7 think Canadian [9El are better 



57 

at celebrating special days than Japanese." (1 0/5); "1 cannot say this is h] smart idea." (23/5); 

and "1 thhk we did [siç] very good job" (28/5). 

As well, Mariko often used emphatics in order to strengthen her cornmitment to what she 

was writing. Emphatics are used when a d t e r  is challenging a statement or expecting a 

challenge. For example, in Mariko's May 4 entry, she expressed concern about the amount of 

homework assigned each day. Mariko preferred to study in class so that she could review and 

prepare for the next class at home. She wrote, "I'm always doing hornework, of course 

homework is a kind of review" (Uloumal, 4/5). Because Mariko was challenging the teachers' 

practice of assigning homework, she included the emphatic, "of course." In the same entry, she 

wrote, "1 know, if teachen didn't give homework, we wouldn't study at home." It appears that 

Mariko was anticipating the reader's response, particuiarly when the reader was a teacher who 

assîgned homework. The fat that Mariko's writing included emphatics indicates she foresaw a 

potential challenge to her comments. Esther, on the other hand, may have k e n  less aware of the 

reader's reaction to the content of her text becaw site used this category only once in her journal 

when she wrote, "But we know it [&] very important to reserve the locally [&] language7' 

( E J o d ,  US). 

Bath Esther and Mariko used code glosses to help their readers understand their intended 

message when they elaborated on a term or concept Estha used it once: "This semester 1 made 

a purpose that is to improve my poor abject on last semester" (EJomA, 2114). The phrase, 

%at is" specified Esther's goal for the spring semester. Mariko used this category four times. 

For example, she used code glosses to explain expressions she predicts h a  Canadian readers do 
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not know. She defined a "futon" as, "Japanese traditional bedding which consists of a thick 

Futon and a light Futon for cover yourself" (Ulounial, 6/6), and she explained the May 5 

Japanese holiday, "This is called 'Boy's Day or children's Day' which celebrates boy's growth 

and happiness" (1 8/5). 

Illocutionary markers state the speech act the writer is performing. Like code glosses, 

illocutionary markers "serve to downgrade the information in the text, making it more 

appropriate for the intended audience" (Intaraprawat & S teffensen, 1 995, p. 258). Both 

participants used illocutionary markers. Mariko used them NJice and Esther included four 

illocutionary markers, the only discourse feahue she used more often than Mariko. Mariko 

wrote, "1 was talking about spring yesterday" (Ulournai, 27/4), and "We [ESL and St. Mary's 

students] talked about ourselves" (YS). Esther wrote, "1 tell myseif' (EJoumal, W4); "So I 

always tell myself' (2714); "Every &y 1 just tell myself" (1 7/5); and "Sometime [a we 

cornplain" (26/4). 

Esther did not use the discourse feature, narrator, in her journai, but twice Mariko used 

one. A narrator is an authoritative source used to convince the reader that what the writer is 

writing is based on evidence. In the May 13 journal entry, Mariko used the dictionary to define a 

word, "According to dictionary, living together as husband and wife is marriage" (Ulournal, 

1315). In another entry, she medits a teacher with an idea, "1 have to think in English, not in 

Japanese, as a teacher taught me*' (1 915). By referencing an authority, Mariko increased the 

Uelihood that her reader would agree with her comments. However, it is the seventh feature, 

commentaries, where there is the greatest diaerence between the joiimats of Mariko and Esther. 



Accorciing to Intarapmwat and Steffensen (1 995)' "commentaries comprise expressions 

which address the reader, . . . elicit a specific response fiom the reader, . . . or anticipate the 

reader's response to the text" (p. 259). In Esther's j o d ,  there are two entries where the reader 

is addressed, bub on both occasions, it does not appear Esther was writing for a specifîc reader. 

On April27, she wrote, "But remember, don? cheat you [SLE] fiends and don't say lie to them. 

Treat them with your really feeling and they will treat you SO" (EJoumal, 27/4). On May 7, she 

wrote, "If you go to Taiwan to travel that [SiEl you don? worry about hungry" (715). 

In con- Mariko used cornmentaries throughout her journal. Frequently, she addressed 

the reader, for example, she wrote, "1 wouid like to introduce my favorite Japaaese band 'Tube' . 

. . As you know fiom the band [&] name, they love summer" (MJoumai, 2915). In several 

entries, Mariko addressed me directly. She asked, "You like spring, donPt you Mary?" 

(MJoumal, 2614). Concerned about h a  language learning progress, she questioned, "Do you 

think adults can do that? Don't you think it's too late?" (29/4). In an explanation of three kinds 

of Japanese writhg, Kanji, Hiragana, and Katakana, she wrote my name and asked, "Here is 

your name in Japanese. Did you know that?"(24/5). Asking direct questions was one strategy 

used by Mariko to engage the reader in her writing. Another succesnul strategy involved 

auticipating the reader's response to her text. In an mtry about herself as an ESL student, she 

wrote, "1 know you [the teacher] want to say, 'Be strict with yourself?'" (2114); and when she 

wrote about Japanese students learning English in Japan, she said, "They [Japanese students] 

seem to leam Engiish unwillingly. (i don3 say everybody.)" (24/4). Commentaries, like attitude 

markers, engage the reaùer more directly in the text and by doing so, they make the tsa more 



acceptable to the reader. Mariko used commentaries successfully throughout her journal to 

involve her reader in her text. 

According to the 1995 study (Intaraprawat & Steffensen), better essays contain 

proportionaiiy more metadiscourse and a greater variety of features. The following complete 

journal entry demonstrates how Mariko made use of several different metadiscourse features to 

write a good piece. A beautifid spring day in Regina was her inspiration. 

Because of this so beautifid weather, 1 thought 1 could air dry fbton if 1 were in Japan. 
Futon is a Japanese traditional bedding which consists of a thick futon spread on the floor 
and a light futon for cover yourself. Most young people use beds these days, but still lots 
of Japanese love füton. What an the good points of futon? Because spread them on the 
fioor directly, they are not too soR so good for your back. In the morning, we fold them 
away in a closet so that the bedroom can be used for other purposes. We can have time to 
talk at night because we spread futons and put them together so ai1 family can sleep 
together. (Ody when children are little.) On the other hanci, there are demerits. It is 
troublesome to spread and put away every day. Sometimes you have to air dry them. I'm 
lazy so I'rn using a bed now. But sometimes 1 want to sleep on fbton. It is so cornfortable 
especially after they are aired and have a Company. When 1 go back to Japan, 1 would like 
to sleep on fbton at fint. (Oh oh! 1 forgot about going back in June. That's rainy season. 
That might not be a good idea.) (MJoumal, 615) 

In this one entry, Mariko included connectives, a code gloss, vdidity markers, attitude markers, 

and commentaries to involve the reader. In addition, her clear sense of audience is apparent in 

her choice of detaü; she included details she predicted are Utlfamiliar to her Canadian reader. As 

a remit, her piece is easy to understand and engaging for her reader. 

The Intaraprawat and Steffensen (1995) stucly concludes that "skilled writers have an 

awareness of the weds of their readers and control the strategies for making their texts more 

considenite and accessible to the reader. Poor writers, on the other han& an not able to generate 

considerate texts" (p. 253). Similarly in the MO stuây, it appears that Mariko, the more skilled 

wrîter, was more aware of the needs of h a  audience and employed effective strateges to involve 
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the reader with her text than was Esther, the l e s  skilled writer. Mariko's writing is compelling 

to =ad, in large part, because of her use of metadiscourse f o m  and functions reflecting her 

awareness of audience, which in nim, made her writing more accessible to the reader. The 

number and range of appropriately used discourse fatures identified by Intaraprawat and 

Steffensen are distinguishing feahires nf Mariko's proficient writing. 

Writer Characteristh 

The analysis of the journals of Mariko and Esther provided specific reasons to help me 

understand why 1 considered Mariko's wrîting to be better than Esther's. Having explored what 

differentiated the quality of their writing, 1 looked at the writing characteristics of each writer and 

the ways in which each approached writing to determine additional differences tbat might be 

related to the variation in the quality of their writing. To do this, 1 looked to the research studies 

of Hirose and Sasaki (1 994) and Urzua (1987). 1 drew on both d e s  to develop a focus for 

answering my research question: What feahues distinguish proficient and nonproficient ESL 

writers and their writing? 

The Hirose and Sasaki (1994) shidy investigated several factors that infiuence the quality 

of Japanese university students' writing in English. The study was conducted with 19 English as 

a Foreign Language (EFL) students who had stuclied English in Japan for an average of 8 years 

and were considered intermediate level language -dents. For each participant, the data 

included a standardized English proficiency test, a questionnaire about the students' instructional 

and personal writing backgrounds, a retrospective seKreport of writing processes, a test of meta- 

knowledge of English expsitory writhg, and two writing tasks, one in English and one in 
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Japanese. Both timed, 20-minute writing tasks required participants to write a composition 

arguing whether or not women should work d e r  they are married. The participants wrote on the 

same topic, first in English, and one week later in Japanese. The English compositions were 

scored by two English second language writing specialists using the ESL Composition Profile, 

and the Japanese compositions were evaluated by two Japanese fkt language Wfithg specialists 

according to a Japanese profile comparable to the ESL profile. Six writers were considered to be 

"good" writers because their English composition scores were more than 1 standard deviation 

above the rnean; five writers were considered "por" because their scores were 1 standard 

deviation below the mean. Data fiom the questionnaires on the participants' writing 

backgrounds and writing processes were analysed qualitatively. 

The research question of the Hirose and Sasaki (1994) study that is relevant to this case 

study was addressed qualitatively; it asked, "Which writer characteristics (e.g., instructional 

background, past writing experiences, and writing processes) determine the good and poor 

expository writers of English as a foreign language" (p. 206). Hirose and Sasaki found that the 

good writers were older than the poor writers, five of the six were f d e ,  and three of them had 

been in an English-speaking country for more tha. 9 months. The postwriting questionnaires 

indicated that good writers use a greater variety of writing strategies, such as planning, attending 

to a variety of aspects of writing, and revising. Good writers plamed content, paid attention to 

content and overail organization whiie Wfiting, and revised at the discourse level. The poor 

writers, on the other hand, did not use many of these strategies. They gave no partîcuiar atiention 

to content, mechanics, or grammar; fûrthermore, Hirose and Sasaki point O* the poor Wnters 

were not concemed with these aspects of writing whether they were writing in th& h t  or 
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second language. They speculate that this lack of concem may be related to their overall attitude 

toward writing; perhaps "they were simply not motivated to m e "  (p. 2 18). 

The study found that the proficient writers used good writers' strategies and wrote more 

fluently with littie pausing or mental translation. Hirose and Sasaki (1994) suggest that this 

difference may be related to differences in second language proficiency, as wel1 as to generai 

composing cornpetence as measured by the quality of their first language writing. The writing 

fluency of good writus in both Japanese and English mggests a comlatioo between writing 

fluency and composing cornpetence regardleu of which language, Japanese or Englisb, was w d .  

A third finding of the study indicates that the students' self-initiated writing experiences in 

English, and not their writing expenences in school, corresponded to the variation b e ~ e e n  the 

two groups of writers. Good writea were also found to be also more confident writers in both 

Japanese and English. Hirose and Sasaki speculate that the good writers accumulated 

experiences because they were confident writers. Findings indicate the good Mters considered 

writing in their first language to be less diffïcuit than the poor writers did, in spite of the fact that 

both good and poor writm had similar experiences writkig in their first language. 

The 040 case study used the qualitative hdiags of the Hirose and Sasaki (1994) study to 

develop a focus for looking at the writer chanictaistics of Mariko and Esther. Characteristics 

analysed include contact with native @ers, planning, concems while writing, and revision. 

The good writers in the Japanese study wae older than the poor writers and they had 

lived in an English-speaking country for more than 9 months. These characteristics w m  found 
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to differentiate the writers in the curent study, as well. Mariko, who was 29 years old, had lived 

in Canada for one year befon the 040 class began. During that year, she lived and worked with 

native speakers of English. As a participant in the International Intemship Program, she taught 

Engiish-speaking Canadian children about Japaa She lived with Canadian families in Medicine 

Hat and Regina. in her journal, she wrote about participating in family activities, such as 

buthday, wedding, and Mother's Day ceiebrations. For example, she wrote that she went to 

church every Sunday with her family, "I've been [to] several different churches. I've never been 

[to] church in Japan. So this is good and new experience for me" (Uloumal, 9/5). By 

imrnersing herself in nurnerous aspects of Caaadian culture, Mariko met and spoke to many 

English-speaking Canadians and had a variety of new expenences where she needed to use 

English. Moreover, she was the only Japanese speaker in 040B. 

On the other hand, Esther, who was 23 yean old, had been in Caaada only 4 months pnor 

to this study. During that tirne, she was an ESL student, and she lived with amther Mandarin 

speaker. In her journal, she wrote that she and her fiiends went shopping, horse-back riding, had 

lunch together, and talked; Esther told me her fiends were two Taiwanese 040A -dents and a 

third woman, Carrie, a bilingual Mandarin-Cantonese speaker in 0408. The four women had 

been fiiends the previous semester in 030 and when they were together, they spoke Mmdarin. 

As well, there was another Taiwanese student in Lee. There is no indication in her journal 

or in conversations that Esther had contact with native English-speakhg people, other tban her 

instnictors, or that she took part in Canadian culturai activities. Esther was much like the 

students Raimes (1985) describes in her study of unskilled ESL WZiters. Raimes wri- that it is 

"not uncornmon for some d e n t s  to continue to use their nrst ianguage at home, at work, and 
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ofkm at school and thus to be deprivecl of much opportmity for natural language acquisition" 

(p. 237). 

The environment in which the two 040 participants lived and worked afk ted  their 

language. Esther wrote, "1 worry about my speaking and listening. I hope my speaking and 

listening cm improve" @Journal, 22/4), but her associates were, for the most part, Mandarin 

speakers. This may account for the lack of slang or colloquial expressions in her writing. In 

contrast, the vocabulary in Mariko's j o d  reflects her immersion in Canadian life. For 

example, in a discussion of the cumnt defuition of family, Mariko referred to blended f h l i e s ,  

"composed of parents with children fiom [SiEl previous maniage, and D W  f a d y  which 

means double income no kids" ( M J o d ,  2 Us). Writing about her favourite Japanese band, 

Tube, she stated "there will be a stadium gig" (2915) in August Questionhg the purpose of 

holidays, Mariko wrote, it is "nice to have holidays but most of people are pooped out after 

holidays" (18/5). It appears the ability to use words such as "DINI(S," "gig," and "pooped out" 

idiomatically in her writing developed fiom Mariko's contact with English-speaking Canadians. 

Immersion in Canadian Me also provided Mariko with a variety of writing topics. Eight 

journal entries discwed aspects of Canadian culture. According to Mariko, "These days, many 

numbers of students go overseas to study English. They also aui learn other cultures. This is 

one purpose to live in other countries" (MJoumai, 16). In the nnal draft of the first writing 

assignrnent, Mariko wrote, "1 can leam about their [classrnates'] countrîes, and as weii, 1 can 

share my country. It is very interesthg to know about the things that we didn't know, such as 

different cdtures, Mestyles, ways of thinking, and so on" (MAI). Participation in another 

culture led not ody to reflective wrïthg about Canadian ways but also about M e  in Japaa She 



used her writing to comect the two cultures; for example, she wrote, "1 learned Amencan family 

is changing. Japanese is too" (MJoumal, 12/5). She discussed the changes in families as  a result 

of the movement fiom agiculturd to industrial economies in both coutries. By doing so, 

Mariko used her background knowledge and experience to bring understanding to her Canadian 

experience. 

Like Mariko, Esther chose writing topics about subjects that were important to her during 

her stay in Canada. In facf more than a quarter of Esther's journal entries were about fiiends. in 

one entry, she explained why fkiends are important. She wrote, 

Friend is so important in out life. There is no one could iive on the world without 
niends. When you feel Ionly [Sid fiiends can company [a with you and when you have 
troubles that they can help you to solve problems. If you fcel happy you also can share 
your happy [a Ath niends. @Journal, 27/4) 

It appears her fnends and her happiness king with them were central to Esther's survival so far 

fiom home; this is not a surprising 6nding considering that Esther is a foreign student. 

A repeated topic in Esther's j o d  was the visit by Grade 8 students nom St. Mary's 

School and the reciprocal visit by ESL students to St. Mary's School. On May 5, she wmte, "On 

Tuesday, we have an activiiy that is introducing the campus of University to Mary school d e n t .  

It is a good activity" (Houmai, Y5). She continueci, "1 think it is a good opportunity for us to 

practice out speaking abilîty." There are three other entries about the preparation for and visit to 

St. Mary's School. On May 12, Esther explained she had to prepare a story fiom her own 

country to present to the children at St Mary's School. According to Esther' 

It is a troubIe to me because 1 have to h k  for the story which is easier to understand for 
those children Second 1 have to îranslaîe Chinese into English. Third 1 have to practice 
my speaking that make my pronunciation clear and try to make my story listening vivid 
(1 2/51 



On May 27, Esther again discussed the preparations. She wrote, 

These day [&] we are very busy because we have to prepare some subject teaching 
the children of Mary school. 

1 think is a difficult program to us. First, you have to make some ideas in your 
mind. Second, when you make sure of your subjects what you want to teach them then 
you have to h d  the data fiom library or fiom some where Third, after you 
preare [A] those meterial [d already you also have to practice how to express your 
meaning completely in English. To surn up, this is a very interesthg activity to me. 
( E J o d ,  27/5) 

Although ESL students participated in 12 department activities during the Spring semester, this is 

the only activity about which Esther chose to write. It was also the ody activity that involved 

ESL students directly with native English-speaking Canndians. Clearly Esther was excited by the 

oppomuiity to meet Canadian children and to share her culture with them. On the day of the 

visit, she wrote in her journal, "Today 1 was so tired after 1 finished teaching the children of Mary 

school. But I feel happy because this is the fint time I teaching [&J children at school" 

Esther was not involved in Canadian culture to the extent that Marüro was. This may 

explain, in part, why she had difficulty finding writing topics. During a conversation about 

journal writing, Esther said she chose topics "after 1 talking with my &end [roommate] . . . . And 

sometimes 1 get idea fiom classrnates" @Final). In fact, she would have preferred me to assign 

topics. Mariko, on the other han& said she had no difficdty finding topics. She explained when 

she wrote in her journal, she chose a topic that interested her and she wrote for herseIf. She said, 

"1 think j o d  1 can explain just for myselfand this is my idea. 1 pick this topic so it's not so 

hard 'caus~ I'm interested in this [topic]" (MFinal). Having something to write about is one 

factor that infiuences writing quality. Fuldmg engaging topics was one strategy Mariko, the more 



proficient writer, used to advantage. Accordhg to Zame1(1982), 'kiters write both 

quantitatively more and qualitatively better when they are composing papers about topics that 

engage them . . . . Students' writing thus should be motivated by their feelings about and 

responses to a topic with which they have had some experience" (p. 204). in her study of 

tmskilled writers, Raimes (1 985) suggests that unskilled writers and skilled writers generate 

language and ideas in much the sarne way. She clairns, "they use what they have and move on 

fkom there" (p. 250). It appears that Esther's limited practice speaking with native English- 

speaking Canadians and her minimal involvement in the culture in which she was living rnay 

have af3ected her language fluency and ability to write with engagement. 

Plannirig* 

Hirose and Sasaki (1994) conclude that planning is one factor that influences the quaiity 

of writing; planning in the 1994 study involved thinking about the content andor organization of 

the composition before beginning to wrîte, andor writhg an outline before writing the 

composition. Hirose and Sasaki found that more good writers p l m e d  than did poor wrîters. Of 

those who did plan, aIl were concerned with content, that is, what they wrote, before they began 

to write. Half of the good writen who planned were also concemed about the organbtion of 

theîr piece. Poor writers did not plan for organiiration. 

in the 040 Wnting class, planning also referred to thinking about the content andior 

organization before the acnial writing andlor writing an outline. In a conversation with me, 

Mariko explained that s o m e ~ e s  she planned the content of her j o d  ahead of tirne, but 

sornetimes she came to class with w idea, until she started to write, what she would say. She 

said on those days, she just wrote about what came into her h d  In one such entry, she m t e  



about her happy memones associated with playing in a park. However, when Mariko wrote a 

paragraph to be evaluated, she planned, mentally, what she was going to say and how she was 

going to write it before she put anything down on paper. In her j o d ,  she complained about the 

difficulty of taking several factors hto consideration at the same the .  She wrote, 

These &y [SiEl, 1 found Writing is very diflicult. 1 didn't mind writing Jurnal W every 
day. But once 1 knew 1 have to write accademic [îirJ writing, that pressure makes me 
think [about] my Writing. I have to think about organization, main idea, sentence 
structure and so on. Anybody cannot write perfect sentence at once. We need [to] revise 
our own writing. (MJournal, 2715) 

Esther, on the other han& said she always planned before she wrote, even in her journal. 

She said, "It have [&] to take your t h e  to think about your idea" @Final). She continued, "1 

think [about] what point 1 want to write first and then what is important . . . 1 have to think about 

it [writing] and then 1 can write." To prepare for the nnal take-home examination, Esther said 

she nrst tried to understand the question, and then she made a list of words and wrote the 

paragraph, "1 made the whole paragraph" (EFinal). Because students were encouraged to bring 

an outline to the examination, Esther said she wmte an outhe &er her paragraph was finished. 

In contrast, Mariko, who said she planned content and o r g d t i o n  whenever her piece 

was evaluated, wrote a complete outiine for the finai examlliation before she wrote the 

paragraph. The outline carefully followed the rules for paragraph organhtion outlined in the 

Writing textbook. That is, it included a topic sentence, three points with two details about each, 

and a concluding sentence. Mariko said she also planned the structure of each sentence when she 

wrote a paragraph for evaluation, something she did not do when she wrote in her j o d .  

While Esther said she did not h t e  an outline before she answered the examination 

question, her later journal entries and Wnting Assignments #3 and #4 indicate that the three- 



point paragraph plan influenced much of her later writing. The following conversation shows 

why Esther used the outhe. 

Teacher 
Esther 
Teacher 
Esther 
Teac her 

Esther 
Teacher 
Esther 

How did the outline help? 
It made my journal or paragraph more clear. Clear is easy to understand. 
Wh y? 
Why? 1 list 1,2,3. And topic and concluding sentence. 
This is the way the textbook told you to do i t  It told you to have 3 points 
and 2 details for each point. 1s that a good idea? 
Yeah. I think so. 
Wh y? 
Because before you write a paragraph, you have to think. You have to 
rnake an idea in your mind. @Final) 

Esther was correct to say that when she wrote an outhe, her dt ing  was much easier to read. 

Planning and using a .  outline were writing stratepies that improved Esther's writing, and suggest 

her writing skills were developing. 

Mariko, too, used the three-point paragraph outline to help solve the problem of 

organilation of ides.  She said that, "Somehes it [the outline] is a help. Sometirnes it doem't 

help" (MSTC4). Accordiag to Mariko, an outhe helped because "it is easy to read and easy to 

make a good paragraph." It does not help, however, when the form is too rigid. Mariko had 

problems arranghg her ideas into "only this one way," the way prescribed in the textbook. She 

saià, 1 thought it's like a kind of d e  . . . . 1 have to make three big things [points], two things 

[details] in here." However, in Writing Assignment #3, Mariko was able to find the suggested 

number of points and details to complete the organhtion plan recomrnended in the textbook 

This foilowing paragraph is the finai draft of that assignment. 

ESL students who are going to teach at St Mary School need to consider three 
important points to succeed. First of all, we have to make ourselves i m d d  in 
English. Becaw this the very nrst step to communicate with the cbildren, we should 
make lots of efforts to use conect En@& We also need to anticipate children's 



questions and prepare for them in English since it is difficdt for ESL students to cope 
with the unexpected questions. Secondly, we must consider to make the detailed plans 
which con& of varieties of projects, the balance of content, tirne managements [SiEl and 
teaching method. Because the children are not very patient, we have to make the classes 
attractive and get them involved. Thirdly, it is necessary for the chilken to have fun, 
[a also it is essential for us. On the other hand, we have to remember that the children 
regard us  as representatives of each country. If the children show their intrests [rrd in 
other countries and other people through us, we can say that teaching at St Mary School 
is a success. (MN) 

This paragraph carefully adheres to the point paragraph outline form found in the 040 

Writing tembook. There is a topic sentence that introduces the topic (teaching at S t  Mary's 

School) and the controlling idea (three points to succeed), 3 points that develop the controlling 

idea (making ourselves understood, making detailed plans, and having fun), 2 details about each 

of the points, and a concluding sentence (successfid teaching). 

The hdings of this study indicate that, like al l  the Wfiters in the Hirose and Sasaki 

(1 994) study, Mariko and Esther usuaiiy planned what they would write before they started to 

write. Both Mariko and Esther followed, to varying degrees, the three-point paragraph 

organizational outline after it was introduced in class. Evidence of this can be seen in some of 

their later journal entries and assignments, as well as the finai examination (see Appendix B for 

Esther's outline & Appendix C for Mariko's outline). Planning, then, is one feature of Wnting 

that does influence the quality of wrihg. The writulg of both participants improved as a result 

of planning. However, the degree of planning varied b e ~ e e n  participants, and it varied for each 

participant according to her purpose for writing. It appears that Mariko, the more proficient 

writer, had more flexibility and ownership over the planning proces than did Esther, the l e s  

proficient writer. 



. . while wntUlg, 

Hirose and Sasaki (1994) claim that the approaches to wnting Vary with good and poor 

writea. In their study, participants rated themselves according to how much attention they paid 

to grammar, speUing, content, organhtion, and vocabulary choice while writing. The findings 

indicate that the good second language writers were particulariy concemed about content, but 

they paid attention to the other aspects as well. In contrast, the poor writers gave relatively little 

concem to content; in fact, they paid less attention to al1 aspects of writing than the good writers 

did. They gave the least amount of attention to spelling. 

To identify and analyse the writing concems of the participants in the 040 snidy, 1 looked 

at comments each participant made during the peer response groups, student-teacher conferences, 

and her final conversation with me. When their work was discussed at a conference, 040 writers 

were expected to Uidicate a problem they encountered while writing and to ask for help solving 

it. In peer response groups, problems were to be about content and organhtion. Any type of 

writing problern could be raised during a &dent-tacher coderence. 

In tbree of the four peer response groups, Mariko expressed concem about the content of 

her piece. For example, during the second peer group conference on May 17, Mariko said she 

had "lots" of questions, but she specincally asked for help with the content She was writing 

about a play that all ESL students attended, "T'rue Canadian Stories." She indicated the topic 

was too broad and she needed to add more derail. She said, 'This paragrapb is too wide [and] is 

not detailed enough . . . . So 1 want to have your suggestion to make more detail. 1 need more 

detail. More explanation . . . . Always [it is] very hard to explain" (MPRGZ). 



Immediately following the oral reading, Mariko's pers asked about the intended 

audience, "Your audience is student? . . . 1s it English as a Second Language people?" (MPRGZ). 

Mariko replied, "Audience is everybody. Sornebody [who] knows about ESL. Of course, 

1 want them to know about this, but . . . other who don't know about the ESL program. We have 

[to] let them know [about] this progmm" (MPRG2). 

Kent pursued the problem of audience. He said, "Your audience is everybody . . . but 

they need to know what is the tme story of the characters . . . . You just write this paragraph [as] 

if 1 have not seen the "True Stones" and 1 do [not] know what you are taking about" (MPRG2). 

Mariko then asked, "Do I have to explain what was going on on the stage?I (MPRG2). 

Kent answered, "This is not necessary. Iust generally talk about main idea of this play 

because there are many, lnany stories in this play. So you cannot explain every story" (MPRG2). 

In the revision, Mariko followed Kent's suggestion and added the sentence, "The story 

was about many problems which ESL nuients were faced with, how they were treated at the 

school, and how they felt and thought" (MSTC2). 

In the same peer response group, Lee indicated a problem with the conclusion: "Their 

power may not be strong enough now, but if they continue this kind of activity, they might make 

'the new tnie stories of Canada"' (MPRG2). He did not understand what "the new stories of 

Canada" were. Mariko explained that if the actoa continue to present the pro blems of ESL 

students to Canadian audiences, "maybe they can make a difference . . . . They can solve the 

problem . . . . 1 want that story to be an old storyn and the new stones to be happy stories 

(MPRG2). 

Carrie codkned Lee's obsemation, "1 think it is quite confusing" (MPRG2). 



Kent asked, "You want to change the meaning of the play?" (MPRG2). 

Lee said, "Tm not sure what you mean [by] the 'new"' (MPRGZ). 

A lengthy discussion foilowed about the meanhg of the conclusion. Mariko tried again 

and again to explain, "Now students [are] faced with this problem but if somebody help them-if 

you can help them-maybe it would be betîer. Right? So this new story is [a] better story" 

(MPRGZ). She rdised there was a problem with her writing, "You didn't understand . . . so 1 

have to change i t "  In the following ciraft, the conclusion rads, "Even though this m u t  be a big 

and hard problem to overcome, if they continue this work and s p d  a circle even by degrees, 

they rnight make a new version of 'True Stones of Canada"' (MSTCÎ). The revised draft was 

substantially altered as a result of peer response that focused on the content of Mariko's piece. 

Aithough Mariko was fiee to ask about any aspect of writing during the student-teacher 

conferences, her concerns were usually about the development of ideas. For example, during the 

discussion of her piece about teaching children at St. Mary's School, Mariko explained she 

changed the main idea of Draft #l. 

Mariko 

Teacher 
Mariko 

Teacher 
Mariko 

Teacher 
Mariko 

Teacher 
Mariko 
Teacher 

This is my nrst one #1] and 1 changed the main idea b u s e  this is 
too specinc, ''haWig childm's attention." This #2] is my last 
main idea. 
Why ? 
Because this is [about] one teaching method, so I thought 1 will say 
[about] another teaching method including this method. 
Was this #1] too nanow? 
No. 1 think ai l  of this [is the] same thing. No change. No difference. So 
it's not so interesting. 
How did you change it? 
1 did this one EDraft #2]. ïhis is how to teach, At first I have to make 
myself understood in Engüsh. 
What problems do you want me to look at? 
1 decided to change this main idea, but it's better or not? 
Anything else? 



Mariko And the conclusion. I'm not satisfied [with] this conclusion. 1 couldn't 
end this paragraph because i have so many things in my rnind. So how to 
conclude. (MSTC3) 

As a result of this student-teacher coderence which focussed on content, Mariko made 

substantive revisions to her piece about teaching at St. Mary's School (see Appendix C for 

revisions). Mariko was well prepared for each conference with specific problems she had 

identified and considered throughout the process of writing. 

In contrast, Esther was not prepared for the first tbree of the four peer response groups. 

On each occasion, she used a journal entry for discussion. The journal entries had not ken 

revised according to the criteria of an acadernic paragraph, as expected. As a consequence, the 

groups had difficulty understanding her text. For example, &er she read one piece, a reader 

asked, "What is the topic ? . . . 1s this [a] type of poem or something?' (EPRGI). 

In the second peer response group, Esther said her problem was ht, 

1 want to explain more than 1 can write down. . . 1 try to write down more but sometimes 1 
couldn't . . . . Sometimes 1 don't [know] how to use [a] word to explain my ideas. 1 don't 
know if1 use this word, is it correct or not (EPRG2) 

The group did not address either the problem with expression or vocabulary. Peers did, however, 

point out surface level mistakes. The faiiure of the group to provide satisfactory feedback seems 

to have k e n  the result of Esther's uncertainty with respect to what she wanted to communîcate. 

During the May 3 1 peer response group, Esther coafessed to her peers that she forgot to 

revise the journal entry so she photocopied a jounial entry, ''Because 1 forgot so 1 didn't rewrite 

again, so I use the fïrst dd" (EPR3). 

In Light of this announcement, one of the readers tried to move the group t o w d  the 

expected fïrst step of the peer response group procedure. He asked, "Do you have any 



que~tions?~ EPRG3) referring to requests for help Esther might have had writing the text. 

Esther repiied, "My first question is 1 am k] very difEïcult to decide what topic 1 want to 

talk [about]." This question confûsed the teaders and a lengthy discussion followed as to 

whether Esther was asking about a writing problem or about the main idea of the text. 

Esther tried again to explain, "Because you asked me what is my problem. Before we 

discuss the article. So 1 just talk about my problem about my journal. So 1 am not talkhg about 

my topic" (EPRG3). 

M e r  Esther read her piece, Kent said, "We don't know the question so we don? know 

what to say. What is your question? What is your topic?" (EPRG3). 

Esther answered, "My topic is 1 found some very interesthg article fkom [a] book" 

(EPRG3). 

Mariko advised. in ou] mut  describe, explain what's [an] interesthg article" (EPRG3). 

Esther told her she liked personal experience articles. 

Mariko continueci, "What type [of] personal experience? . . . If you say you found some 

very interesthg article, then you should describe that article . . . . and how do you feel about the 

article" (EPRG3). 

In spite of their difnculty understanding Esther's writing problem, the group did provide 

specinc content suggestions Esther used to revise and improve her text (see Appendix B for 

revisions). Esther, however, had reservations about the benefits of peer response; she said, "1 

think [they helped] a linle bity' (ESTCI)). In her conversation with me about peer groups, she 

saiâ, "1 think some suggestion is goai,'' but she said she preferred to tall< to the teacher, "1 think 

ta& to you [the teacher] help me more" (EFkai). When asked why, she replie& ''Because you 
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correct my grammar and told me many t b g s  that students didn't teil me. And you asked me 

some questions that 1 can make sure my journal [is] clear." By the end of the semester, Esther 

was gaining an appreciation of the importance of writing clearly so that her reader understood the 

content of her piece, but it appears that gr- continued to be Esther's prime concem. 

Throughout the semester, the focus of Esther's concems raised at student-teacher 

conferences was on gramrnar, vocabulary, and sentence structure. For example, during the fmt 

conference, she said, "My nrst problem is involve grammar and the second is vocabulary" 

(ESTC 1). Only once during any of the four conferences did she refer to anything else, and that 

was during the discussion of Esther's text about interesthg textbook articles. Because peer 

readers had dificulty understanding the text the previous day, Esther asked me to, "check my 

sentence construction and help me explain my meaning" (ESTC3). 

Unlike Mariko's, Esther's reqwsts were made in general terms and were not related to 

specific words, sentences, or ideas. Esther did not initiate discussion with specific questions or 

concerns during student-teacher conferences, but she did question suggestions 1 made. For 

example, she asked, "Why is 'am' better than 'could?'" (ESTCI), "1 don't understand why we 

need a comma in here" (ESTCI), "Why [did] you put 'had' in here?" (ESTC2), and "You have to 

put article in here?" (ESTCZ). These questions demonstrate a desire to understand suggestions; 

however, when asked if she had any questions of her own, her m e r  was usually the same, 

"Yes, this is my question. All my questions" (ESTCZ), indicating her questions had been 

anmrered. 

Simifarly, the ideas and language of Esther's Wtiting were written in general terms. For 

example, the text about i n t e d g  reading was confusing to her peers, in part, because there 



were no specific references, details, or examples. She wrote, 

These day [sid when 1 study my writing book, 1 found some very interesthg 
articles and 1 enjoyed them very much. 

There are many different kinds of article [9El in this book, some of them were 
talking about personal experience, some of them described their courtry's [sir] 
geography, and some of them wen talking about cultu= problem. 

Al1 of these articles which 1 special[9E] Iü<e to read are culture problem and 
personal experience. 

For example, on [k] those cultue articles that you codd find some hinny things 
and you could also realize different culture that came h m  different country. On the 
other hand, the personal experience articles that could give you some good idea. 

In short, you could learn more h m  those articles and they were good experience 
to you in your livies [a]. (EPRG3) 

Mer Esther read the text aloud, a peer reader askeâ, 

What type [ofl personal experience? Exactly what type? 1 don't how. If you say you 
found [an] intereshg article then you should describe what article. What was the article 
about? You found some specific one . . . . Or when you said culture intereshg 
experience, so . . . iike holiday somewhere? You must have some expression . . . and 
how do you feel about the article . . . and why were you so interested. (EPRG3) 

Such questions and comments helped Esther redise that her naders did not understand the text. 

With this in mind, Esther revised (see Appendix B for revisions), and consequently, at this 

student-tacher conference, asked me to "help me explain my meaning" (ESTC3). 

One sentence fiom this assignment (EA3) illustrates Esther's developing concern for her 

readers. In Draft # 1, she wrote, "On those culture articles that 1 couid find some fiinny things and 

you could dso realize différent culture that came k m  different country." Following the peer 

response group discussion noted above, she &d the sentence. In Draft #2, it read, 

In culture problem article that it is talking about culture habit For example, the wedding 
in Java, sugar can [&] symbolized the couple will have a sweet Ue, but in my country it 
has a diffanit meaning. So in this kind of article you codd find different cuiture 
customs. It is very interesting. (ESTC3) 

The conversatonal focus remained on content when, during the dent-teacher conference, 



1 asked about the meaning of sugar cane in Taiwan. Esther answered, "1 don? remember but 1 

know [it] is different" (ESTC3). However, in the final draft, Esther included this xnissing piece 

of information. She wrote, "At the wedding in Java, sugar cane symbolizes the couple will have 

a sweet life but in my counûy it has a different meaning. It means the couple living together long 

the ,  no separate, until they die" (EA3). It appears that Esther cared enough about her piece and 

her reader to fbd the meaning of sugar cane and add this detail to make her writing more 

interesthg and more complete. 

Similarly, other ideas in the final drafi are easier to comprehend because Esther followed 

suggestions to include specific examples, use more exact vocabulary, and use example to 

explain. Instead of writing, "my writing book," Esther included its titie, n e  Process of 

m h  Writing; instead of the words "article,"and b'things," she found more precise 

vocabulary, "paragraph" and "stones;" and when I drew attention to expressions I did not 

understand, she claxified them. For example, 

Teac her [reading] "He takes away sense and makes it funny." What do you mean? 
Esther He want [SiEl to say this word but he say [gid his pronunciation is wrong 

so the meaning is very different. 
Teacher Tell me that. The way you just said it makes more sense to me. 
Esther So 1 need more detail. (ESTC3) 

In the tinal dr& Esther wrote, "One &y the author wants to buy the cheese which is c d e d  

'Muenster', but his pronunciation of 'Muenster' is 'monstn'. He makes the salesperson 

began [a to srnile because she can't imagine how to get a 'monster'." The meaning is 

undoubtedl y clearer. 

The May 3 1 pea response group and the Iime 1 student-teacher conference helped Esther 

improve her piece about the textbook paragraph. The 134 word journal enûy was expanded to a 
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21 1 word piece that is qualitatively better because it is easier to read. Esther mponded to the 

comments, concerns, and suggestions of peer readers and the teacher. She was actively involved 

in negotiating the meaning of her writing, and this involvement is reflected in the quality of the 

rrvisions made to the content (see Appendix B for al1 revisions). 

Esther focused on the content of Writing Assignments #3 and #4 foilowing the peer 

response groups and student-teacher conferences. As weli, she had asked for help with the 

meaning of her first drafts during the peer groups, but that was expected according to the 040B 

class procedure. The vagueness of the questions suggest she probably had not given them prior 

consideration. When she was fiee to ask any question she chose, Esther chose questions related 

to grammar, vocabulary, and sentence structure. Again the questions were vague, but they do 

suggest that for Esther, grarnrnar, vocabulary, and sentence structure were more important than 

content. m e r  cornrnents made by Esther support this contention. 

For example, in a conversation with me about journal WÏiting, Esther indicated she 

preferred to write the joumai during c l w  t h e  so that it did not take too much the.  She said, 

If at home, you take your time to wrîte journal. 1 think that is not good. But you can 
think [about] more detail. But ifyou wrîte journal in class, you don't need to take more 
time to write a journal at home. (EFinal) 

In fact, the shortest journal entries were written dining class. It appears that, for Esther, the 

addition of more detail did not justify the extra thne it took to write at home. This conversation 

suggests that content may not have been partidarly important to Esther. 

Several times during her noal conversation with me, Esther said she liked talking to me 

because 1 corrected her grammar. At di£f'i'it times throughout the conversation, she said, '7 

think taik to you help me . . . because you correct my gnunmar" (EFinal), uI want [you] to show 



[me] what is my problem and 1 want [you] . . . to correct my -)>) and "1 like to talk to you 

and [you] to correct my gramrnar." When 1 asked Esther what was the most difficult part of 

writing for her, she answered, ''Gramat" She explainecl, 'Because for foreign students that is 

the big problem-to write a correct sentence." 

In fact, Esther's fourth writing assigrment was about the importance of grammar in 

writing. She wrote, 

J o d  writing is good for our writing skill. Through the journal writing, we can 
practice gnimmar and remernber more vocabulary. Before we begin to write the journal, 
we have to make an idea in our mind and think about how to express our meaning in 
correct way and that helps us to improve our grammar and reduce the mistakes of 
grammar in our writing. Then we have to think about how to express our idea in 
complete sentence and that is good training for us to leam how to establish the structure 
of paragraph. We also have to remember vocabulary because we need the appropriate 
words to express our opinion. If we do not remember the words which we want to use, 
we have to look up the words in the dictionary. By this way, it can help us leam more 
words and rernember clearly. 

In short, journal writing is a good place to practice writing ifwe want to improve 
the writing skill. It is necessary to write j o d  every day. (EA4) 

According to what she said in this piece, it appears that for Esther the focus of writing is on 

grammar, organîzation, and vocabulary. 

Comments made during the confrruice support this interpretation. When 1 questioned 

Esther about whether it was necessary to write every day and whether this is related to the 

conbolhg idea, Esther said that it was necessary to write every day "But not include Sunday and 

Saturday" (ESTC4). She explained that she included the idea of writing every &y to distinguish 

the conclusion from the introduction, 'The topic sentence is the same, so 1 add this last sentence 

to do my conclusion sentence." It appears th& in this particuiar revision, Estfier attended to 

organhtional form at the expense of content That is, she adopted the content to fit the form. 
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The findings of the 040 study indicate that Mariko was more concemed about content 

than was Esther. This supports the conclusions of the Hirose and Sasaki (1994) midy that 

concludes good second language writers are particularly concemed about content, w h e m  the 

poor writers are much leu concemed about content. Zamel(1983) claims that the process of 

composing is a process of making meaning, and that meaning is created thmugh language. 

Mariko's focus on content ailowed her to develop her ideas throughout the writing process as she 

developed her language skills. Esther's writing, on the other hand, tended to be controlled by her 

language conventions and her use of them. 

Be-. 

Hirose and Sasaki (1 994) idenafy revision as another writer characteristic that 

distinguishes good and poor writers. In their study, the good writers reread and revised theu 

texts once written, but only one of the five poor writers reread or revised. Furthermore, the good 

writers were concemed about form and content at the discourse level, whereas poor writers 

concentrated on form at the sentence level. 

Revision refea to the written change or changes the 040 Wnters made to the form or 

content of their pieces with the expectation that the revision would make the text easier to read 

and to understand. Revisions couid be made a the word, phrase, clause, sentence, or paragraph 

level; they couid involve addition, deletion, substitution, or rearrangement Mariko, the more 

proficient &ter in this study, rrvîsed each of the four writing assignments at Ieast three times. 

She revised one journal entry for each peer response group; she revised that ciraft, d e d  Dmft 

#l, for the student teacher conference; she revised the draq cailed Draft #2, to be the Final Dr& 

which was submitted for evaluation. Furthermore, Mariko o h  completed several additionai 



drafts that she submitted for this study, but which were not analysed because they were not 

ciiscussed or evaluated by others. 

Mariko revised extensively from the nnt clraft to the final draft. She added new ideas, 

examples, and information. She removed ideas that no longer supported her evolving text. She 

replaced details with others that seemed more appropriate, and she narranged details and ideas 

so the order was more effective. As ideas were developed, Mariko adjusted and refined the fonn 

with which to express them. Like the ESL -dents in Zamel's (1983) study, Mariko often 

rewrote large chunks of discourse in an attcmpt to cl* a previously stated idea. Her revising 

strategy indicates she understood that "composing involves the constant interplay of thinking, 

writing, and rewriting" (Zamel, 1983, p. 172). The nnal clrafts of Mariko's assignments were not 

free of errors or problems, but they did benefit from attention to content, orgaMzation, grammar, 

vocabulary choice and spelling (see Appendices C & E for rrvisions). 

Esther's final cirafts were also significantly better than her earlier drafts, but they did not 

indicate the attention to global units or details that Mariko's rPvised drafts show. Esther, the less 

proficient writer in this study, did not mise her journal entries for the fïrst three peer response 

groups as required; as a result, the fkt three assignments were rwised only twice. Only the 

fourth assignment was revised three times, but the o v d  organirration and main ideas were not 

altered in any draft to the degree thai they were changed in Maziko's work. 

The majonty of Esther's revisions weze made following peer response groups and 

student-teacher conferences. Frequently the revision involved the addition of details or 

idomtion, a process that has been shown to be the eariiest and eesiest type of revision (Urzua, 

1987). For example, in a piece about Esther's two problems living in Canada, she added details 
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to three dflerent sentences followhg the hident-teacher conference. In one sentence, she wrote, 

"In Taiwan there are many different kinds of vegetable [Sid that you cm choose in supermarket 

every day" (EA2). Following the suggestion to add more detail, Esther wrote, "In Taiwan there 

are many different kinds of vegeuible b] that you can choose in supermarket such as cabbage, 

spinach, hunip tops." To another sentence in the same piece, '9 can't understand what people 

talking about so I just guess," Esther added the clause, "when they ask me questions." The third 

addition involved adding the phnise "with English." The revised sentence reads, "1 caunot 

express myself very well with English." The addition of detail improved this piece (see 

Appendix D for revisions). 

Esther also made surface level changes, but these changes rarely affected meaning. For 

example, in the same piece about her problems, she wrote in Draft #2, "Language is a great 

problem for me in Canada" (EA2). In the Finai Draft, she wrote, "Language is one of my 

greatest problem [a in Canada" In the conclusion of Draft #2, Esther wrote, "Every &y I just 

tell myself," but in the Final Ilraft, she said, 'Wow, 1 often t e l  myself." These revisions illustrate 

that Esther did attend to SUIf'e level concem. Revision improved each of Esther's 

assignments; however, her revisions tended to be more rpstricted and superficiai than Mariko's 

were (see also Appendices B & F for revisions). 

Mariko, the more proficient writer, revised more extensively and more fhquently than did 

Esther, the l e s  proficient writer. The bdings of this 040 shidy suggest that the use of revision 

is one writer characteristic that distinguishes the proficient ESL writer and h a  writing fiom the 

nonproficient writer and her work. To leam more about this particutar writer cfuinictensti . . 
c, 1 

looked at how both 040 writers used reader response to a work in progres (the fourth and final 
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writing a s s i v e n t )  to revise their subsequent drafts. Response was provided by classmates in 

the peer response groups and by the teacher in the student-tacher conferences. 1 analyxd the 

revised writing dr& of Mariko and Esther to determine if the revisions reflected comments 

made by their readers and to discover whether or not their writing developed in the three areas 

identified by Urzua (1 987). 

l l = k d m k  

Uxzua (1987) investigated the ways that peer response groups helped four ESL children 

write more effectively. She was particularly interested in how the children helped each 0 t h  and 

in the development of their reading and writing skilis when awareness of audience is a 

consideration in their written work. Usually, audience is removed in tirne and space IÎom the 

writer, but in Urzua's study, audience was cornposed of "reai" people, people the writers knew 

and trusted, their ESL classmates and teachers, and who read in the presence of the writer. 

The participants of Umui's (1987) study were two grade 6 boys and two grade 4 girls 

fiom Southeast Asia who attended ESL classes because they continued to read below grade level 

on standardized tests. None of the children had had formai schooiing in their native language; 

al1 had passed out of the ESL program at their present school. The data for the study included 

transcripts of peer response sessions and teachers' notes of the sessions, weekly compositions, 

and twice weekly dialogue journals. The children met with their teacher for 45 minutes once a 

week for 15 weeks. Each session was audiotaped and branscribed. 

The learners' compositions were usually starteci at home and then shared with peer group 

members at the weekty meetings. Some c h  tirne was spent Wnting with discussions prior to 

and during the writing focusing on the successful communication of meaning. Each student read 



the piece orally to the group; teacher and peer feedback wert provided. Revised drafls completed 

at home were read in class the next week. This write-and-revise routine continued for each 

composition until the writer detemiined it was finished. 

Umÿi (1 987) concludes that peer mponse groups appear to have a "dramatic effect" on 

writing development (p. 283). She suggests it was the immediacy and variety of audience 

feedback that helped children begin to undentand the need to Vary their messages in response to 

their audience. The voice of each leamer was affecte4 in varying degrees, by peer group 

suggestions for solving writing problems. Voice, according to Graves (cited in Umui), is "the 

imprint of ourseives on our writing" (p. 289). Urzua says that voice is a "driving force" that 

writers struggle with as they try to say something in ''the right way" (p. 289). Urzua found that 

the children's developing sense of voice was found in the topics they chose, the peer advice they 

accepted or rejected, the honesty and opemess with which they wrote, the amount of space 

devoted to a subject, what they chose to revise or not revise, and through the words and phrases 

they appropriated fkom their peers. 

The children's abilities as writers also developed when they asked each other questions 

about aspects of language that they may not have known or understood, such as the meanhg of a 

word. Following peer response groups, the participants added information to their pieces; they 

added words that were new to them; and they changed the language in their pieces so that it more 

closely approximated their intended meaning. According to Umm (1987). 

They [the children] w m  recognizing, largely through revision, that language can be 
manipuiated and rearranged, that Sections of a composition can be deleted or added. They 
rralized they were masters, not slaves. They kgan to develop flen'bilty in language use 
and ask about things they did now know, so they could add to their repertoire. (p. 293) 



As the children themselves bega. to take responsibility for changing the Ianguage of their 

compositions, they sewd they had power in language. Urzua (1987) concludes that the process 

of writing and revising with ûusted classmates helped the children in her study to develop their 

writing ski11 in three areas: a sense of audience, a sense of voice, and a sense of power in 

language. 

Mariko and Esther participated in four peer response groups and four student-teacher 

confennces during the 8-week Writing course. An analysis of the fourth and nnal writing 

assignments and related discussions completed in the nnal week of the semester was undertaken 

to determine whether or not oral response led to substantial changes in the subsequent drafts. 

The changes that were made, dong with the gmup and conference comments, were compared to 

the hdings of Urnia's (1987) study that concludes audience response led to growth in three 

areas, a sense of audience, voice, and power of language. 1 wanted to leam whether or not the 

writing of Mariko and Esther developed in the same three areas. 

In her fointh assignrnent, Mariko compared Cariadian and Japanese weddings. She had 

been invited to two weddings in Medicine Hat and was interested in cultural ciifferences. Esther 

revised a journal entry about the benefit of journal writing. The on@ entry had k e n  written 

in class in response to the suggestion haî sîudenîs express their opinions about the value of 

writing in journais. 

Like the writers in the Urzua (1987) study, Mariko and Esther h e w  the members of their 

rrading audience, their classmates who participied in peer response groups, a d  their teacher 



who spoke with them during the student-teacher conferences. During the peer response group on 

Iune 7, the readers of Mariko's Draft #1 were Esther, John, and Carrie. To begh the group 

discussion, Mariko identified two problems she had comparing Canadian and Japanese 

weddings: the outline and conclusion. She said the outline hcluded thm points she wanted to 

contrast and asked if the organization was satisfactory: "1 made the outline and 1 followed the 

outline. [Does] it work or not? 1 want to know" (MPR04). 

The readers were very interested in the detaiis of Mariko's paragraph asking many 

questions about Japanese weddings, particuiarly the expenses involved, but Mariko focussed the 

discussion by repeating the question. 

Mariko When 1 try to contras& do you think it works? 
John Your controlling idea 1 cm find this, the cornparison b e ~ e e n  Canadian 

wedding and Japanese wedding [but] Japan is just How about the 
Canadian? You haven't talk about Canadian. 

Esther Yes, you just talk about Japawse traditional wedding. 
John Because this part is just suitable for the paragraph about the Iapanese 

wedding . 
Mariko Yeah, 1 know. (MPRG4) 

Several minutes later, the discussion retunied to the text's organizatiorz, 

Carrie Maybe you c m  balance your paragraph because actuaily you write more 
about Japan. 

Mariko More about Japan? 
Carrie Yeah. But 1 think you can Wnte some about C d a n  because 
Mariko But this audience is Canadian. 1 wrote this paragraph for the Canadians so 

Canadians [already] know Canadian way. 
Carrie 1 think your paragraph is to compare, so 1 think you can Wnte about what 

the Canadians are doing at the party. What is diffezent with your party? 
Mariko OK. (MPRG4) 

Although Mariko had written Draft #1 with a particular audience in min& she considered 

the recommendations of her peers and included additional details about Canadian weddings in 
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the revision. For example, in Draft #1, Mariko wmte, "Canadians are dressed in Western robes 

and most of cases, Wear one kind" (MA4); in Draft #2 she wrote, "In Christian ceremonies, the 

brides Wear white wedding dresses and the grooms Wear moming coats." 

However, Mariko was still concemed about audience during the student-teacher 

conference. Referring to DE& #1, she said, 9 wrote this paragraph for the Canadian people. 

Canadian people know Canadian weddings, so 1 don? have to explain Canadian weddings. But 

in the peer conference, [they said] you should explain Canadian wedding and Japanese wedding 

and contrast them" (MSTC4). She explained, "1 did this one [haft #2] for the ESL [auüience]," 

but the clraft remained problematic for Mariko. She continued, "They bers]  didn't understand 

Japanese wedding, not very much. So I have to explain Japanese wedding and Canadian one and 

then I have to talk lots more in one parapph, but 1 cadt put the aaswer in one paragraph, so I 

decided to write just one topic." Because there was too much information when she compared 

everything about both kinds of weddings, she decided to narrow the topic. The topic she chose 

was the wedding ceremony because "the fonns of ceremony is very different and clothes is also." 

Mariko asked, "1 narrowed this topic. 1s that right or not?" 

Concem for audience, what they know, and what they need to know dominated the peer 

response group and the student-teacher discussions. Foilowing both discussions, Mariko revised 

her work several times until she was satisfïed that the text accomplished her purpose, that is, to 

contrast Japanese and Canadian weddings. According to Urzua (1987, rcsponses that lead to and 

shape revision help ESL writers develop a sense of audience. Response substantially innuenced 

the revision process of Mariko's fourth Wfiting assignment (see Appendix E for revisioas). 

Clearly, she respecteci the opinions of her readers. Their fecdback helped Mariko undef~fac~d 



how messages must be altered and how to explain the details of her text to diflerent readen. 

Accordhg to Mariko, "This thing [revision] takes lots of t h e  . . . [I have to] Think. Think. 

Esther, too, was prepared for the June 7 peer respoose group with a revision of her June 3 

journal entry, a photocopy of Draft #1 for each of the naders (Mariko, John, and Carrie), and a 

pro blem for discussion. Esther asked her peers for help in explaining her main idea However, 

before the group began to discuss the problem about the main idea, bhn asked about the number 

of paragraphs. When Esther answered them were two paragraphs, John suggested, T o u  can 

maybe do one paragraph" (EPRG4). Later in the discussion, Carrie indicated a concern she had 

with the sentence about using the dictionary. 

Esther 

Carrie 
Esther 
Carrie 
Esther 
Carrie 

Came You say, "We look up the dictionary to fkd them ifwe don't remember 
the words which we want to use." 1 think maybe the best way [is] you 
must . . . write more detail about what's the fimction when you look up the 
dictionary. What's going to help your writing skill? 
Here . . . 1 just want to explain. You c m  remember if you look up 
dictionary, so if you open to look up dictionary, it help [a you to 
remember it. 
To memorize ai l  the words. So 1 think mayk you can explain in hm.  
Explain? 
Yeah, because your main idea is writing skill 
And your suggestion is what? 
1 suggest you can write ItttIe bit more detail. I mean you must explain to 
look up the dictioaary will help you in which part to help you in your 
wrîting skill. (EPRG4) 

In Draft #2, Esther changed the order of the two clauses so that the sentence now read, "If 

we don? remember the words which we want to use, we have to look up the dictionary to find 

them." This was, in fa* the same order of clauses that had bcm used in the original j o d  

entry. In the foilowing sentence, the nom "words" was substituted for the noun 'tocabulary" 
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and three words, "help us" and "them," were deleted. The meaning of the revised sentence was 

not affecteci, "By this way, it cm help us leaming more words and remernbering clearly." 

According to Urzua (1987), although direct irnperatives h m  the reader to the writer did, at 

tirnes, influence revision for the children in her midy, it was usually questions fiom the peer 

response reders that substantidy affected the revision process. This was tme for Esther. She 

did not follow John's suggestion to write one paragniph rather than two, nor did she follow 

Carrie's advice to add more detail about how looking a word up in the dictionary will develop 

writing skill, but she did atternpt to address Carrie's question, "What's going to help your writing 

skill?' (EPRG4) by changing the order of the clauses. 

It is probable that Esther chose the topic, the advantages ofjournal writing, a practice of 

the O408 Writing class, with her reader in mind She knew this assignment wouid be read and 

evaluated by her teacher. This does not mean that Esther did not believe what she was writing. 

It means that at the outset, she considered her reader. As well, when she revised her journal for 

the peer response gmup, she incorporated chauges so that the organization foliowed the form her 

readers expected in an academic paragaph. From the comment. made during the peer response 

group and the mident-teacher conference, however, there is littie indication that Esther was 

developing an increasing appreciation that she was writing for a specific audience. Unlike 

Mariko who spent "lots of time . . . houn work" (MSTC4) addressing the concems of her 

audience, Esther did not discuss audience during either conference about this piece and, it 

appears, she did not revise with the audience in mind. 



e of volce 

1 looked at the writing of Mariko and Esther for evidence that each was developing a 

sense of voice as she revised her piece. I found that Mariko's voice did develop through the 

process of revising ber cornparison of Japanese and Caaadian weddings, but Esther's voice did 

not appear to have become stronger as a result of d e r  response. 

One of the problems Mariko identified in the peer response group concemed her written 

conclusion, "Japanese have to look for the ways which keep tradition aod reduce expense at the 

same the." She said, "This concluding sentence is not nght. That's my opinion. But I think 1 

have to do another thing but 1 can't find it" (MPRG4). It appears Mariko was not cornfortable 

expressing her own opinion. In fact, throughout the semester she was careful not to criticize or 

appear critical. For example, Mariko refused to take part in the 040 debate, an activity that is 

central to the 040 Listening/Speaking class. She explaiaed to me that she did not like to criticize 

others, even in a formal debate situation. Perhaps because her conclusion appears mitical of a 

Japanese wedding practice, Mariko looked for an altemate one. 

M e r  reading Draft #1 aloud, Mariko asked her pem, "Do you have any suggestion to 

make the concluding idea?" (MPRG4). 

John said, "The Iapanese way costs too much maybe 1 will use the Cansriian" (MPRG4). 

Mariko agreed, "Yeah, 1 think so too. But I don't want to miss the tradition . . . . So we 

have to think about-'keep the tradition and reduce the money at the same tirne.' That's my 

opinion" (MPRG4). 

Carrie suggested Uariko add her own feelings about the two types of weddings. Vhat  

do you feei? You feel the Canadian wedding is the best?" (MPRG4). 
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Mariko was adamant: "NO. 1 don't think Canadian is k t .  1 don't think Japmese is k t .  

Both have character" (MPRG4). 

Canie then asked: "If one &y you get married, which one will you use?" (MPRG4). 

Esther suggested: "Maybe you can use this [idea] for the conclusion" (MPRG4). 

Mariko, laughuig, said, "1 don't have any idea . . . . 1 think if 1 have money 1 wiil do 

Japanese way" (MPRG4). 

In the following draft Draft #2, Marüco rewrote the conclusion. She solved the problem 

by avoiding any reference to herseif or making a judgement. Although the controlling idea of the 

paragraph is about the merences between the weddings and the examples support the 

controlling idea, the conclusion pulls the piece together by making a cornparison. The 

conclusion to Draft #2 reads, "Although there are many Merences between Japanese wedding 

and C d a n  wedding, they are same h m  the point of swearing by god (or gods)" (MA4). In 

the final draft Mariko wrote, "Although the ways of wedding ceremonies are different each 

other, both ideas of wedding ceremonies are same as to the brides and grooms swear eternal love 

by God and pray God for their happiness in new lives" (MA4). 

Although her peers did not provide a specifk suggestion she could use, Mariko appears to 

have benefitîed nom thinking about and definhg her own writing problems and fiom the 

discussion with interested readers who were prepared to respond to her text The revised 

conclusion illustrates how the process of rrspoase helped Mariko's voice becorne increasingly 

cl=. The sentence satisfies Mariko's concems about expressing her own opinion and appearing 

critical while at the same time it draws the paragraph to a sati_cfsictory conclusion. 

During the peet group discussim of Esther's piece on the advaotages of j o d  wniting, 
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Esther and Mariko discussed at length whether it is possible to improve one's grammar in an 

uncorrected journal. The two writers disagreed about the relationship between journal writing 

and grammar. Esther stated that journal writing develops writing skills because it is a place to 

practice grammar. Explainhg that when you write your ideas, you may make several grammar 

mistakes, she said, "Because when you write d o m  a sentence about your opinion, you rnaybe 

make many mistakes in grammar" (EPRG4). 

Mariko suggested that even if your grammar is wrong, the reader can still understand your 

work. She said, "You can still express your meaning . . . . It's not correct way though" (EPRG4). 

Esther said, "We have to think about how to express our meaning very clear k;l" and to 

do that "you have to reduce your wrong . . . . The correct way and correct grammar'' (EPRG4). 

Mariko asked, "So could you reduce the grammatical mistakes when you write in your 

journai?' (EPRG4). 

Esther replied, ''But I think that ifyou write ofken . . . after your discussion with your 

teacher, I think you can improve it, a very little" (EPRG4). 

Mariko pointed out that she, heaelf, had difficulty hding her own gnunmar problem 

and that because grammar in the journal was not correcteci, j o d  writing did not help &ce 

grammar mistakes. She said, "It doesn't help very much" (EPRG4). Mariko then advised that 

because the main idea of the Esther's piece is that j o d  writing is good practice for improving 

writing, Esther shouid not write that journal writing improves gnunmar, given that the teacher 

does not correct the grammar and that Esther aimot fkd her own grammar rnistakes. Mariko 

continued, "Your main idea and concluding idea is to improve the writing . . . Jornnal writing û 

a good praaice' . . . but if you can put like [that], the most important thing to write a joiimal is 



not to correct the grammar. What's the most important thing to w i t e  a journal?'' 

Esther answered, "[To] improve your writing skili" (EPRG4). 

Mariko agreed that was the purpose ofjournal writhg. 

Esther continue& "And also can practice how to estabiish the construction [sentence 

stmcture]" (EPRG4). 

Mariko explained she thought the purpose of journal writing was to practice expressing 

your ideas, "Make your ideas clear" (EPRG4). 

Esther replieà, "Yes, make your idea clear. How to clear express. That is your opinion" 

(EPRG4). 

Esther did not make any changes to Dr& #2 of this piece about j o d  writing as a 

result of her discussion with Mariko even though she had specifically asked Mariko for 

suggestions with her tex-. It appears Esther was confident enough in the tmth of her own ideas 

t h  she did not adopt those of her peer, a person whom she m e d .  Esther's voice was clear in 

this piece. She believed the purpose of joirmal writing was to improve writing skills by 

practising gramrnar, and that is what she wrote. However, this is also what she wrote in the 

original journal entry. Her ideas did not change or develop through extensive discussions with 

Mariko and her teacher, readers who did not support what she wrote. Because her ideas were not 

modified throughout the writing procas, it appears that Esther wa9 not developiag an emerging 

sense of voice durhg the writing of this assignmenî. 

t 
Umm (1987) concludes that peer response infiuenced the pieces of the participants of her 

study in a third area, their sense of power of language. I looked for and found evidence of similar 



growth in the development of language used in the work of both Mariko and Esther. 

During the student-teacher conference, Mariko asked whether what she had written in 

Dr& #2 was factuaily correct. She was concemed that the topic sentence, "Japanese weddings 

are very different fiom Canadian weddings" (MA4), did not reflect the main idea of the 

Mariko One thhg 1 was wondering [about] is, 1 was talking about Canadian and 
Japanese wedding in this sentence, but actuaily, 1 was talking about Shinto 
and Chnstianity in this [paragraph]. 1 don't know which way 1 should 
take. [Do] 1 have to change Canadians? Shinto wedding? 

Teacher Yes. If you Say, "Japanese Shinto weddings arc very different h m  
Canadian Christian weddings," you are limiting the topic. You're king  
more specific. 

Mariko Yes. And Canadians, not al1 of the people get married in the church, so in 
Japanese either. (MSTC4) 

This conversation dernonstrates Mariko's concem for finding the appropriate language needed to 

commecate her ideas correctly. 

Later in the conference, Mariko raised a concem about the third point in her paragraph. 

She saiâ, "1 was not sure [about] this one" (MSTC4), referring to the sentence, "Third, the 

couples have to be believers in Christian wedding; on the con=, in Shinto weddings, it doesn't 

rnatter whether the couples are believers or not." Mariko asked for clarification about who could 

be married in a Christian church and a discussion foiiowed about religion and traditional 

religious ceremonies in Canada and Japan. Mariko explained, "Shinto is a religion but 1 have to 

talk about Shintoism. It is tough." It appears that Mariko became concemed about the need to 

include details about Shintoism, and she did not want to digress h m  her controlling idea. To 

solve this problem, Mariko deleted the third point about reiigion, and in its place, added details 

about who attends weddings. She wrote, 



Third, the number of attendance at Shinto ceremonies is smaller than that at Christian 
ceremonies. In Japan, the idea that a marnage ties two people together, and at the same 
t h e ,  it ties two families has been emphasized. Therefore, only a limited number of 
datives attend Shinto ceremonies. On the contrary, in Canada, since people lay more 
emphasis upon the ties of two people than those of two families, the couple wants lots of 
people [to] attend the ceremony and celebrate [with] them. (MA4) 

Another example of Mariko's growing awareness about the power of language came as a 

r e d t  of my concem about the meaning of the concluding sentence, "Afthough there are many 

differences between Japanese weddmg and Canadian wedding, they are same fiom the point of 

swearing by god (or gods)"(MSTC4). I indicated it was not clear that it is the bride and groom 

who Wear by God in the ceremony. Mariko then asked a rhetorical question, "Why do they get 

mamed in fiont of church or shrhe?" She anmrered that question in the final draft by writing, 

"Although the ways of wedding ceremonies are différent each other, both ideas of wedding 

ceremonies are same as to the brides and grooms swear etemal love by God and pray God for 

thei. happiness in new Lives" (MA4). Mariko paid carefiil attention to the language required to 

convey her message. 

During the opening comments of the peer response group, Esther asked her pers  for help 

in explainhg her main idea about the advantages of writing a journal. She identified her problem 

as "my meaning . . . my explaining is not very cîear. I want [my peers to] give me suggestion" 

(EPRG4). Again the next &y during the mident-teacher conferuce, Wer expressed her 

concern saying, "1 want to know if my outhe is clear or not." (ESTC4). She explained that her 

peers had made suggestions the previous day. 

Esther 1 ask them which sentence they coddn't undastaad and 1 tried to explain 
more clear [gE]. 

Teacher Is that what you need-someone to tell you where the problem is? 
Esther Yeah, because 1 know I want to taik about what-but if the audience or 



=acier couldn't understand then it's a thing [yd. Your sentence 
expression is not very clear so you have to ûy write again. (ESTC4) 

In the peer respow group and in written comments on their copies of Draft #I  , Esther's 

readers indicated problem areas. They did not correct the meaaing-related problems, but they did 

draw attention to them. Esther addressed some of their written concerns in Dmft #2. For 

example, when Mariko drew attention to something she did not understand, the group discussed 

the sentence, "First, we have to think about how to express our meanhg in correct form of 

&rammar that help you to improve your grammar and less the wrong of grammar in your writing" 

(EP RG4). 

Mariko 
Esther 

Grammar mistake? 
Oh? You are not very clear [about] the meaning? Is it, '20 irnprove your 
grammar, to reduce your wrong . . . about granimar?" For you] to 
understand maybe 1 have to change the words. "reduce . . . reduce the 
wrong about gnunmar." OK? 

Mariko OK. "express our meaning . . . correct fom of &rammar . . . ?" 
Esther OK? Can you understand? 
Mariko How are they related? "express our meaning in correct fom"  Just 

"meaning?" "Express your idea . . . in correct grammarn 
John Jusî say, "in comct way" 
Esther Maybe yeah . . . The meaning is what m want to tak about. (EPRG4) 

When Esther revised this sentence, she wrote "First, we have to think a h u t  how to 

express our meaning in correct way that help us to irnprove our grammar and reduce the mistakes 

of grammar in our writing" (ESTC4). Esther wmted her readers to comprehend; she asked 

questions to help her understand their problem, and she, herwlf, was able to suggest 

improvement It was Esther, as weli, who found and CO& the pronoun agreement problem. 

Diaing the oral rcading of Draft #1, Esther had self-corrected by replacing the pronouns '3ou" 

and "your" with the correct P~O~IOU~S,  "we" and "oinn 



The same sentence was revised again foliowing the student-tacher conference. During 

the discussion about what happeos in writing, Esther explained she used the adverb, 'Yimt,'' 

because, she said, ''1 want to show order" (ESTC4). 

Teacher Don't you "make your idea" first? 
Esther We have to make sure [of] our idea 
Teacher Isn't that what you do first? 
Esther Yeah. To [malse] sure what topic you want to write dom. (ESTC4) 

In the revision, Esther combined two sentences to make it clear that the first step is to find 

and think about a topic. She wrote, "Before we begin to h t e  the journal, we have to rnake an 

idea in our mind and think about how to express our meaning in correct way and that helps us to 

improve our grammar and reduce the rnistakes of grammar in our writingn (EA4). Esther's 

revisions illustrate that when Esther was made a m  of a problem, she addressed it and, by doing 

so, demonstrated that response helped her to use language more accurately to express her 

intended meaning. She was developing a sense of the power of language. 

The analysis of oral comments durhg the fourth peer response group and the student- 

teacher conferences and of the writing contaimd in the journal d e s ,  Dra& #1, Dr& #2, and 

Fiaal Drafts of the fourth Writing Assignments suggests that only Mariko, the more proficient 

writer, appears to have developed a growiiig sense of audience, sense of voice, and sense of 

power in language. A comparison of Mariko's original j o d  mtry with the Final Draft 

illustrates the extent to which Mariko's wxîting benefited fiom oral response and revision (see 

Appendbt E for ai l  drafts of Mariko's fourth Writing Assignment). A similar cornparison of 

Esther's original journal entry with the final draft indicates that Esther's writing also developed 

through the process of completing the fourth assignment, The orgaxbtion of her piece is more 



obvious, the sentence structure is improved, and the ideas an expressed more clearly. The 

development, however, is not as extensive as is that of Mariko (see AppendLv F for ail d& of 

Esther's fourth Wnting Assignment). 

Conclusion 

This study looked at the writing and comments of two ESL university writers who were 

considered serious d e n t s ,  but whose writing displayed quaütative differences. The study 

concludes that a major difference between good and poor writing is the variation in the number 

and range of metadiscourse features used by the writer. The journal writing of Mariko, the good 

writer, contained ail seven categories of metadiscourse features identified by Intaraprawat and 

Steffensen (1 995), and it included a significant number of them. While Esther's j o d  

contained almost al1 of the categones, there were fewer features used in each category than there 

were in Mariko's journal. As well, there were occasions when the features were used 

inappropriately so that the reader had difficdty understanding the joumal. 

Dinerences in writer characteristics between the two participants seemed to be reiated to 

the quality of their writing. In contrast to Esther, Mariko, the more proficient writer, had 

extensive contact with native speakers of English, planned extensively when assignments were 

evaluated, was concemed with the content and o v d  organization of her pieces, grammar and 

choice of vocabulary, and revised extensively and fkquently. Mariko's revisions benefitted h m  

response to her work in progress in the three ways that Umia (1987) identified. It appears that 

Mariko developed as a writer in three areas; ha seme of audience, sense of voice, and sense of 

power of language were strengthened. The peer response group and the student-teacher 

coderence were dorninated by Marüco's concem for audience, whar they already knew, and what 
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they needed to know in order to understand and appreciate her piece. She revised h a  piece 

several tirnes in order to c l e  the message for the reader. The nidy shows that response 

intluenced the revision process substantially by drawing attention to problems readers 

encountered while ~ a d i n g  and by Mariko's concem for and attention to solving those problems. 

Mariko took responsibility for her writing. She identined and defined problems in her 

own work and she considered problems her teaders indicated. To solve these problems Mariko 

focussed on the content of her piece. Communicating her message mon effectively and 

efficiently appear to have been her goals for revision, but M a r k  was also concerned about 

writing honestly. She viewed writing as an opportunity to explore her own inte- and ideas in 

writing, and in the process, she developed an emerging sense of voice. During one peer group, 

she said that in writing it is important "[To] make your ideas clear" (EPRG4). Mariko realized, 

however, that successfbi communication of ideas requires appropriate and accurate language. 

While Mariko did not focus on language concans in the -dent-teacher conferences, an d y s i s  

of the cirafts of her writiog assignments indicates that she did attend to grammar and vocabulary 

in her pieces. The hdings of this study suggest that Mariko's Wfiting demonsirates a p w i n g  

awareness of the power of language. 

An examination of Esther's writing indicates that for ha, tao, there was a development in 

her sense of the power of language. This is not surprising, however, given that for Esther 

gnunmar and vocabulary were the most important aspects of wrîting. Questions and concmis 

she raised in peer groups and at sîudent-teaches conferences were related to language. The 

revisions to Esther's pieces rarely included the addition or development of ideas and never 

revealed an awareness of writing for a spacinc audience, or wen for hersex It appears that for 
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Esther writing may have been merely an assigoment that she had to finish in order to fulfill the 

requirements of the course. Esther was anxious to l e m  English so that she codd enter a 

Canadian university, and 1e-g to write academic paragraphs was something she had to do. It 

aiso appears that Esther was dependent on her teacher to teii her what to do and how to improve 

her writing. For Esther, irnprovement involved the correction of her language mistakes. The 

flndings of this study indicate that Esther's writing skills did not develop as much as Mariko's 

skills did in either the area of sense of voice or sense of audience. 



CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 

1 undertook this study in order to better understand the writing process as it is manifesteci 

in my university ESL classes. According to Silva (1990), second language writing involves the 

writer, the reader, the text, the conte- for writing, and the interaction of these elements in an 

authentic ESL setting. This study looked at these four elements of  writiag for each of two 

serious ESL writers in my own class. One of the writers, Mariko, was a proficient writer; the 

other writer, Esther, was not. The purpose of the study was to identify those features that 

distinguish proficient and nonproficient ESL writers and their writing. By investigating each 

writer and her writing during the semester, 1 was able to develop a pichue of two very different 

writers and to nnd, in tbis pictwe, the distinguishing features of proficient and nonproficient ESL 

writers and their writing. Analysing this picture has enabled me to consider aspects of my own 

approach to the teaching of writing that may help writers, especially the less proficient, become 

more effective ESL vuriters. 

A Picture of Two Very Dinerent Writers 

A major feature of this p i c m  of two very different Wnters is the ways each approached 

writing. Mariko was primarily concemed with the content of her wrîting. She had no difficulty 

hding interesting journal topics, and lüre Carlos, the profîcient &ter in Zamel's (1 990) study, 

Mariko appeared eager to explore her own interests in writing. For example, she chose a variety 

of topics related to her experiences living with Canadian families, her participation in ESL 

classes and activities, and her refiections about language leaming. For Mariko, choosing 

interesting topics puts the focus of writing on the content In a peer response group, Marilro 



explained the importance of content. She said, 

Even in your [own] language, it is hard to express your ideas onto the papa so that's 
good practice to express your ideas in a paragraph. 1 thought that's the most important 
t b g  to write a joumai. Make your ideas clear. (MPRG4) 

During peer response groups, Mariko asked for help with problems related to content. 

For example, she indicated the topic of one paragraph is "too wide [and] is not detailed enough" 

(MPRG2); she wanted suggestions about appropriate detail needed for her to explain , "Aiways 

[it is] very hard to explain." In each of the student-teacher coderences as wcll, Mariko 

expressed concern for the content. During the first conference, she asked whether or not the 

main idea is "quite strong enough" (MSTCI). in the second, she wanted to know if "You know 

my main idea?' (MSTCZ). In the paragraph about St. Mary's School, she indicated T m  not 

satisfied [with] this conclusion. 1 couldn't end this paragraph because 1 have so many things in 

my mind" (MSTC3), and at the fourth conference, she said, "1 wanted to make a contrast -. -+ 

paragraph but it was tough . . . [because there are] lot of things I have to say, so I cadt put [them] 

together in one paragraph" (MSTC4). Like the sküled Wnters in Zamel's (1983) writing class, 

Mariko's writing focus was on the exploration and development of her ideas. She was concemed 

with "makîng meanhg" @. 166) and used language to communicate her ideas. 

Esther, on the otha hanci, was primarily concemed with using correct language. Like 

Fida, the ESL writer in Ray's (1990) case study, Esther thought of hguage "in ternis of 

correctness" (p. 321). In fact, in the piece about the benefits of j o d  writing, Esther wrote, 

"Through the journal writing, we can practice gnunmar and runember more vocabulary . . . . We 

have to . . . think about how to express our meaning in correct way and that helps us to improve 

our gnimmar and d u c e  the mistakes of grammar" (WA4). At the beginning of pem groups and 



student-teacher conferences, Esther usually chose to ask questions related to grammar, 

vocabulary, or sentence structure. For example, she asked one group for help with vocabulary, 

"Sometimes 1 don't b o w ]  how to use word to explain my ideas. 1 don't h o w  if 1 use this 

word, is it correct or not" O R G 2 ) .  In a student-teacher confennce, she asked me to "check my 

sentence construction" (ESTC3). Esther fomd student-teacher conferences more valuable than 

peer response groups because she said 1 corrected her grammar, something her peers were not 

expected to do. Grammar, according to Esther, was the most difncult aspect of writing. 

Like the poor writers in the Hirose and Sasaki (1994) study, Esther displayed relatively 

little concem about content She had trouble finding ideas for writing and indicated she would 

have preferred me to assign topics; in fw on the few occasions when suggestions were made, 

Esther did write on the propoxd topics. At other times, she said she asked her niends for writing 

ideas. Esther preferred to do journal writing during class time because it took less time than 

writing at home. She said that although ÿou can think [about] more detail" when writing at 

home, thinking about details, or ideas, took t w  much t h e  (VFinal). It appears that for Esther, 

like Fida in Ray's (1990) study, writing is "a school requirement to be completed for teachers" 

(p. 324). Both Esther and Fida prefemd the teacher to teil them what to do and how to do i t  

Esther was dependent on the teacher as weil to h d  problem areas in her wrïting and to 

correct them for her. She never raised specîfïc questions or concems diaing student-teacher 

conferences, but indicated haî, d u ~ g  the conferences, ai l  of her questions had been addressed. 

Esther preferred to discuss her wrîting with her teacher rather than with her peers. She said that 

comrnents fiom her peem helped "a linle bit" and %me suggestion is gooà" (VSCT4), but, like 

Hhoko in Swain and Miccoli's (1990) study, Esther was unprepated to take full advantage of 
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srnaIl group discussions. In facî, she used a j o d  entry for discussion in the first three of the 

four peer response groups and she began every discussion by identifying general, rather than 

specific, concem. Nevertheless, Esther did participate in peer groups and she responded to the 

writing of others by drawing attention to and asking questious about aspects of the text she did 

not understand. This was the procedure expected h m  readers. 

By the end of the semester, however, there were important developments in the way 

Esther revised the content as a result of feedback from her peen and teacher. For example, in the 

f d  drafi of the third writing assignment, Esther foilowed suggestions to include specific 

examples, to use more exact vocabulary, and to use an example to explain the point she was 

making. No global revisions were made to either the nnal draft of the third or fourth 

assignments, but both were considerably longer. The addition of detail to the nnal drafks of 

assignments #3 and #4 made each almost 40% longer, but the additions rarely af5ected the 

meaning. However, both pieces were qualitatively better because they were easier to read. 

Esther was becorning a w m  of the necessity to write so the reader could understand what she was 

saying . 

Esther's writhg did not suggest that she was writing to a reader. For exampIe, her 

writing includes no emphatic vaiidity markers to indicate she was expecting a challenge to her 

ideas. in both the peer response group and the student-teacher conférence, Esther's ideas about 

writing and grammar were challenged by readers, but these conversations about the content of 

her work were not dected in the nnal draft. As well, there are no comment&es in her writing. 

Commentaries address the reader, ask the reader a question, or anticipate a response to the text, 

engaging the reader in the text (Uitaraprawat & Steffensen, 1995). Their absence suggests that 



Esther was not aware of or responsive to her readers' needs or reactions. 

This study reveals significant variations in the way Esther and Mariko approached 

writing. In fact, they approached language learning and living in a foreign counhy very 

differently. A major sûength of case study research is that it reveals differences, as well as 

cornmonalities. Both writers were senous students who attended class reguiariy and participated 

in writing activities. Both were cooperative and well-liked by their pers  and teachers. Both had 

definite goals for learning English, and both were anxious to improve their writing skills. It is 

important, then, for this study to suggest ways that pedagogy cm help Esther adapt her approach 

to writing so that she can develop those writer characteristics that lead to the writing of efficient 

and effective pieces. 

Pedagogical Implications 

Raimes (1 985) concludes that less proficient wrîters need "more of everything" (p. 250) 

than do proficient writers. She suggests they need more time and opporhuûty '90 talk, listen, 

read, and write." Mariko made tirne and gave priority to talking and iistening to native speakers, 

and this cornmitment to using the language is reflected in her writing. Mariko was also prepared 

for peer nsponse groups and student-teacher conferences with reviscd drafts of her texts and 

specific questions she had considered prior to the discussions; she had read and reread, written 

and rewritten her own pieces oumerou h e s .  Less proficient writers, like Esther, need to 

become more aware of the connections between and among the four language modes which have 

traditionaily been taught as separate skiiîs in ESL programmes. They need to appreciate that aii 

four modes are mutually reinforcing and cannot be separateci one h m  the other, paaicuhrly in a 

discourse community such as a University ESL class where listening, speaking, reading, and 



writing should be taught as integrated and purposefbl social activities. 

. . 
in the Wn- 

In the ESL Writing class, reading is considered appropriate input for the development of 

writing skills because it provides a source of new knowledge, a stimulus for discussion and ideas, 

and a mode1 for writing. Good writers leam to h t e  well, in part, through extensive and 

intensive reaâing (Krashen, 1984; Leki, 1993; Reid, 1993). The readings in the 040 composition 

textbook, n e  Process of P-ph W m  
. . 

(Reid & Lindstrom, 1985), are used as models to 

introduce orgaNzational patterns of developrnent. ESL writers are expected to =ad, analyse, and 

imitate the pattems in thcir own writing, suggesting that aU students need to do to write well is to 

complete the appropriate form. However, this approach was not successful for Esther, probably 

because the writing focus was on practising an organizational pattern, rather than communicating 

meaningfùi ideas. Writing classes must include authentic readings that are written for 

communicative purposes, not merely to display form, and writers need to be allowed to do "red 

writing ." 

Less proficient writers need to develop a c ' f i i  for the look and texture of writing 

(Krashen, 1984). Because reading and writing are both cognitive processes of constructing 

meaning, they have a reciprocal effect on each other. When Wnters read, they leam about the 

nature of writing; when readers read, they focus on the writer's ideas and the ways the ideas 

relate to one another. According to Krashen, we become competent writers in the same way we 

becorne competent in oral language, "by understanding messages encoded in written language, by 

reading for rneaning. ln this way, we gain a subconscious 'feel' for written language" (p. 28). 

Teachers need to work with wtiters as they read and analyse texts for patterns of communication 
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that make the piece unified and meaningfid for readers. Specincaliy, writers need to be taught to 

idenhfy the metadiscourse features that are the distiaguishing features of good writing . 

Less proficient writers need to be taught to read and reread their own work to be able to 

see it as othen do. The discussion of writing texts in peer response groups is intended not only 

to help the writer improve that draf?, but also to help the &ter develop a sense of audience 

because real people rrad and respond to their work. According to Reid (1993), "The concept of 

audience gained by peer review ailows the wrîter to thiak not just about readers, but as a reader, 

to read the text through the eyes of potential readers, trying to fathom the meaning they would 

make" @. 46). Writers need to leam to assess their own work in tems of reader reaction to and 

cornprehension of theu writing. In peer groups, the social dimension of writing is recognized by 

the concem for audience. When midents read and respond to one another's te-, genuine 

communication takes place as -dents negotiate meaning, particularly when the writer's 

intended meaning is not the ow perwived by readers. In such circumstances, ïiîeaning is created 

by the active negotiation between writer, readm, and te% 

Peer response groups provide ESL writers with the opportun@ to discuss rrading 

material that is authentic and meaningful to them. Group work can increase the quantity and 

quaIity of smdent conversation and it can increase student motivation to use the language. 

Interacting with ESL pers develops Engiîsh language proficiency (Long & Porter, 1985). 

Interacting with native speakers is one writer characteristic identified by Hirose and Saski 

(1994) as influencing the qualiîy of Japanese rmiversity students' writing in Engiish. It is 

perhaps the one charactrristc that most distinguishes Mariko as a writer h m  Esther. Ma&o 
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intentionally irnmersed herser in Canadian culture and activities; as a resulf she was involved in 

situations where she was dependent on using English for the purpose of commuaication. Her 

extensive experience using English in conversations with native speakers is reflected in the 

vocabulary and fluency of her writing. In addition, participating fully in the Canadian way of Life 

provided Mariko with nurnerous topics for writing. 

ESL teachers can encourage students to become involved in community activities with 

native speakers, but such involvement is, for the most part, beyond a teacher's control. Teachers 

can, however, arnuige activities where their students meet and talk with Canadiaus. The one 

activity about which both Mariko and Esther chose to wnte was the visit with the snidents nom 

St. Mary's School and their r e m  visit to the school. Meeting the Canadian students and 

participating in activities with them provided Esther with topics for four journal entries. Esther 

wrote only about this one activity, in spite of the fact that she participateci in 12 department 

activities; however, the visit with St. Mary's students was the only activity invo!ving direct 

contact with native speaking Canadians. 

Several case midies suggest that some wriîers, often l e s  proficient wntm, are dependent 

on their teachers to tell them what to do and how to do it (Ray, 1990), to transmit information 

(Swain & Miccoli, 1994), and to find and correct mors in the student's Wntten texts (Homes & 

Mouiton, 1995). Esther, too, was dependent on h a  teacher for similar fessons. For example, she 

prefemd student-teacher conferences to peer response groups becaw, she said, "You [the 

teacher] correct my grammar and told me rnany things that students didn't tell me" (ESTC4). 

Esther prefened the teacher to assign writing topics and to identify and solve problems in her 



I l 1  

writing. While Mariko was prepared to participate in a dialogue with her teacher about concems 

she herself identifie4 Esther prefemd her teacher to take the leadership role. himes  (1985) 

says that less proficient writers need "more instruction and practice in generating, organizing, and 

revising ideas" (p. 250). Certainly, Esther wouid benefit h m  this, but in addition, she needs to 

be able to read the work of her peers, to take part in groups where the discussion focuxs on 

ideas, and to become aware that writing is a process of developing, refinhg, and transform.hg 

ideas through writing and rewriting. Less proficient wiiters, like Esther, need to become more 

active in their own learning. 

A productive topic for fùrther research is the examination and development of teaching 

practices that may encourage less proficient ESL writers to become more active in their own 

leaming. Research should also investigate writer chatacteristics 0 t h  than those identined in 

this study that contribute to writing proficiency. For example, Esther told me that she enjoyed 

reading. M e n  1 asked what kind of reading she enjoyed, she rnentioned Chinese children's 

stones and paragraphs fiom the 040 writing textbook Both examples were required rPadings for 

her ESL classes. Further research into the amount and type of rrading done for academic and 

pl-e purposes codd contribute relevant information about the relationship between reading 

and writing proficiency. Research also needs to explore the rehionship between speaking and 

Wnting proficiency in the second language. In peer response gmups and during the student- 

teacher discussions, Esther was asked to repeat or clarify what she said more often than Mariko 

was asked. Such research could provide insight into the conneciion between the production of 

proficient second language speaking and Wnting. 



Teacher Research 

This qualitative case study grew out of concem and curiosity about the witing of 

students in the university ESL classes 1 teach. 1 investigated the work of two particular writers 

and observed they way they functioned in a naturalistic environment, the 040 Writing class. 

Bissex (1990) claims that case study research is not designed to provide a method of proving, but 

a way of learning. From this study I learned a great deal about two individual shidents and their 

writing. 1 gained a deeper understanding and appreciation for the picture of the ESL Writing 

class, as seen through the eyes of two of my own students (Zamel, 1990). As well, the study 

provided a bridge between theory and research and my teaching practice. That is, this study, 

which is grounded in my professional expenence, has utilized credible research in the fields of 

second language writing, qualitative case study, teacher research, and university ESL writers to 

help bring order and meaning to the data coliected during one semester of a Writing course. The 

analysis of the data and the conclusions reached in this study have allowed me to define, assess, 

and alter my own teaching practices, or as Zamel proposes, conducting this study has compelled 

me "to revise, to see again, with new eyes" (p. 96). 

This examination of the writing of Mariko and Esther hes incr~ased my understanding of 

what is involved in second language writing, how ESL students leam to &te, and what might 

assist them in that process. 1 now teach metadiscourse, the distinguishing f e a ~ e  of good 

writing. 1 teach grammar through examples using the students' own work and in class readings 

so that leamers can recognh that grammar is not an end in itself, but a means to make meaning. 

1 attempt to integrate the four language sküls stressing the importance of content or message. 1 

have inaeased the number of small p u p  wntllig activities that provide opportunities for 
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negotiated interaction and that help the writer develop a sense of audience, and 1 attempt to help 

leamen take more responsibility for their own leaming by making explicit those writer 

characteristics that determine the quality of good ESL writing. 

The conclusions of this study apply only to the twc particular cases and cannot be 

generalized. However, understanding more about two individual students and their writing has 

led to the implementation of more sensitive and effective teaching strategies. Just as ESL shuient 

w i t m  need to be active and involved in the development of their lmguage skills, so too does the 

ESL teacher needs to discover for herself, with her own students, and in her own classroom, what 

adjuments or changes need to be made to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of her 

approach to teaching. Classroom research makes this discovery possible. 
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Appendu B 
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Appendix C 

Esther: Writing Assignment #3 

25 JO- DDraft #1 for PRG 
These &y [a] when 1 study my writing book, I found some very interesthg articles and 

I enjoyed them very much. 
There are many diffçrent kinds of article in this book, some of them were tallcing 

about personal experience, some of them described their courtry's [SEI geography, and some of 
hem were tall<ing about culture problem -. 

Al1 of these articles which 1 special [SiEl like to read are culture problem and personal 
experience. 

For example, on ISiE] those culture articles that you could find some funny things and 
you could also realize differnt culture that came fiom different country. On the other han4 the 
personal experience articles that could give you some good idea 

In short, yuu coulJ leam more h m  those articles and they were good experience to you 
in your h i e s  [&]. 

c 
In daily life, when we read newspaper and books or watch television news or listen 

radio, we can get some imformation [gE] nom them. Yes, it is. These &y when I studied my 
writing book 1 found some very interesting articles. 1 am really enjoyed them. 

In those articles, some of them are taiking about personal experience, contry's [gEl 
geography or culture problem. All of these articles which 1 special Wre to read are culture 
problem and personal experience. In personal experience article that it is tallQng about 
pronunciation. One day the author he wants to buy "Mueaster" but his pronunciation is 
"Monster". He takes away sense and makes it fimny just because his pronunciation is ciiffixent 
of the two words. So in this kind of article you could find some hinny things. In culture 
problem article that is it talking about culture habit. For example, the wedding in Java, sugar 
cane symbolizes the couple will have a meet Me, but in my country it has a different meaning. 
So in this kind of article you could find merent cuihlre custorns. It is very interesting. 

In short, you could leam more h m  those articles and they are good experience to you in 
your iivies [gE]. 



e of F u  Dr& #3 
Topic Sentence: 

1 found some very interesting articles fiom my writing book and 1 enjoyed them very 
much. 
A: personal experience 

1. Give you some good idea 
B: country's geography 
C : culture problem 

1. fiud some funny things 
2. Redize different cultures that corne fiom different country 

Concluding Stence [a: 
You could leam more fiom those articles and they were good experience to you in your 
h i e s  [&]. 

e 1 ~ i n a ~ ~ r a f t t i 3  
in daily life, when we read newspapers and books or watch television news or Listen 

radio, we can get some information from them. When I study my writing textbook, n e  Proces 
pf P b  W r i b  I find some very interesting paragraph. I am realiy enjoyed them. 

[n those paragraphs, some of them are talking about personal experience, country's 
geography or cultural problems. Al1 of these paragraphs which 1 like to read are personal 
experience and culture problem. Personal experience is talking about pronunciation. For 
example, one &y the author wants to buy the cheese which is calied "Muenster", but he 
pronunciation of "Muenster" is "monstef'. He makes the salespmon began to smile because she 
can't imagine how to get a "monster". In this kind of paragraphs we can fhd some fûnny stories. 
Cultural problem paragraph is talking about cultural custom. For example, at the wedding in 
Java, sugar can symbolizes the couple will have a sweet Me, but in my country it has a difFerent 
meaning. It means the couple living together long time, no separate, und they die. In this kind 
of paragraphy [&] we can find different cultural custom. It is very interesting. 

In short, we can learn fiom those paragraph and sometimes they can give us sorne good 
ides. 



Appendix D 

Mariko: Writhg Assignment #3 - 
We are going to go to St. Mary School. 
It is very difficuit to have children pay attention. People say it is only hdf a minute to 

keep their attention. Especially for ESL students who cadt  speak their language very well, it is 
hard to keep their attention, make ourselves understood, let them intrested [giç] about our 
countries and ourselves, and cornmicate with them. In order to have their attention, at fbt, 
we have to make ourselves understood. Because we are not native speaker, we need to prepare 
(make class plans) what we are going to talking about and to check our pronounciation and 
correct them. Mer we don? have problems with English, we have to think about how we cm 
let them intrested [siç] in our topic. We need to h o w  what they are intrpsted [SiEl in, what 
kind of question they have and what kind of information are new for them and same for them. 
Ask ourselves about those questions, and we should make plans which contain what we do and 
how much tirne it takes. Finaily, most important things to have childrens [&] attention is not 
to give them chance to thhic about anything else. 

v 36 Draft # 1 for PRG 
It is very dinicult for ESL students to have children's attention. At fïrst, we have to 

make ourselves understood in English. In addition to make stories which we want to ta& about 
in English, we have to check and conect our pronunciation. Secondly, in order to intrest [9ç1 
children, we need to put ourselves in their places. I fwe were chiidren, what we would want to 
know. Findiy, we have to prepare a lot of different sniff in order not to bore them. For the 
purpose of that, we need to make the detailed plans and to use technique to get them involved. 
But we have to remember humanity holds the key to success in teaching to childnn. 

Topic Sentence: There are three important points to nicceed in teaching at St. Mary School 
A: Make ourselves understood in English 

1. Practice correct English 
2. Anticipate children's questions and prepare m e r s  in English 

B : Make detailed plans 
1. Bdance of content 
2. Time management 

C: in the clasmom 
1. relax 
2. act as a representative of each country 

Concluding sentence: Have fun and they will have fun. 



c 
There are three important points to succeed in teaching at St. Mary School. FUst of ail, 

we have to make ourselves understood in English. We should practice to be able to use correct 
English including pronunciation. Also, we should anticipate children's questions and prepare 
to be able to answer them in English. Secondly, we need to make detailed plans in order not to 
bore children. Think about balance of content and tune management. How many projects, 
what kind of projects, how do we proceed, how long each project should take, how is the order 
of projects, and so on. Because they are not patient very much, we have to plan attractive 
project and get them involved. Thirdly, in the classrooms, relax and enjoy classes. But we 
have to remmember [&] that we are in school. Children look at us as representative of each 
country. The most important thing to visit them is they can touch a little bit on other countrïes 
and people. Have fun and they will have fun. 

1 F W W  
ESL students who are going to teach at St. Mary School need to consider three 

important points to succeed. First of BU, we have to make ourselves understood in English. 
Because this is the very first step to communicate with the children, we should make lots of 
efforts to use correct English. We also need to anticipate children's questions and prepare for 
them in English since it is diffcult for ESL students to cope with the unexpected questions. 
Secondly, we must consider to make the detailed plans which consist of varieties of projects, 
the balance of content, tirne management and teaching method. Because the children are not 
very patient, we have to make the classes attractive and get them involved. Thirdly, it is 
necessary for the childrem to have fun, [sir] aiso it is essential for us. On the other han& we 
have to remember that the cbiidren regard us a s  repmentatives of each country. If the children 
show their intrest [&] in other countries and other people through us, we can say that teaching 
at St. Mary School is a success. 



Esther: Writing Assigiment #2 

1 7 JO- #and for Pm 
1 came here for five months more than. My greatest problem [d living in Canada are 

the food and language. For example, when 1 want to have vegetable [sic], sometimes 1 can't 
find what 1 like to eat because 1 am not used to Canada fwd and on the other hand, the kinds of 
vegetable are very dinerent fiom my country. The kinds of vegetable are very few in Canada 
but in Taiwan there are many dflerent kinds of vegetable that you cm chose in supermarket 
every day. 

Language is one of my pates t  problem in Caaada It is very diacult to me to 
communicate with people at fîrst. 1 can't utterly understand what people talk about and it is 
very difficult to me ?O taik to people with English. 1 feel so nervous when 1 have to taik to them 
because 1 coddn't express myself very completely. 

Every day 1 just tell myself "The will change everything." ''[SLE] Do not nemous, do 
not worry and afhid. You will be used to live in Canada after one year. 

v 18 Draft #2 for STÇ 
I came here have five months. 1 have two problems Living in Canada, one is the food, 

another is language. For example, 1 want to have vegetable [A], sometimes 1 can't find what 1 
like to eat because 1 am not used to Canadian food. On the other hanci, the kinds of vegetable 
are very dflerent than my country. The kinds of vegetable are very few in Canada but in 
Taiwan theie are many dinerent kinds of vegetable that you can choose in supermarket every 
day 

Lan~lage is one of my greatest problcm in Canad [hl. It is very diffïcult for me to 
communicate w i t h  people. 1 can't understand what people taiking about so 1 just guess. It is 
also very difEciilt to me to talk to people in English. 1 felt so nervous when 1 have to talk to 
them because 1 couldn't express myself v~xy weli. 

Every day 1 just tell myself, "Time will change everything." "[sif] Don't be e d ,  
don't be cry." You will better living in Canada. 



Because 1 came here only five months ago, 1 have two problerns living in Canada, one is 
the food, the o k  is language. For example, sometimes 1 want to have Chinese vegetables but 
1 can't find what I like to eat because 1 am not used to Canadian food. On the other hand, the 
kinds of vegetable are very different fiom those [YCI my country. The kinds of vegetable 
are very few in Canada but in Taiwan there are many different kinds of vegetable that you can 
choose in supermarket such as cabbage, spinach, turnip tops . . . . 

Language is a great problrm for me in Canada It is very dificult for me to 
communicate with people. I cannot understand what people are talking about so 1 just guess 
when they ask me questions. It is also very difncult to me to tallr to people in English. 1 feel so 
nervous when 1 have to talk to them because 1 camot express myself very well with English. 

Now, 1 often teil myself, "Time will change everything, don't be afiaid, don? cry." It 
will better living in Canada 



Appendù F 

Mariko: Writing Assignment #4 

w 
1 went to the Wedding. This was my fmt time in Canada. Wedding in Canada is very 

different fiom that in Japan. At fïrst, religions are different. We d y  get marry in front of 
SHINTO alter. Bride and Groom drink holly [siçl SAKE (Japanese rice wine), read their vows, 
exchange rings. They are wearing Japanese traditional clotiies, special kind of KIMONO. 
Bride is wearing wig. After ceremony, we have reseption W. Guests make speach [siç.] for 
new couple and sing, dance, do lots of entertainment. 

Weddings costs lots. including everythhg that include travel. It costs $70,000. 1 cannot 
say this is smart idea We misunderstand the meaning of tradition. 

s 
Canadian wedding is very different fiom Japanese wedding. The first is ceremony; 

most Canadian are married in Christian ceremonies, but most Japanese wedding ceremonies are 
conducted according to SHINTO rites. Although they are same fbrom the view point of 
swearing by God (or gods), uich iôrm is different. Second, clothes in ceremonies are totally 
different. Canadians are dressed in Western robes and most of cases, Wear one kind On the 
contrary, Japanese grooms Wear traditional full trousers and jackets and brides Wear pure white 
silk KIMONO and Japanese-style wigs with white cloth headdresses attached over them. 
Brides change the clothes two or three times during the receptions and many grooms change 
their clothes as well. Third, although basic processes in receptions, such as guests address, 
toasts and cake cut, are similar, there are more entertainments by guests, mch as singing, 
dancing and playing music, in Japancse receptions. Another difference is cost; a standard 
reception costs close to 30,000 dollars in Japan. Japanese have to look for the ways which keep 
tradition and reduce expence [&] at the same tirne. 

Outline of DE& #2 
T.C [a]. Japanese weddings are very different fkom Canadian weddings. 

A. Fonns of ceremonies 
1. in Christian ceremonies 
2. in Japanese ceremonies 

B. Clothes 
1. Wedding dress and morning (Christian) 
2. SHIROMUKU and MONTSUKl (SHiNTO) 

C. Qualification for the bride and groom 
1. They are Christian (Christian wedding) 
2. They don? have to be believa (SHINT0 wedding). 

C.S. Although there are many differences between Japanese wedding and Canrrdian 
wedding, they are same h m  the view point of swearing by G d  (or gods). 



c 
Japanese weddings are very different fiom Canadian weddings. The first difference is 

forms of ceremonies. Many Canadian are married in Christian ceremonies, but many Sapanese 
wedding ceremonies are conducted according to SHINTO rites. There are teaching by 
ministea, address by the guests, chiors [Yçl, Migs exchange and signning [yç] in rnarriage 
registration foms in Christian ceremonies. In SHMTO ceremonies proceed es follows, 
purification rites by the pnests, the bride and groom vows by drinking in turn h m  each of a set 
of three SAKE cups, recitation of sacred vows, and so on. Second, clothes are toWy different. 
The brides Wear white wedding dresses and the grooms Wear moming coats. However, in 
SHINTO ceremonies, the brides Wear white silk KIMONO and Japanese-style wigs with white 
cloth head-dresses attached over them and the grooms Wear traditional full trousers and jackets. 
Third, the couples have to be believns in Christian wedding; on the contrary, in SHINT0 
weddings, it doem't matter whether the couples are belives k] or not. Although there are 
many differences between Japanese wedding and Canadian wedding, they are same from the 
view point of swearing by God (or gods.) 

Iune 3 F W  D a  
There are three main differences between Japanese Shinto weddings and Canadian 

Christian weddings. The first is the form of ceremonies. Christian ceremonies are performed 
as the teachings by muiisters, addresses by the guests, c h o i .  exchanges of rings and signings 
[d of mariage registration f o m .  On the 0 t h  hanci, Shinto ceremonies proceed as follows: 
purification rites by the pnests, vows by the brides and grooms drinking in tum h m  each of a 
set of three sake cups, recitations of sacred vows and vows by relatives drinking sake to tighien 
the kinships of families each other. Second, wedding clothes are totally dinmnt. In Christian 
ceremonies, the brides Wear white wedding dresses and the grooms Wear morning coats. 
However, in Shinto ceremonies, the bndes Wear white siik kimono and Japanese-style wigs 
with white cloth headdresses attached over them, and the grooms Wear traditional full trousers 
and jackets. Third, the number of attendance at Shinto ceremonies is d e r  then that at 
Christian ceremonies. in Japan, the idea that a maniage ties two people together, and at the 
same tirne, it ties two f d e s  has been cmphasized Thetefore, only a limited number of 
relatives attend Shinto ceremonies. On the contrary, in Canada, since people lay more emphasis 
upon the ties of two people than those of two families, the couple wants lots of people [to] 
attend the ceremony and celebrate [with] t h  Although the ways of wedding cmmonks are 
diffferent each other, bath ideas of wedding ceremonies are same as to the bndes and grooms 
swea. eternai love by God and pray God for theu happiness in new lives. 



Appendix C 

Esther: Writing Assignment #4 

v 
J o d  writing is good for our writing skill. Through the writing of journal we can 

practice grammar and remember more vocabuiary. Because we *te the journal we have to 
think how to express our meaning in correct grammar and how to express our idea with 
completely sentence. We also have to rember vocabulary because we need the appropnate 
words to express our opinion. 

We don? remember the wor& which we want to use, we have to look up the dictionary 
to find them. By this way, it can help us leanhg more vocabulary and cm help remembering 
them clearly. 

in short, journal writing is good for us. 

e 4 Draft #l  for P u  
Journal writing is good for our writing skill. Through the writing of journal, we can 

practice grammar and remember more vocabulary. Before we begh to write the joumal, we 
have to make an idea in our mind. First, we have to think about how to express our meaning in 
correct form of grammar that help you to improve your grammar and less the wrong of 
grammar in your writing. Second, we have to think about how to express our idea with 
completely setence [SiE] that is good training for you leaming to establish the structure of 
paragraph. W e  ais0 have to remember vocabuiary because we need the appropriate words to 
express oui opinion. We look up the dictionary to find them if we don't remembet the words 
which we want to use. By this way, it can help us leaming more v&ulary and help us 
remembering them clearly. 

In short, journal writing is a good practice if you want to improve the writing, it is 
necessary to write every &y. 

c 
Journal writing is good for our writing SU. Through the journal wrîting, we can 

practice grammar and remember more vocabdary. Before we kgin to write the j o d ,  we 
have to make an idea in our mind. Fint, we have to think about how to express our meanhg in 
correct way that help us to improve out g r a m  and d u c e  the mistalces of grammar in our 
writing. Second, we have to think about how to express our idea with completely setence that 
is good training for us to leam how to establish the structure of paragraph. We also have to 
remember vocabulary because we need the appropriate words to express our opinion. I fwe 
don't remember the words which we want to use, we have to look up the dictionary to find 
them. By this way, it cm help us leaming more words and remernbering clearly. 

In short, journai writing is a good practice if you want to improve the writing sicill. It is 
necessary to write journal every &y. 



OutliDe of Fi& Dr& 
T.S.: Journal writing is good for our writing skill. 

A: make an idea in mind 
1 : helps us to improve our grammar 
2: reduce the mistakes of grammu 

B: think about how to express idea in complete sentence 
1: is good trainhg 
2: lem how to establish the structure of paragraph 

C: remember vocabulary 
1 : lem more words 
2: remember clearly 

C.S. It is necessary to write j o d  every day. 

J o d  ~lit ing is good for out writing skiii. Through the journal writing, we can 
practice grammar and remember more vocabulary. Before we begin to write the journal, we 
have to make an idea in our mind and thllik about how to express our meaning in correct way 
and that helps us to improve our grammar and reduce the mistakes of grammar in our writing. 
Then we have to think about how to express our idea in complete sentence and that is good 
training for us to l em how to establish the structure of paragaph. We also have to remember 
vocabulary because we need the appropriate words to express our opinion. If we do not 
remember the words which we want to use, we have to look up the words in the dictionary. By 
this way, it can help us leam mon words and remember clearly. 

In short, journal writing is a good place to pwctice writing i fwe want to improve the 
writing skill. It is necessary to write journal every &y. 



IMAGE EVALUATION 
TEST TARGET (QA-3) 




