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ABSTRACT
A case study approach was adopted for this study.

Four

Taiwanese students enrolled in the writing program for
international students at The University of Arizona were
interviewed individually about (1) how they acquired the
code of written English and what their L2 writing
assumptions were upon entering The University of Arizona;
and (2) what writing difficulties they experienced in a
university writing program for international students and
what their L2 writing assumptions were after completing a
university writing program for international students.
Findings from this research indicated that the four
Taiwanese students did not have sufficient comprehensible
input from pleasure reading or other voluntary,
extracurricular sources.

They acquired the code of written

language from reading, participating in varied classroom
activities such as small-group and whole-class discussions,
peer review, teacher-student conferences, writing texts to
different audiences for various purposes, analyzing model
essays, practicing sentence combinations, and formal
instruction in the composing process.

Their writing

difficulties could be summarized as follows: (1) not making
good use of classroom activities to reshape ideas in terms
of readers' expectations and their own writing intentions;
(2) lack of experience to develop necessary reading and

10

writing skills; (3) inadequate knowledge of the composing
process; (4) inadequate syntax, vocabulary, or mechanics to
express themselves in L2; (5) being influenced by their L1
rhetorical convention; (6) no intrinsic motivation to
integrate with the target language, culture, or society; and
(7) low expectations of success related to negative or weak
teacher-student relationships.
This research both reinforces and expands Krashen's
(1984) model of second language acquisition and writing,
showing the critical role of comprehensible input, the
significance of natural acquisition over direct teaching of
grammar rules and error correction, and the presence of an
"affective" filter which is socially and culturally
mediated, as well as cognitively and linguistically based.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents the research problem for this
dissertation, specific research questions, an overview of
methodological and theoretical framework, research setting,
and definitions of terms.
statement of the Problem
Despite the large number of published texts on second
language writing and the existence of a variety of programs,
very little is known about writing in a second language.
Although some reasonable suggestions have been made on the
basis of first language research (Taylor, 1981; Zamel,
1981), empirical investigation is lacking.

According to

Krashen's (1984) hypothesis, writing difficulties for second
language learners are related to "lack of acquisition of the
code (written English) and a poor or inefficient composing
process.

. Solving these writing problems requires

either or both of the following:

helping writers acquire

the code and helping them develop an efficient composing
process" (Krashen, 1984, p. 29).

To acquire the code,

Krashen recommends extensive, voluntary reading for
pleasure.

Along similar lines, Flower (1979) advises

delaying editing and using writer-based journals in the
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early stages of writing.

This approach, Flower states, can

"allow the writers freedom to generate a breadth of
information and a variety of alternative relationships
before locking themselves into a premature formulation"
(1979, p.36).

The present study examines second language writing for
Taiwanese students in a large U.

s. university setting.

Most of these students do not seem to acquire the code of
written English from pleasure reading.
result of a number of factors.

This may be the

In their daily life outside

school, they seldom read outside reading materials or have
contact with native English speakers.

They engage socially

with people from their own country and in these social
contexts, speak only their first language.

To complete

their undergraduate degrees quickly, most students take the
maximum academic credits from their major departments.
Since studying and completing their degrees are two top
priorities, Taiwanese students are immersed in the library
from morning until night; most have no time or strong
motivation to interact with the users of the target language
or culture.

From these students' perspectives, writing is

merely a communication tool.

Hence, they pay greater

attention to second language use for specialized (contentspecific) purposes.

Consequently, even after spending

considerable time in the United States, many continue to
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experience language difficulties which can hinder their
writing competence as well as their ability to participate
actively in classroom discussions.
These English-as-a-second-Ianguage (ESL) students'
writing difficulties and the situation in which they acquire
their written language seem to be different from that of
first language writers.

From Kaplan's (1967) contrastive

rhetoric research, we know that the structure of the text
across languages is strongly influenced by different
understandings of the audience.

Generally, good writers are

characterized as those who have a sense of purpose, of
audience, and of direction in their writing (Maley, 1988).
Hinds (1987) has proposed a typology of language based on
relative reader/writer responsibility.

He classifies

Chinese as a language in transition from reader-responsive
to writer-responsive status.

People from different cultures

have different notions of coherence and rhetorical
conventions (Purves, 1986).

Therefore, writers for whom

English is a second language need to learn how to reshape
and organize their ideas through formal instruction, e.g.,
sample essay analysis, writing practice with multiple
drafts, and classroom activities.

To succeed, these

students also must first understand that acquiring the code
of written English is a time-consuming process.

14

Research Questions
This dissertation investigates factors that contribute
to Taiwanese students' tension and growth in English
writing.
1.

The specific research questions are

How did Taiwanese students who are presently attending
a large u.s. university acquire the code of written
English and What were their L2 writing assumptions upon
entering The University of Arizona?

2.

What writing difficulties did these students experience
in a university writing program for international
students and what were their L2 writing assumptions
after completing a university writing program for
international students?
These questions are addressed through in-depth

ethnographic interviews of four Taiwanese students attending
The university of Arizona in Tucson, and through long-term
participant observation in the English writing classes which
these students attend.

For international students who are

non-native speakers of English, the university's composition
Board usually recommends the English 107-108 sequence.

For

many Taiwanese students, English 106 is recommended as a
prerequisite to the English 107-108 sequence as a result of
their low scores on the International Student English Essay
Examination (ISEEE).

After they complete their writing

classes 106, 107 and 108, these students often fail the
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Upper-Division Writing Proficiency Examination (UDWPE), the
university's undergraduate exit examination.
Many Taiwanese students state that this writing program
is quite helpful to their social and academic writings.
Conversely, some Taiwanese see this program as a meaningless
hurdle through which they must jump.

That is, they view

this writing program as a wasteful drain on their time, as
irrelevant work with no redeeming value.

In short,

different students have different experiences with this
writing program.
Yet, writing ability provides a valid indicator of how
a student is progressing in the language and affords the
teacher an opportunity to assess and diagnose writing
problems.

To address the difficulties encountered by

Taiwanese students in acquiring the code of written English
and, thereby, to assist them in overcoming the adversities
they face, this research is to explore the English writing
experiences of four Taiwanese students.
overview of Methodological
Framework and Research setting
Four participants, Michael, John, Helen, and Mary
(student-invented code names), were selected for this case
study.

To address the first research question--how

Taiwanese students acquired the code of written English and
what their L2 writing assumptions were upon entering The
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University of Arizona--and the second research question-what writing difficulties these students experienced in a
university writing program for international students and
what their L2 writing assumptions were after completing this
program--I chose a naturalistic, ethnographic research
methodology (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983; seidman, 1991).
Based on my past English teaching experiences in
Taiwan, I knew the first research question could not be
effectively answered by surveyor questionnaire methods,
since most high school and junior college students' second
language writing experiences are limited to constructing
sentences or writing paragraphs.

Students do not become

familiar with the criteria of the American discourse
community.

They are unaware that they need to meet an

audience's expectations by writing a "theme" in the
introduction of an essay, developing topic sentences for
each paragraph, and providing a general summary or critical
judgment at the conclusion of an English essay.

In junior

high school English classes, teachers and students spend
most teaching and learning time preparing for the Senior
High School Joint Entrance Examination.

They have no time

to practice English expository essays.
After they are admitted to junior colleges, students
start to focus on their specializations in their major
fields.

Since English is not their major, they are not
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committed to learning English writing.

In their view,

English writing is simply a required class for their foreign
language program.

These students do not regard English

writing as a communicative or learning tool, nor are they
convinced their critical thinking can be fostered through
English writing practice.

To meet the academic needs of

American universities, students attend supplementary schools
to learn English reading and writing skills before going
abroad to study.

However, in these schools students learn

only basic and fragmental writing skills.

Most of their

understanding of second language writing is derived from
their cognition of narrative, description, argument, and
expository essays in Mandarin.

Therefore, an English survey

or questionnaire is likely to result in biased data because
most Taiwanese students have never heard common English
writing terms such as predrafting, drafting, revising or
editing.

Hence, an open-ended interview was chosen to

answer the first research question.

The design of the

interview was based on my past English teaching experiences
in Taiwan, and writing research on English as a
foreign/second language.
To understand the four students' writing difficulties
while attending a large
methodology was used.

u.s.

university, a triangulation

That is, both students and teachers

participating in this research were interviewed, classroom
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observation was undertaken, and students' journals and
formal essays from each writing class were thoroughly
analyzed.
This study began in the spring of 1993; data collection
was completed in the Fall of 1993.

After deciding upon the

research questions, I visited teachers in English 107 and
108 classes respectively.

I received permission from each

writing teacher and attended their classes to observe from
spring to Fall 1993.

During this period, I did my best to

cooperate with both classroom teachers and students, acting
as a participant-observer as well as a tutor.
The data from these observations, interactions and
interviews were used to develop student profiles composed of
the participants' (a) personal and academic background; (b)
school-based English learning experiences in Taiwan; (c)
post-graduation English learning experiences; and (d)
language acquisition situation in Tucson.
Based on participant observation in the university
writing classes in which these students enrplled, the second
research question was analyzed and answered from cognitive,
cultural, linguistic, social, and psychological
perspectives.
categories:

Intellectual activity is divided into three
rhetorical context, critical thinking and

metacognitive skills.
content slots.

Each category is subdivided into

For example, rhetorical context includes the
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writer's intentions, readers' expectations, and writing
topic.

critical thinking includes specialized knowledge,

world knowledge, and cognitive tactics.

Metacognitive skill

is comprised of recursive or linear writing.

The cultural

activity of writing refers to rhetorical convention, and is
subdivided into form, rhetorical patterns, and topic
development.

The linguistic component of writing covers

syntax, word choice, and mechanics.
includes four categories:

Social activity

classroom discussion (small- and

large-group), peer review (teachers and peers), teacherstudent conferences (individually or with groupmates) and a
grouping system (heterogeneous and homogeneous).

The

psychological activity of writing is addressed from the
perspective of the students' motivation (integrative or
instrumental), students' expectations for the writing
teacher (teachers alone, or teachers and students as experts
of knowledge), and students' expectations for passing the
UDWPE.
overview of Theoretical Framework
Despite research evidence indicating that ESL learners
do not need complete control over the oral system of their
second language before they begin to read and write,
students who have more ability in the second language find
reading and writing easier (Elbow, 1985; Halpern, 1984;
Johnson, 1989; Mangelsdorf, 1989; Zamel, 1992).

Limited
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English ability not only makes communication difficult, but
also contributes to students' reluctance to engage in
writing.

How~ver,

as Nelson (1991) points out, several

contextual factors can and do counteract this reluctance;
positive teacher-student relations; teachers' high
expectations for students; understanding students'
linguistic, cultural, and intellectual background; teachers'
responses to students' texts which do no focus on
correcting grammatical errors but by reacting to the ideas
expressed; identifying students' efforts and offering
options for improvements; never comparing one student with
another; and lessening students' writing apprehension.
Teachers' utilization of such strategies, Nelson and others
claim, is critical in boosting ESL students' writing
motivation.

Hudelson (1989) also states that students'

development as writers depends a great deal on their
teachers' expectations of what they can do, and on the
creation of contexts in which students have frequent
opportunities to communicate meaningfully in writing.
Generally, a writer's beliefs about writing can be
categorized as process-oriented or product-oriented (Brook,
1987; Burhans, 1983; Cave, 1972; Caywood, 1987; Diaz, 1986;
Fa1k, 1979; Gorrell, 1981; Hairston, 1982; Ko11n, 1981;
Kroll, 1991; Lay, 1982; Maley, 1988; Pau1ston, 1972; Perl,
1980; Raimes, 1983b, 1983c, 1986 & 1988; Sommers &
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Schleiger, 1980; Spack, 1985; Taylor, 1981; Watson, 1982;
Zamel, 1976).

Process-oriented assumptions view writing as

a process of discovery and exploration of meaning. In that
process, the writing stages such as prewriting, drafting,
sharing, revising, editing and evaluation interact together
and repeatedly (Caywood & Overing, 1987; Falk, 1979;
Horning, 1987a; Lay, 1982; Maley, 1988; Myers, 1986; Perl,
1980; Pitzgerald, 1992; Raimes, 1988, 1983b, 1983c; Reither,
1985; Rose, 1981; Sommers, 1980; Spack, 1984; Zamel, 1982).
In addition, a process-oriented writing class recognizes the
importance of generating, formulating, and refining
students' ideas.

Thus, prewriting and revision are the main

components of process writing instruction.

During the

process of writing, teachers intervene and students also
learn how to objectively review their texts from the
perspectives of other readers.
In contrast, when writing is regarded as a product,
writers formulate their ideas beforehand, elaborate upon
their ideas by using some prescribed rhetorical framework,
and then submit their written products to teachers for
grading.

Because writing is experienced by the writer as

the mechanical act of transcribing one's ideas, the language
itself rather than the purposes for which the language is
used becomes the focus.

Production then becomes more

important than meanings, and attention to form becomes the
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dominant and absorbing activity.

Finally, the act of

writing as discovery is not considered.
When a classroom is based upon a process-oriented
perspective, it becomes a place where learning is initiated
by both teachers and students.

In this type of class, the

teacher acknowledges that each student brings a whole range
of experiences, feelings, beliefs, knowledge, and
assumptions to bear in every learning situation that
influences what, how, and why they learn (Lester & Onore,
1990; Nelson, 1991).

Therefore, teaching activities such as

brainstorming, small-group discussion, peer review, teacherstudent conferences, writing practice with multiple drafts,
postponing concern with editing skills until the last draft,
and deferring or eliminating grades are used in such a
class.

Students also are asked to practice various

f~rms

(teacher-student dialogue journal, literature response
journal, reflectional journal, letter, summary, critique,
and formal essay) and functions (narrative, description,
contrast and comparison, exposition, argument, rhetorical
analysis, and documented project) of writing (Spack & Sadow,
1983).

within these experiences students develop specific

skills in producing written texts:

an understanding of an

ability to use correct grammatical forms, a range of
vocabulary, punctuating meaningfully, correct use of the
conventions of layout, spelling accurately, using a variety
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of sentence structures, linking ideas and information across
sentences to develop a topic, and developing and organizing
the content clearly and convincingly.
Adherents of the process-oriented approach acknowledge
that structures and vocabulary are important to writing
(Raimes, 1986; Spack, 1988).

However, such adherents

believe that preparation for effective communication will be
inadequate if only form is taught (Frodesen, 1991).

To use

the target written language appropriately in a given social
context, students need to have knowledge of linguistic
forms,

me~nings,

and functions of the target language.

So,

a process approach does not neglect rhetorical form and
grammar, but integrates them into the writing process.

To

see teaching ESL writing as attention to either product or
process is too reductive because writers attend to both.
Definition of Terms
The terms L1 (first language), L2 (second language),
ISEEE and UDWPE are used throughout this study.

In this

study, L1 specifically refers to Mandarin and Taiwanese; L2
refers to English. The four participants in this study are
from families who speak Taiwanese at home.

However, because

Mandarin is an official language in Taiwan, these students
spoke Mandarin at school.

Both Taiwanese and Mandarin are

used in conversations with their Chinese friends in Tucson,
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and the students have no difficulty moving from one language
to the other.
ISEEE and UDWPE are abbreviations for the International
Student English Essay Examination and the Upper-Division
writing Proficiency Examination, respectively.

According to

A student's guide to first-year composition (1993-94, 199293), all first-year international students are required to
write an essay to establish proper placement in a writing
sequence.

The score on this essay, in conjunction with the

score for the student's Test of English as a Foreign
Language (TOEFL), are designed to ensure appropriate
placement.

Following completion of all writing classes

required for international students, and after having earned
between 40 and 75 semester units, students are required to
take the UDWPE.

The main purpose of this examination is to

monitor the student's retention and development of writing
and thinking skills.

If a writer's performance is

unsatisfactory, he/she is assigned additional course work in
writing by the major department or college.

Generally,

those who do not pass the UDWPE are requested to take a
writing workshop for international students or any 300-level
writing classes offered by the English Department or their
major departments.
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organization of the Dissertation
This dissertation includes six chapters:

the

introduction, a review of the literature and theoretical
foundation, a discussion of methodology, presentation of
student profiles, data presentation and analysis, and the
synthesis and conclusions.
This chapter, Introduction, summarizes the research
problem, specific research questions, methodological
framework and research setting, definitions of terms,
theoretical framework, and definition of terms.

The second

chapter, Review of Literature, presents constructivist and
objectivist paradigms, research on L2 writing, research on
acquisition and conscious learning of the written code of
the target language, and a chapter summary.

The third

chapter, Methodology, explains the assumptions underlying
naturalistic and ethnographic inquiry, research design,
sampling procedures, interview procedures, analysis
procedures and a chapter summary.

The fourth chapter,

Student Profiles, describes each student's personal and
academic background, school-based English learning
experiences in Taiwan, post-graduation English learning
experiences, L2 language acquisition situation in Tucson,
and a chapter summary.

The fifth chapter, Data Presentation

and Analysis, presents and analyzes each student's L2
writing experiences from the perspectives of rhetorical

26

context, critical thinking, and metacognitive skill
(cognitive activity); rhetorical convention (cultural and
social activities); language proficiency (linguistic
activity); classroom activities (social activity); and
writer's feelings about this writing program (psychological
activity).

The final chapter, Synthesis and Conclusions,

includes an overall discussion of each case, comparison of
the four cases, implications, and conclusions.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This chapter discusses writing paradigms, L2 writing
research, and Krashen's (1984) writing hypotheses.

writing

paradigms can generally be divided into two categories:
constructivist and objectivist.

A constructivist paradigm

is connected to a process-oriented writing approaches, while
an objectivist paradigm is related to a product-oriented
approaches.

Because writing is a cognitive, cultural,

social, linguistic, and psychological activity, ESL
students' writing can be analyzed from the perspectives of
rhetorical context, critical thinking, and metacognitive
skills (cognitive activity);

rhetorical conventions

(cultural and social activities); language proficiency
(linguistic activity); classroom activities (social
activity); and students' feelings about the writing program
in which they are enrolled (psychological activity).

As to

Krashen's hypotheses, they are discussed from the
perspectives of comprehensible input, monitored use, and
affective filters.
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constructivist and Objectivist Paradigms
In general, there are two paradigms about the nature of
knowledge:

One is constructivist; the other is objectivist

(Burhans, 1983; Raimes, 1983c, 1986, 1988; Spack, 1985;
Myers, 1986).

In the constructivist view, facts comprise

only one component of knowledge.

That is, facts carry no

meaning unless there is a theory or interpretive framework
to explain them.

In contrast, in the objectivist view,

facts are equivalent to knowledge (Lester & Onore, 1990).
To simplify this with some hypothetical situations, if
a teacher takes a constructivist approach, he/she will view
knowledge as composed of objective and sUbjective facts or
realities.

This teacher behaves not only as a classroom

listener and observer, but also as a facilitator and
resource person in learning with students.

Because the

teacher articulates the essentialness of bringing the
learners' lives and new ideas together in the classroom as a
way of building knowledge, students are not expected to
passively absorb facts (Reither, 1985).

In addition, the

constructivist teacher negotiates curriculum with students.
Because the class is less hierarchical and authoritarian, it
I,

is student-centered rather than teacher-centered.
On the other hand, if a teacher holds an objectivist
view, he/she will accord facts an independent status.

In

class, this classroom teacher is the authority of knowledge.
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students are knowledge-takers.

To help students pass

standardized tests, students are required to copy the
teacher's well-prepared notes and complete a preset amount
of work each day toward the accumulation of knowledge.
Since the teacher sees his/her job as teaching a subject,
insights about what/how students are thinking are
irrelevant.

For the teacher, the most efficient way to

determine whether the students are learning is to test them
on recall of facts.

Because examination functions as their

motivation, students come to accept the teacher as
examiner.

In such a situation, students do not write

because it is pleasurable or gratifying.

The act of writing

rarely becomes their own, to use to satisfy their needs or
discover themselves or their world.

As a result, they do

not write very well (Frey, 1987).
When teachers have different views of knowledge, they
will hold different beliefs about writing and choose
different teaching activities and learning tasks to improve
students' speaking and writing.

In a writing class, if the

teacher holds a constructivist view, he/she will be
concerned with the role of writing in learning and
communication.

Because the teacher believes speaking and

writing are two essential means through which meaning
constructions are built, language activities will be used to
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help students learn.

Topics for papers evolve from the

students' knowledge and interests.
Generally, teaching and learning activities associated
with constructivist or process-oriented writing instruction
include brainstorming, free writing, clustering, looping,
tagmemics, small-group and whole-class discussions, peer
review, teacher-student conferences, journal writing, formal
essay writing with multiple drafts, sample essay analysis,
postponing concern with editing skills until the last draft,
and deferring or eliminating grades (Maley, 1988; Nelson,
1991).

Classroom discussions specifically related to a

particular writing topic are used to help students delineate
their ideas (Zamel, 1982) by providing the opportunity to
talk about, expand and relearn or reexamine their
experiences.

For convenience in instruction, process-

oriented activities in writing often are subdivided into
stages such as prewriting, drafting, sharing, revising, and
editing.

In short, the processes of writing are recursive

rather than linear, and complex rather than simple or
reducible to specific behaviors or acts.
On the other hand, if a teacher views knowledge in an
objectivist framework, the approaches to teaching writing
become prescriptive and product-oriented.

At the sentence

level, this approach emphasizes standard written English
grammar and usage; at the text level, it focuses on the
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traditional modes of discourse such as narration,
description, exposition, and argument (Lederman, 1988; Shen,
1989).

This approach also requires students to analyze

"classic" examples of good form, learn the rules that govern
the classic examples, and imitate those models (Zamel,
1976).

In this type of class, all writing tasks are imposed

by the teacher and students have no rights to decide the
topics of their texts.

Most of the readings are not related

to students' experiences, cultural background, prior
knowledge or cognitive tactics.

Therefore, it is very

difficult for students to draw on their own experiences and
ideas to create effective critical writing.

Finally,

objectivist teachers suppress the most basic function of
language--meaningful written and oral communication.
From the above illustrations, it is easy to see that
supporters of constructivist versus objectivist models place
learners very differently in the learning context.

If

objective facts are the primary concern and transmitting
information is the driving force behind teaching, the
learner will inevitably take a back seat.

That is,

knowledge of alternative explanations is not made available
to students.

In contrast, if, as a constructivist teacher,

knowledge and meaning are created through negotiation, the
learners play a central role in their own learning because
they are the agents of the construction.

A major
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implication to be drawn from the contrast between
constructivist and objectivist views concerns the classroom
focus.

Constructivist views lead teachers to focus on

negotiated learning, whereas objectivist views focus on
direct, transmission-oriented teaching.
Second-Language writing
During the 1950s and 1960s, product-oriented approaches
dominated schools of thought on ESL and second-language
teaching.

Speech was primary and writing served to

reinforce speech by stressing mastery of grammatical and
syntactic forms (Kroll, 1991; Kroll & Schafer, 1978; Zamel,
1976).

In applications of this approach, most teaching

activities and writing tasks were related to how to
strengthen students' grammar, syntax, and mechanics.

In

other words, writing emphasized accuracy rather than fluency
or originality.
However, extensive research (Krashen, 1984; Tricomi,
1986; Zamel, 1976) has shown that the formal or informal
study of grammar has little, no, or even a harmful influence
upon students' writing ability.

It has been suggested

(Krashen, 1984) that conscious knowledge of rules of grammar
and usage helps only at the editing stage and is limited to
straightforward, learnable aspects of grammar.

It is

important, however, for writers to be informed about the
rules and conventions of grammar.

Even widely read writers
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may not have acquired sufficient knowledge without engaging
in a conscious learning process (Krashen, 1984).

But overt

grammar teaching can be a detriment by preventing the
exploration of new meanings and disrupting the fluency and
flow of ideas in the text (Perl, 1979, 1980; Sommers, 1980).
In contrast to product-oriented approaches, processoriented writing emphasizes fluency of content.

Teachers

serve as listeners and collaborators and encourage students
to generate, formulate, and refine their ideas (Zamel,
1982).

However, research reveals that if students organize

their ideas well in their first language, they still need to
see, analyze, and practice the particularly English features
of a piece of writing (Kaplan, 1983; Leki, 1991; Raimes,
1983b).

That is to say, teachers should give students

opportunities to analyze the form of model essays and teach
them how to write controlling ideas and topic sentences.
This process is based on the principle that people in
different cultures construct and organize their
communication in different ways (Grabe & Kaplan, 1989;
Kaplan, 1967, 1983, 1988; Leki, 1991; Liebman, 1988;
Matalene, 1985; Mohan, 1986; Mohan & Lo, 1985; Purves,
1988) .
In a traditional product-oriented writing class, the
teacher is the sole audience for student writing.
however, this has been challenged.

Recently,

Some writing researchers
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now stres& the importance of identifying the purpose of a
piece of writing and the audience for it before composing a
text (Flower, 1988; Flower & Hayes, 1977, 1980; Reid, 1989).
These researchers believe that writers do their best when
writing is truly a communicative act, a writer writing for a
real reader.

Generally, in a process-oriented class,

student writers understand that what they first put down on
paper is a draft.

They recognize that they will revise

their texts based on feedback from their teachers and
classmates (Bridwell, 1980; Faigley & Witte, 1981; Flower &
Hayes, 1981; Roen & Willey, 1988).

In the process of

revising, students continue to discover new ideas, new
sentences, and new words to express their ideas.

Usually

the first draft of a text is not corrected or graded.
Readers respond only to the ideas expressed (Goldstein &
Conrad, 1990).

Because students do not write on a given

topic in a restricted time period and submit the composition
to the teacher to correct, the writing process becomes one
of discovering new ideas and language forms to express their
ideas.

In this way, the teaching of writing has begun to

move away from a focus on the written product to an emphasis
on the process of writing (Brook, 1987; Diaz, 1986; Falk,
1979; Hairston, 1982).
In fact, writing does not result in language
acquisition since writing does not directly provide
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comprehensible input (Falk, 1979; Krashen, 1985a; Taylor,
1974; Tricomi, 1986).

However, as Krashen and others point

out, writing is a powerful intellectual tool for cognitive
development (Krashen, 1985a; Flower & Hayes, 1980, 1981).
It helps writers' vague ideas become concretely manipulable,
allows writers to keep their,thoughts in memory, and helps
them

see relationships among their ideas and generate new

ideas.

In other words, writing is an excellent way of

stimulating mental development (Berthoff, 1972; Langer &
Applebee, 1987; Krashen, 1985a).
Generally, writing has three purposes:

(1) It's a

medium of communication with others (Smith, 1983); (2) a
tool for helping students to learn a language and academic
subjects (Emig, 1977; Liebman, 1988; Martin, D'Arcy, Newton,
& Parker, 1976; Raimes, 1983b); and (3) a means of fostering

a person's cognition (Berthoff, 1982; Flower & Hayes, 1977,
1980, 1981; Krashen, 1985a; Langer & Applebee, 1987).
Raimes (1983b) notes that the fact that people must
frequently communicate in writing is not the only reason to
include writing as a part of second-language learning.
writing also helps ESL students learn the target language.
That is, writing reinforces the grammatical structures,
idioms, and vocabularies that have been taught.

When

students write, they can be adventurous with the language
and go beyond what they have learned.

They become very
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involved with the new language and, consequently, make an
effort to discover and express ideas.
Learning to write is a way of learning to think because
thinking requires knowing how to discover and use the
resources of language (Berthoff, 1982; Langer & Applebee,
1987).

Of course, writing is not the only way to clarify

thoughts and develop new ideas.

Brainstorming, discussions,

and pure reflection can also serve to stimulate mental
progress and clarify ideas (Spack, 1984; Zamel, 1982).

Yet

writing may be the most effective way of generating new
ideas and solving problems (Flower & Hayes, 1981).
Perhaps the most useful of the cognitively oriented
models is provided by Flower and Hayes (1981).

This model

presents a general picture of the relationship between
writing and thinking.

Regardless of the nature of the

writing task, composing involves many levels of thinking
skills.

Yet writers should concentrate on two questions.

The first--"What do I want to say?"--is a content-oriented
concern that focuses on the written product.

The second--

"how will I convert my ideas into written form?"--is a
procedural concern that relates more to the process of
transforming thought into print than to the final product
(Maley, 1988; Taylor, 1981; Watson, 1982).
Transforming thought to print is a complex process.
Flower and Hayes (1980) maintain writing is among the most
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complex of all human mental activities.

To solve rhetorical

problems, the writer must produce an organized set of ideas
by selecting and arranging a manageable number of concepts
and relations from a vast body of knowledge and then fit
what they know to the needs of readers and to the
constraints of formal prose (Purves, 1986).

In addition,

the context in which writing occurs can affect the composing
process.

For example, writers must have the knowledge to

construct and express meaning and the language skills to
communicate what they know.
Because the process of writing requires tapping all
levels of thinking, the act of composing does not occur in
linear fashion.

Consequently, writing teachers need to

offer students a series of writing tasks whose content would
gradually increase in complexity and lead students through
such levels of thinking as knowledge, comprehension,
application, analysis, synthesis, evaluation etc.
Currently, those who advocate a "writing across the
curriculum" recommend content teachers emphasize the
prewriting stage and provide ample time for all writing
tasks (Berthoff, 1982; Cave, 1972; Goulston, 1987j Horowitz,
1986; Johnson, 1989; Langer & Applebee, 1987; Raimes, 1983b,
1983c; Reither, 1985; Roen, 1989; Spack, 1985, 1988).
Because they are realizing that writing is not separate from
thinking; rather, it is one of the best tools for exploring
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and analyzing ideas, an intrinsic part of learning any
conceptual subject matter.

Among supporters of this

concept, there seems to be greater interest in experiential
and cognitive approaches to prewriting.

The experiential

approach is based on the assumption that writing at its best
derives from real experience (Edelsky, 1989; Falk, 1979;
Freeman & Freeman, 1989; Hudelson, 1989; Nelson, 1991), and
attempts to solve actual problems (Flower & Hayes, 1977;
Horning, 1987a).

Besides, first, a writing theme should be

broad enough to allow students considerable latitude in
choosing their specific writing topics while still pointing
them in a general direction; second, a theme should not
exclude any writer by positing as a prerequisite a given
field of knowledge; and third, a theme should be flexible
enough to prove workable for any student, no matter what the
writer's previous experience and ability. cognitive
approaches draw more explicit attention to the mental
operations of planning and writing because "planning is not
a unitary stage, but a distinctive thinking process which
writers use over and over again during composing" (Flower &
Hayes, 1981, p. 375).
Rather than arguing for a particular approach, it may
be more beneficial to understand how these different
strategies complement each other.

In general, each writing

task has a specific communication purpose.

To achieve this
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purpose, it is necessary to identify a strategy to utilize
in the prewriting stage.

These strategies include

meditation, fantasy, brainstorming, observing, questioning,
journal writing, free-writing, looping, clustering, and
tagmemics. 1

All of these strategies are believed to precede

actual composing but they can take place after the writing
process has begun.
Usually, drafting is the term used to describe the
physical act of transcribing and translating ideas into
written text.

From the perspective of cognition, the chief

characteristic of drafting is marked by what has been called
cognitive overload (Flower & Hayes, 1977, 1979).

The writer

needs to deal with writing demands such as moving the piece
ahead by focusing on an idea, retrieving information from
long-term memory, choosing words that will best convey the
message, making tentative choices of syntactic and sentence
forms, remembering the written form of the word, and

ILooping, an extended or directed form of free-writing,
alternates free-writing with analysis and reflection.
Clustering shares some features with brainstorming, freewriting, and looping. But clustering uses visual means to
generate ideas. Because it is nonlinear, some ESL writers
find that it frees them from their conventional patterns of
thinking and enables them to explore their ideas more
deeply. Tagmemics (Ede, 1992) can be easily described: an
object, experience, or idea can be viewed as a particle (a
static unit), a wave (a dynamic unit changing over time), or
a field (a unit seen in the context of a larger network of
relationships). Each of these perspectives encourages
writers to ask different kinds of questions about their
writing topics.
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engaging in monitoring what has been written (Maley, 1988;
Flower & Hayes, 1981).

Generally, the most helpful advice

for dealing with the cognitive overload of the drafting
period is to forget about matters of word choice and form
and just get your ideas down on paper (Olshtain, 1991;
Sommers, 1980; Sommers & Schliefer, 1980; Vann, Meyer &
Corenz, 1984).

Obviously, there are some merits in this

suggestion; for example, writers can free themselves from
worrying about spelling and punctuation until they have
finished the first draft.
In fact, the best thinking-writing environment is
achieved when students play a different role as learners by
fantasizing, meditating, making sketches, mapping, arguing,
asking questions, observing, acting parts, and creating
novel solutions (Berthoff, 1972; Johnson, 1989; Langer &
Applebee, 1987). Because this process emphasizes intuition
and imagination.

In traditional classrooms, errors were

usually perceived as inherently bad, something to be
extirpated (Jones, 1985; Shaughnessy, 1977), but Kroll and
Schafer (1978) state that current theory and research on
cognition and language suggest a quite different view:
Errors are natural and arise from the learner's active
motivation to master the target language.

Usually, good

writers pause more often during writing and reread their
texts more frequently (Stallard, 1974).

Better writers,
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when they reread, "were pausing to plan what to write next,
rescanning to see if their plans fit, and then pausing again
to reformulate" (Pianko, 1979, p. 14).
Bruffee (1984) points out that writing, though often
performed in isolation, is essentially a social and
collaborative act, best nurtured in an environment in which
dialogue is encouraged and cooperation is rewarded.

Mittan

(1989) reports success in using peer groups to facilitate
the thinking and writing processes.

Several studies have

supported the conclusion that peer interaction is especially
useful during the prewriting, sharing, and revising stages
(Johnson, 1989; Pitzgerald, 1992; Sommers, 1980; Mittan,
1989; Wall & Petrovsky; 1981).

Intellectual growth is most

likely to occur when a person interacts with the
environment.

Therefore, the writing teachers' duty is to

structure communication contexts that provide students with
a real problem to solve, a genuine purpose in writing, and
an audience other than the teacher
Revising, like prewriting, occurs throughout the
process and often means composing anew.
involves two related operations:

Generally, revising

(1) evaluating what one

has written and (2) modifying the text as a result of those
evaluations.

Revising can occur at several levels:

The

writer may revise a word, a phrase, a sentence, a paragraph,
or the order and content of the entire text.

Zamel's (1983)
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case study of advanced ESL writers indicates that many of
the skilled writers tried, while revising, to reread their
papers from the point of view of a reader so that they could
anticipate and meet their readers' responses and
informational needs.

They usually focus their attention on

the larger, elements of order, content, and structure.

In

addition, research (Stallard, 1974) has shown that good
writers tend to revise more than poor writers; devote more
of their revision to new ideas, as contrasted to editing
changes (Faigley & Witte, 1981; Sommers, 1980); reread their
drafts more (Bridwell, 1980; Wall & Petrovsky, 1981); and
are more willing to change their initial plans or outlines
(Rose, 1980; Sommers, 1980).
classified into two types.

Unskilled writers can be
Some might be termed "obsessive

correctors" because they fuss inordinately with spelling and
punctuation or worry unduly that they have repeated a word
or forgotten a comma (Sommers, 1980; Stallard, 1974).
Others might be called "compulsive finishers."

They rush

through the writing assignments and are oblivious to
mistakes.
Much research (Beach, 1976; Faigley & Witte, 1981;
Mittan, 1989; Nelson, 1991; Sommers, 1980; Yancey, 1992;
Zamel, 1976) on revision in writing has suggested that the
following instructional strategies are very helpful in
teaching both skilled and unskilled writers:

(a) creating a
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writing environment in which revision is expected and
valued; (b) teaching student writers how to revise within
drafts, focusing on the macrostructure of what they have
written; (c) setting up peer review groups to help students
understand the diff.erence between responding as an
appreciative audience and correcting as an editor and to
teach them how to give and profit from both responses; and
(d) not grading initial drafts but, instead, giving students
genuine and constructive feedback between drafts.

However,

not every paper should be revised (Griffin, 1982; Johns,
1986; Raimes, 1983a).

In some cases, the writer is working

at his/her performance ceiling and his/her paper should be
accepted in its imperfect state.

In other cases, the

writing should be considered a work in progress and be put
aside for later rethinking.

occasionally, the results are

so unsatisfying that the writer should discard what has been
written and begin again.

And, in many instances, the

writing task does not require revision.

For example, a

student should not be required to revise a teacher-student
response journal, a literature response journal, free
writing, or notes made from text or a lecture.
To be effective, a writer needs to deal with rhetorical
context (audience, purpose for writing, and writing topic),
I

critical thinking (specialized knowledge, world knowledge,
and cognitive tactics), the writing process, rhetorical
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convention (form, rhetorical patterns, and topic
development), and language proficiency (syntax, word choice,
and mechanics).

An ESL student who is adept at writing one

kind of text may not be able to write another kind, not
necessarily because one kind is inherently more difficult or
demanding than the other, but because the ESL student lacks
experience reading and writing that kind of text.

Thus,

students' cultural experiences, background knowledge,
linguistic repertoires, and personalities all shape their
engagement in second language writing.

A study by Kaplan

(1988) reveals that most basic-level ESL writers do not
understand that audience must be defined before writing can
be undertaken.

In addition, these writers believe that

writing strategies and conventions employed in their first
language are the same as those in English.

Therefore, how a

student writes in English may be related to the thought
patterns of that student's native language (Kaplan, 1966,
1967; Matalene, 1985).

Although syntax, vocabulary, and

rhetorical form are important features of writing, they need
not be taught as ends in and of themselves.

Rather, they

should be taught as a means for better expressing one's
meanings (Zamel, 1982).
A study by Perl (1979) found that less skilled writers
view composing as more mechanical and formulaic, and they
are inhibited by their concerns with correctness and form.
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In other words, less skilled writers cannot go beyond the
surface to meet the needs and expectations of their
audience.

writing is a kind of social phenomenon, a

technique for negotiating meaning with an identifiable set
of human beings (Moll, 1986).

Basic-level ESL writers may

not assume that achieving this negotiated understanding
requires far more than a minimal control of syntactic and
lexical items in their target language.
Some research evidence (Zamel, 1990; Raimes, 1985)
indicates that most ESL students' writing difficulties are
associated with their lack of skill in putting ideas
together.

For many, lack of confidence may be a bigger

problem than limited language.

They are frustrated when

their L2 vocabulary does not allow them to explain their
ideas in a sophisticated manner, and they fail to take risks
in expressing themselves for fear that errors will result
(Nelson, 1991).

This situation is exacerbated when teachers

view these students as language learners rather than
developing writers (Zamel, 1990).

Writing teachers should

encourage ESL students to communicate via the written word,
thereby providing positive experiences and building
confidenca.
Lack of motivation is another serious problem for ESL
writers (Horning, 1987b; Faigley, Daly, & Witte, 1981).
Teachers can alter this attitude by allowing students to
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write about issues that are important to them and relate to
their culture, prior knowledge and experience, and their
social, academic, and future needs.
since writing is a cognitive, cultural, linguistic,
social and psychological activity, one of the teacher's
major responsibilities is to establish situations likely to
promote interaction between the teacher and students and
among students (Moll, 1986; Rubin, 1984).

In the process of

interaction, students are actively engaged in negotiating
meanings--in trying to make themselves understood--even when
their knowledge of the target language is incomplete.

When

the teacher:s role is less dominant (for example, in a
student-centered class), students will become more
responsible for their own learning.
Acquisition and Conscious Learning of the
Written Code of the Target Language
There are two different and independent ways of
developing writing ability in the second language:

We can

acquire and we can also learn (Falk, 1979; Gass & Selinder,
1994; Krashen, 1981, 1982, 1984, 1985a, 1985b; Taylor,
1974).

In Krashen's model (1984), acquisition is defined as

the informal process ESL writers use to acquire the written
code of the target language.

In contrast, learning involves

consciously study of the explicit written code.

Learning is
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developed through explicit or formal instruction and is
thought to be aided by the practice of error correction.
Krashen (1984) differentiates between writing
competence and writing performance.

Writing competence

refers to the abstract knowledge the proficient writer has
about writing.

Writing performance refers to the ability to

put this knowledge to use in practice. writing competence is
enhanced by self-motivated reading for interest and
pleasure.

This is not to say that extensive reading for

pleasure ensures good writing skills. Krashen maintains that
practicing writing, especially expository writing, helps
writers discover an efficient composing process such as how
to plan, review, and revise their papers.
According to Krashen (1984), conscious learning (as
opposed to acquisition) does not contribute to fluency of
text, and can seriously impede spoken communication for
second language learners.

The only function of conscious

learning is to edit or monitor writing.

Effective

monitoring requires sufficient time, a focus on form
(correctness), and adequate knowledge of grammatical rules.
In the early stages of the composing process, conscious
learning can "interfere with the creation of the meaning"
(Krashen, 1984, p. 23).

Therefore, rule instruction has a

limited role in the development of writing ability.

It
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simply serves to fill in some of the gaps left by incomplete
acquisition (Falk, 1979; Jones, 1985).
Krashen (1981), and Dulay and Burt (1974) also have
proposed the natural order hypothesis, which states that
second language learners tend to acquire English grammatical
structure in predictable sequences, such that one linguistic
structure is acquired before another.

The natural order

hypothesis predicts, for example, that second language
learners will acquire the morpheme "ing" before modal
auxiliaries such as "can, may, might, and must" (Dulay &
Burt, 1973, 1974).

Although this hypothesis has been

criticized by some linguists, nearly all researchers concede
that second language students go through similar stages in
acquiring grammatical structures.

More important, this

natural order hypothesis suggests that grammatical errors
are a natural part of second language development.

That is,

when certain grammatical errors occur repeatedly in a
writer's texts, it may indicate that this writer is not
quite ready to use these specific structures.

If a writer

is not psychologically or cognitively ready to acquire a
particular grammatical structure, it will be impossible for
the teacher to directly teach this structure.

In Krashen's

opinion, grammar instruction or error correction has a
limited role in the acquisition of the code of the written
language (1984, 1985a).
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For Krashen (1984, 1985a), the acquisition of the code
of the written language can be fully explained on the basis
of comprehensible input.

Krashen's input hypothesis is

comprised of four related propositions.
process is acquisition not learning.

First, the relevant

Second, acquisition

takes place when readers understand a structure a bit beyond
their current stage of reading competence, that is, when the
input of the reading material, "i," is slightly more
advanced than their own level of development and thus could
be called "i + 1."

Third, when the transaction between

writers and readers is successful and sufficient in
quantity, "i + 1" will be provided automatically.

Finally,

writing ability will emerge even if it is not taught
directly.
In order for ESL writers to obtain maximum
comprehensible input from class discussions, writing
teachers should simplify or adjust their speech to the
linguistic and cognitive levels of the writers.

In so

doing, writing teachers can use a slower rate of speaking,
containing longer pauses between major constituents; clear
articulation; a high pitch; and a simple vocabulary (Raimes,
1983b).

However, research (Krashen, 1984, 1985b) indicates

even though ESL writers are constantly exposed to
comprehensible input, they may have a residue, a small set
of conventions and rules that acquisition has not provided.
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so, it is not input per se that is important in the
development of the code of the written language.

In other

words, comprehensible input can occur through other avenues
such as formal instruction or meaningful interaction between
teachers and students or among students, writing practice
with multiple drafts and sample essay analysis etc.
Krashen (1984) hypothesizes that writing competence in the
first language develops in the same way as second language
writing competence, that is, through exposure to
comprehensible input (Krashen cited in Tricomi, 1986).

In

addition, Krashen states that, "If second language
acquisition and the development of writing ability occur in
the same way, writing ability is not learned but is acquired
via extensive reading in which the focus of the reader is on
the message" (Krashen, 1984, p. 23).

That is, if a writer

has done a large amount of reading and understands what is
written, he/she will subconsciously acquire the grammatical
structures and discourse rules for writing.

Because the

most valuable input for acquisition is language that goes
just a step beyond the structures which second language
students have already acquired, reading materials assigned
by writing teachers.should not go too far beyond students'
language competence, social and cultural background, prior
knowledge, or cognitive ability (Brinton, Snow & Wesche,
1989).

Otherwise, the input will be prevented from reaching
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those parts of the brain responsible for the acquisition of
the code of the written language.

Acquisition occurs most

efficiently, Krashen states, when acquirers forget they are
reading another language (Krashen, 1984).
While Krashen's approach focuses heavily on cognitive
and linguistic processes as the causal variables in second
language acquisition, it is important to recognize the
critical role of social, cultural, and interpersonal factors
as well.

Some of these factors are in fact suggested by

Krashen's model.

For example, Krashen and others (Daly,

1978; Dulay, Burt & Krashen, 1982; Faigley, Daly, & Witte,
1981; Fox, 1980; Gass & Selinker, 1994; Gardner & Lambert,
1972; Horning, 1987b; Krashen, 1984; Nelson, 1991; Smith,
1983) have indicated that affective variables such as
motivation, anxiety, and self-confidence are strongly
related to successful second language development.

Krashen

(1984, 1985a) describes this as an "affective filter."

When

the filter is "up"--when writers feel anxious or threatened
--input cannot be processed.

Those writers with high or

strong affective filters will be unable to use all available
input because psychological factors intervene; those with
lower or weaker affective filters, shaped by stronger
motivation, better self-confidence, and lower anxiety, will
be more likely to seek input and more open to using it.

The

lower the affective filter, the more the writer can exploit

52

the possibilities for acquisition of the code in the
learning environment.

Apparently, the metaphorical filter

serves a neurological function such that for learners with a
strong affective filter, even if they understand the speech
and messages from reading, input will not reach that part of
the brain responsible for the acquisition of the code of the
written language.
It is suggested here that the "filter" is ultimately
socially rooted and mediated.

The combination of social,

cultural, and cognitive/neurological process glossed by an
expanded notion of Krashen's "affective filter,"

may be the

sole reason that learners who obtain a great deal of
comprehensible input still stop short of the native writer
level.

Moreover, when second language writers find that the

criteria of the discourse community in English are congruent
with their Ll rhetorical conventions, they are likely to
acquire the code of the written language more quickly and
successfully.

Conversely, when they find that American

English rhetorical conventions are incongruent with their
own, they acquire the code more slowly and may stop before
they gain native-like English proficiency.
In short, to acquire the code of the written language,
reading is necessary but not sufficient for the acquisition
of writing competence.

If a writer has no motivation or

desire to integrate with the target language or to be like
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members of the group writing the second language:

if the

writer's culture and language are not respected by others;
or their anxiety is too high, they will stop acquiring the
target language.

Smith (1983) argues that if a reader wants

to acquire written language code, at least two factors must
be met.

The first is the expectation of success, and the

second is the ability to regard oneself as a member of the
writer's "club."
Chapter Summary
Writing has been presented here as a cognitive,
cultural, linguistic, social, and psychological activity.
If a writer wants to convey his/her intentions to the
readers effectively, he/she needs to pay attention to a
number of things:

a high degree of organization in the

development of ideas and information; a high degree of
accuracy so that there is no ambiguity of meaning; the use
of complex grammatical devices for focus and emphasis; and a
careful choice of vocabulary, grammatical patterns, and
sentence structures to create a style which is appropriate
to the subject matter and the potential readers (Maley,
1988).

In most cases, the writer's intention influences the

choice of organization and the choice of language.
Considering the audience helps the writer to select what to
say and how to present it in the most appropriate style
(Flower & Hayes, 1980, 1981).
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In addition, in the process of writing, writers need to
have specialized knowledge, world knowledge, and cognitive
tactics.

When writers have adequate specialized knowledge

and world knowledge related to the writing topic, they will
have a lot to say about the topic in their papers.

However,

a writer's world knowledge is strongly related to his/her
culture and living experiences.

Therefore, writers need to

participate actively in classroom activities such as smallgroup and whole-class discussions, peer review, and teacherstudent conferences to reshape the ideas or negotiate
meanings with their audiences (Goldstein & Conrad, 1990;
Johnson, 1983).
Generally, good writers and poor writers have different
knowledge of the composing process.

Good writers make good

use of small-group and whole-class discussions, peer review,
and teacher-student conferences to reshape their writing
plans even though elaborate outlines are prepared at the
predrafting stage.

In other words, good writers change

their ideas as they write.

In contrast, poor writers who

see writing outlines as "strait-jackets," following the
original plan without deviation, thereby ignoring the
interplay between writing and thinking that can create new
ideas and lead to improvements.

In £act, there is a good

deal of recycling from planning to drafting, revising, and
editing.

Good writers tend to concentrate on getting the
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content right first and leaving details like correcting
spelling, punctuation, and grammar until later.
Alternatively, poor writers may concentrate throughout the
whole writing process on accuracy in grammar and punctuation
without considering whether or not the overall structure is
clear.

At the editing stage, poor writers tend not to

engage in editing but assume that their writing is clear to
others because it is clear to them.
People from different cultures construct and organize
ideas in different ways (Grabe & Kaplan, 1989; Johns, 1984;
Kaplan, 1988, 1967; Liebman, 1988; Matalene, 1985; Mohan,
1986; Mohan & Lo, 1985); therefore, ESL writers may need
assistance in learning to speak Americans' academic
language, writing for American audiences, and, in effect, to
"tryon" the particular ways of knowing, selecting,
evaluating, reporting, concluding, and arguing that define
the discourse of the American reading and writing community
(Bartholomae, 1986).

Generally, ESL writers can develop

their knowledge of rhetorical convention through a large
amounts of interesting and appropriate readings (Krashen,
1984, 1985a; McKay, 1989), writing practice with multiple
drafts, model essay analysis, or a variety of classroom
activities.
In Krashen's opinion, the acquisition of the second
language is the same as the development of writing ability
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in the second language.

If a writer wants to acquire the

code of written language, he/she needs to do a large amount
of voluntary reading centered on genuine interests.
Usually, conscious learning of grammatical rules is not a
prerequisite for acquisition, but conscious learning does
help students to fill in the gaps left by incomplete
acquisition of edited American English.

Consequently,

students need to accept instruction of rules and conventions
of grammar.

However, this kind of grammar teaching must be

limited to those learnable (capable of being easily
understood) and portable (capable of being carried around in
one's head and readily applied) rules, and their application
should be limited to the editing stage (krashen, 1984; Kroll

& Schafer, 1978; Tricomi, 1986).

When there is a variety

and a large quantity of comprehensible input from reading,
it is still possible for the readers not to acquire the code
of the written language.

This situation is explained by

social, cultural and interpersonal factors, including
Krashen's notion of an affective filter.

When writers have

no motivation or desire to become part of the writer's
world; when anxiety is too high and confidence with one's
language proficiency is too low; individuals will not
acquire the code of written English.
Extensive research (Gungle & Taylor, 1989; Horning,
1987bi Krashen, 1984, 1985ai McLeod, 1987i Nelson, 1991)
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shows that affective variables such as motivation, anxiety
and self-confidence are strongly associated with successful
second language development. Research by Zamel (1990)
indicates that most ESL students' writing difficulties are
associated with their lack of skill in putting ideas
together, rather than with limited language proficiency.
Therefore, the writing teacher's role in the class is to
provide an environment in which students will learn about
writing, see models of good writing, get plenty of practice
in writing, and receive help during the process. In other
words, the teacher can (a) raise students' awareness of the
process of writing by explicitly identifying the stages of
writing;

(b) serve as a listener, observer, facilitator, and

collaborator during the early stages of the writing process
by helping students to compile their ideas through smallgroup and whole-class discussions;
with students in the class;

(c) analyze sample essays

(d) intervene with unobtrusively

in students' writing by encouraging them to read each
other's writing or suggesting restructuring and revisions
during teacher-student conferences; and (e) encourage
students to pay attention to content and organization first
and leave correction of grammatical errors to later drafts.
In short, the classroom should provide an environment in
which students can experience being writers by thinking
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about purpose and audience, drafting a piece of writing,
revising it, and sharing it with others.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
This chapter presents the assumptions underlying
naturalistic and ethnographic inquiry, along with the
research design for this study, the sampling procedures,
the interview processes, and procedures for data analysis.
Assumptions Underlying Naturalistic
and Ethnographic Inquiry
The general approach of this study is naturalistic and
ethnographic:

naturalistic in that it studies ESL students'

writing experiences in a realistic learning environment, and
ethnographic in that it uses the anthropological technique
of participant-observer (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983;
Spradley, 1980).

This approach, which emphasizes case

studies (Yin, 1984) was preferable to an experimental design
because experiments related to ESL students' writing can be
distorted by extraneous factors which were not the focus of
the study.

Moreover, such a design tends to neglect the

classroom as a setting in its own right, with dynamics and
influences on behavior.

Questionnaires and surveys thus

preclude looking at writing in an authentic context.
Participant responses are influenced by participants' own
awareness of the setting and acknowledgment of the special

60

nature of the setting.

Further, the researcher's role also

influences participants' behavior--a fact that is often
ignored or denied in formal experimental designs.
Ethnographic and naturalistic approaches (Hammersley, &
Atkinson, 1983; Spradley, 1979), on the other hand,
recognize the reflexivity of social research, and the fact
that the researcher is intrinsically part of the social
scene being documented and interpreted.

Participant

observation is integral to such an approach; as both actor
and observer, the participant-observer is not only part of
the social activity described, but also a reflective
recorder, observer and interpreter.

This shared reflexive

activity also helps dispel participants' feelings that they
are performing for someone who will eventually rate or
evaluate them.

In this study, I acted as a private tutor

who was a coach rather than an evaluator.

I observed,

directed, encouraged, and collaborated with the four
students in their efforts to create English texts.
wilson (1977) points out that
Behavior is significantly influenced by the
settings in which it occurs. It is essential to
study psychological events in natural settings.
Divergent findings result when the same phenomenon
is studied in the laboratory.
. . . Human
behavior is complexly influenced by the context in
which it occurs. Any research plan ~hich takes
the actors out of the naturalistic setting may
negate those forces and hence obscure its own
understanding.
(p. 247)
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To this it can be added, quoting Freeman (1986), that

"the

ethnographer's task . . . is not to prove anything, as much
as it is to understand it" (p. 11).

Based on this

philosophy, the naturalistic, ethnographic research
methodologies were chosen for this study, with some
modifications, to be discussed later.
In the past, almost all research on the composing
process was conducted in artificial, controlled settings
where writers could be observed first-hand.

Researchers

used a variety of methods to observe students' writing
behaviors, including videotaping, and observing writing
behaviors and then asking them to verbalize about their
writing either during or immediately after the writing
process, subsequently drawing inferences from these
introspections (Lay, 1982; Matsuhasi, 1981; Flower & Hayes,
1977).

When students sit in a classroom to write essays

with a videotape machine over their shoulders, their writing
problems and composing behaviors will be strongly influenced
by this writing setting.

In other words, the results

produced in such setting may be distorted or inaccurate.
Although most naturally occurring writing never occurs under
such circumstances, much of the support for recent composing
process theory is drawn from research conducted in these
controlled environments.

Perl (1980a) thinks protocol

analysis is not appropriate for ESL students.

He believes
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that asking students to compose aloud changes the composing
process substantially.

Faigley and witte (1981) reiterates

the same notion:
Verbal protocols require writers to do two things at
once-- they must write and they must attempt to
verbalize what they are thinking as they pause.
Perhaps some subjects can be trained to do both tasks
with facility, but many writers find that analyzing
orally what they are doing as they write interferes
with their normal composing processes, interrupting
their trains of thought.
(p. 412)
other research on ESL writing suffers from the absence
of triangulation (Liebman, 1988).

Although many conclusions

from this research have proved to be accurate, they require
subject to expansion and evaluation.

Recent research

(Carrell, 1987) in contrastive rhetoric has gone beyond text
analysis as a research methodology to explore rhetorical
contrasts in finished texts.

Other researchers (Mohan,

1986; Mohan & Lo, 1985) have used surveys to attempt to
reveal more subtle writing differences among speakers of
different languages, especially differences that stem from
the rhetorical instruction that speakers receive in their
native languages.

However, survey research such as this

does not reflect what actually occurs when ESL students
write and talk about writing in natural settings.

For these

reasons above, a naturalistic case study approach was chosen
by this research.
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Research Design
In seeking a research method that would help answer the
first and second research questions, I found that I needed
to modify conventional ethnographic participant-observer
approach.

To collect data related to these questions, the

four students were interviewed individually.

Each student

was being asked to read the subject's consent form to ensure
that he/she was informed of the nature of this research
study and of how he/she participated in it, if he/she
consented to do so.

Federal regulations require written

informed consent prior to participation in any research
study so that each participant can know the nature and the
risks of his/her participation and can decide to participate
or not participate in a free and informed manner.

Each

participant was told that signing the consent form indicates
that he/she has been so informed and that he/she gives
his/her consent.

If he/she agrees to participate, he/she

will be asked to hand in syllabus, writing notes, writing
assignments and handouts from his/her English 106, 107 and
108, and accept interviews.

After each of them had read and

understood the subject's consent form, all of them signed
and agreed to participate in this research.

How I obtained

informed consent from the four students is discussed more
fully in the sections that follow.
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Data related to the four students' personal and
academic background, school-based English learning
experiences in Taiwan, and post-graduation English learning
experiences were collected at the beginning of the English
107 class when all four students were enrolled.

Data

related to the four students' L2 language acquisition
situation in Tucson were collected after each of the four
students completed this writing program.
To answer the second research question, I interviewed
the four students and the 107 and 108 writing teachers at
the end of each writing classes.

I conducted classroom

observations in the 107 and 108 classes from spring 1993 to
Fall 1993, and analyzed the four students' writing tasks and
comments on their formal essays by their 107 and 108 writing
teachers separately.
To increase the study's validity, I used an individual
interview technique.

These open-ended interviews (see

Appendix A) for each student lasted approximately 4-5 hours
and were tape-recorded and transcribed.

Although the

primary data for this study consisted of students' responses
to interview questions, classroom observation during Spring
1993 and Fall 1993 also were undertaken (see Appendix B).
Notes were kept on the focus of teaching activities,
classroom interaction, the roles of students' and
instructors' attitudes toward writing.

Students' writing
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tasks and their teachers' comments on their formal essays
were analyzed, as were class syllabi, students' notes, and
writing assignments and handouts.

In addition, each English

107 and 108 instructor was interviewed to examine his/her
opinions about each student's writing and language
experiences and difficulties (see Appendix C).

Each writing

teacher's interview lasted approximately an hour and was
tape-recorded and transcribed.
sampling Procedure
The criteria for participation in this study were as
follows:
1.

Students must have graduated from a junior college in
Taiwan.

2.

Students must be less than 30 years of age.

3.

Students must have first enrolled in writing classes at
The University of Arizona after Fall 1992.

4.

Students must have failed the ISEEE and needed English
106 as a prerequisite to the English 107 and 108
sequence.

5.

Students must have taken all English writing classes at
The university of Arizona rather than at a community
college.

6.

Students must be accessible for and amenable to the
interviews and observations.
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A number of factors were considering in identifying
these selection criteria.

First, according to the Chinese

student Association (1992), 90% of Taiwanese students
attending the UA were junior college graduates, 5% were from
senior colleges in Taiwan, and about 5% went to American
senior high schools in Taiwan or completed their senior high
school education in the U.s. or another foreign country.
Thus, criterion 1 was designed to ensure that participants
with similar educational backgrounds could be identified.
students attending junior colleges in Taiwan typicallY
graduated at the age of 20, but males must serve in the army
for two years.

A majority of junior college graduates must

work for a period of time to save money for tuition and
living expenses during further study in America.

As a

result, most undergraduate Taiwanese students studying in
the united states are between 25 and 30 years of age.
Criterion 2 was set in light of this fact.
criteria 3 and 4 were established based on the
following information.

Of the undergraduate Taiwanese

students entering the university in the Fall of 1992, 85%
failed the writing placement test administered by the
English Department.
to waive English 106.

only 15% passed the test and were able
In order to identify participants who

represented the learning situation of most undergraduate
Taiwanese students enrolled in writing classes for
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international students, it was necessary that participants
be among those in the majority group and that they enrolled
in writing classes during similar time periods.
composition course credit may be transferred from other
institutions, and some Taiwanese students took writing
classes at community colleges.

However, the foci of this

study were the tension and growth experienced by non-native
writers of English in a university environment.
Consequently, criterion 5 was established. The purpose of
criterion 6 is obvious.
Interview Procedures
The four students interviewed in the study, Michael,
John, Helen, and Mary, were non-native speakers of English
who were, at the time of the interview, enrolled in fulltime academic study and taking various writing classes for
non-native speakers.

They were enrolled in the university's

writing program during different semesters, and were taught
by different writing teachers (see Appendix D).

Michael and

Helen were majors in the Department of Finance, and John and
Mary were from the Department of Management Information
Systems.

After understanding the purpose of this research,

they all expressed interest and signed consent forms.

To

lessen their apprehension, I assured them of confidentiality
and anonymity.

I would personally transcribe all tapes, and
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no one else would listen to them.

In all cases interviewing

took place in the Main Library at The University of Arizona.
The four students were advised that I would be
available Monday through Friday from 1:00-4:00 p.m. during
the period from Spring 1993 to Fall 1993.

During these

meetings, we talked, read, or wrote at students' discretion.
Most often, they preferred for me to discuss issues related
to their assigned reading materials or to proofread their
writings.
To understand all factors contributing to the tension
and growth of these students in their writing, I often spent
time with them on weekends.

I was continuously alert to the

personality, interests, and needs of each student.

They

were never rushed during interviews or our informal
conversations; I gave them as much time as necessary to
consider issues and present responses.

Questions were open-

ended to avoid presenting limited alternatives from which to
choose.

Every attempt was made to ensure that the students

understood the questions and responded candidly and
completely.

Mild prompting was used to suggest a more

appropriate answer if a subject's response did not relate to
the question.

Any issue bearing on the overall concern of

the research which arose during the interviews was pursued.
All participants appeared to be interested, sincere,
empathetic, and willing to share in the process; Michael and
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Mary, however, were involved to a greater extent than John
or Helen.

John seemed to believe that he handled his

writing tasks very well and did not need assistance.
Because of her extremely introverted personality, Helen
needed to be prompted to ask for help.
Analysis Procedures
The data were subjected to thematic and content
analysis (Seidman, 1991; Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983).
Since predetermined categories can be misunderstood by
participants and inappropriate for interpretive purposes, I
was interested in what terms the students themselves used to
discuss the tension and growth they experienced as nonnative writers of English in a university writing program
for international students.

I did not want to give them

factors to judge or rate, or leave them without alternatives
against which to balance their opinions.

Eventually four

thematic categories grew out of the data which corresponded
to the first research question; another five categories
emerged which corresponded to the second research question.
For purposes of clarity, this study is divided into two
parts.

The first part is related to how the four students

acquired the code of written English and what their L2
writing assumptions were upon entering The University of
Arizona.

The second part is related to the four students'

learning experiences after entering the university writing
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program.

This second component included the four students'

writing difficulties and their L2 writing assumptions after
completing a university writing program.

Research questions

and their corresponding categories are shown below.
Research Question 1
How did Taiwanese students who are presently attending
a large u.s. university acquire the code of written English
and what were their L2 writing assumptions upon entering a
university writing program for international students?
categories.
1.

Personal and Academic Background

2.

School-Based English Learning Experiences in Taiwan

3.

4.

a.

Junior high school writing experiences

b.

Junior college writing experiences

Post-Graduation writing Experiences
a.

Supplementary schools

b.

Cultural exchange program in Taiwan

c.

Language school in California

Language Acquisition situation in Tucson, America

Research Question 2
What writing difficulties did these students experience
in a university writing program for international students
and What were their L2 writing assumptions after completing
this writing program for international students?
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categories.
1.

Cognitive Aspects

2.

Cultural Aspects

3.

Linguistic Aspects

4.

Social Aspects

5.

Psychological Aspects

These five categories reflect not only the students'
writing difficulties but also insight into their beliefs
about L2 writing.
After the interview data were organized into different
categories, each student's viewpoints in each category were
interpreted.

Comparisons are provided in Chapter Five;

Chapter six presents an overall analysis of each case.
Finally, Krashen's (1984) writing hypothesis is applied to
explain each subject's tension and growth in a university
writing program for international students.

Using an

interpretative case study approach, the four students'
personal and academic background, inside/outside school
writing experiences in Taiwan, and after-school language
acquisition situation in America are examined in Chapter
Four.
Chapter Summary
After explaining the reasons why
naturalistic/ethnographic case study approach was chosen for
this study, I described how I had designed the study and
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open-ended interview questions.

The criteria for

participation in this study also were defined and explained.
Finally, interview and data analysis procedures were
introduced. In Chapter Four, the first research question-how Taiwanese students who are presently attending a large

u.s.

university acquired the code of written English and

what were their L2 writing assumptions upon entering a
university writing program for international students--is
addressed.
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CHAPTER 4
STUDENT PROFILES
This chapter presents each subject's (1) personal and
academic background,

(2) school-based English learning

experiences in Taiwan, including junior high school and
junior college,

(3) post-graduation English learning

experiences, and (4) L2 language acquisition situation in
Tucson, America.

These data are presented to answer the

first research question:

How did Taiwanese students who are

presently attending a large U.S. university acquire the code
of written English and what were their L2 writing
assumptions upon entering a university writing program for
international students?
The personal and academic background section describes
each student's age, personality factors, family, and
educational background.

The section on school-based English

writing experiences in Taiwan includes each student's L2
writing experiences in junior high school and junior
college.
period:

The students learned English over an eight-year
three years in junior high school and five years in

junior college.

The section on post-graduation English

writing experiences contains each student's beliefs about
their Ll and L2 writing after graduating from the junior
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high and junior college, and after learning some writing
strategies from non-school-based agencies.

The section on

second language acquisition situation in Tucson illustrates
how each student interacts with native English speakers, and
each student's experiences in acquiring the code of writing
English after enrolling in the university.
Michael
Personal and Academic Background
At the time of this study, Michael was 25 years old.
He grew up in a middle-class family in Taiwan. His mother
died when he was 12 and his father runs a hardware store to
support the entire family.

After graduation from elementary

school, his entire family moved to the suburb of Taipei.
There he went to public junior high school in his community.
Michael's father had great expectations for him, and hoped
he would attend a "first-rate" senior high school in Taipei
after graduation from junior high school.

His father was

disappointed when Michael failed the Senior High School
Joint Entrance Examination, and the father decided to send
Michael to junior college to major in business management.
School-Based English Learning
Experience in Taiwan
Michael explained that he failed the Senior High School
Joint Entrance Examination because he was often sick during
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junior high school and did not attend school regularly.
When he could not keep up with the school schedule and lost
interest in studying.

At that time,

thought he was not a hard worker.

teachers in the school

At home his father was

always preoccupied with his own business, and Michael could
not find anyone to discuss questions with him.

His English

learning experiences in junior high school are reflected in
the following statements:
In class, I needed to learn about the grammar
rules and vocabulary of English. Teachers usually
translated each English lesson into Chinese and
then spent a lot of time on teaching grammatical
rules to me.
I was given the grammar rules and
examples, told to memorize them, and then asked to
apply the rules to other examples.
However, after attending junior college, Michael said
he changed a lot.

It was not necessary for him to work as

hard as before because there was no academic pressure at the
junior college.

This allowed time for him to do all the

things he enjoyed.

He began a morning exercise program and

made new friends at school.

He restored his health and

actively participated in associations for students on
campus.
When Michael was a fourth grade student at junior
college, he became a leader in the school's Boy Scout
Association.

To apply for grants from school

administrators, he started to practice writing official
documents.

In addition, he created a writing pamphlet for
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all members of the Boy Scout Association to share their
personal experiences and academic concerns.

Michael said

this was his greatest accomplishment in junior college.
Referring to his English learning in junior college, Michael
explained:
I found English reading materials in my college
are less and simpler than those of ordinary
college-bound senior high schools.
In the fourth
year, I had freshman English.
But I was told in
freshman English class that each language has a
finite number of patterns.
In order to acquire
the structural patterns, I was asked to memorize
gOO-sentence patterns.
In the fifth grade, I had
English conversation or business writing as
electives.
In conversation class, I followed
teachers to repeat each line of the dialogue and
then teacher and all my classmates took different
roles in dialogues to continue practicing.
Besides, I had substitution, transformation, or
question-and-answer practice.
It made me feel
very bored. As to the business writing class,
teachers only translated the content of the
textbook into Chinese and showed me some business
writing models.
I only practiced to write
business letters once or twice a semester.
Apparently, Michael's English education in junior
college is similar to the curriculum in junior high school
in Taiwan.

Even in a conversation class, students have very

limited opportunities to use English in a conversational
context.
Post-Graduation English Learning Experiences
After graduation from junior college, Michael served in
the army for two years.

After his military service, he

decided to undertake further study overseas.

Before he went
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abroad, he enrolled in supplementary school for 16 weeks to
prepare for the TOEFL:
I had learned a lot of vocabularies, grammatical
rules, reading strategies, and test-taking skills
from this supplementary school.
I used to be a
slow reader.
Every time I had not finished
reading the articles assigned by my teachers, the
time was up. But supplementary school taught me a
lot of reading strategies to find the right
answers from the original texts.
I was not
worried about the constraint of time again.
Michael studied hard, and passed the TOEFL in six
months.

He was then admitted to The University of Arizona

with a major in finance, and began to plan for a new life as
a student in the united states.

Before going abroad,

Michael went to the Language Test and Training Center
(L.T.T.C.) at National Taiwan university for two months to
learn writing and conversation skills.

What he learned from

this program is indicated in this statement:
My teachers are Americans.
Every day we had
small-group and whole-class discussions. At that
time, I didn't think discussing my writing tasks
with others was an enjoyable experience. Once the
teacher did not see me, I would talk L1 with my
groupmates and gossiped about some outside topics.
However, I learned how to write theme and topic
sentences from this program.
Especially, I feel
more confident in my ability to clearly express my
ideas in writing now.
Michael provided additional insights which shed light
on the issue of what a learner brings from his/her culture
and how that background interacts with what he/she
undertakes to compose in English.

He states:
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I had never taken into account the audience and
the purposes of my writing before starting to
write L1 essays.
I thought most L1 writers were
just like me. However, American teachers said if
I don't know who the readers are, I won't know
what or how to write. They always reminded me not
to mention two things or issues in a paragraph.
In addition, they told me to say directly what I
want to tell readers. Don't express my idea in an
indirect way.
It is easy to make the audience get
lost. At the same time, one teacher told me I
often used different words to describe the same
issue or feeling.
It gave readers a sense of
repetition. However, I think different words
represent different feelings or images in my mind.
If I don't use these words to describe, readers
can't read my mind.
L2 Acquisition Situation in Tucson
Michael arrived in Tucson in Fall of 1992.

To complete

his degree quickly, he took 15 units that Fall:

12 on

campus and three at a nearby community college.

In spring

1993, Michael took 18 units:
community college.
campus.

12 on campus and six at the

That Summer, he took 12 credits on

Between Fall of 1992 and Summer of 1993, he took

all of his English writing classes at the university.

He

always went to writing classes with John (another
participant in this study).
Michael's university teachers in the 106 and 107
classes were native speakers of English, but his 108 teacher
was a non-native-English speaker whose first language was
Chinese.

According to Michael's description, the 106

writing class was not difficult for him because he had
learned basic writing strategies and composing rules at the
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Language Test and Training Center in Taiwan.

Michael

described the 107 writing class as the most practical; he
learned a lot of writing strategies from this class.
However, he felt that 108 was totally different from the 106
and 107 classes.

Because the 108 course is

literature-based, Michael needed to read and write a great
deal each week.

He complained that writing occupied too

much time, and that he had no time left for the classes in
his major.

However, he received all A's in his major and

was awarded a 7,000 scholarship from the international
student office in the Fall of 1993.

He also was recommended

by his 107 writing teacher in Spring 1993 to take part in
the writing contest.

Although he failed to win this

contest, he felt very proud of his accomplishments.
At the time of this study, Michael had lived in Tucson
for one-and-a-half years, but he could not speak English
fluently.

When he attended his major classes, he could not

take notes and listen to instructors' lectures
simultaneously.

He expressed frustration with his own

language ability because, he said, he could understand only
60-70% of the content from his major classes.
Michael seldom interacted with native speakers.

He

lived, studied, and enjoyed leisure activities with his
friends from Taiwan.
for Bible study.

Occasionally, he would go to church

To improve his English, he subscribed to
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some popular magazines; however, he had no time to read.
Finally Michael decided to watch talk shows on television.
However, he said, this was not helpful.

In the Summer of

1993, he met a native-language speaker in one of his
classes.

On occasion, he invited this classmate to his home

to talk with him and his roommate. This friendship seemed to
enhance Michael's language skills.

But he was still

bothered by his inadequate reading strategies and speech
ability.

According to his statements, Michael always spent

twice the time of others reading an article assigned by his
writing teachers, because he had to rely on an electronic
translation machine to read and write.

Worse, Michael said,

he often misunderstood the meanings of the articles.
received straight A's in his major classes he felt,
because he was a hard worker.

He
just

For Michael, this did not

imply that he had an adequate English language proficiency.
John
Personal and Academic Background
John was 25 at the time he was interviewed.
born into a wealthy family.

He was

His father was a very

successful and wealthy businessman, and John said he has
never worried about financial problems.

As the eldest son

in the family, his parents had great expectations for him
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from childhood.

John's parents subscribed to many magazines

and children's literature for him.
John is intelligent and extroverted.

He often went out

with his parents and participated in many social activities,
which provided significant world experience.

John gave his

friends the impression that he was more "sophisticated" than
others his age.
School-Based Learning Experience in Taiwan
When John was a junior high school student, he was not
particularly interested in studying.

He stated:

I seldom interacted with teachers or classmates in
English class. Most of the time teachers used Ll
to lecture, and I sat there to listen and made
notes. After the lesson was finished, I was asked
to write out the right answers to the questions at
the end of each lesson. Although the format of
the questions was very diverse, it wasn't hard for
me to copy some right answers from the original
lessons. That is, I didn't need to use my own
words to create sentences.
John spent most of his time on the playground; he said
playing basketball was one of his favorite pastimes.
Occasionally, his parents were contacted by teachers because
he fought with others at school. Although John's parents had
hired private tutors to teach him after school, John failed
the Senior High School Joint Entrance Examination.

His

parents were very much disappointed in John, and decided to
send him to junior college to major in Industrial
Engineering.
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During the time John was enrolled in junior college, he
subscribed to some magazines and began to read them.

When

he was a fourth year student in junior college, he slowly
became interested in Ll writing.

He sometimes imitated the

writing styles of famous Chinese writers, working on his own
expository articles in Ll.

He received positive feedback

from his Ll writing teacher, which elevated his interest in
writing.

After graduation from junior college, John's

parents encouraged him to go abroad to study in the united
states.

John felt a little ashamed because his younger

brother and sister had both passed the Senior High School
Joint Entrance Examination and gone to prestigious
universities.

To emulate the example set by his siblings,

John ultimately decided to go abroad to pursue a bachelor's
degree in the united States, and to learn something useful
for his family business, which he was expected to lead in
the future.
Post Graduation English Learning Experiences
After finishing a two-year military service in the
army, John stayed in supplementary school for 28 weeks to
prepare for the TOEFL.

He failed the first two exams but

passed on the third attempt.

Finally, he was admitted to

The University of Arizona with a major in Management
Information Systems.

Before he went abroad, he said, his

English was not efficient for academic studies in the united

83

states.

Therefore, he attended L.T.T.e. for three months to

study conversation and writing.

He said he gained much from

this institution:
I had practiced to write autobiography,
narrative, expository, comparison, and contrast
essays from L.T.T.e.
But all the writing topics
were decided by me. At that time, I didn't know
what a teacher-student conference was.
I only
remember the teacher and I sat down together and
discussed the strengths and weaknesses in my
papers. Teacher hoped I would rethink about the
weaknesses in my paper and continue revising it.
But I didn't like revising my papers because at
that time I thought expressing idea through
writing was a waste of time. So, in the whole
process of learning I was not very engaged.
In addition, John expressed these viewpoints on his Ll and
L2 writings:
In L1 writing, there is no obvious controlling
idea in the introduction, no apparent topic
sentence in each supporting paragraph, and each
paragraph can talk as many things or issues as I
like.
However, teachers in L.T.T.e. told me all
these are not American rhetorical conventions.
In
addition, I was told to pay more attention to the
overall organization of the discourse before
proofreading my papers.
L2 Acquisition situation in Tucson
John arrived in Tucson in the Fall of 1992.

Although

he had no financial burdens, he wanted to complete his
degree quickly.

His age was older than most undergraduates;

so, he felt he could not ask for money from his parents.
John said he planned to complete his degree within two and
one-half years.

After finishing his degree, he planned to

return home quickly to run his family's business.
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In the Fall of 1992, John enrolled for 15 credits:

12

on the university campus and three at the nearby community
college.

In the spring of 1993, he took 18 credits:

15 on

The University of Arizona (UA) campus and three at the
community college.

In the Summer of 1993, John took 12

units on the university campus.

Although he was busy with

his major classes, he still spent a few hours watching TV,
reading the campus newspaper or sports magazine each day.
During the time of this study, John lived in a local
Chinese community. He thus seldom communicated with native
English speakers.
home.

He and his roommate spoke Chinese at

Since he enjoyed playing ball, he usually went to the

recreation center to play basketball with his Chinese
friends on weekends.

John said he did not care about his

grades very much because he had no financial problems.

This

is in sharp contrast to most Chinese students at the
university.
To improve his English skills, John bought an English
caption machine.

Whenever he watched TV, he used it to help

him to improve his vocabulary.

If he did not understand the

dialogue on TV, he would look at the texts appearing on the
screen.

According to John's description, his English

improved after he bought this caption machine.
Because John had no problems with listening, he could take
notes and listen to professors' lectures simultaneously.

In
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comparison to other Chinese students, John appeared not to
be a hard worker.

Since his reading comprehension was

better than most Chinese students and he knew how to select
important information from the texts,

he did not need to

spend a lot of time on reading textbooks and handouts.

He

never visited the tutorial center or asked his roommates to
proofread his papers.

He felt confident he could

communicate adequately orally and in writing.
Helen
Personal and Academic Background
Helen, a 26-year-old woman at the time of the study,
was born into a low socioeconomic status family.

Her father

was a small businessman, who operated his business in the
evening market in Taipei.

Helen's parents did not have

great expectations for her because they did not think
females needed a higher education.

They hoped Helen would

go to junior college after graduation from junior high
school to learn something practical to help in her father's
business.

Helen gave the impression that she is quiet and

introverted.
School-Based Learning Experiences in Taiwan
Helen had difficulty with English in junior high
school. She said,
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In order to meet the requirements of Senior High
School Joint Entrance Examination, I needed to do
a lot of seat work. All this seat work covered
translation [from Chinese to English or English to
Chinese], multiple choice for reading
comprehension and blank-filling [fill in each
blank with a proper word, tense, idiom, phrase or
preposition] etc. There was much less attention
to speaking and listening. Pronunciation received
little, if any, attention.
I memorized a lot of
vocabularies, idioms, and phrases, but some of
them I didn't know how to pronounce.
Helen did not recall participating in student organizations
or associations in junior college. She usually helped with
her parents' business after school.

Her living

experi~nces

were connected to bargaining with customers in the open
market.

She felt somewhat isolated from her classmates and

did not feel her junior college life to be exciting,
colorful, or even worthwhile.
subjects, Helen considered

Compared to other academic

English her worst subject.

She

failed two English classes during her studies at junior
college.
Post-Graduation English Learning
Experiences in Taiwan
When she was a fourth-year junior college student,
Helen attended a supplementary school for 20 weeks to learn
English conversation.

This experience heightened her

interest in language learning.

After graduation from junior

college, she resolved to study overseas.
shocked and disappointed.

Her parents were

They had hoped she would stay

horne to take care of their clothing business in the market.
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Above all, they thought studying in America would be very
expensive, and they worried that they could not afford to
pay her tuition.

Finally, Helen compromised with her

parents and was granted permission to go abroad three years
later.

During these three years she worked hard to make

money for her family and to save for her future study in the
united states.
second attempt.

She failed the TOEFL once but passed on her
After she was accepted by The University of

Arizona with a major in finance, she hired an American woman
from the cultural exchange program at National Normal
university to teach her conversation for two hours a week
over a three-month period. Helen stated,
I hired a private tutor from the cultural change
program in National Normal University to teach me
conversation.
From her talking, I got to know a
little about American culture, custom, and
festivals.
Generally, Ll writers transfer some writing strategies
to L2 writing. Helen described her Ll writing experiences
and indicated,
I remember most of the time my Ll teacher wrote
writing topics on the board. There is no
discussion or brainstorming. We sat quietly to
write our papers in class. After class our papers
would be collected and evaluated. Sometimes when
time was a constraint, I could write only in a
perfunctory attitude.
In my memory, there were no
such things as peer review, teacher-student
conference or revision. I thought only teachers
were qualified to grade my papers.
In my opinion,
only teachers are experts in content and
language.
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L2 Acquisition situation in Tucson
Helen arrived in Tucson in Fall of 1992 and planned to
complete her degree in three years.

After finishing her

bachelor's degree, she anticipated pursuing a master's
degree in finance.

In the Fall of 1992, she took 18 units:

12 at the UA campus and six at the local community college.
In Spring 1993, she enrolled for 15 units:
three at the community college.

12 at the UA and

She took an additional 12

credits at the university in Summer 1993.
Because of her introversion, Helen did not have many
Chinese friends.
discussions.

In class she seldom participated in

Most of time she listened to others or read

her own books in class.
library alone.
roommate.

After class she studied in the

When at home, she spoke Chinese with her

Because she seldom watched TV or read newspapers,

Helen's sources of information were quite limited.

She did

not keep abreast of world events, and she seldom took part
in social activities sponsored by the Chinese Student
Association or student organizations in her major
department.

She devoted all her energy to academic study,

yet she did not excel.

This sometimes led to feelings of

frustration and disappointment.
To improve her English skills and grades, Helen
obtained a free tutor from the Student Counseling Center in
the Fall of 1992.

occasionally, she met informally with her
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tutor to talk. In spring 1993, the International Student
House found a host family for Helen.
these culture-sharing
language proficiency.

~rograms

Unfortunately, none of

were very helpful to her

Helen continued to be afraid to speak

English in public and was always worried that others did not
understand her.

When she studied writing in English 106 and

107, Helen frequently went to the tutorial center for help.
However, when she enrolled in the English 108 writing class
in Summer 1993, she found that tutorial services were not
available during summer school.

She felt especially nervous

and anxious that summer.
Mary
Personal and Academic Background
Mary was 25 at the time of the study.
middle-class family in Taipei.

She came from a

Her father worked for a

ship-building factory, and her mother was a homemaker.

As

the only child in the family ever to receive a college
education,

Mary said her parents had great expectations for

her. She had dreamed of going abroad since childhood,
because she had relatives in California.

Moreover, she was

eager to experience what she considered the freedom and
prosperity of America.
English fluently,

Even though she could not speak

Mary was willing to take risks to try to

use the target language in a real conversational context.
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Mary was extroverted, and happier with people than with
a book.

According to her explanation, she failed the Senior

High School Entrance Examination because of poor learning
strategies and test anxiety.

When she read, she seemed to

be more attentive to the words and sentences than to a
global understanding of the article.

This may have been

part of the reason why she could not identify the main
points of an article after reading it.

However, Mary's

English 108 writing teacher recommended her take part in an
international students' writing contest in spring 1994, and
she won first prize.

She was happy and proud of her

academic performance, and this award motivated her to engage
in further writing.
School-Based Learning Experiences in Taiwan
Mary complained about her junior high school English
learning experiences:
My teachers always said time was a constraint.
So, I didn't think I was given any opportunity to
express my ideas or opinions in class. Everyday I
had a lot of homework to do. I almost had no time
left to listen to a debate on the radio or watch
it on television. All my efforts were to prepare
for Senior High School Joint Entrance Examination.
After graduation from junior high school, Mary failed
to be admitted to a first-rate senior high school in Taipei.
Finally, she decided to go to junior college with a major in
computer science.

While attending junior college, Mary

energetically participated in social activities on campus.
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Sophisticated and independent, Mary knew how to make contact
with people she thought would be worthwhile to her future.
She enjoyed associating with American teachers who were
teaching in Taiwan.
America.

From them she learned more about

When she was in her fifth year of junior college,

she was hired by her English teacher as a part-time tutor in
the Sesame Street Language School.
Post-Graduation English Learning
Experiences in Taiwan
After graduation from junior college, Mary worked as a
programmer in a cosmetics company for two years.

During one

of those years, she attended a supplementary school to learn
conversation and pronunciation.

After determining that

there was no opportunity for promotion, Mary left her job at
the cosmetics company.

She decided to go abroad to study

language and began to work toward that goal.

During the

first half-year, she continued in the conversation program
during the day and worked as a part-time cashier in the
evening.

During the second half-year, she focused on

preparing for the TOEFL.

After failing the TOEFL twice,

Mary passed on the third attempt.

According to her

description, the TOEFL preparation program in which she
enrolled was very much like supplementary school in Taiwan.
Every day she modeled questions from

p~evious

TOEFLs.

In

this program, she learned to write controlling ideas and
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topic sentences and practiced writing narrative, comparison
and contrast, and argument. She said,
The first half year in California I stayed in a
conversation program. Since I had a lot of
chances to interact with my American teacher and
classmates from other countries, my English
improved a lot.
In order to prepare for TOEFL, I
switched to TOEFL program a half year later.
From
this TOEFL program I learned some rules for
composing such as how to write theme and topic
sentence, etc.
I practiced writing narrative,
expository, and argument essays. At that time, I
didn't think I could write as well as other
people. So, I didn't like other groupmates to
read what I had written.
Referring to her writing experiences in L1 and L2, Mary
stated,
When I wrote in L1, if I had used some words,
idioms, or phrases beautifully or appropriately,
teachers would have used a chain of circles to
circle them. So, when I wrote my first narrative
essay in L2 in California, I spent a lot of time
on word usage and idioms. But my teacher told me
I needed to be focused on content and organization
first.
L2 ACquisition situation in Tucson
Mary arrived in Tucson in Spring of 1993, following her
year at the California Language School.

An active and

independent person, Mary adjusted very quickly to the new
environment.
during summer.

She took 15 units during spring 1993 and nine
In the fall of 1993, she took 15 units:

at the university and three in the community college.

12
She

planned to complete her degree in two-and-a-half years
because she was worried about financial support.

According
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to her statements, her tuition was paid from her own savings
and from her parents.

After graduation, Mary planned to

remain in the united states and find a job in California.
Although she lived with Chinese hosts, Mary's thoughts
and behaviors were very "Americanized."

She knew how to

improve her language and learn new things.

Even though she

did not actively participate in class discussions, Mary was
very attentive in observing and listening to others. She
identified good language models from English-speaking
countries in her writing and major classes, actively made
friends with them, and invited them to do projects or oral
presentations with her.

To improve her English, Mary also

reserved time to watch talk shows or news reports on TV
every day.

She seldom stayed home on weekends but went out

with her American friends or classmates.

Before turning in

any writing homework, she went to the tutorial center for
help.

Mary expected to be awarded a scholarship from the

International Student Office or from her academic department
as she studied very hard.

Sometimes she gave classmates the

impression that she was grade-driven.

At the conclusion of

this research, her grade point average was 4.0.
Overall Discussion
In Taiwan, teachers believe that students lack a great
deal of information and that the textbooks need to impart
that information to them.

They view learning as the
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transfer of knowledge from teachers to students, and
students are viewed as "plants" passively waiting to be fed
and watered.

Consequently, teachers focus on finding out

what the students do not know rather than on what the
students already know and building upon their strengths and
interests.

since most of the English lessons are not

functional and meaningful for the students, classes become
teacher-centered.

In this kind of class, teachers are the

authorities of knowledge.

Lecture, whole-class discussion,

recitation, and individual seat work are the favored
teaching methods.

Only the teacher has the right to

transmit knowledge to students.

After students have

ingested all the facts, they must take tests and be
evaluated.
The four students' statements in this study leave the
impression that junior high school English education in
Taiwan is a kind of grammar translation education.

Although

reading and writing are emphasized, the goal of reading is
not to foster students' critical thinking, and writing tasks
are primarily controlled writing.

In other words, writing

is undertaken as an aid to learning, to consolidate the
learning of new sentence structures or vocabulary or to help
students remember new language structures.

Since much of

this writing is at the sentence level, it is called
"sentence level reinforcement exercises."

But Graves (1983)
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has argued that only when writers produce whole texts from
the start can they develop an adequate understanding of the
writing process.
In response to Senior High School Joint Entrance
Examination pressures, teachers spend huge amounts of time
drilling students in multiple choice questions and sample
examinations, and teaching the strategies of test-taking.
Teachers complain that there is no time for concepts, for
thinking or stimulating discussions.

All available class

time is spent on elevating the test scores.

Students obtain

a potpourri of knowledge and are adept at choosing 1, 2, 3,
or 4 or A, B, C, or D, but they are not able to write,
express, think, or persuade.

Since the ability to

communicate in L2 is not a goal of junior high school
English education in Taiwan, students' written and oral
communication skills are quite limited.

In other words,

teachers and the system under which they work suppress the
most basic function of language, namely, meaningful
communication in both written and oral modes.
As a rule, the first three years of junior college (a
five-year educational program for junior high school
graduates in Taiwan), are equivalent to the 10th through
12th grades of college-bound senior high school students in
Taiwan and America.

From the statements of the four

students, it appears that English education in junior
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college is almost the same as that in junior high school.
Even in a conversation class, students have very limited
chances to observe the use of English in a conversational
context.

There is no authentic interaction between teacher

and students or among students except drill.

In other

words, English education in Taiwan has focused on form and
has paid little attention to meaning, function, and purpose.
Because it implicitly depends on authority, linear thinking,
social empathy, passive involvement, and "hands-off"
learning, foreign language teaching continues to foster
learning rather than acquisition, drills rather than
discourse, and accuracy rather than fluency.
Generally, the Taiwanese believe that there are two
functions of education:
mind.

discipline and furnishings of

Discipline refers to strengthening the power of the

mind (the ability to think); furnishing the mind means
filling the mind with content (the acquisition of knowledge
and skills).

In the mid-20th century, the Chinese

educational system adopted the mind-as-a-muscle metaphor as
the basis for asking teachers what they should teach in the
classroom and how they should direct their teaching career.
So, to many Chinese teachers, mind becomes quite literally a
muscle.

To a large extent, they believe that the mind is,

in fact--or at least is like--a muscle providing the
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backdrop for a regime of monotonous drill, harsh discipline,
and verbatim recitation.
After graduation from junior college, Michael, John,
and Helen went to supplementary schools to prepare for the
TOEFL, and all three had similar learning experiences.
students in supplementary school are not expected to
involved in the process of real learning.

b~

They are involved

only in the form of learning, not in its substance.

It

seems that right answers rather than reasons characterize
the intellectual life in supplementary school. The purpose
is simply to learn how to pass the language test.
After these three students passed the TOEFL and were
admitted to The University of Arizona, they continued to
attend various other institutions to improve their language
proficiency.

Michael and John went to the Language Test and

Training center at National Taiwan University to learn
conversation and writing.

Helen found a private tutor from

National Normal University to teach her conversation.

In

order to prepare for the TOEFL and improve her language
proficiency, Mary enrolled in a California language school
for one year before entering The university of Arizona.
Michael, John, and Mary learned some basic writing
strategies and composing rules from practicing various forms
and functions of writing.

From the three students'

statements, it is easy to see that in the process of
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engaging in L2 writing, all were influenced by their Ll
writing conventions.

Although teachers at L.T.T.C. and the

California language school provided a favorable context for
second language use, they did not understand that teaching
activities such as small-group discussion, teacher-student
conferences and revision were very beneficial to their
writing and that they should focus on generating,
formulating, and refining ideas.

To develop writing

strategies, a writer needs to write on a variety of topics
to a variety of audience for a variety of purposes.
However, the three students' L2 writing experiences were
limited to narrative, contrast and comparison, expository
and argument essays.

Therefore, they needed opportunities

to practice various forms and functions in writing to
develop the different skills involved in producing written
texts.
Helen's post-graduation English learning experience was
a little different from the other three students.

She did

not go to any institution or language school to learn L2
writing after graduation from junior college.

So, she could

transfer only some writing strategies from Ll to L2.

Since

writing activities such as brainstorming, teacher-student
conferences, peer review, and revision did not exist in her
past Ll writing experiences, it was difficult for her to
accept the belief that meaning is created through the
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process of writing and writing stages such as prewriting,
drafting, and revising must interact repeatedly if the
writer wants to discover meanings.

In Helen's opinion,

successful writing depended on the ability to produce clear
and correct sentences.

Since she thought the teacher was an

expert in content and language, she viewed the teacher as
the only reader and evaluator of her papers.

She was unable

to entertain the idea that, in reality, there are a variety
of readers depending upon the subject matter.
Chapter Summary
This chapter has represented English language learning
profiles of each of the four students before and after they
entered the university writing program.

Helen's profile

shows that she did not acquire any L2 writing strategies
before enrolling in the university writing program for
international students.

Helen's knowledge of the composing

process was associated with her Ll writing experiences.
Michael, John and Mary had acquired some basic L2 writing
skills from various institutions after graduation from
junior colleges.
Before enrolling in The University of Arizona, the four
students lacked opportunities to practice various forms and
functions of writing or to develop the different writing
skills involved in producing written texts during the period
of junior high schools and junior colleges.

Although
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Michael and John were encouraged to go through a process of
planning, organizing, composing, and revising when they
studied at the Language Test and Training Center at National
Taiwan University and Mary received similar advice at the
California Language School, they only engaged in the form of
learning, not in its substance because they were anxious to
pass the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL).
After the four students were admitted to The university
of Arizona in Tucson, their acquisition of the code of
written English from outside pleasure reading and
interactions with native English speakers was relatively
limited.

Mary was perhaps the single exception to this. All

four students wanted to complete their degrees quickly and
took a great number of units from their major departments
each semester.

By living in a local Chinese community and

associating with people from their home country, the four
students failed to develop their oral and written language
adequately.
Aside from these overall similarities in experiences,
the four students use different ways to acquire the code of
written English.

Therefore, the four students' English

writing experiences, tension, and growth must be
individually analyzed.
Learning to write is a process of enculturation into
the social life of a person's community, school, and
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workpalce.

So, the following chapter presents the four

students' English writing experiences from the perspectives
of cognition, culture, society, language and psychology.
The data presented in Chapter 5 are used to answer the
second research question:

How Taiwanese students acquired

their second language writing competence and what their L2
writing assumptions were after completing a university
writing program for international students.
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CHAPTER 5
DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS
Introduction
Because writing is not only a cognitive and linguistic
activity but also a social, cultural, and psychological one,
the four students' strengths and difficulties are presented
and assessed from the perspectives of (1) rhetorical
context, critical thinking, and metacognitive skill
(cognitive activity); (2) rhetorical convention (cultural
and social activities); (3) language proficiency (linguistic
activity); (4) classroom discussion, peer review, teacherstudent conferences and grouping strategies (social
activity); and (5) writer's motivations, expectations for
the writing teacher, and expectations for passing the UDWPE
(psychological activity).
Cognitive Activity
Rhetorical Context
Rhetorical context is composed of the writer's purpose,
the audience's expectations, and the writing topic.

Writing

in real life is usually undertaken in response to a demand
of some kind.

For adults, the demand may arise from

academic studies, career responsibilities, or from such
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social roles as friend, complainant, or inquirer.

Students

may have any of these present or possible future purposes
for writing in English. However, in every case there is a
real audience to whom a message must be communicated.
Frey's (1987) research indicates that professional
writers rarely worry about grammar, spelling, and those
prescriptive rules that teachers think enable their students
to write better.

In contrast, professional writers worry

about who will read what they write, how to satisfy the
expectations of the audience, and about what they themselves
are trying to achieve, and whether or not they can
successfully do so.

All these concerns are much more

profound and broader than grammatical correctness.

Because

they know an effective essay more often depends on the
degree to which a writer has achieved his/her purpose or
reached his/her audience, rather than to what degree the
essay conforms to supposedly prescriptive rules.
Generally, tasks in a writing class can be divided into
two types:

simulated and authentic writings. If a piece of

text is written for one reader--the teacher--and if its
purpose is limited to enabling the teacher to assess the
correctness of the linguistic form in the text, this is
simulated writing.

Under these conditions, students have to

imagine contexts for their writing and motivate themselves
to write appropriately for imaginary readers.

It is far
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more motivating for students if their writing represents a
communication with real audiences such as other students,
the local newspaper, or institutions.

In such a context,

students can think carefully about the identifiable and
particular context which will determine the exact message
and style of their written communication.

To produce

authentic discourse, writers must mesh both the writerwriting topic (I-It) and writer-reader (I-You)
relationships.

They must practice increasing the distance

between themselves and their audience, simultaneously
adjusting the abstractive attitude between themselves and
the subject matter.

Knowing who the reader is provides the

writer with a context, without which it is difficult to know
exactly what or how to write. In other words, the selection
and arrangement of appropriate content and style depend on a
sense of audience.

Therefore, when setting writing tasks,

teachers need to vary the audience, identify who the readers
will be, and try to make every piece of writing fulfill some
kind of communicative purpose, either authentic or
simulated.

In other words, a writing program should move

students through a spiral of writing assignments which
require progressively complex cognitive processes and
progressively larger or more distant audiences.

And the

movement is from self to world, from a point to an area,
from a private world of egocentric chatter to a public
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universe of discourse, from concrete experience to abstract
idea, from first person observation to third-person
theorizing (Moffett, 1968).
Early writing tasks, however, should encourage students
to write to a familiar audience with whom they share common
experiences.

Shared experiences mean that writers need not

work so hard at figuring out what readers do and do not know
(Flower, 1979; Roen, 1989).

Above all, writing assignments

must be content-based; error avoidance is not the primary
goal. Finally, with regard to journals, teachers should not
correct journal entries because this is one writing context
in which students can take risks and have opportunities for
natural writing development.
Recent research indicates that if writing teachers want
to empower ESL students to write, students must have the
ability to generate their own writing topics and genres
(McKay, 1989).

When students choose their own topics, their

voices come through more strongly and they write more
effectively (Nelson, 1991; Urzua, 1987).

If teachers allow

students to have some control over topics, students will
have more freedom to build on their own knowledge and share
their knowledge with others (Atwell, 1987; Graves, 1983).
Evidence from research in both oral and written language
development also suggests that a sense of control in using
language contributes to richness in language use and better
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writing (Mangelsdorf, 1989).

Furthermore, if writers want

to write in an effective way, they need to have a sense of
control over the topic, subject matter, and meanings to be
conveyed.

So, in a writing class, teachers should encourage

students to build on what they know, appreciate what
students want to learn about, and structure tasks that give
students freedom to take risks in drawing on their L2
competence to create their own meanings.

This requires

teachers to know something of students' interests and
experiences, and to encourage them to expand upon what they
already know.

The result is often better quality and

greater quantity writing.
The four students in the present study illuminated
these issues through their own self-reflections.
Michael.
Before I started to write, I would read the
requirements of the writing tasks many times.
After that I would temporarily initiate a goal and
decide how far I would like to affect my readers.
Most of the time readers of my essays included
teachers and all my classmates. Although I was
trained by each teacher to pay attention to
audience's expectations and needs before starting
to write, I still have some personal problems
related to this part. In my class, ethnic groups
are quite diverse. I think people from different
countries not only talk different languages and
have different cultural backgrounds but also see
and think differently. So, it is very hard for me
to predict what kinds of prior knowledge and
living experiences are in their brains. My major
is finance, and I used to receive my education in
Taiwan, so my specialized knowledge and common
sense are greatly different from most people in
the class. I like adjusting the way to structure
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data and present my ideas in a chronological order
and logical way, but I am not willing to change
the values and opinions in my essays. My writing
teachers told me many times at the drafting stage
I needed to select some information readers were
interested in and present my ideas in a very clear
way because the best writing is the least
context-dependent. But I walked back and forth
between two cultures. I won't stay in America
forever, and most professors in my academic
department emphasize content. Sometimes they
think my unique values and knowledge are very
fresh and worthwhile to other classmates. After I
get my master's degree done, I will go back to my
home country. You know people in my country see
things and think about issues differently. We
have our own L1 writing conventions. I doubt
articles written by L1 professional writers will
be accepted by readers here. In Chinese writing,
we emphasize mental pictures. That is, readers
need to use their own feelings and wisdom to
appreciate writers' meanings and intentions.
John.
Before I started to write my formal essays or
projects, I was very much attentive to the
audience's needs. Usually I wouldn't think about
my readers' language, culture, or specialized
knowledge when I wrote my literature response
journal. I just wrote down my opinions and
feelings about that article. However, I adjusted
my opinions and values on the basis of people's
talking in small-group and whole-class discussions
and feedback from peers and teachers. I know
teachers and all classmates are readers of my
essays, so I negotiate meanings with them in class
discussions. In addition, I followed the American
rhetorical conventions and thinking style to
present my papers. I will not insist on those L1
culture-related opinions. In China, we always say
in Rome do as the Romans do. In other words, I
need to learn customs of a new place when I go
there. But it does not mean I forget my cultural
roots. It means I put my cultural background,
rhetorical conventions, and thinking style aside
temporarily. Although after I get my degree done,
I will go home. I think I have no problems to
readapt to L1 rhetorical conventions. I would
like to write and think as a native English writer
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temporarily because it is good for my academic
lea.rning in my major department. Although I was
trained by my writing teachers to select and
present my knowledge in a clear way, once in a
while I was consciously or unconsciously
influenced by my L1 rhetorical conventions and
forgot to elaborate those tacit or buried meanings
in my papers. However, once I found some
colloquial and fragmental sentences leading to
readers' misunderstandings, I would follow their
suggestions to clarify my ideas in the next draft.
Helen.
Although I had learned some reading skills such as
generalizing, synthesizing, ordering, comparing,
and inferring from 106 writing class, I did not
know how to apply them to my writing tasks. So
far I still have a problem giving a critical
judgment at the conclusion of my expository
essays. Readers of my texts always complained
they could not find a very clear "theme" in the
introduction. They thought the meanings in my
essays were too general, vague, and free-floating.
Usually I was assigned by my writing teacher to
read two articles and choose one of them to write
about in my literature response journal. After
small-group and whole-class discussions, I was
asked to continue developing my literature
response journal into a formal expository essay. I
think only teachers are knowledge and writing
experts. So, I was anxious to figure out the
teacher's opinions about the article I chose in
class discussions. Sometimes I did not listen to
teacher and classmates' viewpoints about the other
article I did not choose. Because I was tired,
classmates have accents, or I have no adequate L2
to understand the article, I didn't read before
class discussions. I think peers are just like
me, and they have no abilities to give me any
constructive feedback. So, all oral and written
feedback from peers is only regarded as
references. I seldom used it to adjust the
contents or clarify the meanings in my papers.
Mary.
I wouldn't start to write my writing tasks before
I understood the requirements of the writing
tasks. In the process of writing, I always
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assumed readers of my essays such as teachers and
classmates have the same specialized and world
knowledge as I do. Although I had learned a lot
of reading strategies such as how to categorize
data and present ideas in a logical way from 106
writing class, I still could not write a very
clear and concrete "theme" in the introduction of
my essay. Sometimes readers told me the referents
in my essays were too ambiguous to make them
understand what or whom I was referring to.
Although my teachers reminded me many times I
needed to be based on readers' expectations and
needs to reshape the information at the drafting
stage, I often followed my own exploring process
and language code to write my papers. I think I
was influenced by L1 thinking style. Some readers
of my texts told me I had developed body
paragraphs logically, but I failed to give a
summary or critical judgment at the conclusion.
Discussion
Each of the four students made different claims about
their understanding of rhetorical context.

Michael

understood very clearly that readers of his essays were from
different ethnic groups, and they may see and think
differently.

To convey his intentions effectively, he knew

he must select information which would interest others and
present his ideas in a logical and understandable way.
However, to know is one thing and to do is another.

When

Michael wrote his essays, he was not willing to adjust his
values and opinions to his audience's content schemata.
Since he thought he would not stay in America after
obtaining his degree, he felt it was not necessary to become
fully immersed in the American discourse community, only to
readapt to his L1 rhetorical conventions when returning to
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his home country.

There was thus a "road block" between his

and his readers' content schemata, and Michael was
ineffective in conveying his intentions to his readers.
John differed from Michael in that John always made
good use of classroom activities such as small- group and
whole-class discussions, peer review, and teacher-student
conferences to negotiate meanings with readers of his texts.
Once he found some good points or suggestions from other
classmates, John would add to or revise the knowledge
constructs in his papers.

Because he had already

internalized top-down and bottom-up reading and writing
skills and smoothly transferred them into his writing tasks,
his texts were reader-based, not writer-based. 2

In his

opinion, thinking and writing like a native English writer
was good for his writing and learning.
Helen's learning situation was quite unique.

She never

defined rhetorical problems or tried to solve them before
starting to write.

When she wrote, she continued to use her

L1 thinking style to present her knowledge.

For example,

Helen did not make good use of classroom activities to
negotiate meanings with other classmates, believing that

2 Top-down and bottom-up skills are generally taught in
ESL writing classes. For example, sometimes students are
asked to use mapping skills to analyze the superordinate
information (the most important ideas or top level),
subordinate information (supporting ideas or middle level),
and then the details or bottom level in formation of an
article.
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only her teachers were the language and knowledge experts.
So, she attended only to the teachers' opinions and
feedback. Following only the teachers' viewpoints to write
her papers, Helen stopped discovering, exploring, or
reshaping knowledge in her papers.

It was little wonder,

then, that readers of her texts thought some sentences in
her essays were quite vague and free-floating.
Mary's understanding was altogether different.

Even

though she read the requirements of writing tasks many times
before starting to write, she did not solve her rhetorical
problems.

Because she believed all readers of her texts

were just like her, she presented ideas and used a language
code familiar to her.

For example, in her expository essay,

"Tension and Growth in the U.S.," she used Chinese metaphors
and her L1 linguistic code to describe her viewpoints and
feelings.

Mary wrote,

Although the smile is an international language, I
had lots of trouble when I went out for shopping
or I had to converse with people. Therefore, I
went to school to learn English and also got used
to American culture. • • • After a few months
later, I got a part-time job because of the
financial problems; in addition, I wanted to have
more chance to practice English with people. I
was a cashier and waitress at the Chinese
restaurant. My boss, who treated me like a
brother, was a very kind and friendly person. We
were very good friends although we didn't know
each other very long. • •• Eventually, I made up
my mind to be a student in University of Arizona.
It was an early morning, and the weather was like
a woman's uncertain temper. I determined to drive
by myself to Arizona. Unfortunately, my car and I
flew off the highway and then fell upside down in
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the mud after turning three times.
like a specialized magic show.

It was just

In this essay, Mary used some Chinese metaphors to
polish the content of her essay.

Many people from Mary's

culture say, "Smile is an international language," meaning
that nobody blames excessive politeness.

However, Mary

followed her native-English-speaking teacher's suggestion
and changed the word language to word. Actually, the word
language seems to be more symbolic and appropriate than word
in Mary's first culture.
When Mary wrote "My boss, who treated me like a
brother, was a very kind and friendly person," most American
readers were very confused.

They thought Mary should have

changed the word "brother" to "sister."

Actually, this

ambiguous referent is derived from Mary's horne culture.

In

China, equating the nation to a large family is an
idealistic political prospect.

So, Chinese people are

accustomed to saying all people are "brothers" whether they
are males or females.

Females do not feel this is gender

discrimination as this word usage is rooted in their
culture. Nor is it an indicator of social status.
Following her teacher's feedback ("It is a cute
metaphor, but it is a bit insulting to women.

Not all women

are so moody"), Mary changed the metaphor "the weather was
like a woman's uncertain temper" to "the weather was just
like a woman's changeable temper" on the second draft.

When
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Mary saw the subsequent feedback ("Why did you change it
back?"), she finally decided to change the metaphor to "the
weather is like changeable sea waves" on the third draft.
According to Mary's explanation, she did not change the
metaphor on the second draft because one peer reader from
her culture told her "the weather is like a woman's
changeable temper" would be more acceptable to her L1
readers.

Mary felt very confused as to whether her friend

or her teacher was correct.

However, this case gave Marya

good opportunity to reflect on two critical aspects of
writing.

First, it helped Mary

understand that she must be

sensitive to the readers' needs and expectations.

Second,

she recognized that sometimes, to communicate with an
audience from another cultural background, she must
temporarily "forget" her L1 values and rhetorical
convention.

To convey her intentions to English readers,

she needs to follow the criteria of American discourse to
select, reshape, and present her essay points.

Fluent

writers do need to have their own voice, values, and
opinions, but they also need to adjust their content
schemata and presentation style to meet audience
expectations. In this respect, Mary struggled to convey her
intentions to her readers.

114
Critical Thinking
Critical thinking, which involves specialized
knowledge, world knowledge, and cognitive tactics, helps
students deal with rapid societal change, put new knowledge
to use, and make decisions.

Thinking critically should also

emphasize mutual respect for ideas and the equal moral worth
of teachers and students.

In the classroom, this type of

thinking encourages students to develop the necessary skills
for a productive life, independence in learning, and an
accurate evaluation of ideas.
The ultimate goal of the Composition Program at The
University of Arizona is to foster students' critical
thinking.

However, many people have expressed skepticism as

to whether critical thinking skills can be systematically
taught in an ESL writing class with students of diverse
backgrounds and abilities.

In contrast, Nickerson (1984)

states that all individuals can be encouraged to be more
rational, critical, creative,

perceptive, insightful, and

generally effective in the performance of intellectually
demanding tasks.

Therefore, one reasonable goal of a

writing program is to make students more aware of the
importance of stopping to think before writing.

Since much

of thinking involves symbol manipulation, thinking includes
the writing of prose and the representation of ideas and
relationships with nonverbal symbols such as equations.
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Several researchers (Flower & Hayes, 1981; Emig, 1977;
Burhans, 1983; Langer & Applebee, 1987; Maley, 1988) also
have stated that it is unlikely that one's language skills,
particularly one's writing ability, can be enhanced without
a corresponding improvement in one's ability to think.
Writing is thus viewed not only as a medium of thought but
also as a vehicle for developing it.

The following

statements from the four students interviewed provide
descriptions of what critical thinking is, how this study
suggests what critical thinking means to them, and how their
critical thinking capacities have been fostered through this
writing program.
Michael.
I think 108 writing class is a literature-based
class. It is much harder than 106 and 107 writing
classes. Every day I was asked by my writing
teacher to read a lot of articles and then choose
one of them to write literature response journals.
Some of the articles were very long but not
related to my content schemata. Since I had no
adequate time to read them, I could only skim the
articles and guess the meanings. Since my
comprehension of the articles was incomplete, I
was very attentive to what classmates said in
small-group and whole-class discussions. Although
I had acquired a lot of reading strategies from
106 writing class, I still had problems
documenting those critical and valuable points I
heard from class discussions. I think a part of
the reason was related to my weaker L2
proficiency. Another part of the reason was
related to my lack of practice. Since I was
anxious to write down all the points I heard;
therefore, I was in a flurry. I even could not
read my own notes after class. So far I still
have problems related to how to evaluate the input
information and select the appropriate concepts
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for use in my writing tasks. Besides, I think I
was influenced by my first culture and rhetorical
convention. I sometimes construct my ideas in a
specific way. My teacher told me many times I
needed to consider audience's expectation and then
choose an appropriate way to construct my data. In
my opinion, I think critical thinking is not only
a problem related to how to construct data in the
right content slot but also related to how to make
a judgment from generalization, synthesis, order,
comparison, and inference. However, making the
right judgment is strongly related to a person's
knowledge. Specialized knowledge could be
acquired through reading, but world knowledge is
experience-oriented. If a person only has tactics
not knowledge, he/she still cannot write
effectively. I think tactics could be acquired
through practice, but world knowledge is quite
possible to be influenced by a person's culture
and experiences. Therefore, I think some part of
critical thinking could be fostered through
classroom activities or reading materials but not
all. However, I think this writing program has
nurtured my critical thinking gradually.
John.
I think my critical thinkin~l h~s been fostered
through this writing prograzr.
.I learned how to
generalize, synthesize, compa~'., order, and
classify data from 106 writing class. Once in a
while I was asked by my 107 writing teacher to
summarize the main points of the articles orally.
I think all these tactics are quite helpful to my
writing. So far I have practiced contrast and
comparison, expository essay, argument, rhetorical
analysis essay, and documented project. Although
some essays and novels assigned by my writing
teachers are not very much related to my content
schemata or cannot match with my language
proficiency, I have no serious problem catching
the main points. In the process of reading, I am
very attentive to the theme in the introduction
and the topic sentence in each paragraph. After I
understood the global idea in tne article, I went
back to reread some specific points. Usually I
liked using clustering skill to categorize my
data. Once data were categorized in the right
content slots, I would start to make some
inferences and predications. If I still had
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doubts with the conceptual interrelationships in
the article, I would initiate questions in class
discussions. Usually I was very attentive to
classmates' viewpoints. Once I heard some fresh
and valuable ideas I was not aware of, I would
write them down in my notebook. Sometimes I used
these points to refine or polish the data in my
categories. I am accustomed to spending a lot of
time on the predrafting stage. I won't start to
write my essays until the day before the due line.
Usually I have no problems with organization,
coherence, and cohesion. Once in a while, my
thought blocks because I have no specialized
knowledge related to those reading materials or
writing tasks. I think I have learned a lot of
skills related to how to organize data from
different reading materials. Although I think
critical thinking is not born or given and it
could be fostered through practice, I am convinced
specialized knowledge and common sense are also
very important to a person's critical thinking.
If a person had no rich repertoire of working
knowledge in his mind, how could he make
inference, prediction, or judgment? I couldn't
draw pictures without pencil and paper. I think
specialized knowledge could be acquired from a
large amount of readings. But common sense is
more related to a person's living experiences and
social status. Among all the writing tasks, I
think expository essay is quite beneficial to my
critical thinking because I was allowed to
explore, infer, and interpret the main points in
the articles on the basis of my own experiences.
Among all classroom activities, I think
brainstorming, small-group and whole-class
discussions are all very beneficial to my
underlying cognitive processes. Now I have
already learned how to use free-writing, looping,
tagmemics, and clustering strategies to brainstorm
my own ideas before I started to write. I think I
am progressing. But it needs to take time.
Helen.
When I wrote literature response journals or
essays, I felt very painful and frustrated because
I had no ability to engage in that kind of
critical thinking my writing tasks required of me.
When I read articles assigned by teachers, I was
accustomed to using an electronic dictionary to
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look up the words and phrases I didn't understand.
Sometimes I felt very worried because I dared not
criticize the points in the article on the basis
of my knowledge and living experiences. I think a
part of the reason is related to my poor reading
comprehension. Although I understood each
sentence and specific details in the article, I
didn't understand the global concepts, the
conceptual interrelationships, or the main
purposes of the writer. Since I didn't understand
very well, I dared not participate in class
discussions. I was afraid others would laugh at
me if I said something wrong or ridiculous. Most
of the time I sat there and listened to others'
viewpoints and comments. However, some
classmates' accents prevented me from
understanding or adding viewpoints. When I wrote
my literature response journals or expository
essays, they could only be based on what I really
understood to write. I dared not form or test
assumptions. I think a person's critical thinking
is a kind of knowledge-based and tactic-oriented
activity. But I'm convinced that world knowledge
is related to a person's living experience and
heredity. Although I had learned some cognitive
skills from 106 class, I could not transform these
skills to writing because of my poor reading
comprehension and weak language proficiency.
Especially, when the writing topic was not related
to my prior knowledge, my mind would become very
bleak. Under this kind of condition, it was
unlikely for me to have an effective critical
thinking and writing product. Although I think a
part of critical thinking is born or given, I
believe my critical thinking has been fostered
through this writing program.
Marv.
This semester my 108 writing teacher has chosen a
book called "Typical American" as the reference
book for us to write our documented project. I
don't know why most questions initiated by
classmates are only at the superficial layer. We
didn't discuss Chinese people's personality and
acculturation process in the United States very
deeply. This book is strongly related to my
culture, interest, and personal experiences but
not very related to other classmates. Maybe this
is a part of the reason why they didn't analyze
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some issues in this novel very profoundly. When
we discussed this novel in small-group and wholeclass discussions, I contributed my points and
refuted other classmates' assertions. I think my
ideas were getting clear through arguing with
other classmates. Since I was very much
interested in this book, I had documented all the
source of information I heard from small-group and
whole-class discussions. After I got home I
synthesized all these materials and compared their
viewpoints with mine. After comparison I would
refine my conceptual framework. That is, I would
restructure my data, content slot, and
superordinate construct. In the process of
adjusting my framework, I found the way people
from different cultures and languages looked at
issues differently. Sometimes I was a little
surprised at people's viewpoints. They tool When
I made some metaphors, some of them would ask me
to explain in detail because their content
schemata were not coherent with mine. In the
process of writing, the way I present or construct
my data and the way I think are influenced by my
L1 culture and rhetorical convention. Therefore,
I thought interacting with classmates and teachers
was very beneficial to my topic development and
audience awareness. At the very beginning of this
semester, my 108 teacher gave us some guided
questions to write literature response journals
because those reading materials assigned by him
were a little abstract, detective, imaginative and
provocative. Although there were a lot of
controversial questions worthy of debate and
discussion in those articles, I thought they were
a little beyond my language ability. Even though
I followed guided questions to read those
articles, I still could not comprehend very well.
Most classmates, like me, felt apprehensive
because those questions were high-level cognitive
questions. Since my mind had no such kind of
content schemata, those questions didn't help my
comprehension a lot. Conversely, they were quite
detrimental to my critical thinking. Finally, our
writing teacher could not but cancel guided
questions and let us interpret the points in the
articles in terms of our own understanding and
experiences. I think my critical thinking has
been fostered through reading materials, classroom
activities, and a variety of writing tasks. But I
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know it needs to take time to practice.
emerge quickly or without effort.

It won't

Discussion
Each of the four students believed this writing program
has gradually nurtured their critical thinking, but each had
a different understanding of critical thinking.

Michael

believed critical thinking is not "inherent" and can be
fostered.

There are two kinds of knowledge: knowledge

through awareness, seeing, or perception, and knowledge
through judgment, thinking, or conception.
the brain serve essential tools for 1riters.

Both the eye and
In his

opinion, if a person wants to write effectively, he/she
needs to be equipped with cognitive strategies, specialized
knowledge, and world knowledge.

Michael said he learned

cognitive skills such as generalization, synthesis, order,
comparison, inference, and prediction from his 106 writing
class.

Since he did not take time to practice all of these

skills, he felt in a "flurry" when he attempted to transpose
these cognitive skills to a writing context.

According to

his statements, Michael still had problems making decisions
in evaluating source material and in the selection of
appropriate concepts for use in his writing.

He thought

specialized knowledge could be acquired by reading in school
and other reading materials.

However, without content and

L2 schemata, he had little comprehension of the reading
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material.

Michael also believed that world knowledge was

strongly related to culture and daily living experiences.
The construction of his ideas was influenced by the way he
thought in his L1.
John thought that critical thinking could not be
acquired quickly or without great effort.

Like Michael, he

believed that specialized knowledge and common sense were
very important to critical thinking.

John's discussion

showed that he had already internalized those cognitive
skills learned from his 106 writing class and was using them
smoothly in new writing contexts.

In the process of reading

assigned articles, John utilized top-down and bottom-up text
processing skills.

Small-group and whole-class discussions

not only clarified his ideas about the reading materials but
helped him refine and polish his knowledge constructs on the
basis of others' viewpoints. Since John had strong L2
proficiency and a rich repertoire of cognitive strategies
and working knowledge in his mind, it was not difficult for
him to write effectively.
Helen's in-class learning experiences were different
from those of Michael, John, and Mary.

Helen had a

different understanding of critical thinking, believing it
to be a kind of knowledge-based and tactic-oriented
activity. In her opinion, she learned some cognitive skills
from the 106 writing class, but she could not transpose
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these skills to writing because of her weak L2 proficiency
and incomplete reading comprehension.

Helen thought world

knowledge was strongly related to a person's living
experiences and heredity.

Therefore, she was convinced that

critical thinking could not be fostered through reading new
materials, writing practice, or classroom activities.
Helen's frustration with writing seemed to be more related
to her tendency to process text from the bottom-up.

For

example, she frequently used an electronic dictionary to
look up words and phrases as she read.

She focused on

specific sentences in the articles and overlooked the global
concepts and the conceptual interrelationships.

Withdrawing

from class discussions, Helen lost this opportunity to
clarify her ideas, enrich her working knowledge, and refine
her knowledge constructs.
Mary, on the other hand, thought her critical thinking
had been nurtured through interesting reading materials,
writing tasks, and in-class debates.

She found that

debating with classmates helped to clarify her ideas.

Mary

liked to use free writing to trigger her knowledge about a
topic.

If she had had a repertoire of knowledge related to

the writing topic, she would have had many things to say in
her essays.

When reading materials

~eemed

to be beyond her

language proficiency or unrelated to her knowledge base and
common sense, Mary liked to interpret the article's main
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points in terms of her own judgment and experiences.

She

believed guided questions were not very helpful because the
cognitive level of these questions was "too high" or
unmatched to the schema sets in her mind.

Although Mary

said she had learned a significant number of L2 cognitive
strategies from her 106 class, she still used her L1
thinking style to construct knowledge.

Small-group and

whole-class discussions assisted her in making the knowledge
constructs in her essay more coherent for her English
readers.
A cognitive-process approach to critical thinking
argues that thinking ability depends on certain fundamental
processes such as comparing, ordering, classifying,
inferring and predicting.

The assumption is that extensive

practice with these tasks will strengthen the underlying
cognitive processes and help writers more readily apply the
processes to other useful contexts.

In other words,

cognitive processes can be strengthened through "use."
However, some studies (Purves, 1986; Raimes, 1988; Reid,
1989) have revealed that many ESL students arrive at college
without the ability to engage in the kind of critical
thinking that their college experience requires of them.
So, classroom activities should put great emphasis on
student participation, inquiry, exploration, and hypothesis
formation and testing.

That is, in the process of learning,
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studertts should engage in relatively nondirected exploratory
activities with concrete and specific objects and
relationships.

They should also be encouraged to generalize

their concrete experiences and discover from them principles
whose relevance extends beyond the situations explored.
Writing tasks such as literature response journals can move
writers from more concrete and specific thinking to more
general and abstract thinking.
Thinking is a knowledge-dependent activity; to think
one must think about something.

It follows that the more

one knows, the more creative and effective one's thinking is
likely to be.

A great deal of knowledge does not guarantee

effective thinking, but lack of knowledge surely prohibits
thinking (Brandt, 1986).

This is especially relevant in an

L2 writing situation, where students need to have cognitive
strategies as well as common and specialized knowledge.
Writing instruction designed to foster critical thinking
might include writing notes, letters, essays, documented
projects, etc.
Perkin (1986) emphasizes the importance of cognitive
strategies or tactics.

Teaching writing and reading

strategies for particular performances can dramatically
improve students' performance.

Reading and writing

strategies become automatic with practice.
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Perkin (1986) cites three distinct processes in
learning a thinking strategy:

(a) acquisition, (b)

internalization, and (c) transformation.
to becoming acquainted with a strategy.

Acquisition refers
Students need to

discover for themselves those cognitive strategies that
empower them to write fluently for their own purposes, and
with fluency.

For example, John liked to use looping,

clustering, and free-writing strategies to brainstorm his
own critical thinking.

Mary preferred free-writing or

talking with friends to trigger her knowledge related to the
writing topic.

Internalization refers to practicing the

application of a strategy until it becomes spontaneous and
no longer requires much deliberate attention to use.

Most

instruction, however, does not provide students with
adequate practice to internalize strategies, as Michael's
account suggested.

Transformation refers to using the

strategy widely beyond its immediate context of learning.
Transfer does not occur spontaneously.

Because transfer

does not "happen by itself," some direct teaching of
transformational strategies is needed.

Perkin also observes

that good thinking involves strategies that empower our
course of thought.

In other words, knowledge and thinking

are interdependent and mutually reinforcing.

Attempting to

develop one without the other is like trying to make cloth
with only one side.
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In short, the only effective way to develop students'
thinking is to engage them in thinking (Brandt, 1986).

When

students are provided with opportunities to support and
refute their own and others' viewpoints, their thinking
strategies will be fostered.

critical thinking is not

something to be taught and mastered as a specialized form of
thought; rather, it is through practice and experience that
one's thinking becomes critical, creative, and reflective
(Quinby, 1985).

Therefore, the development of critical

thinking in a writing class should include varied
opportunities to exercise thinking skills and to identify
the specific effective or ineffective strategies employed.
Despite these arguments, considerable recent research
(Perkin, 1986; Resnick, 1987) claims that formal curricula
devoted to teaching critical thinking is inappropriate or
counter-productive.

These researchers pointed out that the

biggest error made by those who support the teaching of
critical thinking is that they are strongly influenced by
stimulus-response and treatment-outcome theoretical models.
The appropriate place to foster a student's critical
thinking, these researchers argue, is in the context of
authentic school activities.
In fact, thinking cannot be developed apart from the
context in which it occurs naturally.

Since the writing

teacher's role is to facilitate rather than teach critical
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thinking, the art of questioning from teachers is very
important.

In order to stretch students' minds and

imaginations, teachers should pose some problems that are
novel enough to require conscious, selective development of
strategies but familiar enough to permit application of
strategies within the student's competence. If teachers ask
only questions to ascertain whether students understand and
remember what has been taught, students' cognitive abilities
will not be stretched or developed.
The four students in this study believed their critical
thinking had been developed gradually through a variety of
reading materials, writing tasks and classroom activities.
They expected their teachers to choose articles or novels
more related to their culture, prior knowledge, and living
experiences.

Without this point of personal and cultural

reference, the students were at a loss as to how to inquire,
explore, or react to the articles.

Such problems were

solved in some cases when teachers posed questions with more
than one correct answer or when they centered questioning
around small-group work.

By dividing the students into

small problem-solving groups, teachers afforded the students
the chance to talk and argue with

peers.
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Metacognitive Skills
Metacognitive skills include recursive and linear
processes.

A great deal of research (Flower & Hayes, 1979;

Perl, 1979; Purves, 1986; Raimes, 1985; Ritchie, 1989; Roen

& Willey, 1988; Rose, 1980; Sommers, 1980; Sommers &
Schliefer, 1980; Stallard, 1974; Zamel, 1983, 1990) shows
that efficient writers differ from "basic" writers in their
composing process.

That is to say, efficient writers have

better and more sound procedures for getting their ideas
down on paper.

Specifically, efficient writers have

strategies to plan, review, and revise their papers.
Although efficient writers take more time to plan the
content and organization before they start to compose, most
seldom use formal outlines (Emig, 1975; Pianko, 1979;
Stallard, 1974).

In addition, interviews conducted by Rose

(1980) and Sommers (1980) indicate that good writers not
only plan more but also have more flexible plans.

That is,

they are willing to change their ideas and to revise their
outlines when new ideas and arguments appear.
Some researchers have found that good writers stop to
review what they have written more frequently than poor
writers do (Pianko, 1979; Stallard, 1974; Wall & Petrovsky,
1981).

They review their overall plans and goals, consider

improvements and incorporate new ideas (Flower & Hayes,
1981).

In addition, Bridwell (1980) reports that good
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writers reread the first drafts of their texts before they
proceed to revision for the second draft.
Some studies (Johns, 1986; Pitzgerald, 1992; Raimes,
1988; Sommers, 1980; Stallard, 1974; Wall & Petrovsky, 1981;
Zamel, 1983, 1990) show good writers revise more than poor
writers do.

In the process of revision, good writers focus

on content while poor writers focus on the form of the
language (Perl, 1979).

For example, Sommers' (1980)

research indicates that student writers regard revision as
rewording and adherence to school-learned rules.

Since

these student writers think they have already presented
their ideas in the first drafts of their texts, they stop
exploring ideas in subsequent drafts.

In addition, they are

not accustomed to rereading their writing from the reader's
perspective.

However, experienced writers in Sommers'

research viewed revision differently. They regarded revision
as redefining the line of the argument and reexploring
ideas.

In other words, experienced writers focus on the

macrostructure and make few mechanical changes in their
second drafts.

They expect to write many drafts before

their focus becomes sharp , their ideas shaped, their
sentences vital.

They do not pay attention to minor

rhetorical problems until the editing stage (Beach, 1976).
Wall and Petrovsky (1981) reported that the best freshman
writers made good use of revision for invention, for adding
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or changing content, and for rearranging large sections of
their composition.

writers rated as average, on the other

hand, made most revisions at the sentence level and focused
on providing clearer presentation of ideas in the first
draft.

In short, average writers usually use some examples

or different words to clarify those ideas which have already
been presented in the first drafts.

For those writers who

are rated as below the average, revision essentially
involves editing.

Since they focus on grammar, spelling and

mechanics, the rhythm generated by thinking and writing is
totally broken (Flower, Hayes, Carey, Schriver, & Stratmean,
1986).
More successful writers thus do not always employ a
strictly linear composition plan.

On the contrary, they

frequently use a recursive, non-linear approach.

At any

stage of the composing process, a writer may replan,
rediscover, or reformulate ideas.

In other words, a

successful writer is willing to restart the plan-writerevise cycle allover again at any time. Therefore, some
ideas found in the final draft may not have existed in the
first draft (Sommers, 1980).

Less able writers tend to

retrieve some ideas from memory and pour all those ideas
into the predetermined writing rules.

For them, meanings

also are predetermined; the writer only needs to look for
those meanings and present them appropriately in the texts.
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Subsequent drafts serve only to clarify or elaborate ideas.
The following statements by the four students in this
study speak to these issues, particularly as they concern
the metacognitive skills they used in the process of
composing.
Michael.
Before I started to write my essays, I always read
the composing rules of the writing tasks many
times. I wouldn't start to think about content or
organization until I was quite sure the rhetorical
context. I think I learned a lot of predrafting
skills from this writing program. For example, in
107 writing class my teacher taught me how to use
free-writing, looping, clustering, and tagmemics
to write down my ideas quickly in raw form. After
I got some ideas about the writing topic, I would
spend a lot of time thinking about the
organization. After I got a very rough chart
about my essay, I would try to write. Once in a
while I would stop to see what I had already done
because I wanted to figure out how to proceed.
Besides, I wanted to make sure I had followed PIE
(point-illustration-explanation) rules to write my
papers. When I got stuck, I would break a little
while. I usually got some fresh ideas after
talking to my friends or trying some other
invention skills related to the topics I was
working on. However, in the process of writing I
was not necessarily following that rough chart to
write. In order to make my essays more meaningful
and entertaining to the readers, I always liked
retrieving, exploring, or discovering some new
ideas from my past experiences. In the past, I
had memorized a lot of phrases, idioms, and maxims
in Ll. Therefore, I always thought how to use
them to my essays. But I felt frustrated and
disappointed because I had no adequate language
proficiency to switch language codes. It was very
hard to find appropriate English words to express
those philosophical proverbs or maxims in my mind,
but I did not want to give up those beautiful
ideas. Before I turned in the first drafts of my
papers to my teachers, I always asked my roommate
or native English classmates to read my papers
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because I wanted to make sure whether their
understanding of my paper was exactly the same as
my original intention I wanted to convey to the
readers. Some readers of my texts told me some
sentence structures in my texts were very awkward
and the meanings were not very clear, either.
After I got some oral and written feedback from
readers, I would follow some of their suggestions
to clarify those unclear meanings, but I didn't
like changing the values or ideas in my paper. I
wanted to maintain my own culture and writing
style. In other words, I wanted to be myself. I
did not want to adjust my ideas to flatter
American readers' taste.
John.
Before I started to write, I always read the
requirements of the writing tasks many times.
After I understood the writing context, I would
decide what to say and how to present it in the
most appropriate style. Usually I spent a lot of
time on content and organization. Among all the
writing strategies, clustering was my favorite. I
enjoyed creating intricate drawings as a prelude
to composing a text. For me I think of drawing as
a means of self-expression as well as a rehearsal
for writing. From drawing I had developed a
variety of ideas. It is my primary medium of
expression. I thought clustering not only helped
me to get ideas but also gave me inspiration about
how to generalize, synthesize, and categorize
data. When I was free, I liked using this skill
to brainstorm ideas. Usually I was very much
attentive to class discussions after I finished
reading articles and literature response journals
assigned by my teachers because I wanted to add
classmates' good points to my writing texts.
Sometimes I used clustering or L1 phonetics to
take notes because I had no time to switch code or
I had no such L2 words in my mind. Usually I
wouldn't start to write my essays until I had an
overall plan in my head. However, in the process
of writing, I always changed the writing outlines.
Sometimes my texts arrived at a destination which
was not originally envisaged by me. That is, what
I wrote down was quite different from my original
plan. I think the reasons are strongly related to
class discussions and feedback from peers and
conferences. Although I was not necessarily
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following all the suggestions from readers to
revise my papers, I chose some worthwhile feedback
to refine or polish ideas in my papers. Usually I
would not pay attention to word usage, syntax, or
punctuation until the second drafts. I thought
lexical choice and grammar should be subordinate
to content and organization.
Helen.
Before I started to write my essays I would read
the requirements of the writing tasks many times.
And then I would follow a prescribed outline to
write my essays. Although I had learned freewriting and questioning techniques from this
writing program, I seldom used them before
composing. I was accustomed to using a technique
of my own which I had learned from L1 to write my
L2 essays. Once in a while I took time to
practice or try those reading and invention
techniques I had learned from this program. But I
did not think they were very helpful to my
thinking and writing processes. In the process of
writing, I paid more attention to content and word
choice than to organization. Maybe I was
influenced by my L1 rhetorical convention.
Sometimes I stopped to re-read my paper and found
the body paragraphs greatly digressed from the
theme in the introduction. I could not but go
back to revise the theme. I was often asked by my
teachers to reorganize the papers on the second
drafts. I think the most painful thing at the
drafting stage is no inspiration. Sometimes I had
retrieved some good ideas, proverbs, phrases, or
expressions from my memory, but I lacked L2
vocabularies or syntax to continue exploring and
expanding the ideas I had found. For me it was
very hard to find appropriate English words to
communicate precise meanings in my mind. As long
as I thought about all these problems, my mind
would stop thinking and became blank. I only
followed teachers' comments to revise my papers.
I think most peers are just like me. They don't
have knowledge or language abilities to give me
some constructive feedback.
Mary.
Before I started to write, I would read the
requirements of the writing tasks, composing
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rules, and sample essays many times. If I didn't
understand the rhetorical context very well, I
would discuss with other classmates or visit my
teachers. Usually I liked using free-writing to
brainstorm my own ideas about the writing topics.
If I needed some English words, but they did not
come to my mind, I would use L1 or some symbols to
write down the idea temporarily. And then I would
select some good points from it and continue
developing them. Usually the final product of my
first draft was greatly different from my original
outline. Generally, I was very attentive to other
classmates' viewpoints in class discussions. If I
heard something good or valuable, I would add to
my texts. Therefore, I always had a lot of things
to say in my essay. However, I did not have the
skill to select appropriate ideas and then
structure them in a coherent and logical way.
Sometimes readers of my texts told me they did not
know my real intentions because I wandered around
the topic and did not get to the point.
Discussion
Michael, John and Mary had some knowledge of the
composing process, while Helen's understanding of composing
seemed to be more connected to a linear writing process.
However, there were some differences among Michael's, John's
and Mary's understandings of composing.

At the predrafting

stage, John not only understood rhetorical context very well
but also chose his favorite "clustering" technique to
brainstorm and structure his ideas.

At the drafting stage,

he was very attentive to small-group and whole-class
discussions.

He made good use of viewpoints from other

classmates and feedback from peers and teachers to refine
and polish his knowledge constructs.
texts always arrived at a destination

Not surprisingly, his
not originally
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envisaged by him.

Because he knew that the constituents of

the rhetorical situation--writer, audience, and writing
topic--operated in a recursive rather than linear manner, he
understood that lexical choice and grammar should be
subordinate to content and organization.

John learned a lot

of invention techniques from this writing program.
Therefore, he had a repertoire from which to choose when he
brainstormed his ideas about a topic.
Although Michael knew the priorities of idea,
organization, and correction very well, he was influenced by
his Ll at the drafting stage.

To make his texts more

meaningful and entertaining to his readers, he was anxious
to retrieve some proverbs, maxims and phrases from his Ll
and translate them into L2.

It was difficult for him to

find the right English words to express exactly what he
wanted to say in his Ll, so Michael often felt frustrated
and disappointed.

To maintain his thinking and writing

style in Ll, he revised unclear ideas in his papers, but he
was not willing to totally change those ideas, thereby
violating his American readers' expectations.
Mary understood rhetorical context and the priorities
of content, organization, and correction very well before
she started to write.

She was accustomed to using free

writing and looping skills to explore or discover ideas. She
usually spent a lot of time thinking about the essay at the
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outset, but she was quite willing to shift directions if she
discovered some good ideas from class discussions. Although
she had a lot of things to say in her papers, she did not
know how to select appropriate ideas and structure them in a
coherent and logical way.

Her texts gave readers the sense

that she wandered around the topic and did not get the
point.
Helen's learning experience seemed to be a little
different from that of Michael, John and Mary.

According to

Helen, she had learned some reading skills from this writing
program but not a lot of invention techniques.

She did not

take time to practice her reading skills after school, and
as a result, she would not risk using those skills in a
writing context.

Helen said that free writing and

questioning invention skills were the most compatible with
her thinking and learning styles.

Therefore, she used a

technique of her own--a prescribed outline--to write.

In

the process of writing, she liked retrieving proverbs,
maxims, and phrases from her Ll and translating them into
L2.

It seemed that Helen regarded rhetoric as a kind of

art--presenting ideas--not as an activity of exploring or
discovering new ideas.
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Cultural and Social Activities
Rhetorical Convention
Rhetorical convention includes form, rhetorical
pattern, and topic development.

Considerable research

(Arapoff, 1969; Burhans, 1983; Caywood & Overing, 1987;
Hairston, 1982; Horning, 1987a; Hunting, 1967; Maley, 1988;
Mayers, 1986; Raimes, 1983b; Rose, 1985; Walshe, 1979)
indicates students need opportunities to practice various
forms and functions in writing, and within these, to develop
the various skills involved in producing written texts.

For

students to acquire writing skills such as how to organize
content clearly and logically, develop sentence structure,
link ideas in a variety of ways, use correct grammar, or
have a range of vocabulary to express what they want to say,
the teacher must provide an environment in which students
can learn about writing, see models of good writing, get
plenty of writing practice, and receive help during the
writing process.
The development of a writer's topic is related to
his/her cultural, social, and educational experiences (Hu,
Brown & Brown 1982; McKay, 1989; Mohan, 1986).

In other

words, the topic students choose to write about, the ways
they develop those topics, the kinds of information they
include, the ways they organize the information, and the
kinds of inferences they leave for the reader to make are
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all related to their own rich cultural, social, and
educational experiences.

A topic that is motivating for

most U.S.-born students may pose difficulties for
international students studying English in the united States
(McKay, 1989).

It is particularly difficult for students

who recently arrived in the United States to write on topics
specific to American students, because the international
students lack the requisite background knowledge.

An essay

written by a non-native speaker of English is thus likely to
lack proficiency in several areas, e.g., grammatical
accuracy, lexical selection, cohesive patterns, rhetorical
organization, and topic development.

Writing teachers must,

therefore, be very careful in selecting of writing topics
(McKay, 1989).

When teachers find areas of topic

development that violate native English speakers'
expectations, they need to address these areas in teacherstudent conferences.
Moreover, jUdging a text as coherent is not entirely a
linguistic matter.

Grabe (1985), summarizing much of the

text linguistics literature, suggests that coherence in text
is created by three interacting systems:

the

macrostructure, or what might be called the underlying
thesis; the logical relations among sentences; and the way
information is arranged.

Although some level of

morphosyntactic competence is a prerequisite to writing, the
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fact that a learner can control sequential syntax and
demonstrate that control through discrete-item tests does
not mean that he/she can deal with the structure of
coherence in text (McKay, 1989; Zamel, 1983, 1990).
Likewise, a learner who has control of sequential syntax is
not necessarily able to generate text.

In other words, to

write effectively, one requires specialized and world
knowledge on a given topic.

The fact that a learner holds

opinions on any given topic does not mean that the learner
knows the topic well enough to write about it.
Four principles of rhetorical convention are salient:
first, reading and writing are learned (McKay, 1989);
second, they are culturally, and perhaps linguistically
(Grabe & Kaplan, 1989; Kaplan, 1988, 1967; Leki, 1991;
Liebman, 1988), shaped; third, reading and writing are, at
least in part, transmitted through the formal educational
system (Mohan & Lo, 1985); and, finally, all learners are in
principle capable of learning writing conventions and
strategies of various types (Carson, Carrell, Silberstein,
Kroll, & Kuehu, 1990; Grabe & Kaplan, 1989; Mohan, 1986).
The four students provide further insights into these
principles and the formal schema they used in rhetorical
form, pattern, and topic development.
Michael.
Generally, there were two kinds of writing tasks
in each writing class. The first kind of writing
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task is called journals. The second kind of
writing task is called formal essays. When I
stayed in 107 writing class, my teacher asked me
to write down my writing difficulties in the
process of writing. And then she would give me
some suggestions and told me how to improve my
later-on essays. Since I didn't need to worry
about syntax, word choice, or punctuation, my
thought was especially flowing. When I wrote my
literature response journal, I had the same
feeling because I was free to use my own
experiences to interpret authors' viewpoints.
Above all, I had no grade pressure with this type
of writing. Among all formal essays, I like
writing argument essay most. It seems to be
related to my past L1 writing experiences. When I
stayed in the army to offer military service in
Taiwan, I had learned how to write official
documents in L1. This kind of official document
is composed of three parts: gist, explanation,
and resolution. The gist is like the "theme" in
the introduction of L2 writing. The explanation
is like the supporting ideas in the body
paragraphs of L2 writing. As to the resolution,
it is quite identical to the critical judgment at
the conclusion of the argument essay in L2. At
the very beginning of this writing program, I was
accustomed to using L1 thinking style to present
ideas in my papers. However, after the training
of 107 writing class, I started to internalize
those cognitive thinking skills my teacher taught
me. In the process of writing, I wanted to apply
these skills to my writing tasks, but I still
could not control these skills very well. It is
my fault because I did not take time to practice.
So far my cognitions of culture, language, and
value cannot compromise with American readers. I
like following the criteria of the American
discourse community to construct the information
and then present it in a direct, concise, and
logical way. But I don't like changing my
cognitions of language, culture, and value in L1.
That is, I could not totally forget my Chinese
writer's identity when I wrote essays in L2. My
writing teachers told me I needed to select
information on the basis of my intention and
readers' needs and expectations. But it is too
hard for me. We see things through our eyes.
When I see an object, some parts of the object are
especially meaningful to me but not to others. I
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think who I am decides what and how I see objects.
That is, my culture, language, prior knowledge,
living experiences, and context decide how I
respond to the outer world's stimuli. I am
strongly connected to my cultural roots. How
could I temporarily forget my Chinese identity
when I wrote in L2?
John.
I like the teacher-student dialogue journal very
much because I can write in an informal or
conversational style. As to the literature
response journal, I like it because I can use it
to explore my ideas. Above all, I was allowed to
express my own awareness because teachers usually
gave feedback not grades on journals. Among all
the formal essays, I like writing rhetorical
analysis and argument essays most. I think I have
transferred some writing skills from my L1
writing. When I was studying at elementary school
in Taiwan, my parents sent me to a writing program
sponsored by the Mandarin Daily News Center to
learn how to read and write in L1. In my opinion,
although Chinese rhetorical conventions are
greatly different from those of the American
discourse community, they are supplemental to each
other. In Chinese reading and writing, we also
analyze theme, plot, character, and setting in the
articles. However, the way we tackle writing
problems is different. In Western culture, the
reader uses his own experiences and cognitive
skills to paraphrase or criticize the information
given by the writer in the article. In other
words, readers can approve or disapprove writer's
viewpoints on the basis of his understanding of
the article. It seems there is no right or wrong.
However, in our culture, the reader needs to make
good use of his feelings and wisdom to appreciate
the intentions of the writer. since the writer
doesn't speak up his real intentions directly in
some rhetorical patterns such as poetry and
fiction, it is hard for readers to criticize.
When we wrote our expository essays, we only said
we had the same feelings as the writer. But we
seldom used our own experiences to explain why we
approved the writer's feelings. I think it is
strongly related to our culture and past learning
experiences in school. I am just thinking if
writing teachers had given us more training
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related to high-level cognitive thinking skills
and had given us time to practice or internalize
all these skills, we would have alleviated some
sort of discourse accents in our texts. At the
very beginning of this writing program, I felt
psychologically ambivalent because I couldn't
control two rhetorical conventions very well.
However, I have found a balance point after 107
and 108 writing classes. Now I know very clearly
in my mind if I want to write a piece of writing
being accepted by American readers, I need to do
my best to initiate myself into the American
discourse community. That is, I need to forget my
Chinese identity when I write L2 writing tasks.
Although I cannot say I can write like a native
writer, I think I can use L2 written code to
communicate effectively.
Helen.
When I stayed in 107 writing class, my teacher
asked me to write down my writing difficulties in
the process of writing. But most of the time I
dared not write the real difficulties happening in
the process of my writing. since I was afraid my
teacher would laugh at me, I usually hid my real
feelings from teachers. I don't think it is
appropriate to tell something personal to others.
You know I got here to receive my education
because I want to learn how to write academic
papers. Among all the L2 rhetorical patterns, I
like narrative essay very much. Once I wrote a
narrative to describe a car accident happening to
my neighbor in Taiwan. Since I saw it myself, I
described the plot, characters, and setting very
vividly. That is the only "A" essay I got from
this writing program. When I studied in 107 and
108 writing classes, I was asked by writing
teachers to write expository essays such as
argument and rhetorical analysis and documented
projects. Since all these writing tasks ask for
high-level cognitive skills, I felt very
frustrated. Although I had learned how to
generalize, synthesize, order, compare, and infer
sources of information given by authors in the
articles, I had not internalizea these skills. So,
it was very hard for me to apply these skills to
my writing tasks because I did not make efforts to
practice them. So far I am still accustomed to
using the first persona to record, report, or
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generalize information I read from the articles.
I dared not make any critical judgment on the
basis of my own experiences and viewpoints because
I was afraid of making errors. In the process of
composing, I think I was influenced by my L1
rhetorical conventions. Sometimes some readers of
my texts complained they were confused with the
persona I am referring to in the essay. In other
words, the psychological subject in my mind is
different from the grammatical subject in the
essay. Although I understood writing is different
from speech and the best writing is the least
context-dependent, I always wrote the "theme" in
the introduction in a broad and abstract way.
Since the goal was too big to approach, my
thoughts got stuck. Once my thoughts got stuck, I
would stop developing subgoals and discovering
meanings related to the writing topic. So far I
have already learned how to cite sources of
information to support ideas in my essays. But I
still need to learn how to brainstorm my ideas at
the predrafting stage, how to select appropriate
ideas on the basis of my own intention and
writer's expectation, and how to present them in a
direct, concise, and logical way in the essays.
Mary.
I like the literature response journal very much,
but I don't like following guided questions to
write it. Although some guided questions are
helpful to my understanding of the original
articles, they give me a sense of restraint. When
I was in 107 writing class, my teacher put several
writing folders in the reserve room of the main
library. Everyone was free to check out the
folder belonging to his/her small group to
write/respond something he/she wanted to share
with his/her groupmates and teacher. In addition,
there was another folder belonging to the whole
class. All classmates and the teacher were free
to write to one another about something personal
or academic. I enjoyed this kind of writing very
much because I had no grade pressure. It gave me
the sense writing became a game. When I was in
108 class, my teacher used e-mail [electronic
mail] to respond to my writing questions and
difficulties. I think it is the most effective
way to ask for help or communicate with my teacher
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or classmates. So far I have learned how to write
a theme in the introduction, a topic sentence in
each paragraph, and a summary at the conclusion of
the essays in L2. Among all the L2 rhetorical
patterns, I am especially good at narrative and
descriptive texts. I think it is partially
related to my past L1 writing experiences. Before
I got to America, I had practiced narrative,
descriptive, expository, and argumentative essays
in L1. Although rhetorical conventions in L1 are
greatly different from those of L2, I got some
inner insights from comparing these two rhetorical
conventions. I used to be not good at writing
expository and argumentative essays in L1. After
one year's training in the L2 writing program, I
have progressed a lot, but I still have problems
related to expository, argumentative, and
rhetorical analysis essays in L2. I think the
main problems are related to different cognitive
skills between L1 and L2. Once I was asked to
evaluate or infer information in L2 writing, my
thought would become very chaotic. I was not
trained to make critical judgments, predict, or go
beyond the information given in L1 writing;
therefore, I had none of these kinds of thinking
skills in my mind to transfer to L2 writing
context. So far I have already known the writing
format of the American discourse community. If my
writing teachers would release more time in class
to train me on how to present information in a
native writer's way, I think my writing problems
would be solved by half. When I wrote my L2
essays, I was always told to write in a inductive,
direct, and concise way. That is, I need to tell
readers very clearly in the introduction what I
really want to do in this essay. Once in while I
was consciously or unconsciously influenced by L1
culture and wrote my essays in a deductive,
indirect, and redundant way. However, if I put my
Chinese identity aside and do my best to initiate
myself into the American discourse community, I
think another part of my writing problems will
also be solved. However, I am connected to my
culture, language, and past learning experiences.
It needs to take time to change my writer's
identity. From the feedback of peers and teachers
I know I still have some degree of discourse
accent in my texts. So, I need spend more time
practicing how to compare, synthesize, and make
judgments. In addition, I need to use criteria of
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the American discourse community to monitor my
composing processes.
Discussion
Michael, John, and Mary showed a strong affinity with
literature response journals, teacher-student dialogue
journals, and e-mail.

They liked writing journals because

they were free to discuss and interact about social or
academic matters.

They thought journals provide them with a

quiet, safe place in which to grapply with some of the
thorny issues they will be dealing with in the formal
essays.

Above all, they found the journals valuable for

stimulating their thoughts about the readings and for
providing material for their formal essays.

Since teachers

emphasized fluency rather than accuracy, the students were
not worried about grammatical errors.

In effect, their

affective filter was lower, and they took risks to try new
forms and ideas in their writing.
On the other hand, Helen was not interested in writing
teacher-student response journals.

She had no motivation to

write personally oriented assignments.

Her dissatisfaction

may have resulted from the fact that she was in the habit of
using her own native language when writing about more
private matters and, therefore, felt that the academic
setting was inappropriate for this type of discourse.
However, research (Carnicelli, 1980; Edelsky, 1982;
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Goldstein & Conrad, 1990; Johnson, 1983; Raimes, 1983a;
Witbeck, 1976) indicates that sharing texts with peers and
teachers can assist a writer in the organization and clarity
of his/her writing.

Helen's teacher asked her to document

her writing difficulties, but she was afraid of being
ridiculed and, therefore, wrote something inaccurate.
Because she did not ask for help from her teacher or peers,
Helen's writing and thinking were disconnected from them.
To build Helen's confidence in journal writing, teachers
should have helped her to understand that writing is indeed
a way to explore one's feeling and thoughts and it provides
her with a "safe place" in which to critically examine her
worlds.

In other words, the message, not the mechanics, is

important.
The four students used different methods for developing
their writing topics.

Although Michael learned a lot of

writing cognitive skills from his 107 writing class, he did
not make an effort to practice them.

He did not internalize

these skills through practice and, therefore, felt rushed
when he wanted to apply these skills to his writing.

At the

drafting stage, Michael preferred to explore his ideas on
the basis of his L1 culture and values, and then to follow
the criteria of the American discourse community to present
the ideas in his texts.

Because he believed his own

personal identity directed what and how he thought and

147

wrote, he ignored readers' expectations and needs and, thus,
was unable to convey his real intentions.

others were

confused by Michael's writing.
John's L1 reading and writing experiences were quite
different from those of the other three students.

He had

learned to read and write Mandarin in a program sponsored by
the Mandarin Daily News Center.

In John's opinion, although

the L1 rhetorical conventions were greatly different from
those in L2, they were not contradictory but supplemental to
each other.

In the past, he was trained to make good use of

his feelings and wisdom to appreciate the real intentions of
the author in articles.

In other words, he seldom used his

own experiences or cognitive skills to paraphrase the
information given by the writer.

After a short period of

psychological struggle, John finally chose to put his
Chinese identity aside when he wrote in English.

In the

process of developing his writing topics, he had already
decided to use Western cognitive skills and knowledge to
explore, construct, and reshape his ideas; adapt them in
terms of his writing intentions and readers' expectations
and needs, and finally follow the criteria of the U.S.
discourse community to convey his ideas in a direct and
concise way.

John's writing products, not surprisingly,

were more acceptable to his American audience.
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Although Helen had learned some reading cognitive
skills from her 106 writing class, she did not take time to
practice them.

She had acquired some basic cognitive skills

such as recording, reporting, and generalizing, and she was
good at writing narrative essays.

However, she felt

frustrated when asked to write expository essays such as
argument, rhetorical analysis essays, or documented
projects.

Because she lacked the skills of brainstorming,

discovering and reshaping her ideas, selecting appropriate
ideas to convey her writing purposes, and presenting her
ideas in an acceptable way, Helen's writing products often
were not understandable to her American audience.
When Mary developed her L2 writing topics, she was less
influenced by her Mandarin rhetorical conventions.

She was

good at writing narrative and descriptive essays in
Mandarin, but after one year's training through the
university writing program, she still had problems related
to expository essays.

She handled descriptive and narrative

modes of discourse confidently, but evaluation,
classification, persuasion, writing for a mixed audience,
and topics which require theorizing, abstracting, or
predictions about the future could be troublesome.
thought her difficulties were more
skills and her Chinese identity.

r~lated

Mary

to cognitive

In her judgment, when

writing teachers gave more time to teaching high-level
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cognitive skills such as evaluating and inferring, she was
able to temporarily forget her Chinese identity when
developing a writing topic.
Linguistic Activity
Language Proficiency
Language proficiency is exhibited through syntax, word
choice, and mechanics.

Although some research (Krashen,

1984; Kroll & Schafer, 1978; Taylor, 1974) indicates
conscious learning of grammatical rules can at best make
only a small contribution to the acquisition of written
English, many ESL writers believe their writing difficulties
at the prewriting, drafting, revising, and editing stages
are strongly related to their inadequate language
proficiency. They complain that the sentence patterns in
their texts are not very diverse. Sometimes they do not know
how to choose appropriate words from an electronic
dictionary to express exactly what they want to say.

They

feel frustrated because these problems make them feel
"stuck."
In reality, a language has infinite grammatical rules;
even the best teachers and students cannot memorize them
all.

Students who have learned grammar over many years may

still not know how to apply these rules to create their own
sentences.

Research (Krashen, 1984; Kroll, 1978) strongly
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suggests that grammar instruction is not effective in
helping students write.

Krashen (1984) reports that

focusing on grammatical rules in second language performance
can seriously impede communication; similarly, this focus in
the early stages of the composing process can interfere with
the creation of meaning (Nelson, 1991).

In addition, some

researchers (Purves, 1988, 1986; Raimes, 1985; Zamel, 1990)
believe ESL writers' real writing difficulties are more
related to their lack of knowledge of rhetorical context,
critical thinking, or metacognitive skills than to language
proficiency.
The following statements by the four students reveal
their views on this subject.
Michael.
After I have understood the rhetorical context, I
will retrieve some ideas about this writing task
at hand from my memory and past experiences.
Usually I wrote a flexible outline. And then I
will follow this temporary "theme" in the
introduction and topic sentence in each paragraph
to explore or develop my ideas. At the drafting
stage, I always felt very frustrated because I
didn't have enough vocabularies and syntax to
transcribe all the ideas in my mind. In the past,
I have memorized a lot of vocabularies, sentence
patterns, and grammatical rules from my foreign
language education in Taiwan. But I don't know
how to apply them to the real writing context.
That is, I don't know how to use these rules to
create my own sentences. In order to make my
essays more rich and vivid to the readers, I
always liked retrieving some proverbs, maxims, or
phrases from Ll to support the ideas in my papers.
However, it was very hard to find appropriate
words to translate these ideas. Although my
teacher told me many times that all writing
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classes are content-based, they pay more attention
to the content of my essays than to the syntax and
grammatical correction for the first draft of my
essay. But some writing teachers gave comments
and grades to the first draft of my essay. Since
I was afraid my final course grade would be
influenced by grades from the first drafts of my
essays, I paid attention to idea development,
syntax, word choice, and mechanics at the drafting
stage and with the first drafts of my essays.
Since I was always unable to take care of all
these rhetorical things at the same time, I felt
frustrated and painful.
John.
Usually I would not pay attention to word choice
and syntax until the second drafts of my texts.
So far I think my biggest writing problem is
related to syntax not word choice. When I wrote
my literature response journals, some vocabularies
I didn't know how to spell. But they did not
bring me any writing troubles because I could ask
teachers or classmates who are from Englishspeaking countries. I have acquired a lot of
vocabularies from class discussions. I think
there is only one way to acquire syntax. That is,
I need to acquire it from a large quantity of
reading. However, each semester I took too many
credits so there was no time left for me to read
outside pleasure reading materials. Although
sentence patterns in my essays are not quite
diverse, they won't lead to readers'
misunderstandings.
Helen.
In the process of writing, I always used my
electronic dictionary to look up vocabularies,
phrases, or idioms I needed in my essays.
Sometimes there were several words appearing on
the screen of the dictionary, but I didn't know
which word I could choose or which word was more
suitable for the writing context. Although I used
to memorize a lot of grammatical rules and
sentence patterns in L2, it was hard to apply them
to the writing context. Since I don't know how to
use them to create my own sentences, I imitated
some sentence patterns to write my own sentences.
Maybe that is a part of the reason why readers of
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my texts said some sentences in my texts are
awkward and fragmental. Although teachers
emphasize content is more important than language
expression and correction, I always spent a lot of
time on syntax and word choice at the drafting
stage because I knew the first draft of my essay
counts for a part of the points of the final
course grade. In order to create clear and
correct sentences, sometimes I could only stop
exploring ideas or meanings in my essays because
my language ability was unable to handle content,
syntax, word choice, and mechanics at the same
time. In order to catch everything, I lost all
the things.
Mary.
I used to memorize a lot of L2 grammatical rules,
but they are not very helpful to my writing
because I didn't know how to use them to create my
own sentences. Once I used grammatical rules to
monitor the form of my language, the flow of my
thoughts would be greatly decreased. However, I
paid a lot of attention to syntax, word choice,
and mechanics at the drafting stage. Before I
turned in the first draft of my essay, I always
went to the tutorial center to proofread my papers
because my writing teachers allotted a part of
points of each essay to the first draft. I was
worried my points would be influenced because I
did not polish or edit my paper. However, from my
experiences, I found even though I asked tutors to
proofread my papers and make each sentence
perfect, it wouldn't guarantee a satisfied grade.
From this point I have understood that language
expressions and corrections should be subordinate
to content.
Discussion
Michael, Helen, and Mary felt assured that they had
memorized a lot of sentence patterns and grammatical rules

in Taiwan, but they did not know how to use these rules to
create their own sentences in actual L2 writing contexts.
Michael's frustration in writing seemed to come from his
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utilitarian motivation.

Although he was told by his writing

teachers many times that he needed to pay more attention to
idea exploration than to syntax, word choice, or mechanics
at the drafting stage, he ignored his teachers' suggestions
when he found his writing teachers gave negative feedback as
well as grades on the first drafts of his essays.

Since he

was afraid that his final course grade would be influenced
by the grade on his first draft, he paid attention to idea
development, syntax, word choice, and mechanics at the
drafting stage.

Premature editing stifled his thoughts.

Once he stopped discovering or creating new ideas, Michael
could only retrieve proverbs or idioms from Ll to enrich the
content of his essays.

He could not find the appropriate

words to translate his ideas and feelings from L1 to L2.
Michael ultimately developed a sense of failure and
apprehension from this writing program.
For example, in Michael's expository essay, "The
Conflicts Between Personality and Fortune," he retrieved
some proverbs and idioms from his Chinese culture.
How a person is rewarded is based on how a person
plants. A person needs to be responsible for what
he has done before. Sometimes one regrets what he
did because he could not hold down his desire.
Why one did something he shouldn't have done is
always related to his own disposition. There is
an old saying in China, "Eating the same kind of
rice raises up people with thousands of different
personalities." That is to say, different
dispositions lead to a variety of thoughts and
behaviors. Usually people with different
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personalities behave differently in their daily
lives. No wonder people have different fortunes.
Michael's 108 writing teacher was a non-native-English
speaker who shared Michael's cultural understandings.
Therefore, it was easy for Michael's teacher to understand
what Michael really wanted to convey to her as one of his
readers.

However, feedback from peer readers was different

from that of his writing teacher.

These readers were

confused with expressions such as, "How a person is rewarded
based on how a person plants," and "Eating the same kind of
rice raises up people with thousands of different
personalities."

In these peer readers' minds, such content

schemata were unfamiliar, even bizarre.

Therefore, they

asked Michael to clarify these two sentences in subsequent
versions.
Actually, the two proverbs from Michael's text were
transposed from his home culture.

He really meant, in the

first example, that one reaps no more than what he/she has
sown, and in the second proverb, that people growing up in
the same family have different personalities.

Michael

sometimes thought there were contradictions between his
teacher's and peer's feedback.

But this opportunity helped

Michael understand that different renders have
expectations and needs.

diffe~ent

Because the· teacher was not the

only reader of his text, he needed to define and clarify
those proverbial saying strongly related to his culture and
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previous experiences but not to other readers.

Otherwise it

was easy for him to fail to convey his intentions to his
readers.
John, like Michael, had some writing difficulties
related to syntax and word choice, but he knew how to ask
for help from classmates and his writing teachers.

He did

not allow premature editing -to interfere with the flow of
his thoughts and continued to explore his ideas at the
drafting stage. In John's opinion, one could acquire syntax
from a large quantity of pleasure reading.

Unfortunately,

John took too many credits each semester, so he had no time
or physical energy left to immerse himself in comprehensible
input from readings.
In the process of writing, Helen was cognitively
overloaded by her dependence on an electronic dictionary and
her tendency to retrieve sentence patterns from memory and
to edit prematurely at the drafting stage.
Likewise, when Mary found her writing teachers allotted
points to the first draft of her essay, she not only became
more attentive to syntax, lexicon, spelling, and punctuation
in her paper at the drafting stage but also went to the
tutorial center to ask a tutor to polish her paper before
she turned in the first draft.

When she found that asking a

tutor to proofread her papers did not guarantee a
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satisfactory grade, Mary understood that content is more
important than grammatical correction.
Social Activity
Classroom Activities
How a student develops as a L2 writer is related to the
student's experiences with classroom events.

Classroom

discussion usually gives students the chance to get ideas
from others, to test out their ideas on others, to ask
questions, to take notes, to write in the margins of their
texts, to underline key passages in the article, and so on.
So, classroom activities, which include small-group and
whole-class discussions, should focus on helping students to
become users of written English.

For second language

learners who need more time and opportunity to practice
using the language with others, group work is especially
beneficial.

Knowledge, in discussion context, is not being

defined as "fact" handed down by an authority figure;
instead, it is something fluid that the group and the
teacher create during their interaction.

Since power does

not stay with the teacher, power flows from the teacher to
everyone in the classroom, and then from student to student.
Generally, small-group discussion is the most favored
classroom activity in a writing class.

When students work

in small groups, they talk more and produce a wider range of
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speech patterns than when they participate in
teacher-dire~ted

instruction (Milk, 1985).

In addition,

small-group discussion gives writers a sense of intimacy,
increases their opportunities to interact with others in the
group, and boosts their social motivation (Nelson, 1991).
Inexperienced writers especially welcome small-group
discussion.

However, some teachers prefer whole-class

discussion to small-group discussion.
of control or direct supervision.

They may feel a loss

When control means that

the teacher does most of the speaking and asking questions,
student participation and involvement drop drastically (Long
&

Porter, 1985).

The four students reflected on their language learning
experiences in writing classes this way.
Michael.
When I had small-group discussion with another one
or two groupmates, I got more chances to ask
questions, clarify ideas, or practice the target
language. Since we were close to one another, I
was not anxious if others didn't understand me or
I didn't understand them. Even though I said
something wrong or asked some ridiculous
questions, I didn't feel embarrassed because only
one or two people hear me not the whole class.
Although small-group discussion brought me a sense
of security, I think whole-class discussion is
more critical to the content development of formal
essays because whole-class discussion gave me
another chance to check my understandings of the
articles. Usually there are some language models
in our writing class. They are from overseas
English-speaking countries such as India, etc.
Even though I did not actively participate in
whole-class discussion, I could acquire a lot of
words and ideas from their talks. So far I still
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have listening problems in class. Sometimes I got
lost in whole-class discussion because some
classmates had serious accents. I am just
thinking if teachers wrote down new words and
phrases or critical questions classmates initiated
or wrote a brief summary of the discussion results
from each small group on the board, it would be
very beneficial to my comprehensible input.
John.
When I studied in 108 writing class, the teacher
always gave me two articles to read. And then I
needed to choose one of them to write a literature
response journal. On the second day we usually
exchanged our response journals with another two
groupmates and discussed questions in the
articles. Usually if time was not a constraint,
we would have whole-class discussion after smallgroup sharing. In my opinion, whole-class
discussion is more important than small-group
discussion. It not only gives me a chance to
clarify my ideas but also helps me to compare my
viewpoints with those of other classmates.
Usually I like using clustering skill to write
down main points in the articles before smallgroup and whole-class discussions. When I heard
something interesting or worthwhile, I would
quickly put it in the right content slots I have
already built. Sometimes class discussions helped
me to reexamine some issues in the articles or
rebuild some new content slots. If I had doubts
about some issues in the articles, I would
actively initiate questions and discuss with other
classmates. I would not leave doubts in my mind.
Generally, I could get a overall picture of the
articles after class discussions. And then I
would follow this flexible outline to continue
developing my formal essays.
Helen.
Although I knew small-group and whole-class
discussions to be very critical to my writing, I
dared not talk in whole-class discussion. The
reasons seem to be related to my poor speech and
reading abilities. Since I lacked reading
strategies, I often misunderstood the meanings of
the articles which teachers assigned me to read.
It was hard for me to get a holistic picture of
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the main points from the articles. Since journals
were not graded by writing teachers, sometimes I
was not very attentive to whole-class discussions
except when I planned to continue developing that
journal into a formal essay. In addition,
classmates' accents also prevented me from
participating in discussion. Making a comparison
with whole-class discussion, I prefer to clarify
my ideas and practice the target language in
small-group discussion. But I liked pairing with
someone whose English was not better than mine.
You know if pairing up with someone whose English
was better than mine, I wouldn't have adequate
chances to talk. If I talked something wrong or
silly, I would also be laughed at.
Mary.
I think teachers and language models are very
important to the success of whole-class
discussions. When I stayed in 107 writing class,
there were several language models. Some of them
are from English-speaking countries such as India
or alphabet-oriented European countries. That
summer I felt 107 class was especially active. I
felt interactions between teachers and students
and among peer groups were much more than another
two writing classes. Although I did not talk a
lot, I acquired a lot of new vocabularies, idioms,
sentence structures, information, and insights
from their talks. I wanted to write down all
those good and fresh points I heard, but I always
missed some of them. I know I need to spend time
practicing how to take notes in class. Making a
comparison with small-group discussion, I think
whole-class discussion is more beneficial to my
writing task. It pools all the source of
information from small-group discussions together.
Actually, I didn't care whether classmates' talks
are worthwhile to my writing tasks or not. If
they didn't talk, our class would become a church.
I hate quietness.
Discussion
The four students who participated in this study had
different viewpoints about class discussions.

Michael
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thought both small-group and whole-class discussions
empowered the voice struggling to be heard in his papers.
John and Mary preferred whole-class to small-group
discussion.

Helen thought that small-group discussion was

more beneficial to her writing.
According to Michael's statements, he made use of
small-group and whole-class discussions to develop his
working knowledge for subsequent formal essays.

Small-

group discussion not only brought him a sense of security
but also gave him a chance to interact with other
groupmates.

Although he did not actively participate in

whole-class discussion, he acquired some vocabulary and
ideas from classmates' talks.

However, he complained that

some classmates' accents prevented him from adequate
comprehension in class.

He would have preferred that his

teacher wrote those new words, phrases and discussion
questions on the board. In Michael's opinion, the
development of language ability is dependent upon a high
degree of clarity and comprehensibility of the target
language. That is to say, teachers need to use natural
conversational techniques of repetition, restatement, and
clarification to ensure that the maximum number of students
in the class get the maximum understanding and exposure to
the language being used.
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John thought whole-class discussion was more helpful to
his writing.

He used clustering to write down all the main

points in the reading articles before class discussions, so
it was not hard for him to compare his viewpoints with those
of other classmates during discussion.

If he heard any

fresh or interesting points, he could quickly add them to
his content slots.

Likewise, if John had any doubts about

classmates' viewpoints, he would actively initiate questions
and negotiate meanings with them.

Consequently, John not

only had a holistic picture of the reading materials but
also had a repertoire of working knowledge to call upon when
he developed his literature response journal into a formal
essay.
Helen was very quiet in class.

She was afraid to

participate in whole-class discussions because of her poor
speech and reading abilities.

Because she thought journals

did not count for any points on the final course grade, she
was not attentive to classmates' talks except when she was
asked to develop class discussion into a formal essay.
Helen had no confidence in her language ability, so she
always chose a person whose English was not better than hers
to pair with in small-group discussions.

As a result,

opportunities for developing knowledge and language
proficiency were totally lacking for Helen.
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Mary thought whole-class discussion was very important
to her writing, yet she did not usually engage in these
valuable whole-class discussions.

Most of the time, she

took notes or listened to others' viewpoints.

However, Mary

believed she had acquired some ideas, vocabulary, idioms,
grammar, and sentence structures from listening to peer
language models in class.
Peer Review
Since 1952 collaborative learning, as a pedagogical
approach for teaching composition and literature, has been
highly developed in America by Kenneth A. Bruffee.

The

assumption behind it is that the teacher is not the only
source of help for revising, that students can give valuable
feedback to one another, too (Caywood & Overing, 1987;
Goldstein & Conrad, 1990; Hairston, 1982; Haswell, 1991;
Johnson, 1983, 1989; Mittan, 1989; Stanger, 1987; Urzua,
1987).

Peer review is based on the concept of reciprocal

teaching, whereby students assume the role of teacher in a
variety of L2 writing activities (Freire, 1983; Johnson,
1989).

Students are usually divided into many small groups

before engaging in peer reviews.

After reading or listening

to other groupmates' papers, students provide the writers
with oral or written feedback, telling the writers what else
they would like to know from this essay or what part of the
essay should be clarified.

When students assume teaching
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and informing roles, they develop a sense of responsibility
for being accurate, interesting, persuasive and appropriate
(Johnson, 1989).
Research (Goldstein & Conrad, 1990; Johnson, 1989)
indicates peer review can benefit students' writing a great
deal because it gives students a chance to practice
listening, speaking, reading, writing and thinking.

From

working with peers in small groups, students gain a better
grasp of the perspective of their audience, learn more about
the varied viewpoints a writer might address, and experiment
with effective writing strategies.

Because students meet

one another face to face and learn about each other, peer
review promotes understanding, cooperation, equity, and
tolerance.

Above all, peer review increases students'

intellectual growth and motivation to revise (stanger,
1987).

But students need to learn how to work together,

share each other's writing, and respond to one another in a
genuine and constructive way (Smith, 1983; Sommers, 1982).
Otherwise, peer review can easily degenerate into a
formulaic procedure.

If this occurs, only the teacher's

comments are sought in the social context of writing.

To

avoid this kind of situation, some teachers have students
follow prescribed guidelines to write comments about
groupmates' papers.

Others comment em the feedback given by
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students to their groupmates.

The four students shared

these feelings about peer review:
Michael.
Usually we had peer review after we got the first
drafts of our papers done. From reviewing others'
papers, I could understand how others develop
their writing topics and organize their ideas. If
I was lucky enough to do peer review with some
mature writers, I would acquire a lot of
vocabularies, idioms, and syntax from reading
their papers. Usually I felt feedback from mature
writers was more constructive than that from basic
writers. Sometimes some irresponsible groupmates
misread my papers and gave feedback to my papers
in a perfunctory attitude. Maybe they were just
like me very busy with their major classes. In my
mind I think teachers and mature writers are
better readers. They not only have specialized
knowledge about the writing topics but also have
adequate language ability to point out my errors
related to syntax and lexical choice. They told
me how to continue developing ideas. Above all,
they pointed out the strengths and weaknesses in
my paper. Sometimes readers of my paper told me
orally some points in my paper they did not
understand very well. When I negotiated meanings
with them, I found they got lost not because of my
inadequate language ability but because of
different values we have about the writing topics.
I would like using some examples to clarify my
meanings, but I did not like changing my values.
Sometimes I found there was some degree of
contradiction between the comments given by
teachers and peers. Most of time comments from
peers were very positive, but comments from
teachers were very strict. Under this kind of
condition, I would make judgments and choose some
of them for the revision of my paper.
John.
I thought peer review was very beneficial to my
writing. I needed it very much. After I got
feedback of the first draft of my paper from peers
and teachers, I would make a comparison between
these two feedback. If I had any doubts about the
comments given by peers, I would ask them. In the
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process of negotiating meanings, I was very
attentive to groupmates' viewpoints about my
paper. I knew it was hard to get consensus. So,
I did not expect readers to accept all my
viewpoints. But I cared whether I had conveyed
the meanings clearly to the readers. When I
followed teacher's guidelines to review others'
papers, I paid a lot of attention to content and
organization. If I found any good points in their
papers, I would document them in my notebook.
When I saw the weaknesses or errors in their
papers, I would reflect myself.
Helen.
I liked peer review. It gave me a chance to look
at others' papers. And then I would know where I
stood in this writing class. Usually I learned
some writing strategies from reading others'
papers. In order to get some helpful feedback
from peers, I always liked to group together with
those people whose English was better than mine or
they are serious with their stUdying. If I found
the organization of someone's paper was very good,
I would imitate it. But in the process of
revision, I only followed teachers' comments to
revise my papers. The comments from my groupmates
were only reviewed as references because I didn't
think groupmates were so knowledgeable as
teachers. Besides, there was always a gap between
the comments given by teachers and groupmates.
Above all, teachers were the evaluators of the
final course grade. Some groupmates were just
like me taking a lot of credits from their
academic departments. They read papers in a rush
and gave comments in a perfunctory attitude.
Since peer review only counted for 5% of the final
course grade, I was not engaged in giving comments
to others' papers either. I usually wrote two or
three sentences to others' papers.
Mary.
Basically I liked peer review very much. When my
groupmates pointed out the weaknesses of my paper,
I would not think they were directing them at me.
I would listen to them very carefully and then
negotiated with them the ideas, organization, and
coherence in my paper. Usually I did not accept
all feedback from peers. I only used some of them
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for the revision of my paper. When groupmates
told me they did not understand the "metaphors" I
used in my paper, I would follow their suggestions
to clarify. I know sometimes I was egocentric. I
forgot people from another country have no such
kind of experience or content schemata in their
minds. When I was in 107 writing class, my
teacher did not ask us to follow guidelines to
write comments. But she gave comments to the
comments we gave to other groupmates' papers. It
gave my groupmates and me some kind of warning.
That is, we needed to read others' papers in a
serious attitude.
Discussion
Although the four students found peer review very
helpful in revising their writing, they had used the
feedback differently.

Michael thought feedback from mature

writers and writing teachers was more persuasive and
appropriate than that from basic writers. In his opinion,
mature writers and teachers not only had specialized
knowledge about his writing topics but also had adequate
language ability to point out errors in his paper. When
negotiating meanings with peer review groupmates, Michael
insisted on the "values" in his paper.

He followed readers'

feedback in clarifying ambiguous points and restructured his
papers in an acceptable way, but he was not willing to
change his values or basic viewpoints.

Michael believed a

person's values are derived from his/her culture.

Because

he was strongly connected to his culture, it was hard for
him to change those ideas.

When Michael found

contradictions between the comments given by peers and
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teachers, he used his own propositions about writing to make
a judgment and then chose some meaningful points to revise
his paper.
John was very similar to Michael.

He also had his own

strongly held viewpoints and criteria which he used to
select feedback from peers and teachers.
more flexible than Michael.

However, John was

He not only adjusted the

content of his papers but also presented his paper in an
acceptable way.

In the process of negotiating meanings with

groupmates, John always documented all interesting and
meaningful points in his notebook, so he could tackle the
writing topic from different perspectives when he drafted or
revised his paper.
Helen said she liked peer review very much. Ironically,
there was a contradiction between what she said and what she
did. When she found there were some differences between
comments given by teachers and peers, she followed teachers'
suggestions to revise papers. In her opinion, only teachers
were the authorities of knowledge and language experts.
Above all, Helen thought that teachers were the sole
evaluators of the final course grade.

Because Helen cared

about her grades very much, she wrote solely for a grade or
to please the teachers.

Her primary writing motivation,

thus, was extrinsic rather than intrinsic.
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Mary's peer review experience was a little different
from those of Michael and John.

She admitted that her

papers were sometimes writer-based because she did not pay
attention to shared knowledge with her readers. To avoid
irresponsible readers commenting in a perfunctory manner,
she thought it best to have teachers respond to the comments
students gave to other groupmates.
Teacher-Student Conferences
Teacher-student conferences are usually held between
drafts so that students can identify those areas on which
they need to work.

In the process of teacher-student

conferences, teachers must make students aware that their
prose should be reader-based rather than writer-based.
Although syntax, vocabulary, and rhetorical form are
important features of writing, students need to use them as
a means for better expressing their own meaning.

In other

words, students need to learn that when writing becomes a
process through which they can explore and discover their
thoughts and ideas, their product is likely to improve as
well.
During teacher-student conferences, teachers should
behave as consultants, assistants, and facilitators rather
than as judges and authorities.

Teachers should respond as

genuine and interested readers.

Generally, there are two

kinds of teacher-student conferences.

One involves teachers
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meeting individually with each student; the other involves
teachers conferencing with a group of two or three students.
The following statements by the four students in this
study explain their ideas toward different types of
teacher-student conferences.
Michael.
Usually we had teacher-student conferences after
we had finished the second drafts of our formal
essays. This was the second time I could get
feedback from groupmates and the teacher. In the
conference, groupmates would point out the
weaknesses in my paper. And then the teacher
would give me some suggestions such as how to
expand ideas or clarify some ambiguous meanings in
my paper. I liked having teacher-student
conferences with a group of people who were
different from those people who had peer review
with me when I got the first draft of my paper
done. I thought the more classmates who read my
paper, the more feedback I would get from them.
Although I often got different feedback from
different classmates, I could make a critical
judgment on the basis of their feedback and my own
propositions about writing. Above all, from their
suggestions I could predict how they liked me
developing and presenting the ideas in my paper.
On the contrary, if I had a conference alone with
my teacher, I could only have 15 minutes to
interact with my teacher. However, if I had a
conference with the teacher and another two
groupmates, the conference time would be increased
to 45 minutes. And then I would have more time to
ask questions or negotiate ideas with groupmates
and the teacher.
John.
I liked having teacher-student conferences with
another two groupmates together instead of with
the teacher alone. If I had a conference with the
teacher alone, I would lose the chances to hear
more suggestions from other classmates.
Generally, our formal essays are from literature
response journals. Since different classmates
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developed different literature response journals
into different formal essays, the teacher-student
conference was a very good chance for me to
understand other people's critical judgments about
some issues in the reading materials. In
addition, from reviewing others' papers, I would
understand how other people developed "theme" in
the introduction, "topic sentence" in each
paragraph, and "summary" at the conclusion of the
paper. In the conference, I would negotiate
meanings with groupmates and the teacher. I
thought the teacher-student conference was very
important to the revision of my paper. If I had
different readers to read my paper, I would have
had more chances to understand their expectations
of my paper. And then I would be ready based on
their expectations and my own judgment to adjust
the contents and the way I developed the writing
topic.
Helen.
Basically I liked having conferences with the
teacher alone. When I was in 106 writing class,
my teacher always pointed out the weaknesses and
strengths in my papers. And then she would ask me
whether I had ideas about how to improve my
papers. Since she spoke clearly and slowly, I
understood her very well. So, I had no
communication problem with her in the conference.
However, when I had had conferences with the
teacher and another two groupmates, the teacher
always had another two groupmates speak first and
then he/she generalized what they said. Most of
the time I didn't understand what they said about
my paper because I usually had that feedback after
the conference. I was always thinking if I had
had those comments before I took part in the
conference, I would have understood how to respond
to those questions teachers or groupmates asked me
in the conference.
Mary.
I liked having conferences with some groupmates
whose writings were not better than mine. When I
had conferences with the teacher and another two
groupmates, my teacher always asked me to point
out the weaknesses in their papers. Sometimes it
was very hard for me to find weaknesses in those
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essays. In my mind, they were "A" essays. I
thought the organization, coherence, expressions,
and mechanics such as spellings and punctuation
were much better than my essay. If I had said
those papers were o.k., my teacher would have said
even professional writers would continuously
revise or polish the ideas in their papers. How
could you say these papers are without any
weaknesses? I was afraid my teacher misunderstood
I had not engaged in reading others' papers, so I
always chose some people whose writings were worse
than mine to have conferences together. And then
I would find a lot of drawbacks in their essays.
But in my inner heart, I felt very downhearted
because I knew I needed to get some genuine
feedback from mature writers. I also needed to
negotiate meanings with good writers and model
good writing strategies in their papers. But I
lost this good chance.
Discussion
From Michael, John and Mary's statements, it is easy to
see they preferred having teacher-student conferences with
another two other groupmates, rather than conferencing with
the teacher alone.

Helen claimed she liked conferencing

with the teacher alone.
language proficiency.

This was related to her level of L2
When she conferenced with the teacher

alone, it was easy for her to ask for help.

In contrast, if

she conferenced with a group, she often felt lost due to her
weak listening comprehension.

She hoped her teachers would

provide feedback before the peer review and teacher-student
conference were held.
Michael preferred conferencing with different people to
those who had been peer reviewers on his first draft. He
knew that all classmates were his readers, and the teacher
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was only one of them.

Different readers gave different

comments about his paper, and he used these readers'
expectations and his own propositions about writing to make
a critical judgment.

He valued conferencing with two

groupmates together because the conference time was
increased to 45 minutes.

This allowed

more time for him to

ask questions or negotiate rhetorical problems with others
in the conference.

On the other hand, if he conferenced

with the teacher alone, he was allocated only 15 minutes.
In John's opinion, he would lose the chance to hear
more suggestions from other classmates if he conferenced
with the teacher alone. In addition, he was convinced that
the conference provided a good opportunity for writers to
understand other writers' critical judgments about issues in
the reading materials.

John determined that if a number of

different people read his paper, he would have more chances
to figure out other readers' content schemata and
expectations, thus improving his odds for communicating his
intentions.
Mary always chose people whose writings were not better
hers to conference with because of her perceptions of the
teacher's attitude.

Observations in this study indicate

that when the teacher was too stern or pushed students too
much, students were not engaged in learning.
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Grouping Strategy
Usually, there are two types of groupings in a writing
class:

heterogeneous (mixed ability) and homogeneous (like

ability) groupings.

Enright and McClosky (1985) suggest

using groups of three, arranged by the teacher so that each
group has a mixture of sexes, ethnic and racial groups,
personalities and different writing strengths and
weaknesses. Generally speaking, different teachers and
students have different preferences for grouping size. Some
teachers prefer to pair two ESL writers, believing that this
strategy will increase students' opportunity to engage in
one-to-one speaking and listening.

Some teachers allow

their students to choose their own partners, encouraging
them to choose someone with whom they had not worked with or
did not already know.

However, Mittan's (1989) research

indicates grouping students with the same language
background has some advantages; for example, it is very easy
for students from the same L1 to gain insights about·their
own problems by seeing them mirrored in their partner's
writing.
The following descriptions by each of the four students
illuminate their views about grouping in their writing
classes.
Michael.
When I was in 107 writing class, my teacher always
used different skills to group students.
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Sometimes she grouped us on the basis of our
language proficiency. I got a chance to pair with
good language models at least once a semester.
Once in while she grouped us in terms of our
ethnic background, writing abilities, or our own
schedules. Since not all "A" writers or "C"
writers grouped together, I could play different
roles in small-group discussion. That is, I could
ask help from "A" writer when I got stuck with a
vocabulary or idiom, and I could also share what I
knew with some "B" writers or "C" writers. This
kind of grouping skill helped me to balance my
emotion. When I saw there were some other writers
struggling with their papers, I would become less
apprehensive. Above all, I got the chance to see
how "A" writers pick up appropriate knowledge and
words to organize their ideas in the papers.
John.
When I stayed in 108 writing class, I always chose
the person sitting next to me to do small-group
discussion or peer review together. Actually
there were some language models in the class. I
really wanted to group together with them once or
twice a semester. But I saw most people group
themselves with their neighbors. So, I could not
but give up my original idea. In fact, in my
inner heart I hoped my teachers would use
different skills to group us heterogeneously not
to allow us to choose our partners. Sometimes my
friends wanted me to pair with them. But I wanted
to group together with some "A" writers or fluent
English speakers. It was pretty hard to reject
friends. I did not want to hurt my friends'
feelings. I did not want to get hurt either.
Sometimes I wanted to group together with some
language models, but they always had their fixed
partners. It was pretty hard to get involved in
their groups. I also felt annoyed and frustrated.
Every time when I grouped together with friends
from my home country, we would switch back to our
first language once the teacher did not see or
hear us. Although I also got some ideas and
constructive feedback from my friends, both of us
were deprived from improving our target language.
I remember when I worked on a "culture sharing"
group project and presentation in 106 writing
class, my teacher grouped classmates in terms of
students' ethnic background. That is, each group
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was composed of groupmates from different
countries. Although three of us were not fluent
English speakers, we felt comfortable when we used
English to negotiate the project topic or
contents. If I have no chance to group together
with fluent English speakers from English-speaking
countries, I would rather group mysslf with other
ethnic groupmates than group together with people
from my home country.
Helen.
Idealistically, I like choosing my own favorite
partners in terms of the needs of different
writing tasks. But sometimes the real situations
in the class could not match my needs. After I
got my literature response journals done, I liked
choosing a partner whose English was not better
than mine to do small-group discussion together.
If my partner's English was better than mine,
he/she would dominate the speech. If not, I would
get more chances to practice my L2. However, when
I chose peer review and teacher-student conference
partners, I liked pairing together with some "A"
writers or some people having light accents. I
think "A" writers' feedback was more helpful to my
later-on revision. I usually did not understand
very well on teacher-student conferences because
some people had accents. So, when I chose
conference partners, I would consider their
language proficiency first.
Mary.
This semester my 108 writing teacher arranged a
chance for us to mix with another native-speaker
writing class when we discussed the novel "Typical
American." Half non-native-English-speaking
students in our class shifted to another nativeEnglish-speaking class and half native-Englishspeaking students in another class shifted to our
class. That is to say, half non-native-Englishspeaking students mixed with half NS students.
When we discussed questions together, I found our
class suddenly became more active than ever
before. There were a lot of debates and arguments
in the class. It gave me the chance to understand
not only people from different cultures look at
issues in the novel differently. It is also
possible for people who share the same language or
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culture to tackle or interpret issues differently.
Since I got a lot of ideas from classmates' talks,
I felt my thought was especially flowing when I
wrote my project because I had a repertoire of
working knowledge in my mind. I am just thinking
if I had a chance to do peer review with nativeEnglish speakers, I would have acquired more
ideas, writing conventions, vocabularies, or
syntax from reviewing their papers. In a word, I
think this kind of grouping skill has increased my
critical thinking a lot.
Discussion
The four students preferred heterogeneous to
homogeneous groupings.

Based on grouping experiences with

different teachers, each student had different expectations
of teachers' grouping strategies.

Michael hoped his

teachers would group students in terms of different language
proficiencies, ethnic background, or writing abilities.
When there was a variety of writers in the group, Michael
had a chance to play different roles.

He could ask for help

from "A" writers when he did not know a particular word or
phrase, or he could give help to less fluent writers.

When

he saw that other writers at his level of ability were also
struggling with their papers, Michael became less nervous.
To avoid hurting his friends' feelings or being
intimidated by other classmates, John hoped his teachers
would group students heterogeneously.

When teachers allowed

students to choose their own partners, they tended to choose
people who (1) were from their horne country, (2) had
adequate language proficiency, or (3) were recognized as "A"
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writers in the class.

Once students grouped together in

terms of these criteria, they lost the opportunity to hear
different viewpoints, negotiate meanings with a variety of
readers, and understand how people from different cultures
organize their ideas.

According to John, when he paired

with friends from his own culture, they often gossiped about
topics unrelated to the assigned reading materials or
switched to their L1 when the teacher was not listening. As
a result, if John could not group with fluent speakers or
mature writers, he would rather group with students from
other ethnic groups.
Helen liked to decide on her own group partners.

After

she completed her literature response journals, she
typically paired with a person whose English was not better
than hers.

Helen thought this gave her more opportunities

to practice her speech.

However, when she was involved in

peer review or teacher-student conferences, Helen liked to
pair with good language models or mature writers.

She

thought only good language models, mature writers, and
writing teachers could give her constructive feedback.
Mary's classroom grouping experiences were quite
special.

It is difficult to compose a class of half native-

English-speaking and half non-native-English-speaking
students because of administration and scheduling problems.
However, Mary's teacher taught two writing classes, one
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composed of native speakers and the other made up of nonnative speakers.

Combining these classes allowed non-native

speakers the chance to mix together with native speakers.
In this case, the feasibility of this grouping experience
was dependent on this writing teacher's conscientious
attitude and his proper selection of discussion materials.
When the writing teacher chooses reading materials which are
interesting to non-native speakers as well as native
speakers, the success of heterogeneous grouping is greatly
increased.
Psychological Activity
writer's Motivation
In this section, students' motivations to learn L2
writing are discussed from the perspectives of (1)
evaluation (formative/summative evaluation) and (2) classtaking situation (taking classes at the university versus
the community college), and (3) need (social/academic/future
need).

Generally there are two types of evaluation systems

in a writing class:

formative and summative.

When

teachers' comments on the margins or conclusion of the
papers are accompanied by a grade, this becomes a kind of
summative or overall evaluation. Summative evaluation
contributes to students' instrumental motivation because
grades directly influence their academic achievement record,
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financial support, and future job chances (Yancy, 1992).
Students understand that once a paper has been graded, that
grade affects their final course grade, regardless of
whether they improve on later revisions.
In contrast, formative evaluation allows students to
put grades aside, at least temporarily, and concentrate
instead on improving their writing.

Teachers' and peers'

comments are directed toward formative improvement, allowing
students to accept them as advice rather than criticism and
as motivation to prompt further action.

In this study, when

students knew that their essay grades were determined
primarily by how well they wrote the last draft of their
papers, they were less anxious about grades and develop
greater intrinsic incentive to improve their texts. Once
students have the expectation of success and of becoming
members of the "effective writers' club," (Smith, 1983),
they will do their best to learn the target language,
culture, people, and society.

Formative evaluation, then,

usually results in students' integrative motivation.
The four students interviewed described their reactions
to evaluation systems and how this contributes to their
motivations to write.

They say

Michael.
When I was in 107 writing class, my teacher put a
check on my literature response journals if she
thought the message I conveyed was very clear. If
there was no check on my literature response
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journal, I would not be allowed to continue
developing this response journal into a formal
essay. Although there were comments without
grades on my response journals, I dared not write
them in a perfunctory attitude. When I wrote my
essays in 108 writing class, my teacher gave
comments and grades on the first and second
drafts. But the first drafts counted for less
points than the second drafts. Usually I got a
very lousy grade with the first drafts of my
essays. But I improved a lot in latter drafts. I
think the most idealistic way for my teachers to
evaluate my essays is to comment and grade the
first drafts. It will help me to know where my
essays stand. But I hope the grades won't count
for any points of the final essay grade. Usually
I am not ready to accept a grade for the first
drafts of my essays because I always like to hear
teacher's comments on my papers from teacherstudent conferences. You know we usually have our
peer review and teacher-student conferences after
the first drafts of my essays.
John.
You know I always spend a lot of time on the
content and organization of the first drafts of my
essays. After the first draft I only need to
follow teachers' and peers' comments to continue
clarifying or elaborating some ideas. Usually I
spend less time on the second drafts. If the
first drafts don't count for any points, I will
not think my efforts are rewarded. Especially, I
think from the first drafts a teacher can identify
a person's writing potential more clearly. If the
first drafts of my essays don't account for any
points, it will be unfair to me because I am
committed to my writings. Some people write their
first drafts in a perfunctory attitude and then
they go to tutorial center or ask native writers
to polish or proofread their papers before turning
in their papers to the teachers and peers. I
think the first drafts of our essays should count
for a part of the points but not all.
Helen.
Usually we have our literature response journal
earlier than small-group and whole-class
discussions. I think it is quite unfair to grade
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my journal response as 3, 2, or 1 points. You know
sometimes I want to take risks to write something
interesting, but I am not quite sure. Since my
teacher grades my literature response journals, I
dare not try the target language once again
because I am worried I will make mistakes or write
something silly or unrelated to the articles I
read. In short, grading contributes to my
attention to the form of the language. When I
monitor the form of the language, I will not
communicate authentic message to the readers since
I am afraid of making errors. As to formal
essays' evaluation, I prefer the way the 107
teacher used. There were no grades but comments
on the first drafts of my essays. And all the
points of the essays went to the final drafts.
When I stayed in 108 writing class, I found
feedback given by teachers and peers was
contradictory to each other. Most of the time the
comments from peers were very constructive, but
the grade from the teacher was quite unsatisfying.
I am thinking if my 108 writing teacher had not
graded my essays until the second drafts, I would
not have had a sense of anxiety, apprehension, and
contradiction. You know we have our peer review
and teacher-student conferences after the first
drafts. If my teacher had given me a grade after
the teacher-student conference, I think the gap
between comments and grades would have reduced a
lot because the teacher can hear me and another
two groupmates' viewpoints about my papers from
the teacher-student conference.
Mary.
Even though my teacher told me the literature
response journal was a place for me to discover my
ideas about the writing topic and I did not need
to worry about grammar, syntax, or word usage, my
108 writing teacher graded my literature response
journals as super, pass, or fail. Likewise my 107
writing teacher gave 3, 2, or 1 points to my
literature response journal. Since all these
grades were a part of the final course grade, I
didn't feel relaxed when I wrote my literature
response journal. But my 107 writing teacher
didn't grade the first drafts of my formal essays.
There were only comments for the first drafts.
And all the points of each essay went to the
second draft. When I stayed in 108 writing class,
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each essay needed to be revised two times.
Although the first draft of my essay had comments
and a grade on it, the grade didn't count for any
points of the final essay grade. And the second
draft of my essay counted for less points than the
third draft. Usually the second draft counted for
15% of the final essay grade, and the third draft
counted for 85%. I liked the way my 108 teacher
used very much. From the comments and grade of
the first draft, I knew where my essay stood. If
my essay had not been satisfying enough, I would
have continued revising. But I could see my
teacher's teaching burden had increased a lot
because a lot of classmates used the I-Cosy system
to ask for help. Besides, they hoped teachers
would give them some extra time to help them to go
through their writing difficulties except for the
regular office hours. I am afraid my 108 teacher
will be burnt out by all of our writing problems
and needs.
Discussion
From the above statements, it is easy to see that
students prefer formative to summative evaluation.

They

have different viewpoints about grading because they
experience different writing difficulties and needs.

Helen

hoped her teachers would modify their strategies by dropping
the grade from the first draft of her essay, and John hoped
his teachers would weigh the grades of later papers more
heavily than earlier ones.

Michael and Mary hoped the first

drafts of their essays would not count for any points of the
final essay grade.
In a writing class, students are usually assigned some
literature response journals, teacher-student dialogue
journals, reflective journals, formal essays and

documented
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projects.

It is not surprising that students think some

assignments are more difficult than others. Perhaps the
student has not attained sufficient cognitive writing skill
or lacks the background knowledge necessary to do well on a
particular assignment.

Perhaps the assignment assumes a

certain kind of experience the student has not had or a
developmental maturity the student has not reached.
Perhaps, as sometimes happens, students have done poorly
because they have tried to do more, have stretched to or
beyond the limits of their L2 language ability. If the first
drafts of each formal essay count for some points on the
final essay grade, students will stop taking risks to
experiment with the target language.

As a result, they may

end up using less effective or less appropriate ways of
communicating their ideas as well as failing to make much
progress in developing syntactic maturity (Frodesen, 1991).
In contrast, if the first drafts of each formal essay do not
count for any points on the final essay grade, students will
take risks to experiment with the target language without
fear.

Once they are released from anxiety and apprehension,

they will often write high quality essays.
According to Helen, comments from teachers and students
were sometimes contradictory to each other.

If teachers

defer grading a student's paper until the second or third
draft, the student will stop questioning why the comments
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from peers are very constructive but the grade from the
teacher is unsatisfactory.

In addition, teachers may not

feel pressured to write comments that justify or support the
grades they give.

Yet teachers' comments on papers can be

very formative and instructive, offering students advice
about specific revisions before the piece is formally graded
as part of the final essay grade.
Writing is quite different from any other academic
subjects because of all the complexities of planning,
drafting, and revising that are present in every writing
task. Teachers sometimes feel frustrated because they are
not able to teach all these writing strategies before they
grade the first draft of their students' papers.

Therefore,

it is better for them to withhold grades until the last
drafts of students' essays.

This will give students the

sense that writing is learnable and not a "gift" or
"inherited talent...

If teachers defer their grading until

the last drafts, students have more time to gain control
over topic development, organization, coherence, vocabulary,
and grammar and to detect and correct errors.
Michael's, Helen's and Mary's responses to evaluation
seemed related to their previous educational experiences in
Taiwan and to instrumental motivation.

In the past, they

had learned that grades were the indices of their
performance.

If teachers did not grade their first drafts,
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the students felt insecure about their performance and
progress and were unsure whether they were doing well or
not. However, if the first draft of each essay counted for
points toward the final essay grade, they worried about
their final course grades.

In their minds, the course grade

was strongly connected to their academic records,
scholarship, future job, and promotion.
Only John hoped the first draft of his essays would
count toward the final essay grade because he always
received a satisfactory grade on his first drafts.

All four

students, then, relied on grades as motivation for their L2
writing.
According to the university's requirements, students
whose native language was not English could take the 106,
107 and 108 writing classes at the local community college
and then transfer the credits to the university.

Some

Taiwanese students chose to do this.
The following statements' indicate the four students'
explanations of why they took their writing classes at the
university.
Michael.
Some of my friends went to community college to
take writing classes because they were afraid
their GPA would be pulled down by taking classes
at the UA campus. If they go to community college
to take writing classes, they can transfer their
credits to the university by pass/fail. Besides,
they only need to pay around 100 bucks for three
units in regular semesters. But taking writing
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classes in the university, each person needs to
pay more than 900 dollars for three credits in a
regular semester. However, in summer the tuition
of our university is a little cheaper than
community college so most students stay in the
university to take 100- or 200-level classes in
summer sessions. Although I had financial
problems, I chose to stay in our university to
take all writing classes because I care about the
learning environment very much. Making a
comparison with my friends going to community
college to take writing classes, I think I learned
much more than they had because the quantity and
quality of reading materials and writing tasks
were more and better than those of community
college. Some of my friends told me they went
there to take writing classes because they felt
less stressed in that learning environment.
John.
I have never thought about going to community
college to take writing classes. If I stay in the
university to take writing classes, I will learn
more and get more chances to pass the UDWPE
because the quantity of reading materials and
writing tasks assigned by writing teachers on
campus is much more than at the community college.
Some of my friends went to community college to
take writing classes because they didn't like
spending time on their writing tasks. Especially
they were not sure they could get more satisfying
grades from the university teachers. They heard
some teachers grade students strictly. In their
opinion, if they spent more time on writing tasks,
they would have no time left for their major
classes. And then they could not take 15 or 16
credits in their major departments and complete
their bachelors' degrees quickly. However, if
they took some classes in community college, they
would have more time left to study their major
subjects. Like all the other Taiwanese students,
I get financial support from my parents. I also
want to complete my degree earlier and save some
money for my parents. But I know all these
extraneous factors should be subordinate to the
learning environment. Even though I don't expect
to write as well as a professional writer, I do
expect to learn how to communicate effectively in
written language. From interacting with writing
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teachers, language models, and other mature
writers in classes, I think I've acquired a lot of
writing skills.
Helen.
I have thought about going to community college to
take writing classes. I got to Tucson in Fall
1992. At that time I had no car so I could only
stay in our university to take writing class. In
Spring 1993 I planned to take writing classes in
community college, but I did not get permission
from my academic advisor. Because I am an
international student, I need to take a minimum of
12 credits in our university each regular
semester. If I had gone to community college to
take writing class in that semester, I would not
have met the minimum requirements of the
immigration office. At that time I only had 9
100- and 200-level credits left in my major
department. If I wanted to take 300-level major
classes, I needed a signature from my major
advisor because I had not finished all the writing
classes in the English department. In Summer 1993
I stayed on our campus to take the 108 writing
class because taking classes on our campus is
cheaper than taking classes in community college.
The reasons why I always thought about going to
community college to take writing classes seemed
to be related to my expectation on the UDWPE and
teachers' attitude and behavior. I think I am
doomed to fail the UDWPE. If I go to community
college, I will have more time left for my
academic classes because my friends told me
reading materials and writing tasks in community
college are less than those on our campus.
Besidea, I can choose my favorite teachers.
According to my friends' descriptions, some
teachers in community college are especially
enthusiastic, concerned, and supportive.
Mary.
Even though I have financial problems, I don't
think it is worthwhile to drop writing classes at
the UA and go to community college instead. Some
of my friends told me they read and wrote less
than we did in the university. If I cannot learn
a lot or receive a high-quality education, I will
have no reasons to go there to take writing

188
classes. Some of my friends went to community
college to take writing classes because they were
brainwashed. They didn't think native-Englishspeaking teachers were good language models. Some
old-timers passed on some incorrect sources of
information to the newcomers. These rumors
brought newcomers the feeling that if they could
not find a native writing teacher to teach them at
the UA, they had better go to community college
instead. In other words, teacher's ethnic
background was one of the considering factors for
those Taiwanese students who went to community
college to take writing classes. In this writing
program I have never been taught by a non-nativespeaking teacher. However, if I am free to choose
teachers, I think I will choose to stay in a
native-English-speaking teacher's class. The
reason is very simple. I spend a lot of money
receiving my education here. If I am taught by a
non-native-English-speaking teacher, then I don't
need to corne here again. In my horne country there
are a bunch of good L2 writing teachers in the
university. Some of them are visiting professors
from American universities; some of them are well
educated Taiwanese professors. Whether they are
native-English-speaking teachers or non-nativeEnglish-speaking teachers, their educational
background and language proficiency are not worse
than those of writing teachers here. In a word, I
think quality of education must meet the tuition I
pay; otherwise I will have a sense of loss.
Discussion
According to Gardner and Lambert's (1972) classic study
on motivation in L2 acquisition, learners have two different
types of motivations:

integrative and instrumental.

To be

a member of a given discourse community, learners need to
integrate with the target language and culture.

Dulay,

Burt, and Krashen (1982) reported that both types of
motivation can enhance writers' writing. That is,
instrumental motivation can also drive learners to learn.
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In the present study, Michael, John, and Mary were
committed to taking all of their writing classes at the
university based on integrative rather than instrumental
motivations.

According to these students, if they took

writing classes at the university in a regular semester,
they would pay a higher tuition, delay their degrees,
possibly be taught by non-native-English-speaking teachers,
read more articles, write more, get unsatisfactory grades
and perhaps be threatened by cancellation of their
scholarships.

They put aside these disadvantageous

conditions and chose to take writing classes at the
university to learn something worthwhile for their future
graduate study or jobs.

The students believed the

university learning environment and quality of education
were more critical than other factors.

Although they did

not expect to write like professional English writers, they
did expect to communicate effectively and become members of
the mature writers' "club."
Helen's situation was quite different. Although she
took all of her writing classes at the university, she
always thought about taking her writing classes at the
community college.

She stayed at the university because she

had no car to travel to the community college, no way to
meet the immigration office's minimum requirement of 12
university units during a regular semester, and no funds to
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pay the higher tuition for summer school in the community
college.

Helen would have preferred to attend the community

college because she believed she was doomed to fail the
UDWPE regardless of where she took her writing classes.

She

reasoned that if she took classes at the community college,
she might have more time to study her major subjects.

Above

all, she thought the community college learning environment
would be less apprehensive because she could get more
emotional support from the writing teachers there.
Therefore, Helen's motivation was more instrumentally
oriented.
The University of Arizona places a high value on the
ability of all students to write effectively.

The

composition program's intention is that the experiences it
offers will help students attain the level of literacy
necessary to succeed as students and professionals in the
world economy (Applen, Jensen, & McNenny, 1992-1993; Applen,
McNenny, & Ransdell, 1993-1994; Barva, Ekstrom, & Glau,
1993-1994).

That is, this writing program's goal was for

ESL students to acquire enough facility with standard
written English to succeed in school and in the workplace
for their own benefits.

Because different academic

disciplines demand different kinds of writing, teacher
should help students learn the codes and conventions of the
literature in their own chosen field.

Research (Nelson,
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1991) indicates that if a writing program meets students'
needs, it can motivate them to write in L2.
The following quotes provide insights into the four
students' views about this writing program.
Michael.
I think 108 writing class is not very related to
my social, academic, and future needs. If I have
a right to make a decision, I want to drop this
class from my study program. So far I have only
taken 100-/200-level classes from my academic
department. I think all I have learned from 106
and 107 writing classes can meet the academic
requirements of my major department. Most
midterms and finals in my major department are
multiple choice and/or short answer questions.
Since most major professors emphasize content, I
don't need to worry about syntax, word usage, or
grammar. In my daily life I seldom use English to
write except homework. After I complete my
bachelor'S degree I will go to graduate college to
pursue a master's degree. After I get my master's
degree done, I want to have a teaching job in a
five-year junior college. Although writing class
makes me nervous and occupies me a lot of time, I
am willing to take another 300-leve1 technical
writing class despite whether I fail or pass the
UDWPE.
John.
Before I got here I had already learned some
writing strategies from LTTC. If it is possible,
I want to drop the 106 writing class from my study
program. From 107 writing class I have learned a
lot of writing strategies. I think it is the most
practical class. Although 108 writing class is a
literature-based class and it is the hardest one,
I don't want to drop this class from my writing
program. I think life is composed of society,
politics, culture, economics, and literature.
That is, literature is a part of life. I cannot
live without literature especially if the 108
writing class is the only chance for me to contact
with the field of humanity. Since I am majored in
Management Information Systems, I am seldom asked
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by my major professors to write literature term
papers or projects. I only need to run some
programmings. That is, all I have learned from
this writing program is quite enough for my
academic needs in my major department. In my
daily life I seldom use English to write. Once in
a while I wrote a letter to my American friend.
But I only have a few American friends. Upon
graduation I will go back to Taiwan to run my
family business. I think in the future I need to
deal with some international trade issues or do
business with foreign merchants, so I think
listening, speaking and reading and writing are
equally important to me.
Helen.
If I have the right to drop a class from this
writing program, I think I will drop 108 writing
class without any hesitation. I cannot see there
is any connection between 108 writing class and my
academic needs. I don't think my critical
thinking has been fostered through this class.
But I think 106 and 107 writing classes are the
most interesting and practical ones of this
writing program. Even though I only take these
two writing classes, my academic needs in my major
department can also be met. In my daily life I
don't need to talk or write in English a lot
except doing homework. I was not asked a lot by
academic professors to turn in academic term
papers. Once in a while I need to write
summaries, critiques, or answer small questions.
Although I don't think I have learned a lot of
writing strategies from this writing program, I
think what I have learned is quite enough for me
to handle all those academic issues in my major
department. Upon graduation I plan to go to
graduate school to pursue a master's degree, so I
don't think what I have learned from this writing
program can meet my future needs. I plan to take
407 writing class in the near future since I am
anxious to learn more about syntax and how to
write a master's thesis. As far as I know,
graduate school's academic requirements are more
strict than those of undergraduate.
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Mary.
Although I had learned some basic writing skills
from the California Language School before I
entered this university, I don't want to drop any
writing classes from this writing program even
though I am given the privilege because all these
classes can help me to meet the academic needs in
my major department and social needs in my daily
life. Although the 108 writing class is
literature-based and it is harder than the other
two writing classes, I think my critical thinking
has been fostered through this class. After
graduation I plan to work in California.
Therefore, I need to learn some business writing
skills. After I get 108 writing class done, I am
willing to take another 300-level business
writing.
Discussion
The four students stated that this writing program has
met their academic and social needs.

According to their

descriptions, they were not asked by their major departments
to write a lot of term papers or projects each semester.
Occasionally, they needed to write summaries and critiques
for the articles they read.

Multiple choice and short-

answer questions were the most popular formats for their
midterm and final examinations.

The students did not think

they had problems communicating effectively in written form
in their major departments.

This was in part related to the

academic classes they were taking at the time of this study.
According to the requirements of the English department,
students could not take 300-level classes in their major
before completing their writing classes because the academic
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requirements of 100- to 200-level classes were less
stringent than those of higher-level academic classes.
In addition, the students' majors played a role in
their responses:

Michael and Helen majored in finance; John

and Mary majored in management information system.
Professors in those departments emphasized content over form

in students' papers, and the students felt confident in
communicating effectively.

The four students also reported

that in their daily lives, they seldom used written English
after school except while doing their homework.

They lived

with Chinese friends and seldom took part in the social
activities of their academic departments; therefore, the
students did not find written English very critical to their
social lives.
As to future needs, each student had his/her own views.
Michael and Helen planned to go to graduate school after
graduation and wanted to take upper-division writing classes
to learn more about thesis writing and/or syntax.

Mary

planned to work in the united states after graduation and so
was eager to learn how to write business letters.

John's

parents hoped he would help them deal with international
trade issues, so listening, speaking, reading, and writing
English were important to his future career.
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Writer's Expectation for Writing Teachers
Research (Caywood & Overing, 1987; Hairston, 1982; Hughey,
Wormuth, Hartfill, & Jacob, 1983; Lester & Onore, 1990)
indicates that in a student-centered class, the teacher is
not the authority of knowledge.

The teacher and students

share knowledge, and all have expertise.

This kind of

teacher behaves as a consultant, assistant, and facilitator
and never forces students to write on decontextualized
topics or distracts students' attention to language form.
The teacher responds to students' papers not by correcting
their grammatical errors but by reacting to the ideas
expressed.

Since the teacher understands the linguistic,

cultural and intellectual background students bring to the
writing class, he/she provides consistent, constructive
feedback on developing clear, effective English writing
(Griffin, 1982; Johns, 1986).

In addition, such teachers

have high expectations for their students. They work with
the students and encourage them to revise and edit their
works.
In contrast, in a teacher-centered class, the teacher
is the authority of knowledge.

Such teachers expect

students to follow their directions in revising papers.
Generally, this kind of teacher focuses on writers' surface
errors.

As a result, writers become less confident and less
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willing to take the risks necessary to construct effective
texts (Kroll & Schafer, 1978).
The following statements by the four students in this
study reveals their experiences with their writing teachers,
and express the reasons some teachers made students feel
good, while others did not.
Michael.
I have been taught by a non-native-Englishspeaking teacher once and native-English-speaking
teachers twice in this writing program.
Originally, I put great expectation on my nonnative teacher. I thought she understood my
culture and first language. Of course, she was
more knowledgeable than native teachers to
diagnose and treat my writing problems. But from
the attitudes and behaviors of my non-native
teacher, I felt a little disappointed. Sometimes
the comments on my texts were too sloppy and
blurred to follow; I could only guess the
meanings. In addition, my non-native teacher gave
me the sense she was not so patient as native
teachers. My native teachers always liked to
release their private time to talk to me except
their office hours. But my non-native teacher
seldom gave me extra time to supervise or assist
my writing. You know when I was feeling uncertain
about a judgment I had made on my writing tasks, I
needed a patient teacher to sit down and talk to
me. I felt very scared when I talked to her. I
don't know why I dared not talk Chinese with her
when communication problems arose between us.
Sometimes I felt a little frustrated; I didn't
know why she treated my friend John and me
differently. She was always smiling at him and
calling on him to respond to some discussion
questions in class. When John said something
good, she would nod her head. However, when I
offered my viewpoints to the discussions, she did
not have this kind of facial expression. John was
told by the teacher if he had revised his paper
with a third attempt, she would have considered
giving him an "A." But the teacher never said
these kinds of encouraging words to me in spite of
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how hard I had tried. Maybe in the teacher's mind
John was an "A" writer, but I was only a basic
writer. When I found that the teacher had
different expectations for different students, I
would lose my impulse to revise my papers.
However, my learning experiences from 107 class
were quite different. I enjoyed 107 writing class
very much because my 107 writing teacher was
patient and enthusiastic. No matter how limited
my writing skills were, my teacher never treated
my writing as a dry run. She responded to my
writing. But she never altered the focus or asked
me to follow her understanding to revise my
papers. She had strong confidence in my success
and thought I had writing potential. She
encouraged me to take part in an international
students' writing contest. Although I failed the
contest, I felt very proud of my own writing
ability. In a word, I hope my 108 writing
teacher, like the 107 writing teacher, not only
gives comments to the content, organization, and
coherence but also points out all the errors
related to syntax, grammar, and word choice. It
doesn't mean I hope my teacher to correct the
errors for me, but I really need my teacher to
tell me why she thought some sentences in my
papers were awkward; otherwise I wouldn't improve
my syntax forever.
John.
I had been taught by a non-native-English-speaking
teacher once and native-English-speaking teachers
twice. I don't care whether my teacher is native
speaker or non-native speaker. But I care about
my teacher's attitude, teaching methodologies, and
classroom activities very much. I think my nonnative writing teacher's attitude toward me was
quite encouraging and supportive. Once in a while
she called on me to respond questions in class.
My non-native writing teacher always wrote some
specific and constructive comments on the margins
and at the conclusion of my texts. I think my
non-native teacher understood my writing problems
very well. She told me if I had continued
revising my papers at a third attempt, she would
have considered giving me a final grade of "A."
However, I took too many major classes in that
summer, so I had no time left to revise my papers.
Sometimes I felt a little guilty because my
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teacher had high expectations for me, but I didn't
live up to her expectations. But I feel my nonnative teacher's language is quite formal not
colloquial. It sounds like I am reading a
well-written academic article or listening to a
formal speech. It doesn't give me the sense it is
that kind of conversation happening in the real
communication context. I am eager to acquire the
target language naturally from the context of
language use. In other words, I want to learn
formal and informal speech and writing. But I
think in the non-native teacher's class I am
deprived from acquiring colloquial speech and
writing. Making a comparison with 106 and 108
writing classes, I feel 107 writing class is more
well-organized and democratic. My 107 writing
teacher never gives me the sense of constraint.
Above all, she gave me a chance to join the
evaluation procedure. Before I did my oral
presentation, she had told me the evaluation
criteria very clearly. On the day I did my
presentation, she used a timer to control the
time. It gave me the impression it was just like
a 3-minute formal speech. I remember when I did
oral presentations in 106 and 108 classes,
teachers were the only evaluators, so most of the
classmates sat there and did their own business.
Since I did not think they were listening to my
speech, I had no mood to talk. I think the 107
writing teacher's teaching attitude was more
enthusiastic because she not only gave suggestions
to the content and organization of my texts but
also circled wrong words and grammatical errors.
I think I have acquired most writing strategies
from this writing class.
Helen.
I had been taught by non-native-English-speaking
teachers twice and a native-English-speaking
teacher once in this writing program. Sometimes I
wanted to say something in class discussions and
in teacher-student conferences, but I didn't have
enough vocabularies to express what I really
wanted to say. At this point I think my teachers
should have prompted me or helped me to speak up.
However, most of the time my writing teacher
didn't. She turned to others. She gave me the
impression that she was not interested in my
talking. Every time when I saw her, she turned
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around her face and pretended she did not see me.
I think she has prejudice against me, but I don't
know why. In contrast, my 107 non-native teacher
gave me the feeling he was interested in my
viewpoints. Although his attitude was also very
stern, I had motivation to participate in class
discussions. Actually in my inner heart I don't
care whether my teacher is a native speaker or a
non-native speaker. But I do care about my
teacher's attitude and behavior very much. If I
find my teachers have no expectations for me, I
will lose the drive to be faced with all the
writing challenges. Making a comparison with the
106 NS teacher, I think the non-native teacher's
attitude was more stern and rigid. Especially I
think non-native teachers' teaching methodologies
and classroom activities are less diverse than
those of native teacher. In a word, I think I
have learned less writing strategies than others
do from this writing program. Among all the
writing teachers, I liked the 106 writing teacher
most. She always encouraged me. When she found I
had used some words beautifully in my papers, she
would circle them. It gave a sense of warmth.
She lectured less, and most of the time she
divided the class into many small groups to
discuss questions we initiated. In my opinion,
all writing teachers are authorities of knowledge
and language experts, so I expect my teachers not
only to give me some constructive suggestions on
how to revise the content and organization but
also to circle all the wrong words, grammatical
errors, and awkward sentences in my papers. Once I
read another classmate's paper and then I found
that the teacher gave his paper more comments than
he gave to my paper. I feel very much
downhearted. When I found my teacher was
indifferent to my efforts, I would lose the desire
to write. You know this summer I did 10
literature response journals, two formal essays,
one oral presentation, and one documented project.
Although I know writing practice is very critical
to my acquisition of written English, I think
quantity should be subordinate to quality. If the
teacher gives us too much writing homework, we
will lose the impulse to write.
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Mary.
I have never been taught by non-native speakers in
this writing program. I am always taught by
native speakers; I think they all are very
enthusiastic, patient, and encouraging. However,
I would choose native teachers if I needed to make
a choice between non-native and native teachers.
According to my viewpoint, in spite of how good a
person's second language is, it is hard to avoid
some sort of speech and written accents. When a
person cannot command the target language very
well, all the teaching methodologies and classroom
activities will be influenced. Especially, I
think non-native teachers' world knowledge and
cognitive strategies are quite related to their L1
cultures if they have not lived in America for a
long period of time. However, if a non-native
teacher's attitude toward me is much better than
that of the native teacher and the teacher also
has high expectations for me, I will choose the
non-native teacher instead. My criteria to choose
teachers is the teacher's attitude toward students
goes first and language proficiency goes second
because a student's learning in class is easy to
be empowered or poisoned by a teacher's good or
bad attitude toward students. Among all the
writing teachers, I liked the 108 writing teacher
most because he was always willing to release his
private time to discuss questions with me. Since
he used to teach in my home country for a period
of time, he knew my culture and writing problems
very well. He was quite special to me. When I
stayed in 107 writing class, most of the time we
had small-group discussions. At that time I was
not accustomed to that kind of autonomous learning
proposition. But now I've understood class
discussions are very critical to the formulation
of my ideas. But I still hope teachers can talk
more in class because I think they are more
knowledgeable than other classmates. Above all, I
think they are better language models. If they
talk more, I will acquire the target language from
the context naturally.
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Discussion
All four students claimed they cared about their
teachers' attitude and behavior more than they did the
teachers' English language proficiency.

Even though they

felt non-native-English-speaking teachers' classroom
activities were less diverse than those of native-speaking
teachers, and that the former had some "accent" or used
language that was too formal, the students viewed these
qualities as less important than the teacher's accessibility
or understanding of their writing problems.

Each of the

four students developed different teacher-student relations
in their classes.

Michael felt disappointed in his non-

native-English-speaking teacher because this teacher treated
him and his friend differently.

John and Mary thought all

of their teachers were knowledgeable, encouraging, and
supportive.

They trusted their teachers' jUdgments about

their writing problems.

In contrast, Helen developed a

feeling of failure, inadequacy, and ignorance.

She withdrew

from class discussions because her non-native-Englishspeaking teacher did not help her to speak up and say what
she really wanted to say.

Helen did not think she learned

as many writing skills in the class taught by a non-native
English speaker as in others.

She was very sensitive to her

teacher's attitude and behavior, and she felt ignored when
her teacher did not respond to her greetings.
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It has been suggested (Brophy & Good, 1983) that there
are three types of teachers:
reactive.

proactive, reactive, and over-

Generally, over-reactive teachers tend to be very

rigid in setting expectations.

They often base expectations

on stereotypes, information received from other teachers, or
first impressions of students.

A teacher who follows

practices such as these when setting expectations might
allow extraneous variables to influence his/her judgments.
Students who have an over-reactive teacher may develop
feeling of inadequacy which negatively influence their
learning experiences.
In Rosenthal and Jacobson's classic (1968) study
"Pygmalion in the Classroom," they indicate that the
expectations of classroom teachers affect the frequency of
interaction they have with students and the kinds of
behaviors they manifest toward different students.

Teachers

spend more time interacting with students for whom they have
higher expectations.

Rosenthal and Jacobson also assert

that teachers convey their expectations in at least four
related ways.

They show more warmth and give more praise to

students for whom they have higher expectations. In
addition, the students are taught more than those for whom
the teacher has low expectations.

This point is consistent

with research by Oakes (1985), Goodlad (1984), and Rosenbaum
(1976).

Finally, Jacobson and Rosenthal maintain that
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expectations are affected by the response opportunity
factor. That is, students for whom the teacher has higher
expectations are called on more often and are given more
chances to reply as well as more difficult questions.
In this research, Michael and Helen had already sensed
that their non-native-English-speaking teachers treated them
differently from others.

The non-native-English-speaking

teachers seemed not to value their viewpoints or comments.
The students felt frustrated and angry, gave up working
cooperatively with their teachers, and lost confidence in
handling their writing difficulties.

Finally, teachers'

attitudes and expectations became self-fulfilling
prophesies.

Students came to believe they were destined to

fail this writing program, and they acted accordingly.

In

contrast, John and Mary internalized the teachers' positive
attitudes and high expectations, and believed they were
destined to succeed.
All four students expected their writing teachers to
provide genuine and constructive feedback on the content,
organization, coherence, syntax, word choice, and mechanics
of their papers.

They hoped their teachers would focus on

both ideas and surface structure on the first drafts of
their papers.

They especially expected the comments on

their papers to be clear, logical, and accessible.
Generally speaking, the students' favorite teachers were
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those who were patient, enthusiastic, supportive, and
encouraging.

These teachers not only understood students'

writing difficulties but allowed them to participate in the
evaluation process.

Above all, students hoped their

teachers would make their expectations clear.

When teachers

have faith in students and regard them as developing
writers, they recognize students' efforts and focus on what
is good about their writing.
Writer's Expectation for Passing the UDWPE
After students have completed all classes offered by
the university writing program, they are required to take
the Upper-Division Writing Proficiency Examination (UDWPE).
University records indicates that most Taiwanese students
fail this examination, and are asked by their major
departments or colleges to take a 300-level writing
workshop.

They may substitute other 300-level writing

classes offered by the English Department for the writing
workshop.

When the four students in this study were

interviewed regarding their expectations for passing the
UDWPE, they had not yet taken the test.
The following statements provide their viewpoints about
the UDWPE and whether they are confident about their ability
to do well on this examination.
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Michael.
Even though I got an "A" from 106 and 107 writing
classes separately, I still have no confidence to
pass the UDWPE. I think the most crucial reason
is related to my stress. I am very much afraid of
in-class writing. When time is constraint, I
cannot write effectively. I always got a very
lousy grade from in-class midterms or finals.
When I was asked to do oral or written peer
reviews in class, I felt very stressed. Most of
the time I had not finished reading groupmates'
papers when the time was up. Making a comparison
with other groupmates, I felt ashamed of my own
reading and writing speed. Since my age is older
than most undergraduate students and the tuition
and living expenses of this university are higher
than those of other universities in Texas, I want
to get my degree done quickly. Each semester I
took 15-18 credits. In order to be awarded a GTS
or GRS from my major department or the
international student office, every day I stayed
in the library. I seldom interacted with American
friends or took part in social activities in my
major department; therefore, my speech and
listening abilities improved very slowly. So far
I still have some degree of language barrier. I
could not take notes and listen to the lectures at
the same time. After getting home, I needed to
spend a lot of time on reading textbooks and
handouts. Time always gives me a sense of
pressure. When I had no time left for my writing
tasks, I could only write them in a perfunctory
attitude. That is also a part of the reason why I
could not get a very satisfying grade from the
first drafts of my texts. However, I got a final
grade of "A" from 106 and 107 classes separately
because I made efforts to revise my texts.
Although my writing strategies have improved a lot
from this writing program, I think the chance to
pass the UDWPE is very slim. I think the UDWPE is
quite similar to in-class writing or the first
drafts of my texts. If I cannot do very well with
either one of them, I will also have problems with
the UDWPE.
John.
Although I have no financial problems, I also want
to get my degree done as soon as possible because
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my age is older than most undergraduate students.
Usually each semester I take 18-21 credits.
Sometimes I have no mood to write because there
are too many quizzes to take or too many computer
programs to run in my academic department. Under
this kind of pressure, I usually focus on my major
first. If I have time and physical energy left, I
will write my essays seriouslY. If not, I can
only write them in a perfunctory attitude. So far
I still cannot command English very well. The
time I usually spent on writing tasks is twice
that of a native speaker. Sometimes I felt
annoyed and upset because writing occupied too
much studying time. However, I think my biggest
problem is more related to time pressure than
language itself. If I have time, I can convey
messages to the readers clearly. Since I am very
attentive to the organization and content of the
text, I always get a very satisfying grade from
the first draft of my text or in-class writing.
If the first drafts of my papers can reflect a
part of the results of the UDWPE, I think I will
have a higher possibility to pass the test.
However, when time is not very much adequate and I
need to consider writing purpose, audience's
expectation, content, organization, coherence,
syntax, and grammar altogether, the quality of my
paper will be greatly discounted.
Helen.
I felt very disappointed because most of the
grades I got from the first drafts of my essays
were from the range of c+ to B-. I know even
though I made efforts to revise my papers in the
following two revisions, the chance to get an "A"
was very slim. So, I gave up exploring the
content or changing the global organization except
when I was asked by my writing teachers. I think
the UDWPE is quite similar to the first drafts of
my essays because there is no chance for me to
revise my UDWPE paper. I think I am doomed to
fail the UDWPE. On one hand, I don't think I have
writing strategies. On the other hand, I think I
still have some local rhetorical problems such as
syntax, grammar, and lexical choice. Above all, I
think my critical thinking has not been fostered
through this writing program. Usually the UDWPE
asks test takers to read a piece of writing and
then write an expository essay in an hour. When
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time is a constraint, I will be apprehensive.
Once I am nervous, I will read and write very
slowly. It takes for granted the chance to pass
the exit test becomes very slim.
Mary.
Although the grades of the first drafts of my
texts are not very good, I think I have no
problems communicating in written language
effectively. Now I have already understood how to
select information to meet the audience's
expectations and my own writing purposes. I think
I am progressing. However, I live in a world of
tension. I care about my grades because I need
financial support very much. I will not stop
worrying about my grades until I take back my
papers. Usually I revise my papers as many times
as I can. From revising I have acquired a lot of
writing strategies. Above all, I have understood
how to re-see and re-conceptualize the content of
my papers. Although I feel I am not as basic a
writer as one year ago, I still doubt I have
chances to pass the UDWPE because it is a kind of
in-class written test. When time is a constraint,
I cannot take care of content, organization,
syntax, and grammar altogether very well.
However, if I have adequate time to write and
revise, I will write effectively.
Discussion
The four students showed different degrees of
confidence about the UDWPE.

John and Mary doubted they had

a good chance to pass the written exit test.

Michael

thought the chance for him to pass was very slim.
expected she was doomed to fail the test.

Helen

John always got a

higher grade on the first drafts of his essays, so he felt
he had a greater chance of passing the test than the other
three students.

Nevertheless, he thought the overall

quality of his papers was greatly diminished when time was
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insufficient for him to consider the writing context,
content, organization, syntax and grammar holistically.
Mary thought she was no longer a basic writer and that she
had made great progress in her writing ability.

However,

she also felt she could not consider content, organization,
expression, and grammar effectively in a timed test
situation.
Michael had bad experiences with grades on the first
drafts of his essays.

In his opinion, the UDWPE was

equivalent to the first draft of an essay.

Therefore, he

reasoned that writers who received higher grades on their
first drafts would have a better chance of passing the
UDWPE.

Michael earned an "A" in his 106 and 107 writing

classes because of his efforts in revising his papers.
However, when time was constrained and there was no chance
for him to revise his papers, he became very apprehensive.
When this occurred, he could not develop his ideas, put
information into proper content slots, and produce effective
sentences to convey his message clearly.

Making a

comparison with other writers, Helen expected to fail this
in-class written test because she did not think she had
developed the critical thinking skills, a strong working
knowledge of writing, or a rich repertoire of syntactic
construction from this writing program.
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Research (Daly, 1978; Gungle & Taylor, 1989) shows that
moderate stress can stimulate a person's writing ability.
Like a violin cannot make beautiful music if the strings are
too slack, some anxiety or stress is believed to be
beneficial to writers. On the other hand, if the strings are
too tight, the violin will snap.

In other words, too much

apprehension can be debilitating, causing individuals not to
produce or to produce below par, or to settle for what is
adequate rather than their best effort.

Too little

apprehension may result in complacency or even stagnation.
Therefore, the right amount of apprehension acts as a
stimulant.

It can cause writers to do frequent reassessment

and to strive for excellence.
Generally, writers feel apprehensive when they are
asked to do oral or written peer reviews in class but are
not given enough time to read peers' papers and to write
comments on them. As a rule, writers strengthen and polish
their papers over a series of revisions.

However, when they

see there are no chances for them to revise their papers,
they may prematurely pay attention to the form of the
language.

Finally, premature editing and cognitive overload

prevent writers from getting their ideas down on paper.
These principles have direct applications for classroombased writers but also suggest why the four students here
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had valid concerns about their ability to pass the UDWPE.
Chapter Summary
This study indicates that L2 learners do not need to
have complete control over the oral system of their L2
before they begin to read and write it.

However, the more

ability L2 learners have in the target language, the easier
reading and writing will be.

Generally, a lower L2

proficiency makes it difficult for L2 learners to write
effectively or to interact and participate in classroom
discussion.

Finally, an individual's perception of these

language difficulties contributes to his/her reluctance to
engage in writing.
However, in the process of writing, all writers display
individual differences in personality traits and in
cognitive, cultural, and social styles.

For example, in

this study the four Taiwanese students used different
cognitive skills or processes to construct their ideas about
the writing topics.

If they could not find the right words

or phrases to express what they want to say in their L2,
they became frustrated and often stopped exploring meanings.
The students used different strategies to construct
their thoughts, sometimes creating intricate drawings as a
prelude to composing a text.

Such drawings can be thought

of as looping or clustering devices that make their ideas
more clear.

All but Helen preferred to write with a
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flexible outline and then follow this outline to explore
their ideas.

Since each writer responded in cognitively

different ways to the process of writing, each grew at a
different rate.
Students' feelings about the writing program are
discussed here from the perspectives of the writers' (1)
motivations; (2) expectations for the writing teachers; and
(3) expectations for passing the UDWPE.

Students learn

English writing not only to adjust to the school setting,
but also for adjusting to the outside world.

If the

students do not know how to write a summary, critique, or
research paper required by their academic department, they
become even more apprehensive toward writing, and this
hinders their learning and advancement both inside and
outside ·the classroom.

In addition, the length of the

writing program is important, especially in light of
international students' financial concerns. If it is not too
long, students will not develop a sense of burden and
ambivalence about the value of the writing program.
Evidence from this study indicates that teaching
activities and the teacher's attitude toward students are
more important than the teacher's ethnic or linguistic
background.

Since most Chinese students speak very little

in writing class, teachers should devise learning activities
that combine speaking with writing in classroom interaction.

212
In addition, students need to be encouraged to exploit
speech-like writing quality, because oral speech and writing
are not mutually exclusive abilities.

If teachers do not

focus on what is wrong with students' writings, students
will feel more confident and willing to take the risks
necessary to construct texts, regardless of how welldeveloped their writing skills are.
In short, this research suggests that for ESL writers
to improve their L2 writing, they need to improve their
second language abilities first.

The priority should be to

establish fluency and willingness to talk and write.

If

writers are too worried about the form of the language, the
flow of thought will cease, causing confusion, frustration,
or even anger.

Students also may come to believe that

writing is inherent rather than learned.

Worse, students

may simply give up trying new forms and new ideas for
writing.
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CHAPTER 6
SYNTHESIS AND CONCLUSION
Introduction
In this chapter, each case is discussed from the
perspectives of cognition, culture, linguistics, and from
social and psychological views.

Subsequently, the four

cases are compared in terms of Krashen's (1984) hypotheses
regarding second language acquisition.

Research findings

and implications of this study are discussed at the
conclusion of this chapter.
Discussion of Each Case
Michael's L2 Writing
Data on Michael's English writing experiences are
summarized in Table 1.

From Michael's personal and academic

biography and past English learning situation in Taiwan, it
is easy to see that he never learned to write in L2 in
junior high school and junior college.

He did learn some

vocabulary, grammatical rules, and basic reading and writing
strategies from institutions outside the school, before
entering The University of Arizona.

Although Michael had

lived in Tucson a period of time when this study was
conducted, he continued to struggle with

English.

In
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Table 1
Data structure of Michael's L2 writing in Terms of
superordinate construct
content
Slot

superordinate
Construct
cognitive
Activity

cultural and
Social
Activity

Data
Structure

1.

Rhetorical
Context:
Writer's
Intention/
Reader's
Expectations/
Writing Topic

Could not convey his writing
intentions to readers of his
texts effectively because he
was not willing to adjust his
values in terms of audience's
content schema; texts were
more writer-based; couldn't
write well when writing topics
were not related to his prior
knowledge.

2.

critical
Thinking:
Specialized
Knowledge/
World
Knowledge/
cognitive
Tactics

Critical thinking could be
fostered through reading
materials; world knowledge was
related to a person's culture
and living experiences;
sometimes presented his ideas
in a specific way because he
was influenced by his L1
rhetorical convention; had
learned some cognitive skills
but felt anxious when
transferring these skills bo
writing context because of
neglecting practice.

3.

Metacognitive
Skill:
Recursive/Linea
r Writing

Had a repertoire of techniques
to brainstorm his ideas at
predrafting stage; was anxious
to retrieve proverbs and
phrases from L1 and translated
them into L2; felt frustrated
because he could not find
right L2 words/phrases to
express exactly what he wanted
to say in his texts even
though he knew the priorities
of idea, organization, and
correction very well.

1.

Rhetorical
Convention:
Form/Rhetorical
Patterns/Topic
Development

Had discourse accent in his
texts because he preferred to
develop topic in terms of his
cognition of culture,
language, and values in L1 and
then followed the criteria of
the American discourse
community to structure ideas;
liked writing argument because
it is related to his past
writing experience in L1.
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Table I, continued

Superordinate
construct

Content
Slot

Data
Structure

Linguistic
Activity

1.

Language
Proficiency:
Syntax/Word
Choice/
Mechanics

Had learned a lot of grammatical
rules but did not know how to
apply them to real writing
context; paid attention to idea
development, syntax, word choice,
and mechanics at drafting stage
which resulted in cognitive
overload

Social Activity

1.

Classroom
Discussion:
SmallGroup/WholeClass Discussion

Thought small-group and wholeclass discussions could empower
his texts; got a sense of
security and more chances to
interact with groupmates in
small-group discussion; had
acquired some ideas and
vocabulary from whole-class
discussion, but some classmates'
accents prevented adequate
comprehensible input

2.

Peer Review: In
terms of
Teachers'/
Peers' Feedback
to Revise Paper

Thought feedback from writing
teachers and mature writers was
more persuasive and appropriate;
chose some meaningful points to
revise his texts when there were
contradictions between teachers'
and groupmates' feedback.

3.

Conference:
Have Conferences
with Teacher
Alone/with Other
Classmates

Preferred conferences with other
groupmates together because he
wanted to have more time to
negotiate meanings with different
groupmates.

4.

Grouping Skill:
Heterogeneous/
Homogeneous
Grouping

Preferred heterogeneous grouping
because he could ask for help
from "A" writers when he got
stuck with a word or phrase, or
he could give help to others;
became less nervous when he saw
others struggle with their
papers.

1.

Students'
Motivation:
Integrative/
Instrumental
Motivation

Thought this writing program
could meet his social and
academic needs; wanted to take
another 300-level technical
writing class in spite of passing
or failing the UDWPE; was
committed to take writing classes
at UA because he thought the
learning environment and quality
of education wete more critical
to him.

Psychological
Activity
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Table 1, continued

Content
Slot

Superordinate
Construct
Psychological
Activity,
continued

Data
Structure

2.

Students'
Expectation for
the Writing
Teachers:
Knowledge/
Language
Proficiency/
Teaching
Attitude/
Teaching
Methodology

Thought writing teachers'
attitudes, teaching
methodologies, and knowledge
were more important than
language proficiency; did not
think non-native-Englishspeaking teachers could
diagnose his writing problems
more appropriately than
native-English-speaking
teachers; hoped his teachers
treated students fairly and
provided time to supervise
students' writing.

3.

Students'
Expectations
for Passing the
UDWPE: Have
Some/Little/No
Confidence to
Pass the UDWPE

Low expectation for passing
the UDWPE; regarded UDWPE as
the first draft of his text;
became nervous when time was
constrained and there was no
chance to revise his papers.
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class, he did not always comprehend what the professors were
saying.

In his daily life, he had only one or two American

friends.

Most of time, he lived and interacted socially and

academically with friends from his home country.
occasionally he went to church for Bible study, but that did
not improve his language skills.

Michael also subscribed to

a number of magazines, but had little spare time to read
them.

In his daily life he seldom watched TV or

participated in social activities in his major department.
Since he wanted to complete his degree quickly, he enrolled
for the maximum number of units each semester.

All of these

situations impeded rather than helped his acquisition of
English.
Michael stated that most reading materials assigned for
English 106 and 107 were connected to his living experience,
prior knowledge, and L1 culture.

However, he found it

difficult to understand some articles assigned in English
108 because the lexical and syntactic loads were heavy or
not culturally relevant.

Even though Michael learned some

high-level cognitive reading and writing skills from this
program, he did not adequately internalize them; therefore,
he read slowly and constantly looked up words in the
dictionary.
Of all the assigned writing tasks, Michael found the
reflective journal and literature response journal to be the
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most effective for interacting with his teachers.

They

promoted his critical thinking because he did not need to
concentrate on syntax, lexical choice and mechanics.
Michael was especially good at writing arguments since this
was related to his previous L1 writing experiences.

Even

though he had learned many grammatical rules, Michael could
not use them to create his own sentences.
One of Michael's writing teachers complained that the
syntax in Michael's papers was awkward.

However, the

problem was not serious enough to interfere with the
conveyance of the message.

Another teacher pointed out that

Michael used an excessive number of adjectives to describe a
thing or a feeling, giving readers the impression that his
papers were redundant and indirect.

However, both of his

writing teachers considered the content of his papers to be
rich, fresh, and creative despite his discourse "accent."
Before starting to write, Michael always spent a lot of
time figuring out the rhetorical context of the writing
tasks.

He did not start until he had determined his writing

purpose.
to write.

Generally, he did not follow a prescribed outline
In other words, he adjusted his writing plan

according to the writing context.

To be certain he followed
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PIE (Point-Illustration-Explanation)3 rules in drafting, he
always reviewed or reread what he had done.

In Michael's

opinion, conveying intentions to readers effectively
required adequate background knowledge about the writing
topic, as well as cognitive writing skills and linguistic
ability.

However, in the process of composing, Michael

failed to convey his intentions to the readers effectively
because he was not willing to adjust his ideas in the essays
to his readers' content schemata.

Sometimes he digressed

from the criteria expected by the wider (English) discourse
community to organize his ideas in a specific way.
According to Michael's descriptions, he learned many
cognitive reading skills from English 106 and 107, but he
could not transfer these reading skills to the writing
context.

Because Michael preferred to use meditation, free-

writing, looping, clustering, or questioning to brainstorm
his ideas about the writing topic at the predrafting stage,
he usually had sufficient working knowledge at that stage.
But he felt frustrated when he tried to use English to

3PIE writing rules were used in most ESL writing
classes.
Each writer was asked to follow the criteria of
the American discourse community to present his/her ideas.
In other words, each writer needed to write a clear "theme"
in the introduction and "topic sentences' in each paragraph.
Each topic sentence must be related to the theme in the
introduction (Point). Then specific descriptions were used
to support the topic sentence in each paragraph
(Illustration). Finally, writers needed to use some
concrete examples to explain their viewpoints (Explanation).
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explore his ideas because he did not have an adequate L2
vocabulary and syntax to express exactly what he wanted to
say.

Although he learned numerous grammatical rules and

sentence patterns in Taiwan before entering The University
of Arizona, Michael could not apply those grammatical rules
to create sentences.

To polish the content of his papers,

he retrieved phrases and metaphors from his LI and
translated them into English.

Since he looked for meanings

from his LI, he stopped exploring his ideas in L2.

Even

though he knew syntax, word choice, and mechanics such as
punctuation and spelling should be subordinate to content,
organization and coherence, he tried to focus on all these
elements simultaneously.
In Michael's view, only teachers and mature writers
should read his papers.

He did not think basic writers

could give him genuine and constructive feedback.

He

concentrated on teachers' comments when revising his papers
because he considered teachers to be authorities on
knowledge, language experts, and final course evaluators.
However, Michael did find discussions, peer review and
teacher-student conferences to be quite helpful in the
acquisition of the written code.

He believed class

discussions could strengthen his texts because he acquired
ideas and vocabulary from such interaction.

In addition,

small-group discussion gave him a sense of security and an
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opportunity to interact and negotiate meanings with other
group members.

In order for him to gain comprehensible

input from discussions, Michael hoped his teachers would
adjust their speech to his linguistic and cognitive levels.
When classmates' accents prevented him from understanding
them, he expected his teachers to repeat or clarify their
points.
Although Michael accepted feedback only from teachers
and mature writers to revise his papers, he regarded peer
review as critical to his composing.

Reviewing others'

papers helped him understand how other writers developed
their topics and organized their ideas.

Above all, peer

review counterbalanced his negative self-feelings, and
helped him to achieve a psychological balance.

When he

understood that other students in the class had the same
writing problems as he did, he became less apprehensive and
more confident.

Peer review also helped him to acquire

writing strategies, sentence patterns, and dictions.
Michael preferred the teacher to hold conferences with
groups of students rather than individuals because this
allowed more chances to negotiate meanings, organization,
and coherence with teachers and groupmates.

He found that

sharing papers with classmates from English-speaking
countries was helpful to his writing.
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Michael viewed this writing program as meeting his
current academic and social needs, but not his future needs.
He planned to take another 300-level technical writing class
to learn more writing skills regardless of whether he passed
the UDWPE.

If possible, he wanted to eliminate English 108

from his writing program because some reading materials from
this class seemed "above" his cognitive reading skills,
content schemata, or language proficiency.

Yet, Michael was

committed to enrolling in all writing classes offered by the
university because he wanted to read more articles, learn
more writing strategies, and write more essays.
Michael's drive to learn to write well in English
seemed to be related to a utilitarian rather than an
integrative motivation.

He did not plan to stay in America

after graduation; therefore, he had no strong motivation to
assimilate the target language, culture, and society.

In

his opinion, if he followed the criteria of American
discourse to organize his ideas and did his best to become a
member of the community, he would still need to readjust to
his L1 rhetorical conventions after returning to his home
country.

His efforts to master L2 writing were based on the

knowledge that his final course grade, academic achievement
in his major department, financial support, and future job
opportunities were strongly related to his writing ability.
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But a degree of contradiction existed.

To complete his

degree quickly, Michael usually took the maximum number of
units from his major department.

Therefore, he had no time

to engage in his writing tasks and he felt overwhelmed by
the quantity of reading and writing tasks.

Every day he

lived in a world of tension, anxiety and apprehension
because an unsatisfactory grade could affect his financial
support.

Michael complained one of his writing teachers was

impatient and would not meet individually with him to
discuss his questions.

The teacher did not treat the

students in the class equally, Michael thought.

Because the

teacher had few expectations for Michael, he had no drive to
write.

Michael believed it was unlikely that he would pass

the UDWPE because he could not write effectively under time
constraints with no opportunity to revise his papers.
In summary, the cognitive, cultural, linguistic and
social reasons why Michael did not fully acquire the code of
written language, can be generalized as follows:

(1)

Michael staunchly supported his own world view and
knowledge, and was not willing to adjust that knowledge to
readers' content schemata, even though he understood the
readers' knowledge, expectations, and needs.

(2) Because he

felt pressured by time and financial constraints, Michael
had little time to internalize high-level cognitive reading
skills and transfer them to his writing context.

(3) Michael
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was influenced by his L1 rhetorical conventions and
sometimes organized his ideas in ways that were unacceptable
to native-English-speaking readers.

(4) Michael's previous

experience had not provided him with the vocabulary, syntax,
and mechanics to convey meaning in English at the drafting
stage, and he utilized phrases and metaphors from L1 to
polish the content of his papers.

This was unacceptable to

many native-English-speaking readers, including some of
Michael's teachers.

(5)

Largely because his prior education

experience, as well as the pressures for grades, Michael
gave equal attention to syntax, vocabulary and mechanics at
the drafting, revising and editing stages; this stifled the
development of ideas and gave readers the image of a
discourse "accent."
The psychological factors underlying Michael's written
L2 experiences can be summarized as follows:

(1) He had

little motivation to integrate with the L2 culture.

Since

he planned to go back to his home country after graduation,
he found most L2 writing skills to be incongruent with his
own L1 writing skills.

(2) He had low expectations for

success and consequently did not build a good teacherstudent relation with one of his writing teachers.

(3)

Because Michael struggled with English and did not want to
put his Chinese identity temporarily aside, he had no desire
to become part of the native English writer's world.

(4)
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Michael felt apprehensive when asked to take in-class
written tests because he felt he would not have time to
revise his papers.
In this study, although Michael received various types
of comprehensible input, he could not acquire the code of
the written English in a native-like manner.

This situation

can be explained by a combination of psychological and
social-cultural factors.

That is to say, when there is no

motivation or desire to become a member of the nativeEnglish-speaking discourse community; when anxiety is high;
and when the learner's confidence in his/her language
proficiency is low, the second language input in effect, is
blocked, hindering acquisition of the written linguistic
code.
John's L2 Writing
Data on John's English writing experiences are
summarized in Table 2.

From John's previous learning

experiences with English, it is evident that he never had
the opportunity to use English to create his own sentences
during the period of junior high school and junior college.
However, he did gain some basic L2 writing strategies from
extracurricular experiences such as the Language Test and
Training center at National Taiwan University.

From this

program he learned how to state his thesis in the
introduction and how to develop topics by addressing one
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Table 2
Data Structure of John's L2 Writing in Terms of
Superordinate Construct
Content
Slot

Data
Structure

1.

Rhetorical
Context:
Writer's
Intention/
Reader's
Expectations/
Writing Topic

His texts were more reader-based
because he had internalized topdown and bottom-up reading and
writing skills and smoothly
transferred to writing context; in
the process of writing, he did his
best to think and write like a
native writer; wrote more
effectively when reading and
writing topics were related to his
context or living experiences.

2.

Critical
Thinking:
Specialized
Knowledge/ World
Knowledge/
Cognitive Tactics

Thought critical thinking could
not be acquired quickly or without
effort; made good use of classroom
activities to clarify and polish
his ideas in terms of classmates'
viewpoints; wrote fluently and
effectively because he had reading
and writing cognitive skills and a
rich repertoire of working
knowledge when he drafted.

3.

Metacognitive
Skill :
Recursive/Linear
Writing

Liked using clustering technique
to brainstorm and structure his
ideas; valued others' viewpoints
and feedback; texts always arrived
at a destination which was not
originally envisaged by him;
thought lexical choice and grammar
should have been subordinate to
content and organization.

1.

Rhetorical
Convention:
Form/Rhetorical
Patterns/Topic
Development

Thought rhetorical conventions in
Ll and L2 were supplemental to
each other; put his Chinese
identity aside when he wrote in
L2; used Western cognitive skills
to explore and reshape his ideas,
adapted his ideas in terms of his
writing purposes and readers'
needs and followed the criteria of
American discourse to transcribe
his ideas in a direct and concise
way; his texts made readers feel
fluent and comfortable.

Superordinate
Construct
Cognitive
Activity

Cultural and
Social Activity
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Table 2, continued

Superordinate
Construct

Content
Slot

Data
Structure

Linguistic
Activity

1.

Language
Proficiency:
Syntax/Word
Choice/
Mechanics

Had writing problems related to
language proficiency, but he knew
how to ask for help from
classmates and writing teachers;
did not allow premature editing
skills to interfere with the flow
of his thought; believed a writer
could acquire syntax from a large
quantity of pleasure reading.

Social Activity

1.

Classroom
Discussion:
SmallGroup/WholeClass Discussion

Thought whole-class discussion
was more important to his texts;
was accustomed to comparing his
viewpoints with others and adding
fresh and meaningful points to
his content slots in the process
of whole-class discussion; not
only had a holistic picture of
the reading materials but also
had rich working knowledge to
call upon when he developed
journals into formal essays.

2.

Peer Review: In
terms of
Teachers'/
Peers' Feedback
to Revise Paper

Had his own criteria to choose
feedback from teachers/peers, but
he did not insist on his own
values and common sense; regarded
teachers and classmates as
content and language experts.

3.

Conference:
Have Conferences
with Teacher
Alone/with Other
Classmates

Did not like having conferences
with teacher alone; wanted to
have more readers to read his
texts, and then he could figure
out other readers' content schema
and expectations for his texts.

4.

Grouping Skill:
Heterogeneous/
Homogeneous
Grouping

Liked heterogeneous grouping
because it gave him more chances
to hear different people's
viewpoints, to negotiate meanings
with various readers, and to
understand how people from
different cultures organize their
ideas in different ways; did not
like grouping together with
people from the same ethnic
background or writing ability
because it was easy for him to
stop negotiating meanings and
gossip about something irrelevant
in L1.
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Table 2, continued

content
Slot

Data
Structure

1.

Students'
Motivation:
Integrative/
Instrumental
Motivation

Thought this writing program
could meet his social and
academic needs; if there had
been a chance, he would have
wanted to drop the 106 writing
class and take a 300-level
writing workshop; was
committed to taking all
writing classes at the UA
because he expected to read
and write more papers to
improve his chances to pass
the UDWPE.

2.

Students'
Expectation for
the Writing
Teachers:
Knowledge/
Language
Proficiency/
Teaching
Attitude/
Teaching
Methodology

Emphasized teachers' language
proficiency, teaching
attitudes, and methodologies;
thought all his writing
teachers treated his writing
problems appropriately, gave
his texts genuine and
constructive feedback, and
supported his emotions in the
process of writing; nonnative-English-speaking
teachers' language was too
formal, and methodologies were
less diverse.

3.

Students'
Expectations
for Passing the
UDWPE: Have
Some/Little/No
Confidence to
Pass the UDWPE

Had some expectation for
passing the UDWPE; always got
satisfactory grades from first
drafts of his texts; regarded
UDWPE as the first draft of a
formal essay; the quality of
his papers was greatly reduced
when time was not adequate.

Superordinate
Construct
Psychological
Activity
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topic statement in each paragraph.

Although he then thought

that expressing ideas through writing in English was a waste
of time, he learned some L2 composing rules and rhetorical
conventions.

In addition, he began to understand that

small-group discussion, teacher-student conferences, and
revision are critical to a person's writing.

Above all,

John learned to pay more attention to content and
organization at the drafting and revising stages.
After passing the TOEFL, John was admitted to The
university of Arizona in Fall of 1992.

Because he had no

financial problems, he seemed unconcerned about grades.
However, he wanted to complete his degree quickly because he
was older than most undergraduates.

In his daily life,

although he associated with friends from his home country,
John spent a lot of time reading magazines for pleasure.
When he watched TV, he always used a caption machine to
expand his vocabulary.

He listened well and could take

notes and listen to a professor's lecture simultaneously.
He felt confident about his English language proficiency;
therefore, he never visited the tutorial center.
Before starting to compose, John paid a lot of
attention to the rhetorical context his writing teachers
gave him.

He had internalized top-down and bottom-up

reading skills and smoothly transferred them to a writing
context. Therefore, he could understand the articles
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assigned by his teachers and write literature response
journals.

He regarded teachers and classmates as readers of

his texts and did his best to think and write like a nativeEnglish-speaking writer and to make his texts reader-based.
When writing topics were related to his content schemata and
past living experiences, John had much to say, and it was
easy for him to convey his purposes to the readers.
John understood that to write an essay effectively, one
needs critical thinking skills, knowledge of the composing
process and rhetorical conventions, and language ability.
He viewed critical thinking as composed of specialized
knowledge, common sense, and cognitive skills. In addition,
he believed these three components could be fostered through
a large quantity of self-motivated reading, academic
articles assigned by writing teachers or professors from his
major department, writing practice, journal writing, and
various classroom activities.

In the process of writing, he

was able to temporarily put aside his Chinese identity and
used English to explore ideas and then organize them.
Therefore, John's texts had almost no discourse "accent."
One of John's writing teachers said his papers were always
fluent and content-based.
For John, development of knowledge about the composing
process was fluid and natural.

He spent sufficient time

thinking about content and organization before composing.
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He used clustering, looping, and free-writing as preludes to
composing a text.

Occasionally, he paused to review what he

had written and revised content at any stage of the writing
process.

In addition, at the revising stage he incorporated

teachers' and classmates' viewpoints and feedback.
Generally, he did not proofread his papers until the editing
stage because he knew that content and organization were
more important at the drafting and revising stages.

John

paid little attention to the form of language in his written
discourse and often repeated the same grammatical errors in
later drafts or essays.

This led one of his writing

teachers to complain that he was a compUlsive finisher.
However, from John's description, it is clear that he,
like other ESL writers, struggled with syntax, word choice
and mechanics at the editing stages.

But he knew how to ask

for help from teachers and peers and how to make good use of
classroom activities to compensate for these difficulties.
When John read articles assigned by his writing teachers, he
always used clustering skills to synthesize main points from
the reading materials.

He also was very attentive to

classmates' conversations in class. If he heard new words or
meaningful points, he used them in his writing.

This may

have contributed to teachers' perception that the content of
John's papers were rich, systematic, and reader-based.
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Because he understood that people from different
cultures and countries have different world knowledge and
rhetorical conventions, John saw little value in individual
teacher-student conferences.

He preferred the teacher to

group students heterogeneously in terms of the requirements
of different writing tasks, different writing abilities, or
different language proficiency.

Peer review and teacher-

student conferences with a variety of classmates allowed
John to understand readers' schemata and, thus, to meet
readers' expectations and needs.
In the process of acquiring the written L2 code, John
developed very good teacher-student relations.

He found all

of his writing teachers to be agreeable, encouraging and
supportive; however, the non-native-English-speaking
teacher's language was too formal, and classroom activities
were less diverse.

Because John wanted to become a member

of the L2 discourse community, he was strongly motivated to
integrate with the target language and culture.

To improve

his chances for passing the UDWPE, John read more articles,
wrote various formal essays, and learned more reading and
writing skills.

He was committed to taking all writing

classes at the university rather than at a community
college.
John's motivation was integrative as well as
instrumental.

He believed the university writing program
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could meet the needs of his daily life as well as the
academic requirements of his major department.

He hoped to

sUbstitute a 300-level writing workshop for English 106
because he had learned some basic reading and writing skills
before entering the university.

John regarded the UDWPE as

the first draft of a formal essay.

Because he always

received satisfactory grades on the first version of his
papers, he had some expectations for passing the UDWPE.
However, in-class written tests made him nervous because he
had no chance to revise.

content, organization, coherence

and problems with syntax, word choice and mechanics could
not be addressed effectively when time was a constraint.
This caused him to experience a cognitive overload, which
reduced the quality of his papers.
In short, John had developed as a mature writer.

His

growth, synthesized in Table 2, can be summarized as
follows:

(1) John used his spare time to read sports

magazines or newspapers or to watch meaningful TV programs.
Even though he seldom interacted with native English
speakers after school, the media gave him a "feel" for the
look and texture of reader-based prose.

(2) John made good

use of classroom activities such as small-group and wholeclass discussions, peer review and teacher-student
conferences to reshape his ideas in terms of readers'
expectations and his own writing purposes.

Because he never
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insisted on incorporating his values and common sense from
Ll, his texts were more reader-based.

(3)

John internalized

cognitive reading and writing skills and smoothly
transferred them to writing context; thus, his texts had
almost no discourse "accent." (4) John had adequate
knowledge of the writing process.

That is, he did not

concentrate on grammar until the last stage of composing.
He had a repertoire of inventive techniques to foster his
working knowledge, making the content of his writing very
rich and orderly.

(5) John's teachers shared writing

knowledge with him, diagnosed the points where he
experienced difficulties, supervised his writing, and
thereby built a very strong teacher-student relationship.
(6) John had strong intrinsic and extrinsic motivations to
learn L2 writing, and had expectations for passing the UDWPE
because he felt confident with his own English listening,
speaking, reading, and writing abilities.
Helen's L2 writing
Data on Helen's English writing appear in Table 3.
Helen's personal and academic biography show she never
learned how to write in English before she entered The
University of Arizona.

Rather, she simply memorized the

vocabulary, idioms and grammatical rules taught in junior
high school, junior college, and supplementary school.
Therefore, her L2 writing assumptions when she entered this
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Table 3
Data Structure of Helen's L2 Writing in Terms of
Superordinate Construct
Content
Slot

Data
Structure

1.

Rhetorical
Context:
Writer's
Intention/
Reader's
Expectations/
Writing Topic

Did not define and solve
rhetorical problems before
starting to compose; failed to
transfer L2 cognitive reading
skills to L2 writing context; used
L1 cognitive writing skills to
present her ideas; didn't make
good use of classroom activities
and multiple drafts to adapt her
knowledge construct to readers'
needs; could not write effectively
when reading material and writing
topic were not related to her
content schemata.

2.

Critical
Thinking:
Speciali zed
Knowledge/ World
Knowledge/
Cognitive Tactics

Thought critical thinking was a
kind of knowledge-based and
tactic-oriented activity; believed
specialized knowledge and tactics
could be fostered through reading
materials, writing practice, or
classroom activities but world
knowledge was more related to a
person's living experiences,
learning environment, and culture.

3.

Metacognitive
Skill :
Recursive/Linear
Writing

Didn't learn a lot of invention
strategies from this writing
program; was accustomed to using
prescribed outline to compose;
liked retrieving proverbs/phrases
from Ll and transcribing them into
L2 at the drafting stage; regarded
writing as a kind of meaningseeking activity.

1.

Rhetorical
Convention:
Form/Rhetorical
Patterns/Topic
Development

Transactions between teachers and
students were totally disconnected
because she wrote something unreal
in personally oriented teacherstudent response journals; liked
writing personal narrative essays
because they were related to her
writing experiences in Ll; her
written texts had some degree of
discourse accent because she
failed to brainstorm, explore,
reshape, and present her ideas in
a way accepted by native English
readers.

Superordinate
Construct
Cognitive
Activity

Cultural and
Social Activity
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Table 3, continued

superordinate
construct

Content
Slot

Data
Structure

Linguistic
Activity

1.

Language
Proficiency:
Syntax/Word
Choice/
Mechanics

Was accustomed to using an
electronic dictionary to look up
vocabulary/phrases in the process
of reading and writing; retrieved
L2 sentence patterns from memory
and imitated them to make
sentences she needed in the
texts; paid attention to syntax,
diction, and mechanics
simultaneously at the drafting
stage.

Social Activity

1.

Classroom
Discussion:
SmallGroup/WholeClass Discussion

Was afraid of participating in
class discussion because of poor
reading comprehension and
inadequate language proficiency;
was not attentive to classmates'
talks except when she intended to
continue developing literature
response journal into a formal
essay.

2.

Peer Review: In
terms of
Teachers'/
Peers' Feedback
to Revise Paper

Only followed teachers' feedback
to revise papers because teachers
are authorities of knowledge,
language experts, and final grade
evaluators.

3.

Conference: .
Have Conferences
with Teacher
Alone/with Other
Classmates

Liked having conference with
teachers alone because it was not
easy for her to ask for help when
groupmates' accents prevented her
from understanding their oral
feedback; hoped her teachers
would give feedback to her before
peer review and conferences were
held.

4.

Grouping Skill:
Heterogeneous/
Homogeneous
Grouping

Liked her teachers giving her the
rights to decide on her group
partners because she based
selection on her needs and the
types of classroom activities.

1.

Students'
Motivation:
Integrative/
Instrumental
Motivation

Thought this writing program
could meet her social and
academic needs; wanted to drop
the 108 writing class if she had
the privilege; planned to take a
400-level writing class to learn
more writing strategies and
syntax; planned to take writing
classes at comm~nity college
because of utilitarian
motivation.

Psychological
Activity
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Table 3, continued

Superordinate
Construct
Psychological
Activity,
continued

Content
Slot

Data
Structure

2.

Students'
Expectation for
the Writing
Teachers:
Knowledge/
Language
Proficiency/
Teaching
Attitude/
Teaching
Methodology

Thought teachers' attitudes and
methodologies were more important
than their knowledge and
proficiency; felt frustrated
because of teachers' low
expectations of her, rigid
attitude toward her, or teacher
was not interested in her talking
or did not prompt her when she
got stuck with a word or phrase.

3.

Students'
Expectations for
Passing the
UDWPE: Have
Some/Little/No
Confidence to
Pass the UDWPE

Regarded UDWPE as the first
drafts of her formal essays; had
no expectation of passing the
UDWPE because she had not
acquired the high-level cognitive
writing skills and language
pro,ficiency to write expository
essays in L2; felt nervous when
time was a constraint and she had
no chance to revise her texts.
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university's writing program for international students carne
from her L1 writing experiences.

That is, she assumed

writing in English was the same as L1 writing.

She did not

take a process-oriented approach to writing in her L2.
Helen arrived in Tucson in Fall 1992.

She had little

motivation to integrate with American culture, society or
people, and always spoke Taiwanese after school.

Because of

her shyness, age, and introversion, Helen seldom
participated in any social activities.

She had no time to

read for pleasure, watch TV, or interact with native
speakers because she took so many classes each semester.
Helen was thus very isolated from the larger society.
Although Helen devoted all her attention to studying,
her academic achievement was rated as average.

The results

of her attempts to improve her English were not very
satisfying.

Because she was still struggling with the

language, Helen was quiet in class.

When she took English

106 and 107, she always went to the tutorial center for help
with proofreading her papers.

When she took English 108 in

the Summer of 1993, she felt especially nervous and
apprehensive because no tutorial services were available
during the summer.
At the predrafting stage, Helen seldom used
brainstorming, free-writing, looping, or clustering to
explore her ideas.

She preferred meditation and fantasy.
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She usually followed the prescribed outline to develop her
written discourse.

She regarded teachers as the only

readers of her texts and never defined other readers'
expectations and needs before composing.

Accordingly, her

papers often gave readers the feeling that they were
egocentric.

In the process of drafting, Helen seldom

stopped to reread what she had written; so, she often
digressed from the theme she had developed in the
introduction.

She did not have sufficient vocabulary to

express the meanings she really wanted to convey to the
readers, and she depended heavily on an electronic
dictionary.

In addition, she was attentive to the form of

the language at the drafting and revising stages at the cost
of expanding the content of her texts.

One of her writing

teachers complained of inappropriate word usage and awkward
syntax in her written discourse, which often resulted in
readers misunderstanding the meanings.

Another writing

teacher said that she sometimes failed to understand what
Helen wanted to say.

The teacher could only guess at the

meanings, make comments accordingly, and then ask Helen to
clarify her meanings during teacher-student conferences.
Helen believed that to write an effective expository
essay, she needed to have critical thinking skills. However,
she defined critical thinking as a kind of knowledge-based
and tactics-oriented activity.

She believed specialized
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knowle4ge and cognitive skills could be fostered through
reading materials, writing practice, and classroom
activities.

She thought of world knowledge as being

strongly connected to a person's culture, living
experiences, and learning environment.

In the process of

writing, she sought meanings in Ll and translated them into
L2.

Therefore, writing was meaning-seeking rather than a

meaning-discovering activity.

Because she had not acquired

certain reading skills in L2 to transfer to the writing
context, Helen was always asked by her writing teachers to
reorganize the ideas in her paper.
Helen most liked to write about topics related to her
own experiences.

If she knew a topic very well or she had

experienced something herself, her thoughts flowed
especially well.

Although her writing teachers encouraged

her to use her own words to interpret the points authors
presented in their articles, Helen still was not fond of
writing literature response journals or expository essays.
When Helen's teacher asked her to discuss her writing
difficulties in her reflective journal, Helen did not write
about her real writing experiences.

Because she invented

her writing experiences, the teacher was unable to provide
any meaningful interaction.

According to Helen, the reasons

for denying her writing difficulties were related, in part,
to the teacher's evaluation system, and in part, to personal
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factors.

Helen assumed the final course grade would be

influenced if she let her teachers know her writing
difficulties were more serious than those of other students.
Therefore, she always went to the tutorial center to have
her texts proofread before she turned in the first drafts of
her formal essays.

Helen's experience illustrates the

dilemma many L2 learners face.

If she had admitted her

writing difficulties, her teachers could have assisted her
with writing problems such as syntax, word choice and
mechanics, thus improving her chances of getting a higher
final course grade.
Generally, class discussions are used to brainstorm
students' ideas about the articles they read.

Helen had not

internalized top-down and bottom-up reading skills, so she
often misunderstood the content of the articles assigned by
her 108 writing teacher.

Her subsequent lack of

participation in class discussions was related to her poor
reading comprehension and oral ability.

Helen preferred

small-group to whole-class discussion, but she wanted to be
able to decide who her group partners would be.

She chose

groupmates in terms of her own needs and the kinds of
classroom activities.

Small-group discussion gave her a

sense of intimacy and safety, and she preferred having
conferences with teachers alone rather than with other
groupmates.

Most of the time she was not attentive to
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whole-class discussion unless she had decided to develop the
day's topic into a formal essay.
According to Helen's description, most of her writing
strategies were acquired through writing practice, teachers'
lectures in class or sample essay analysis. Generally, she
considered only the teachers' comments when revising her
texts even though feedback from other groupmates may have
been very genuine and constructive.

She assumed that only

teachers were the authorities of knowledge and the experts
of language and that if she followed teachers' suggestions
to revise her papers, she would get a good final course
grade.
Generally, Helen found English 106 and 107 to be very
practical because they met her social and academic needs.
However, some articles assigned in her 108 writing class
were not culturally relevant, meaningful or related to her
prior knowledge and familiar social relations.

Helen wanted

to drop the 108 class from her writing program and
sUbstitute a 400-level writing class to learn more about
syntax and punctuation.
Helen's motivation seemed more utilitarian than
integrative.

She planned to take as many of her writing

classes as possible at the community college because her
friends told her that less reading and writing was assigned
and that the learning environment was very supportive and
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encouraging.

She had not set up a very good teacher-student

relationship in her 108 writing class, and as a result,
Helen felt frightened and uncomfortable because the
teacher's attitude was perceived as stern and impatient.
She assumed the teacher's expectations for her were lower
than those for other classmates because the teacher made
fewer comments on her work than on the work of others.
Helen felt ignored when a communication problem arose
between her and classmates and her teachers did not prompt
or help her to speak up.

These factors may have contributed

to Helen's decision to take her writing classes at a
community college.

In addition, she believed if she took

writing classes at the community college, she would have
more time and physical energy to focus on her major classes.
Helen had no hopes of passing the UDWPE, because she
assumed it would be quite similar to the first drafts of her
writing papers.

She usually received a grade of B- or C+ on

the first draft of her texts; however, when time was
constrained, she could not organize her ideas in a coherent
and logical way.

Above all, Helen did not think she had

learned many writing strategies in this writing program.
In summary, Helen continued to have writing problems at
the end of this writing program.

Her L2 writing

experiences, outlined in Table 3, can be synthesized as
follows:

(1) Helen had little intrinsic motivation to
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integrate with the target language, culture, or society.
She seldom read for pleasure, interacted with native English
speakers, or watched TV programs; therefore, her
comprehensible input was quite limited.

(2) Helen regarded

teachers as the only readers of her texts, and she did not
pay attention to other readers' expectations, interests or
needs before composing.

That is, although she knew her own

writing purposes, she could not solve rhetorical problems.
(3) Helen did not make good use of classroom activities such
as discussions, peer review, and conferences to reshape her
values in terms of readers' expectations.

Therefore, her

texts were writer-based and had some degree of discourse
"accent."

(4) In the process of writing, Helen retrieved

ideas from Ll and translated them into L2.

She felt

frustrated by not having the syntax, vocabulary, or
mechanics to express herself in L2.

Furthermore, her past

education led her to pay more attention to rhetorical
concerns at the revising and drafting stages of her formal
essays, causing her to stop discovering new meanings.

(5)

Helen's past experience and work in the writing program gave
her little expectations of success.

Because she did not

have good relations with her teachers, Helen found teachers'
attitudes too stern and rigid.

For their part, Helen's

teachers had little or no expectations for her, and seemed
uninterested in helping her improve her language and writing
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skills.

(6) Not surprisingly, Helen had no expectations of

passing the UDWPE.

Because she had not acquired the

necessary reading skills and smoothly transferred those
skills to the writing context, when time was a constraint,
Helen could not organize her ideas in a logical and coherent
way.

The UDWPE, Helen felt, was similar to the first draft

of her texts, and she always received an unsatisfactory
grade on those drafts.

She therefore believed she was

doomed to fail this exit test.
Mary's L2 writing
Data on Mary's L2 writing experiences are summarized in
Table 4.

Mary's L2 language acquisition situation was

different from that of the other three students.

Before

Mary entered the university, she had learned some
vocabulary, basic conversation, and grammatical rules in
junior high school and junior college.

After graduation

from junior college, she enrolled in supplementary school
for a short period of time to learn English pronunciation
and conversation.

After that she went abroad and spent one

year in a California language school.

During the first

half-year she studied conversation and then shifted to a
TOEFL program, after which she passed the TOEFL on her
second attempt.

Finally, she was admitted to The University

of Arizona in Spring of 1993.
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Table 4
Data structure of Mary's L2 writing in Terms of
superordinate construct
Content
Slot

superordinate
Construct
cognitive
Activity

Cultural and
Social
Activity

Data
Structure

1.

Rhetorical
Context:
Writer's
Intention/
Reader's
Expectations/
Writing Topic

Read the requirements of
writing tasks many times
before starting to write but
failed to solve rhetorical
problems because she used her
own language code to compose,
or she did not structure ideas
in a logical, coherent way;
had intrinsic motivation to
read and write when reading
materials were appropriate for
her prior knowledge and
language proficiency, or there
were videotaped materials
available.

2.

critical
Thinking:
Specialized
Knowledge/
World
Knowledge/
cognitive
Tactics

Thought her critical thinking
had been nurtured by
interesting feading materials,
writing tasks, and class
discussion; adjusted content
schemata in terms of
classmates' viewpoints; had
not internalized and
transferred all cognitive
reading skills to writing
context.

3.

Metacognitive
Skill:
Recursive/Linea
r Writing

1.

Rhetorical
Convention:
Form/Rhetorical
patterns/Topic
Development

Liked using free-writing and
looping to brainstorm her
ideas; used L2 to explore
ideas and retrieved
idioms/proverbs/ metaphors
from Ll to polish her ideas;
was willing to shift composing
directions once she had
discovered some good ideas
from classroom activities;
paid attention to content,
organization, and local
rhetorical problems during the
drafting stage.
Was good at narrative and
descriptive essays because
they were related to her
previoue writing experiences
in Ll, had some degree of
discourse accent because she
failed to adjust her ideas to
the audience's needs and to
organize them in a way
accepted by native readers.
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Table 4, continued
Superordinate
Construct

Content
Slot

Data
Structure

Linguistic
Activity

1.

Language
Proficiency:
Syntax/Word
Choice/
Mechanics

Paid attention to content,
organization, syntax, word usage,
and mechanics simultaneously when
composing the first draft of the
formal essay; felt frustrated
when transcribing those ideas
retrieved from L1 to L2 because
of inadequate language
proficiency; failed to use L2 to
discover ideas sufficiently
because of premature editing at
the drafting stage; had acquired
knowledge of syntax, diction, and
mechanics from sample essay
analysis, small-group and wholeclass discussions, peer review,
and teacher-student conferences.

Social Activity

1.

Classroom
Discussion:
SmallGroup/WholeClass Discussion

Did not participate in class
discussion actively but paid
attention to others' viewpoints;
thought whole-class discussion
was more beneficial to her
writing tasks because it pooled
all classmates' ideas together;
felt interactions between
teachers and students and among
students had increased a lot
because of some language models.

2.

Peer Review: In
terms of
Teachers'/
Peers' Feedback
to Revise Paper

Liked groupmates pointing out the
weaknesses in her papers;
negotiated ideas, organization,
and coherence with peers and then
chose some meaningful feedback
from peers to revise texts but
followed all teachers'
suggestions to revise papers; did
not like following guidelines to
write feedback; hoped teachers
would respond to the comments she
gave to others' papers.

3.

Conference:
Have Conferences
with Teacher
Alone/with Other
Classmates

Preferred to have conferences
with other groupmates, but only
chose partners whose writing
abilities were not better than
hers; lost chance to model "A"
writers' writing strategies.
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Table 4, continued

Content
Slot

superordinate
Construct
Social
Activity,
continued

Data
Structure

Grouping Skill:
Heterogeneous/
Homogeneous
Grouping

Preferred heterogeneous grouping
skill; thought interactions and
debates increased a lot when half
native writers mixed with half
non-native writers in the class;
hoped to do peer review with
native writers because she
believed it could help her to
look at issues from different
angles and acquire more
rhetorical conventions, syntax,
and diction.

Students'
Motivation:
Integrative/
Instrumental
Motivation

Thought this writing program
could meet her social and
academic needs but not future
need; did not want to drop any
writing classes from this
program; planned to take another
300-level business writing course
to learn how to write business
letters; was committed to taking
all writing classes at the
university because she expected
to read more articles, to write
more formal essays, and to get
more chances to pass the UDWPE.

2.

Students'
Expectation for
the Writing
Teachers:
Knowledge/
Language
Proficiency/
Teaching
Attitude/
Teaching
Methodology

Thought teachers' world knowledge
and teaching attitudes were
critical to her motivation to
write; sometimes she had no drive
to write because the teacher's
attitude was too stern or the
teacher wanted her to follow her
understanding to revise her
paper.

3.

Students'
Expectations for
Passing the
UDWPE: Have
Some/Little/No
Confidence to
Pass the UDWPE

Had slim expectation for passing
the UDWPE because she always got
unsatisfactory grades on the
first draft of her texts; got
satisfactory final course grades
because she made efforts to
revise, but UDWPE is a kind of
in-class written test, and it
provides no chance to revise; had
no ability to pay attention to
content, organization, syntax,
diction, and mechanics at the
same time when time was
constrained.

4.

Psychological
Activity
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Active and independent, Mary adjusted her new
environment very quickly.

Although she lived with Taiwanese

students, she had a strong motivation to integrate with
American society.

After graduation, she planed to remain in

America and find a job.

Mary did not actively take part in

class discussions; however, she liked to spend time with
Americans or students from other countries after school.
Her extroverted and independent personality contributed
significantly to her L2 language acquisition.

To accelerate

her language acquisition, Mary regularly watched talk show
and news reports on TV.
and magazines.

In addition, she read newspapers

She was very informed about her environment.

Although she could not speak English fluently, she felt
comfortable and confident communicating in L2.
Before starting to write, Mary usually read the
requirements of the writing task many times.

Generally, she

did not begin until she understood the authentic/ simulated
writing context very well.

However, she did not solve

rhetorical problems before composing.

Sometimes, she could

not convey her writing purposes to readers effectively
because she did not organize her ideas in a manner logically
consistent with that of native English speakers.
Mary believed critical thinking could be fostered
through interesting reading materials, social life, and
classroom discussions such as arguing or refuting others'
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assertions.

Because she had a strong motivation to

integrate with the target language, culture, and society,
she did not rely on her Ll values when she composed.
However, she had internalized only some basic L2 reading
skills; so, the organization of ideas in her expository
essays did not always meet the readers' expectations.
Mary used listing, free-writing, and asking questions
to brainstorm her ideas. When problems occurred, she often
went to the library to check out relevant books, or found a
friend with whom she could talk about the writing topic.
She did not stay home to meditate or imagine.

Since two of

her writing teachers graded the first drafts of her texts,
she became very attentive to content, organization, syntax,
word choice, and mechanics when writing the first drafts of
her texts.

To polish the ideas in her papers, she

translated some idioms, phrases, or metaphors from Ll into
L2.

However, she was annoyed when she could not find the

right words in L2 to say exactly what she wanted to say.
Because Mary was influenced by her Ll rhetorical
conventions, word choice was very important to her.

If she

had already used a word once, she would not use the same
word again.

This sometimes gave the reader the perception

that the content of the paper was redundant and repetitious.
Two of her writing teachers informed Mary that she
overmonitored the form of the language during the drafting
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and revising stages, and forgot to continue exploring or
expanding new ideas in later revisions.
for Mary included the following:

Areas of concern

(1) clarity of the theme

in the introduction; (2) strengthening the ideas at the
conclusion; (3) appropriate word choice to convey a message;
(4) diversity of sentence structures; and (5) logical use of
transition words at the drafting and revising stages.

These

concerns sometimes resulted in cognitive overload, causing
Mary to stop discovering new ideas.

This was frustrating

for her; she edited each sentence and corrected all
grammatical errors only to get an unsatisfactory grade.

In

Mary's opinion, the optimal way to evaluate a writer's work
would be to comment on the first draft of an essay but not
to penalize the student for errors in the draft.

otherwise,

she thought, premature editing occurred.
Among all the writing tasks Mary preferred were
journals, e-mail, narrative, and descriptive essays.

She

did not like following guided questions to write her
literature response journals because they gave her a feeling
of restraint.

She believed teacher-student response

journals, e-mail, and literature response journals were very
important to the growth of critical thinking and working
knowledge.

When there was a real audience and a real

purpose to communicate, Mary had many things to write about.
When she used e-mail to communicate her writing
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difficulties, she received generous feedback from
classmates.

She responded to their feedback and also

commented on their writings.

Finally, writing became a game

for the whole class.
Mary found classroom activities such as small-group and
whole-class discussions, peer review, and teacher-student
conferences to be critical to her acquisition of written
English.

Whole-class discussion was a good source of

information because it pooled the discussions from each
small group.

This was especially helpful to Mary in

learning new words and phrases by listening to others speak
in class.

She did not feel threatened if groupmates pointed

out the weaknesses in her discourse.

However, she did not

like to be forced to point out the deficiencies in her
groupmates' papers if the student's English was better than
hers.

It was difficult for her to find writing weaknesses

in good writers' papers.
Mary viewed the teacher as the authority of knowledge
and the language expert.

She followed teachers' suggestions

for revising her papers regardless of whether she agreed
with their advice.

In contrast, recommendations from peers

were incorporated only if they were genuine and
constructive.

Some groupmates gave only perfunctory

feedback and Mary hoped her teachers would comment on
feedback from peers.

In her opinion, writing strategies

253

could be acquired from reading the teacher's comments on her
feedback to other writers.
In preparation for a final term paper, which consisted
of discussion, presentation, and analysis of an assigned
book, Mary's teacher used heterogeneous groupings of
individuals enrolled in two different sections of English
108.

This maximized language acquisition and cognition

development for non-native speakers of English.

Mary not

only increased her vocabulary by listening to native English
speakers, but by reviewing their essays.

She also learned

how they developed and organized their writing.

Most

importantly, this type of grouping helped Mary to view the
book from the perspective of another culture and ethnic
group, which facilitated her topic development and audience
awareness.
Mary believed this writing program could meet her
academic and social needs but not her future needs.

She did

not want to drop any classes from this program, but she
planned to take an additional 300-level business writing
class to meet her future job needs.

She was committed to

taking all writing classes at the university rather than a
community college because she had motivation to learn.
Because she had good rapport with her writing teachers, Mary
felt less nervous and apprehensive in her classes.

If she

had any writing problems, she used the teachers' office
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hours to talk about them.

She found all of her writing

teachers to be supportive and encouraging.
Although she wanted to complete her degree quickly,
Mary did not allow the classes in her major department to
interfere with her learning in the writing classes.

She was

satisfied with the writing program and learned a number of
writing strategies from participating in it.

Her L2

language proficiency and cognition both improved as a result
of this program.

Therefore, Mary had reasonable

expectations of passing the UDWPE.
In conclusion, Mary's L2 writing experiences identified
in Table 4, can be synthesized as follows:

(l) Even though

she had strong motivations to learn L2 writing, Mary used
her own language code to organize her ideas.

She regarded

teachers as the authorities of knowledge and the language
experts, and she followed their recommendations to revise
her papers regardless of whether she agreed with them.
Feedback from peers was incorporated only if it was
meaningful and constructive.

(2) Mary did not insist on

using her Ll values to compose; however, she did not
organize her values in a way that was acceptable to the
native-English-speaking discourse community.
texts were writer-based.

Therefore, her

(3) Her past and present

educational experiences caused Mary to be a grade-driven
writer.

She therefore paid attention to content,
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organization, syntax, dictions and mechanics during the
drafting and revising stages.

Premature editing often

prevented her from discovering new meanings in her later
drafts.

Because she did nothing more than glanced at the

score and paid little attention to the problems in her
composition, she made little progress in writing.

(4) To

polish ideas in her papers, Mary retrieved some beautiful
idioms, phrases, and metaphors from L1 and translated them
into English.

This translation, however, strained her L2

proficiency and caused her to feel frustrated.

(5) Mary

made good use of classroom activities to develop and reshape
her ideas.

She developed very good teacher-student

relations.

Therefore, she had some expectations of passing

the UDWPE.
Comparison of the Case Studies
The research findings discussed above both support and
extend Krashen's (1984) theory of second language
acquisition.

According to Krashen, learned competence and

acquired competence develop in very different ways.

In his

view, language learning occurs through the formal study of
rules, patterns, and conventions, a study which enables one
to talk about and consciously apply the knowledge gained.
Language acquisition, however, occurs quite
differently, for it develops exclusively, Krashen believes,
through "comprehensible input."

That is, ESL students
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acquire L2 competence by exposure to language that is both
understandable, meaningful, and just beyond their present
competency.

By concentrating on meaning, they

subconsciously acquire both the content and the form of the
target language.

Krashen suggests that the most valuable

input for acquisition is language that goes just a step
beyond the structures that second-language students already
have acquired.
No matter how appropriate the input, however,
acquisition will not occur if a student's "affective
filter," or collection of emotional responses, is raised.
The findings from this study especially support the critical
role of interpersonal and social-cultural factors in
Taiwanese students' acquisition of written English.

The

significance of these factors, it is suggested, go beyond
the metaphor of a purely cognitive "filter," and include
the dynamics of interactional and communicative contexts
both within and outside the ESL classroom.
Krashen further argues that learning does not become
acquisition except in
if second-language

a convoluted way.

This occurs only

students successfully monitor their

language production so
grammatically correct

that they provide their own
comprehensible input.

This self-

produced input then becomes part of the total conditions
necessary for acquisition to take place.
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To compare how the four students grew as a result of
their participation in a writing program at The University
of Arizona, each case was thoroughly analyzed in terms of
comprehensible input, affective filter, and monitored use of
language.

Comprehensible input is further discussed from

the perspectives of the acquisition of the code (written
English) and knowledge of the composing process
(metacognitive skills).

Acquisition of the code is

comprised of understanding the rhetorical context,
developing critical thinking skills, acquiring rhetorical
convention and language proficiency, and participating in or
learning from classroom activities.

Metacognition refers to

how well the four students know the effective composing
process.

The discussion of affective filter involves the

four students' feelings about this writing program, as well
as their interpersonal relations as they sought to negotiate
meaning in specific L2 social contexts.
From the previous discussion in this chapter, it may be
argued that John was regarded by his teachers as an "aboveaverage" English writer; Michael and Mary were "average" L2
writers; and Helen was regarded as a "below-average" writer.
John's development as a mature writer can be further
explained by the moderate comprehensible input he received
from outside school sources, the high comprehensible input
from activities in his writing classes, a low affective
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filter and low level of monitoring.

Michael's growth can be

explained by low comprehensible input from outside the
university environment, high comprehensible input from the
activities of his writing classes, a moderate affective
filter and high level of monitoring.

Mary's L2 experiences

can be explained by high input from outside-school sources,
moderate input from her writing program, a low affective
filter and high level of monitoring.

Helen's experiences

can be explained by low comprehensible input from outsideschool sources and her writing classes, a high affective
filter and over-monitoring.
Of the four students' comprehensible input, John's was
the highesti Michael's and Mary's were less than John's and
Helen's was the lowest.

Because John spent his spare time

reading magazines and watching TV programs after school and
made good use of activities in the writing classes, his
comprehensible input from outside and inside the university
environment was very high.

His affective filter was very

low because he was strongly motivated to become an effective
writer.

His in-class relations, as well as his previous L2

experiences, led John to have reasonably high expectations
for passing the UDWPEi he had low apprehension about inclass written tests and had received satisfactory grades on
the first drafts of texts.

Above all, John built very good

relations with his writing teachers.

Therefore, it was easy
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for him to acquire the code of written English relatively
easy.

He not only knew how to define and solve rhetorical

problems before composing but also understood how to adjust
his ideas and organize them in terms of readers'
expectations and needs.

He followed L2 rhetorical

conventions and formats to present his ideas, and delayed
editing until the last drafts of his papers; therefore,
John's texts were more reader-based and had no discourse
accents.
Michael's comprehensible input from outside the
university environment was low, but inside school, it was
high.

Michael seldom read for pleasure, watched TV, or

interacted with native English speakers, so his
extracurricular comprehensible input was lower than John's.
In writing classes, Michael believed only feedback from
teachers and mature writers was critical to the revision of
his papers.

In reality, even the most basic writers can

also provide some genuine and constructive feedback.
Michael thought classroom discussions, conferences, writing
practice with multiple drafts, sample essay analysis, and
teachers' lectures related to writing strategies were very
helpful to his acquisition of the code of the written
language.

His writing difficulties in some ways were

related to his firm insistence on maintaining his Ll values,
because he did not want to lose his Chinese identity in the
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process of composing.

In addition, Michael's rhetorical

conventions and L2 writing skills were sometimes influenced
by his Ll culture.
based.

As a result, his texts were less reader-

Michael over-monitored at the drafting and revising

stages and retrieved ideas from Ll.

This inhibited the

development of his ideas.
Additionally, Michael experienced a high affective
filter because his motivations to integrate with the target
language were low.

When asked to provide in-class written

or oral feedback or to take in-class written tests such as
the ISEEE or UDWPE, Michael was especially apprehensive
because he had very low confidence in his own language
proficiency.

Most importantly, he was unable to develop

positive relations with one of his writing teachers.
Because of all these factors, which are both psychologically
and socially rooted.

Michael was unable to make good use of

all available input.
As for Mary, she read for pleasure, watched TV,
associated with Americans and people from other countries,
but she still did not fully acquire the written code of
English.

Mary's in-class input was not adequate.

Even

though she never insisted on maintaining her values in Ll,
Mary used her own language code to present her ideas.

The

organization of her ideas was particularly influenced by her
Ll rhetorical conventions.

Because she cared very much
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about grades, Mary over-monitored the form of the written
language at each writing stage.

As a result, her papers had

some degree of discourse "accent."

However, Mary's

affective filter was weaker than Michael's and Helen's
because of her strong motivations and self-confidence.
Although Mary became apprehensive when asked to do in-class
written tests, she was more open to seeking input and using
it.
Helen received even less comprehensible input than the
other three students.

She seldom read for pleasure, watched

TV programs or interacted with native English speakers.

In

addition, she was less able to use in-class activities to
compensate for the inadequate input from outside-school
sources.

Therefore, Helen never fully acquired the code of

written English.

She regarded teachers as authorities of

knowledge and language experts; thus, she wrote for her
teachers rather than to convey a message to a broader
audience.

Because Helen's understanding of L2 rhetorical

conventions and writing tactics very weak and she did not
use classroom activities to reshape her ideas in terms of
the criteria of the American discourse community, her texts
were writer- rather than reader-based.

Helen had no

motivation to integrate with the target language, very low
confidence in her language proficiency, and strong anxiety
about taking in-class written tests.

Her social relations
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with instructors generally were not positive.

Therefore,

the chances for Helen to exploit the possibilities for
acquisition of written English were lower those of the other
three students.
Conclusions and Implications
This research is intended to provide a better
understanding of how ESL student's acquisition of the code
of the written English, knowledge of the composing process,
language monitoring and feelings about the writing program
influence his/her learning in a writing class.

In addition,

this research was intended to illuminate what a learner
brings from his/her culture and how this interacted with
what a learner encounters when he/she undertook composition
in English.
Generally, to produce effective writing, the writer
needs to deal with rhetorical context (audience, writing
purpose, and writing topic), critical thinking (specialized
knowledge, world knowledge, and tactics), knowledge of the
composing process (recursive or linear), rhetorical
conventions (form, rhetorical patterns, and topic
development) and language proficiency (syntax, word choice,
and mechanics).

In other words, a writer needs to know the

code of the written language and composing process if he/she
wants to effectively convey a message to the audience
effectively.

According to Krashen's (1984) theory, a
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writer's competence comes primarily from large amounts of
self-motivated reading and other comprehensible input,
received naturally and for interest and pleasure.

That is,

writing is acquired subconsciously; acquirers are largely
unaware that they are acquiring writing competence while
they are reading and listening.

For Krashen, reading in

particular gives the writer a "feel" for the look and
texture of reader-based prose.

However, when there is not

sufficient comprehensible input from outside pleasure
readings for writers to acquire the code of the written
language and metacognitive skills, writing teachers need to
arrange a variety of classroom activities, interesting
reading materials, and writing tasks to help students to
acquire the written language.

Shaughnessy's (1977) research

indicates that classroom instruction is effective for
unprepared ESL writers.
When the four Taiwanese students who participated in
this study began to take writing classes in a university
writing program for international students, they were
unprepared ESL writers.

They did not understand that

different composing conventions exist in different cultures,
and that there is a relative distribution of reader/writer
responsibility in different cultural systems.

All of these

assumptions about English writing contributed to their later
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experiences and in most cases, difficulties with their
writing audience and shared knowledge.
After they arrived at the university campus, the four
students lived in the Chinese community and led a somewhat
insulated life.

The pressures of grades and finances, which

led most of the students to take a heavy course load each
semester, also meant that they did not have sufficient
opportunities to acquire the second language by interacting
with native speakers in class or after class, watching TV,
or reading for pleasure.

Therefore, they could only acquire

their written language from (1) participating in a variety
of classroom activities such as small-group and whole-class
discussions, peer review, and teacher-student conferences;
(2) reading large numbers of articles related to their prior
knowledge, living experiences, needs, and interests; or (3)
practicing a variety of authentic or simulated writing tasks
for different communication purposes and different
audiences.
This study shows that for L2 acquirers, certain socioaffective variables can interfere with the successful
acquisition of the code of written language.
variables include:

These

(1) low integrative motivation (having

no desire to integrate with the target culture, language,
and people because of relative isolation from the target
language speakers and writers);

(2) low expectations for
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success (negative teacher-student relations, or feelings
that teachers have low expectations for, and little faith in
students, as well as lack of opportunity for meaningful
communications with teachers and peers);

(3) low self-esteem

that occurs when teachers do not identify students' efforts
and offer options for improvements, and when teachers
publicly compare one writer with another; and (4) high
levels of anxiety, which occurs when teachers grade
students' papers too harshly, students worry about grades
and financial support, and when students have difficulty
understanding non-native-English-speaking classmates.

These

factors go beyond a purely cognitive/neurological conception
of the affective filter, and embrace a complex array of
social, cultural, and motivational variables that are
products of individual student histories.

The research here

clearly shows, however, that this complex of factors can be
quite helpful or, conversely, detrimental to students'
acquisition of written English.
other research indicates that voluntary pleasure
reading contributes significantly to the development of L2
writing ability (Krashen, 1984).

Good writers read the

newspaper more (Woodward & Phillips, 1967); effective
writers read more and own more books and magazines
(Donalson, 1967), and readers who become "hooked on books"
improve in writing attitude (Fader, 1976).

Findings from
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this study indicate that the four ESL students also acquired
a significant portion of the code of the written English
from direct classroom instruction.

For example, students

learned how to introduce their thesis or main ideas, how to
develop no more than one aspect of the topic statement in
each paragraph, how to elaborate ideas with examples, and
how to stay focused on their topic.
In short, these students acquired the most general and
obvious features of form and organization from in-class
instruction, reading materials, and writing tasks. Their inclass interactions with teachers or classmates, including
discussions, were quite beneficial to the expansion of their
lexicons and ideas in their essays.

In addition, peer

reviews contributed to the students' sensitivity to readers'
needs and interests.

From reviewing others' papers they

learned how other writers develop topics and organize the
macrostructure of their essays.

That is, the four students

acquired a great deal of tacit knowledge of conventional or
formal features of reader-based prose from sharing papers
with good writers in the class.

This provided them with

more options for organizing and expressing their ideas.
Above all, the Taiwanese students became less anxious and
apprehensive when they knew other students had similar
writing difficulties.
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However, if students' writing teachers' attitudes
seemed too stern, or if teachers forced students to comment
on others' papers, these writers became very nervous and
chose to share their papers only with ineffective writers.
As illustrated by the case of Helen, this prevented students
from acquiring a much larger and richer set of images about
what constitutes a good text.
According to Kaplan (1983), writers from different
cultural backgrounds have different composing conventions;
some similarities also exist.

The present study

corroborates Kaplan's finding that ESL writers can develop a
feeling for reader-based prose from peer review, teacherstudent conferences, or sample essay analysis.

Michael and

John in particular indicated that in the process of
drafting, they transferred positive writing strategies from
L1 to L2, because the writing style of argument in their L1
was quite similar to that of English.
Generally, teachers' comments can be said to have a
positive effect on the quality of students' writing.

This

study also indicates that when teachers' comments are
arbitrary, ambiguous or seem inaccessible, ESL writers feel
very anxious because they do not know how to revise their
papers to meet their teachers' expectations.

students here

wanted their writing teachers to mark or correct all the
errors in their essays, because this is one of the ways they
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acquire diction, syntax, and mechanics.

The students did

not find formal grammar instruction to be more beneficial to
their writing ability.

At the same time, if teachers

corrected only parts of their texts, these students felt
very disappointed and thought their teachers had read their
essays in a perfunctory manner. If they believed their
teachers were uninterested in reading their papers, the
students lost the drive to write.
This conclusion seems to contradict Arnold's (1964)
research.

Comparing the effect of full correction (every

error marked by the teacher, corrected and rewritten by the
student) to "moderate" correction (only one aspect at a time
marked) on tenth-grade ESL students, Arnold found no
significant differences in writing ability at the end of an
academic year.

ESL students in the present study had

different viewpoints about error correction.

They expected

their teachers to mark all the grammatical errors, awkward
sentences, and incorrect lexicons.

This attitude seems to

be strongly related to the Taiwanese students' past
educational background.

In their minds, what is said or

written may be more important than how it is expressed, yet
they expected to be able to make each sentence in their
texts correct.
The four students agreed that when reading materials
matched their language proficiency, prior subject and
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background knowledge, cultural and living experiences,
interests, and needs, they had a much stronger motivation to
read and to write.

If the reading materials were not

appropriate, the students had little motivation to write
literature response journals, expository essays, rhetorical
essays, or arguments.

The four students found the reading

materials from English 106 and 107 to be very practical and
to contribute significantly to their reading and writing
abilities.

However, in English 108, they had a hard time

understanding most of the articles because of the level of
required English proficiency or background knowledge in the
subject area.

Because such assigned reading materials did

not match students' social, academic, or future needs, the
students felt that too many reading and writing assignments
were given.

They sometimes read articles in a perfunctory

manner, because assignments in other classes were considered
more important.

If too much time was spent on reading and

writing tasks, students had no time left for reading papers
assigned by their major professors.

Yet, these students

became less anxious about school because they did acquire
specific reading skills from this writing program.

Indeed,

they felt that their reading comprehension improved
significantly since they began the writing program.
Of the writing tasks, the four students identified
these as those that best developed their writing skills:
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teacher-student response journal, reflective journals,
literature response journals, and e-mail.

Because these

international students, like others, tended to live in

,

fairly insulated English learning environments, they found
journal-writing to be especially helpful.

Students were

often uncomfortable participating discussions because of a
low level of confidence in their English proficiency.
However, in teacher-student response journals, all students
except Helen felt free to communicate with their writing
teachers regarding their language as well as academic or
social concerns.

In the process of journal writing, when

they encountered a problem related to organization, syntax,
or word choice, they could write it down or ask for help
through e-mail.
Above all, students found the literature response
journals to be the most effective place for them to tryout
their ideas using the code of written English.

ESL writers

not only need to have sufficient comprehensible input from a
large quantity of reading materials, they also need to
acquire the target language through a process of trial and
error.

Because they did not need to worry about audience,

topic development, organization, coherence, grammar, or
syntax when they wrote in their literature response
journals, these Taiwanese students were able to interpret
the viewpoints in the articles through their own
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experiences.

This supports other research:

Most ESL

writers are strongly influenced by their first language and
prior experience, and have some degree of difficulty with
reader-based prose in L2; therefore, journals provide the
best avenue for ESL writers to adjust their writing
conventions from the L1 culture.

\

According to Flower's (1979) research, writer-based
literature response journals may be quite useful as an
initial step in providing the first draft of a formal essay.
However, writers need to pay attention to ambiguous
referents, words with specialized meanings, and hierarchical
organization of themes and arguments.

Journals can be

essential to ESL writers' learning because journal writing
helps develop strategies for a smooth transition from
writer-based to reader-based prose.

without such

opportunities to explore transitions, ESL students may feel
very uncertain and apprehensive about the different writing
conventions in English.
Finally, this study shows that all meaningful
transactions between teachers and students will be
completely closed if students feel threatened in making
candid journal entries.

students should be able to use

journals to practice their writing without worrying about an
audience or the macrostructure of their writing or
rhetorical problems.

When teachers give grades or award
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points for the quality of journal entries, students feel
inhibited by the possibility that their course grade will be
affected.

This may be the reason that one of the students

in this study would not write about her real writing
problems in her reflective journal.

She assumed that her

teacher would not regard her as a developing writer if the
teacher felt the student's writing difficulties were
strongly related to a lack of language proficiency.

Yet, by

failing to utilize the journal to connect with the teacher,
the student lost the opportunity for constructive feedback
from the teacher.
ESL students' prior education background is critical to
these and other responses in an ESL writing program.

The

four students in this study, for example, admitted that
although they had learned many English grammatical rules in
Taiwan, they did not use their own words to create sentences
in L2 because they were unsure they could appropriately use
these grammatical rules.

While previous research indicates

that grammar instruction is not effective in helping
students to write (Kroll, 1991; Kroll & Schafer, 1978), and
that increasing reading at the expense of grammar
instruction results in improvements in ESL students' writing
(Clark, 1935; Elley, Barham, Lamb, &. Wyllie, 1976),
conscious learning can help fill some of the gaps left by
incomplete acquisition.

Grammar-based instruction in the
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early stages of composing, however, interferes with the
creation of meaning (Krashen, 1984).
In this study, ESL students believed moderate
grammatical instruction to be beneficial to their writing.
This perception was partially related to their living
situation in Tucson (i.e. having few English models outside
the classroom), as well as to the students' prior
educational background.

In their daily lives, three of the

four students seldom interacted with native English
speakers, and two of them seldom watched TV programs or read
magazines or newspapers for pleasure. The absence of these
activities caused acquisition of the target language proceed
very slowly.

When comprehensible input is insufficient, the

necessary L2 grammatical structures and discourse
conventions are not automatically available to ESL writers.
In such cases, they must acquire the code of written English
from other avenues such as reading assigned articles,
classroom activities, writing practice with multiple
revisions, sample essay analysis, or sentence combining
practice (Cave, 1972; Cooper, 1973; Daiker, Kealk, &
Morenberg, 1978; Kameen, 1978; Zamel, 1980).
Although these ESL students knew that over-monitoring
the form of written English in the early stages of composing
interfered with the discovery of meaning, they believed
conscious learning of grammatical rules was useful in
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filling some of the gaps left by incomplete acquisition.
They wished to avoid the impression by their readers that
they were uneducated or that their writing was "unpolished."
All four students complained that they had too many papers
to read and too many journals and formal essays to write
each semester, yet they still thought frequent practice in
writing journals and formal essays contributed to the
fluency of their thought, their writing skills, and their
use of English rhetorical conventions.

Above all, they

believed their critical thinking skills were enhanced by
practicing expository essays. This point varies somewhat
from Briere's (1966) findings.

Briere's research indicates

that frequent writing practice helps university-level ESL
students improve their fluency and grammatical accuracy, but
not at stages higher than sentence composition.
other research (Sommers & Schleiger, 1980; Spack, 1984;
Stallard, 1974; Zamel, 1990; Zamel, 1983) indicates that if
writers want to write effectively, they need to know the
procedures for getting their ideas down in print.

In this

study, the four students used different strategies to plan,
rescan, and revise their papers in the process of writing.
Michael, John and Mary employed a recursive approach to
draft their papers.

That is, they knew that at any stage of

the writing process, they could replan, stop to reread, or
revise their papers as necessary within the writing context.
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Before writing, John, Michael, and Mary spent a lot of time
thinking about the content, organization, audience's needs,
interests, and background knowledge, and the purposes of the
writing tasks.

Each reported doing some kind of looping,

clustering, or free-writing to brainstorm their ideas.
In contrast, Helen employed a linear approach to
compose her essays.

Although she complained that only a

small number of writing strategies were available to her,
she did not apply any of the strategies she knew in the
process of writing.

She continued to follow the traditional

way of composing her essays, despite numerous reminders from
her writing teachers that she needed to be aware of the
writing context before planning or drafting. At the
predrafting stage, Helen always wrote a prescribed outline
after a short period of meditation.

She seldom stopped to

review what she had written, so she often digressed from the
theme in her introduction.

Before submitting the first

drafts of her essays to her writing teachers, Helen always
went to the tutorial center to have her papers proofread.
Most of the time, tutors only clarified the meaning of each
sentence or made mechanical corrections such as spelling,
word choice, or punctuation.

In Helen's mind, proofreading

seemed to be equivalent to revising.

She thought that once

a tutor had edited her essays, her writing problems would no
longer exist.

She seldom made content revisions in
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subsequent drafts because she was afraid of making
grammatical errors.

She believed that making content

changes would result in additional grammatical errors.
Consequently, she only used different words or phrases to
paraphrase the meanings she invented in her first drafts or
added more examples to elaborate points in her essays.

This

may be part of the reason Helen was often asked by her
teachers to change the overall macrostructure of her text in
later drafts.
Although Michael, John, and Mary did many revisions in
the process of their writing, they revised their essays
individualistically.

John paid a lot of attention to

content and organization before composing.

For Michael and

Mary, revision was synonymous with rewording, rephrasing, or
making each sentence's meaning clear rather than expanding
new meanings or discovering new ideas.

Because Mary paid a

great deal of attention to small points of grammar,
spelling, and punctuation during the drafting and revising
stages, one of her teachers complained that the content in
Mary's essays was very meager.

In contrast, John's essays

were more fluent and content-based because he did not allow
premature editing to break the rhythm of his thinking.
The four students' writing strategies support the
research findings of Pianko (1979), Perl (1979), Sommers
(1980), and Sommers and Schleiger (1980).

This research
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indicates that experienced writers:

(1) spend more time on

planning before writing (Pianko, 1979); (2) stop to review
their papers quite often (Stallard, 1974); (3) revise their
papers for invention or finding new ideas (Sommers, 1980);
and (4) use recursive writing process to approach their
writings (Sommers & schleiger, 1980).

However, novice

writers use revision to clarify the meaning of each sentence
(Sommers, 1980) and often confuse revision with editing
(Perl, 1979).

If what these researchers say about

experienced and novice writers is correct, we can categorize
John as an "experienced" writer, Michael and Mary as
"average" writers and Helen as a "below-average" English
writer.
According to Krashen's (1984) theoretical framework for
second language writing, language competence and knowledge
of the composing process are insufficient if negative
affective or motivational conditions are present.
Therefore, Krashen argues, writing teachers should provide
learners with a low-anxiety learning environment.

smith

(1983) also argues that if writers want to acquire the code
of written English, they must have high expectation for
success and a sense of belonging to the community of
writers.

Michael and Helen had no strong motivation to

integrate with the target language, culture or people
because their top priority was to complete their degrees
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quickly and return horne to find high-paying jobs.

Each

semester they took the maximum number of units from their
major departments, so they did not have the physical energy
or time left to engage .. in the tasks assigned by their
writing teachers.

Moreover, their low expectations for

passing the ISEEE and UDWPE were related to their inadequate
English proficiency, apprehension about engaging in in-class
written tests, and unsatisfactory grades on the first drafts
of their texts.

In the four students' view, the ISEEE and

UDWPE were equivalent to the first drafts of their texts.
Michael and Helen complained that one of their writing
teachers graded their papers too harshly and treated
students differently.

Not surprisingly, this research

supports Krashen's negative correlations between high
anxiety and L2 acquisition when teachers showed negative
attitudes and low expectations in everything they say and do
in the classroom, students' responses become self-fulfilling
prophesies.
The power and

~xtent

of socio-affective variables can

be seen in a closer inspection of each student's case.
Michael, John and Mary were committed to taking all of their
writing classes at the university rather than at the
community college because they wanted to read more articles
and have more opportunities to polish their writing
abilities.

Unlike these three, Helen had little expectation
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of success.

In this study, Michael felt his 107 writing

teacher especially understood his linguistic, cultural, and
intellectual background and treated him like a developing
writer.

John established a very good teacher-student

relationship with his 108 writing teacher.

He was not

grade-driven because he had no financial problems.

Mary had

a strong desire to become a member of the English speaking
and writing "club" (Smith, 1983).

Helen felt frustrated

because two of her writing teachers in the writing program
were not aware of her needs and did not identify her writing
difficulties and efforts.

She felt especially hurt and

ignored when she found that there were fewer comments on her
papers than those of other students in her class. As Krashen
(1984, p. 26) points out, "When there is anxiety about
acquisition, and/or when the acquirer feels excluded from
the 'club' of target language speakers, the affective filter
is high," and input is blocked.

In other words, for ESL

writers to write effectively and maturely, they need not
only language competence and knowledge of the composing
process but also a low affective filter, cultivated in a
positive, proactive language learning environment.
Pedagogical Applications for ESL Classrooms
Findings from the present study have a number of
important pedagogical applications.

First, these findings

can help writing teachers to understand that when ESL
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students do not have sufficient comprehensible input from
pleasure reading, teachers can provide supplemental
classroom experiences, including meaningful reading, and
appropriate writing tasks, that aid ESL students in
acquiring the code of written English.

Further, because

conscious learning of grammar rules and usage help only at
the editing stage and are limited to straightforward,
learnable aspects of grammar (Krashen, 1984), ESL writers
actually acquire the code of written language from reading,
joining in varied classroom activities such as small-group
and whole-class discussions, peer review, teacher-student
conferences, writing different texts to different audiences
for various purposes, analyzing model essays, and practicing
sentence combinations.

All reading materials, however, must

be tied to students' level of English proficiency, prior
knowledge, culture, living experiences, interests, and
needs.
According to Krashen's (1984) second language writing
hypothesis, writing competence takes place when learners
understand a structure a bit beyond their current stage of
competence.

That is, when the input, "ill, is slightly more

advanced than their own level of development (and thus can
be called "i+1 11 ) , and when communication is successful and
sufficient in quantity, "i+1" is automatically provided. The
four students in this study stated that some of their
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English 108 reading materials were far beyond their English
proficiency. Yet, the students found classroom discussions
to be very helpful to their understanding of the articles,
despite the fact that some classmates' speech accents
prevented them from understanding classmates' viewpoints.
The students recommended that their writing teachers adjust
their speech to the linguistic and cognitive levels of the
students by using a slower rate of speech with longer pauses
between major constituents, clear articulation, a high
pitch, and a simplified vocabulary.
In sum, in this study it became evident that the four
ESL students acquired the code of written English and
metacognitive skills in different ways, including classroom
activities, reading materials, writing tasks, and formal
instruction in the composing process.

Making a comparison

among the four students, John's affective filter was the
lowest and Helen's was the highest.

The socio-affective

variables which interfered with their successful acquisition
of written language can be generalized as follows:
seldom interacted with native speakers after school;

(1) they
(2)

they had little time to read newspapers and magazines or
watch TV because they felt they needed to take a full load
of major classes; (3) they worried about their final course
grades because of the threat of losing financial support;
(4) they sometimes did not have positive teacher-student
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relations and felt that teachers graded their papers too
harshly, did not allow them to have different viewpoints
during class discussions or conferences, treated students
differentially, had low expectations, were unwilling to take
the time to discuss students' writing difficulties, were
unaware of students' backgrounds, or did not identify
students' efforts and offer options for improvement;

(5) the

students did not have the sense they belonged to the world
of effective English writers and thus had little confidence
in their own language competence;

(6) the students had low

expectations for passing the ISEEE and UDWPE because of
apprehension about in-class writing and unsatisfactory
grades on the first drafts of their texts.
ESL teachers must avoid the negative attitudes that
attend low expectations for students, and understand that
these factors are extremely detrimental to students'
language acquisition.

Teachers must also be very sensitive

to students' writing difficulties and provide support at the
point of need.

otherwise, students never have an

opportunity to become effective and mature writers in spite
of how hard teachers teach, how interesting reading
materials are, how appropriate writing tasks are, or how
well students know the composing process.
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Overall Summary of the Study
A case study approach was adopted for this study.

Four

Taiwanese students enrolled in the writing program for
international students at The University of Arizona were
interviewed individually about (1) how they acquired the
code of written English and what their L2 writing
assumptions were upon entering The University of Arizona;
and (2) what writing difficulties they experienced in a
university writing program for international students, and
what their L2 writing assumptions were after completing a
university writing program for international students.
Although the primary data of this study consisted of what
the four students said about the two research questions,
classroom observations also were carried out during spring
of 1993 and Fall of 1993.

During the observations, field

notes were taken on the focus of teaching activities,
classroom interaction, the roles of students and
instructors, and other indicators of both students' and
instructors' attitudes toward writing.

Each instructor was

interviewed individually about his/her opinions about each
student's writing and language problems in his/her class.
The class syllabus, students' notes, writing assignments,
and handouts from each writing class also were analyzed.
The first research question was answered using the four
students' profiles.

Each profile was composed of each
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student's personal and academic background; school-based
English learning experiences, including junior high school
and junior college in Taiwan; post-graduation English
learning experiences in Taiwan; and their L2 language
acquisition situation in Tucson, Arizona.

Writing is not

only a cognitive and linguistic activity but also a social,
cultural, and psychological one; thus, the second research
question was assessed and analyzed from the perspective of
rhetorical context, critical thinking, and metacognitive
skill (cognitive activity); rhetorical convention (cultural
and social activities); language proficiency (linguistic
activity); classroom discussion, peer review, teacherstudent conferences, and grouping strategies (social
activity); and writer's needs, motivations, expectations of
the writing teacher, and expectations for passing the UDWPE
(psychological activity).
This research was intended to provide a better
understanding of how Taiwanese students' acquisition of the
code of written English, knowledge of the composing process,
language monitoring, and feelings about the writing program
influenced his/her learning in an English writing class.

In

addition, this research was intended to illuminate what a
learner brought from his/her culture and how this interacted
with what the learner encountered when he/she undertook
composition in the second language--English.
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Findings from this research indicated that the four
Taiwanese students did not have sufficient comprehensible
input from pleasure reading or other voluntary,
extracurricular sources.

They acquired the code of written

language from reading, participating in varied classroom
activities such as small-group and whole-class discussions,
peer review, teacher-student conferences, writing texts to
different audiences for various purposes, analyzing model
essays, practicing sentence combinations, and formal
instruction in the composing process.

Their writing

difficulties could be summarized as follows:

(1) not making

good use of classroom activities to reshape ideas in terms
of readers' expectations and their own writing intentions;
(2)

lack of experience to develop necessary reading and

writing skills; (3) inadequate knowledge of the composing
process;

(4) inadequate syntax, vocabulary, or mechanics to

express themselves in L2;

(5) being influenced by their L1

rhetorical convention; (6) no intrinsic motivation to
integrate with the target language, culture, or society; and
(7) low expectations of success related to negative or weak
teacher-student relationships.
On the other hand, all four students believed they had
improved their English writing abilities through the writing
program, and in all but one case, growth and improvement
were observed.

These findings support other research which
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demonstrates that ESL students need:

(1) rich, authentic

purposes and contexts in which to negotiate meaning and
construct written texts;

(2) content-rich reading resources

that build on their prior knowledge and allow them to expand
their own culturally mediated worldview; and (3) a socialinteractional setting that encourages real expectations for
student success and positive, affirming teacher-student
relations.
Finally, this research both reinforces and expands
Krashen's (1984) model of second language acquisition and
writing, showing the critical role of comprehensible input,
the significance of natural acquisition over direct teaching
of grammar rules and error correction, and the presence of
an "affective filter" which is socially and culturally
mediated, as well as cognitively and linguistically based.
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student Interview Questions
Interview questions for students were divided into two
parts.

The first part was used to collect data related to

the first research question--how Taiwanese students who are
presently attending a large u.s. university acquired the
code of written English and what their L2 writing
assumptions were upon entering The University of Arizona.
The second part was used to collect data regarding the
second research question--what writing difficulties these
Taiwanese students experienced in a university writing
program for international students and what their L2 writing
assumptions were after completing this writing program.
Question One:

How did Taiwanese students who are presently
attending a large U.s. university acquire the
code of written English and what were their
L2 writing assumptions upon entering The
University of Arizona?

1.

How many years of English did you study in Taiwan
before you entered The university of Arizona?

2.

Had you ever written any essays in English and in your
first language before attending The University of
Arizona? If yes, what kind of writing had you done in
English and in your first language separately? Which
mode of writing in English and in your first language
do you find easiest, and which do you find most
difficult? And why? Did you write any essays,
research papers, letters, or business documents in
English and in your first language when you studied in
Taiwan?
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3.

What kind of learning experiences did you acquire from
the English classes? Were you free to choose the topic
of your texts? Before starting to write, did your
teacher discuss the writing topic with all of you? Did
your teacher heterogeneously divide the class into many
small groups? Did your teacher give you any sample
texts to read and analyze before writing? Were there a
lot of interactions between teacher and students and/or
among peers? Who assumed the role of "expert" in your
texts and the target language you were learning at that
time?

4.

Did you expect your teacher to correct all the errors
on your essay? Before your teacher gave a grade to
your text, were you allowed to continue revising your
text on the basis of the feedback you got from your
peers and/or teacher? Which criteria were used by your
teacher to evaluate your papers? Were the criteria
content-oriented or grammar-oriented?

5.

Have you ever been asked to write a teacher-student
response journal and/or a literature response journal?
Have you tried speech-like writing in your texts? Was
your English teacher the only reader of your texts? Who
read your texts?

6.

Did your teacher tell you that you needed to take into
account the audiences and the purposes of your writing
before starting to write?

7.

Did you know rhetorical convention in English writing?
Did you know how to organize your ideas? Did you know
an essay should have a controlling idea in the
introduction, three supporting paragraphs in the body
of the essay, and a conclusion at the end of the essay,
and each paragraph should have a topic sentence related
to the controlling idea in the introduction?

8.

Did your teacher teach you any meaning-guessing reading
strategies? When you were stuck, did your teacher
recommend you try free-writing or some other writing
strategies to make your thoughts flow?

9.

Before taking the TOEFL test, did you go to any
supplemental schools or after-school programs to learn
English in Taiwan? How long were you there? What did
you learn from those institutions?

10.

How long have you been in the U.S.? In Tucson? Have
you gone to any other schools in the U.S. or primarily
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English-speaking schools anywhere else? For how long?
Have you ever written any essays in English? If yes,
in which mode of writing did you write most often?
Which teaching methods were used most often? Which
criteria were most important for evaluating essays in
these schools?
11.

How many credits do you usually take each regular
semester and/or summer session? Do your parents have
great expectations for you and hope you will get your
degree done sooner?

12.

Now where do you live? In the dormitory or in an
apartment? Do you live with Chinese or Americans? How
often do you communicate with Americans after school?
In order to improve your English, do you take part in
any social activities in Tucson?

13.

How often do you watch films or TV programs? Usually
how many hours do you spend watching TV every week? Do
you read a lot after school? What do you like reading?
Usually how many hours do you spend on reading
magazines, newspapers, or other outside reading
materials every week?

14.

After you were admitted to The University of Arizona,
how did you acquire your vocabulary, writing strategies
and grammar in English after school? From pleasure
readings? Media such as radio, TV, or film?

15.

Do you have chances to be exposed to various readings
in English after school? Are there any pleasure
readings in English at your living place? Do you have
access to English speakers after school? Do you use
English writing very often in your daily life?

16.

What were your beliefs about English writing upon
entering a university writing program for international
students? At that time did you think students should
be free to choose their writing topics? Did you think
teachers should have students write on a variety of
topics, to a variety of audiences, for a variety of
purposes?
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Question Two:

What writing difficulties did these students
experience in a university writing program
for international students and What were
their L2 writing assumptions after completing
this writing program?

Cognitive Activity: Rhetorical Context, Critical Thinking,
and Metacognitive Skill
1.

In your opinion, what is critical thinking? Do you
think critical thinking is born and given or made?

2.

What kind of reading and writing strategies have you
learned from 106, 107, and 108 writing classes?

3.

In the process of writing, have you applied· reading
skills to the writing context?

4.

What reading and writing strategies are hard for you to
apply? What strategies are easy for you to apply? And
why?

5.

Do you think that your reading and writing strategies
have improved as a result of this writing program?

Cultural Activity:

Rhetorical Convention

1.

What kind of writing tasks are you required to do in
your writing classes?

2.

What kind of writing tasks are you good at? What kind
of writing tasks are especially hard for you? What
kind of writing tasks are you interested in? What kind
of writing tasks are you not interested in? And why?

3.

In your opinion, are there any obvious differences
between rhetorical conventions in Chinese and in
English? How are they different from or similar to
each other? Do the differences ever make you feel
confused or frustrated?

4.

When you write an English essay, do you transfer any
writing strategies and/or conventions from Chinese to
English?
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5.

What are the most difficult things for you to do in
English writing? What are the easiest things for you
to do in English writing?

Linguistic Activity:

Language Proficiency

1.

In the process of writing, what are your real writing
difficulties? To what extent do you think your English
writing is related to the language itself, or to
writing?

2.

Do you have sufficient English vocabulary to express
your ideas? Is there an adequate variety of sentence
patterns in your texts? Do you know how to punctuate
appropriately? Do you know how to use connectors and
transitional phrases appropriately?

3.

Do your teachers understand your real problems? How do
you think your English ability is now? Is it good
enough to meet the basic requirements of the effective
writing?

social Activity:

Classroom Activities

1.

What kind of writing activities are used in your
writing classes?

2.

What activities do you feel contribute most to your
improvement in English writing? And why?

3.

What activities do you feel contribute least to your
improvement in English writing? And why?

4.

In order to foster students' critical thinking, do you
think interaction between the teacher and students
and/or among peers is helpful?

5.

For increasing comprehensible input, do you think
heterogeneous grouping skill is better than homogeneous
grouping? If yes, what are the reasons? If not, what
are the reasons?

6.

For giving students a sense of intimacy, do you think
teachers should provide a favorable context for second
language use?

293

Psychological Activity:
writing Program

students' Feelings about this

1.

What are your academic, social, and future needs?
your teachers know your needs?

Do

2.

Do you feel this writing program has helped you meet
your social/practical needs out of school? How much
English do you write socially out of school? In what
ways do you use English writing the most away from
school?

3.

Do you feel this writing program has helped you meet
you future needs?

4.

What are your real purposes in learning English
writing?

5.

Is your motivation to write English related to your
learning experiences, or academic, social, and future
needs?

6.

Do you think that you have studied English writing too
long, not long enough or is the length of the writing
program about right?

7.

If you could drop a class from the writing program,
what class would you like to drop? If you could add a
class to the writing program, what class would you like
to add? And why?

8.

What is your expectation for your writing teachers?
What do you think about your teachers' knowledge,
language proficiency, teaching methodology, and
attitude? Do you have a favorite teacher in your
writing program? If yes, what does that teacher do to
make you feel that way?

9.

For what reasons did you decide to take all your
writing classes on campus and not at a community
college?

10.

How did you feel about the International Student
English Essay Examination (ISEEE) at the very beginning
of the writing program and the Upper-Division Writing
Proficiency Examination (UDWPE) at the end of the
program?

11.

What is your expectation for the UDWPE? Do you have
confidence that you will pass the UDWPE after
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completing this writing program?
reasons?
12.

If no, what are the

What are your beliefs about English writing after
completing this writing program? In your opinion, do
you think that writing is a kind of social, cultural,
cognitive and linguistic activity? If not, in your
opinion, how should writing be?
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Classroom Observations
Appendix B introduces the four students--Michael, John,
Helen, and Mary--in a class-taking situation when I began
this study.
1.

What is the role of the teacher?
the students?

What is the role of

2.

What are the characteristics of the teaching/learning
process?

3.

What is the nature of student-teacher interaction?
What is the nature of student-student interaction?

4.

How are the feelings of the students dealt with?

5.

How is the student's language viewed?
student's culture viewed?

How is the

6.

What areas of writing are emphasized?
skills are emphasized?

What writing

7.

What is the role of the student's native language?

8.

How is evaluation accomplished?

9.

How does the teacher respond to student errors?
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Teacher Interview Questions
1.

What are your expectations for your students?

2.

What are the writer's strengths and weaknesses? What
kind of individualized writing program does he/she
need?

3.

Has the student made progress toward the goal of
effective written communication? If not, would you
like to offer suggestions for helping your students to
overcome the difficulties they experience in developing
clear, effective writing in English?

4.

In what areas do the writer's learning efforts need to
be focused?
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Subjects' Writing Programs
There are four subjects in this study, Michael, John,
Helen, and Mary.

They entered the writing program at The

University of Arizona during

dif~erent

-

periods of time.

Michael, John, and Helen entered this writing program in
Fall of 1992, and Mary entered it in spring of 1993.

When I

began this study in Spring of 1993, Mary was following an
English native-speaking teacher to learn writing in an
English 106 class.

Michael, John, and Helen were in

different English 107 classes.

Michael and John's teacher

was a native English speaker, and Helen's teacher was a nonnative English speaker.

In Summer of 1993, Michael, John,

and Helen went to English 108 class together, and their
teacher was a non-native English speaker.

During that

summer, Mary went to an English 107 class and was taught by
a native English speaker.

In Fall of 1993, Mary continued

going to English 108 class and was taught by a native
English speaker.

Michael, John, and Helen completed this

writing program in Summer of 1993.
the writing classes in Fall of 1993.

Mary completed all of
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