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Our previous research has identified five variables which influence L2 writing
ability (Sasaki & Hirose, 1996) in Japanese university English students. This
study investigates the teachability of two of these variables, L2 metaknowledge
and L2 writing experience, for English writing classes. Metaknowledge of English
expository writing was taught to one group of students (n = 43), whereas a
journal writing assignment was added to the metaknowledge instruction for the
other group of students (n = 40). The effects of these two types of instruction on
the students’ subsequent writing were examined. Both groups significantly
improved their metaknowledge, but the metaknowledge-instruction-only group
did not improve their L2 writing significantly. In contrast, the group that received
both metaknowledge instruction and the journal writing assignment significantly
improved the mechanics of their L2 writing.
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language (L2) writing ability (e.g., Cumming, 1989; Raimes,
1987). Pedagogical application of the results of these studies
should incorporate these explanatory variables into 12 writing instruction
and, through longitudinal studies, subsequent research should examine
the effects of this instruction on students’ writing. Such longitudinal
studies can then complement cross-sectional studies of L2 writing ability.

M any studies have investigated variables which explain second
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Sasaki and Hirose (1996) have identified the following five factors as
explanatory variables for Japanese university students’ expository writ-
ing in English as a Foreign Language (EFL): (a) L2 proficiency; (b) first
language (L1) writing ability; (c) L2 metaknowledge; (d) L2 writing ex-
perience; and (e) the use of good writers’ writing strategies. Because the
development of L2 proficiency in such areas as structure, vocabulary,
listening, and L1 writing ability cannot generally be considered the main
targets of L2 writing instruction, pedagogical implications arise mainly
from the last three factors, which are directly connected to L2 writing.
Among these three, the present study will focus on the factors of L2
metaknowledge and L2 writing experience and will investigate their
teachability for Japanese university EFL students.

Metaknowledge Instruction

In this study metaknowledge of L2 writing is operationally defined as
what is expected of paragraph-level expository writing in the target
language. Because metaknowledge about L2 writing was found to have
a significant influence on the quality of Japanese students’ L2 writing
(Sasaki & Hirose, 1996), deliberately teaching it may therefore assist
students in developing their L2 writing ability. Metaknowledge instruc-
tion consists of explicitly teaching paragraph elements such as the topic
sentence, the body, and concluding sentence, and the types of organi-
zational patterns (comparison and contrast, cause and effect, etc.). Such
instruction fits well with the “current-traditional rhetoric approach,” com-
bining the “current-traditional paradigm” from L1 English composition
instruction with contrastive rhetoric (see Silva, 1990, for details). Al-
though the “current-traditional rhetoric approach” has been criticized
for its strong focus on form, discouraging creative writing (Silva, 1990),
it can be helpful to those students who do not have much knowledge
about English paragraph structure. As Raimes (1983) points out, “even
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” (p. 8). Thus, such an approach should be especially
helpful for Japanese students, who are reported to use non-English
organizational patterns when they write in English (Kobayashi, 1984).
Although metaknowledge instruction for paragraph-level writing is pre-
sented in some composition textbooks (e.g., Hashiuchi, 1995), little
empirical research has examined its effects on Japanese students' En-
glish writing.
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English Journal Writing

In previous research regular free writing practice has been found to
be a major factor distinguishing “good” EFL writers from “weak” writers
(Sasaki & Hirose, 1996). Therefore it may be helpful to implement “jour-
nal writing” (JW) in EFL writing classes. JW has become an integral part
of many English as a Second Language (ESL) composition courses in
the U.S. (Spack & Sadow, 1983) and is beginning to have a place in EFL
writing courses in Japan as well (e.g., Casanave, 1993). However, most
Japanese university students lack experience writing extensively in Eng-
lish. In junior and senior high school EFL classes L2 writing was mostly
limited to translating sentences into English, and sentence-level gram-
matical accuracy was the major focus prior to university entrance (JACET
Kansai Chapter Writing Teaching Group, 1995). Japanese university stu-
dents, therefore, should be encouraged to write freely without much
concern for accuracy in order to promote writing fluency.

Positive effects of JW instruction for Japanese university students have
been noted by several researchers. Because students are writing in a
non-threatening environment, they often report that they feel low anxi-
ety and become comfortable writing extensively in their L2 (Kresovich,
1988). Additional studies suggest that JW improves writing quantity
and quality. Ross, Shortreed, and Robb (1988) reported the develop-
ment of fluency (measured by the number of T-units and words), espe-
cially in narrative compositions, over a one-year writing course, However,
the effects of JW on writing quality have not been fully examined and
mixed results have been reported. For example, Casanave (1994) noted
conflicting results during a one-and-a-half year JW experience. Two
thirds of her Japanese university EFL students improved their writing,
but not all students produced longer, more complex sentences or more
accurate language use. Thus, the effects of JW on quality should be
investigated more fully.

JW is an individual student activity and is not considered a major
constituent of a writing course. According to McCornick (1993), JW is
used “as a supplementary exercise, not as the main activity in any
language course” (p. 17) in a large Japanese university (see also Ross et
al., 1988). These points justify a comparative study between students’
writing samples from a writing course which incorporates JW and those
from a similar course without a JW component, as Spack and Sadow
(1983) have advocated.
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The Present Study

We conducted the present study to investigate whether explicit in-
struction on two of the variables shown to influence Japanese university
students’ EFL writing (metaknowledge and regular writing experience)
can improve students’ L2 expository writing over one semester.! We
compared instruction of only metaknowledge to instruction on
metaknowledge combined with JW. We were not able to have a JW-only
group as a control group because it was not possible to require the
students to do JW regularly in non-composition courses.?

Research Questions
The present study explores three research questions:

1. Does formal instruction of metaknowledge have an effect on the
development of students’ L2 expository writing ability?

2. Does metaknowledge instruction combined with journal writing ex-
perience have an effect on the development of students’ L2 exposi-
tory writing ability?

3. Does metaknowledge instruction combined with journal writing ex-
perience have a greater effect on the development of students’ L2
expository writing ability than metaknowledge-only instruction?

These three questions have the same follow-up question: If so, what

aspect(s) of L2 writing show improvement on the basis of such instruction/

experience?

Method
Participants

A total of 83 Japanese university freshmen (20 men and 63 women)
majoring in British and American Studies participated in the present
study. Their average age was 18.3 years and they had studied English
for an average of 6.4 years, mainly through controlled formal English
education in Japan. The participants were students in four intact English
writing classes at two universities.* They were assigned to two groups,
Groups 1 and 2, and were given the following instruction (see the Con-
tent of Instruction for details):

Group 1 (n = 43; 11 men and 32 women): Metaknowledge instruction
only

Group 2 (1 = 40; 9 men and 31 women): Metaknowledge instruction
plus journal writing assignments
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The two groups were comparable in many ways. First, they were similar
in their instructional/personal backgrounds.* The results of chi-square analy-
ses of responses to a questionnaire (for details of this questionnaire, see
Sasaki & Hirose, 1996) eliciting their instructional/personal writing back-
grounds and their attitudes toward L1 and L2 writing revealed no signifi-
cant differences between the two groups. In addition, they shared similar
backgrounds in terms of L1/L2 writing instruction, and in the type and
amount of L1/L2 writing. For example, the great majority of students (95.3%
of Group 1 and 97.5% of Group 2) had never learned “organizing a para-
graph centered on one main idea” or “developing a paragraph so that the
readers can follow it easily” (95.3% and 95%, respectively).

The two groups did not differ significantly in their attitude to either
L1 or L2 writing. For example, in their responses to the question item
“Do you like writing in L2?” 34.9% of Group 1 chose “yes,” and 62.8%
“neither like nor dislike it.” Similarly, 25% of Group 2 chose “yes” and
67.5% “neither like nor dislike it.” In other words, neither group of
students had a negative attitude to L2 writing; only a few students
(2.3% of Group 1 and 7.5% of Group 2) answered they did not like L2
writing. Their responses to the question whether they liked L1 writing
showed a similar tendency.

Furthermore, the two groups were similar in terms of their English
language proficiency. They took the Structure section of the Compre-
hensive English Language Test for Learners of English (CELT) (Form A;
Harris & Palmer, 1986) and the Test of English as a Foreign language
(TOEFL), and their English proficiency level was mostly intermediate
[CELT Structure M (SD): Group 1 = 71.2 (13.2); Group 2 = 70.8 (14.1);
TOEFL M (SD): Group 1 = 446.8 (47.7); Group 2 = 440.5 (66.0)]. The
results of t-tests showed that the two groups’ test scores were not sig-
nificantly different (CELT Structure: ¢ = 0.12, df = 81, p = 0.9; TOEFL: t =
0.5, df =81, p=0.62).°

Finally, the two groups were similar in their L2 writing ability and
metaknowledge about English expository writing. They wrote English
compositions and took a metaknowledge test at the beginning of the
writing courses (see the Data section below). The t-test results for scores
on the English compositions and metaknowledge tests showed no sig-
nificant differences between the two groups (English composition: ¢ =
0.84, df = 81, p = 0.4; metaknowledge: ¢ = -0.51, df = 81, p = 0.61; see
Tables 3 and 4 for means and standard deviations).

Content of Instruction

All participants were given instruction on metaknowledge of English
expository writing in their English writing classes. The classes met once
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a week for 90 minutes over a 12-week semester of the 1994 academic
year.* The two groups used the same textbook (Jimbo & Murto, 1990),
in which each chapter deals with one idea related to paragraph organi-
zation, such as the topic sentence. In every chapter, the book first
presents a model paragraph to illustrate the target organizational pat-
tern (e.g., time order, cause and effect, and classification) and then
provides practice in analyzing other paragraphs. The textbook is writ-
ten in English, including the explanation section. Students in Groups 1
and 2 spent in-class time in the same way with the textbook, and all
activities were centered around the analysis of paragraphs based on
the readings. When responding to exercises provided in the book, both
groups of students underlined the topic sentence of the paragraphs
they read. However, the metaknowledge instruction did not include
practice producing topic sentences or writing original paragraphs.

In addition to studying paragraph organization, the students in Group
2 were assigned to write English journals regularly (at least four days a
week) outside the class. Having been given such instructions as “Spend
no less than 15 minutes when writing,” “Try to write as much as you
can about anything,” and “Do not worry too much about spelling and
grammar,” the Group 2 students accumulated JW experience on a regu-
lar basis for 12 weeks. They were not instructed specifically to apply
the learned metaknowledge to JW. Every week they counted the num-
ber of lines written per week and chose one day’s entry for a teacher or
a classmate to read and write questions and/or comments on the entry.
They then spent approximately 5 to 10 minutes of the class time read-
ing and giving written feedback to each other. This in-class activity was
intended to raise the students’ sense of an audience when they did JW.
No correction was made of anything the students wrote. Students were
told that only the amount of writing would be taken into consideration
for their grades. On average, the Group 2 students wrote 487.2 words
every week, with a range from 154.7 to 728.7. In contrast, the students
in Group 1 were not asked to write journals. Therefore, the main differ-
ence between the two types of instruction was that JW required work
outside of class for Group 2.

Data

Pre- and Post-compositions

All participants wrote a 30-minute English composition at the begin-
ning and at the end of the course. At the beginning the two groups
were given the following L1 prompt to write about:
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There has been a heated discussion about the issue of “women and
work” in the readers’ column in an English newspaper. Some people
think that women should continue to work even after they get married,
whereas others believe they should stay at home and take care of their
families after marriage. Now the editor of the newspaper is calling for
the readers’ opinions. Suppose you are writing for the readers’ opinion
column. Take one of the positions described above, and write your
opinion.
This task was the same as that used in our previous research (Sasaki &
Hirose, 1996). At the end of the composition course, both groups wrote
a second English composition on the following L1 prompt:

There has been a heated discussion about the issue of “university
students and part-time jobs” in the readers’ column in an English
newspaper. Some people think that students should not have part-
time jobs, whereas others believe they should work part-time. Now
the editor of the newspaper is calling for the readers’ opinions. Suppose
you are writing for the readers’ opinion column. Take one of the
positions described above, and write your opinion.

For the pre- and post-compositions, we chose different topics to avoid
possible influences of participants’ thinking about the first topic over
time. We considered that the two topics were familiar to the students
(i.e., topics concerning their mothers and themselves respectively), and
comparable in difficulty. We did not inform the participants about the
topic beforehand for either task and they were not allowed to use a
dictionary. By comparing the two compositions, we were able to ex-
amine the teaching effects of the two types of instruction.

Each of the two researchers scored the pre- and post-compositions,
according to Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel, and Hughey’s (1981)
ESL Composition Profile. Ratings were assigned for the five criteria of
content, organization, language use, vocabulary, and mechanics.” Each
participant’s composition score was the sum of the two researchers’
scores, with a possible range from 68 to 200 points. (See Appendix 1
for sample pre- and post-compositions by the same writer.)

Test of Metaknowledge of Englisb Expository Writing

Before and after the participants received the instruction, we also
tested their knowledge of such notions as coherence, unity, topic sen-
tence, and organization of English expository writing. As had been done
previously (Sasaki & Hirose, 19906), the test was developed as a crite-
rion-referenced measure with its content centered on the course objec-
tives of the English writing courses in which the data were collected.
The major purpose for developing the test was to measure the students’
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knowledge of the target content area (i.e., their metaknowledge of
English expository writing), not to measure their ability to produce
texts. The test was given in Japanese and was composed of 12 items
divided into the following three sections: (a) reading several statements
about the concepts of coherence, topic sentence, and conclusion, and
selecting the most appropriate one to describe English expository writ-
ing (10 items); (b) choosing the better English paragraph from two
alternatives (1 item); and (c) choosing the best of three alternative
paragraphs (1 item) (see Appendix 2 for sample test items)."

Only the compositions from students who attended both data-col-
lecting sessions were used for the present analyses. This resulted in six
students not being included and a total number of 83 participants.

Reliability

We calculated inter-rater reliability (the Pearson correlation coefficient)
for the five subscores and total scores of the pre- and post-English com-
positions (see Table 1). For both the pre- and post-metaknowledge tests,
calculating any internal consistency estimates would not be appropriate
because they were criterion-referenced (see Sasaki & Hirose, 1996).
Therefore, we obtained the difference index (DI), one of the recom-
mended reliability estimates for a criterion-referenced test (CRT), for
each item. The DI shows “the degree to which a CRT item is distinguish-
ing between the students who know the material or have the skill (some-
times called masters) and those who do not (termed nonmasters)” (Brown,
1989, p. 72). Following Brown (1989), we considered items acceptable
which had a DI value of higher than 0.10.

Data Analysis

For Research Questions 1 and 2, we compared the pre- and post-
compositions (in terms of the five subscores and total scores) and the
pre- and post-metaknowledge test scores within each group. We tested
their differences for significance using paired ttests. For Research Ques-
tion 3, we compared the two groups’ post-compositions. We conducted
t-tests to check for statistically significant differences between the two
groups’ writing. Because we employed multiple -tests, we made a
Bonferroni adjustment to avoid inflated Type I errors, errors that occur
when a true null hypothesis is rejected. (See Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996,
for an explanation of the Bonferroni adjustment.) Because we made 20
comparisons in all, we divided the alpha level of 0.05 for the study by
the number of comparisons (i.e., 0.05/20), and accepted only those #-
tests that were below the 0.0025 level as significant.
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Results and Discussion

Reliability

Table 1 presents inter-rater reliability estimates for the five criteria of
content, organization, language use, vocabulary, mechanics, and total
scores for the pre- and post-course compositions. Reliability estimates
for the five variables were generally high except for mechanics. Me-
chanics had relatively low reliability (0.57-0.67) because the full score
was small (10) and did not show enough variation among the students
(see Tables 3 and 4 for the small SDs for mechanics).

The DI values for all metaknowledge test items except one were ac-
ceptably high for both groups (see Table 2), indicating that the test was
reliable as a CRT. The small DI values of Item 11 for both groups sug-
gest that this item measured a construct that had already been mastered
by the students before the instruction began (see Q11 in Appendix 2).
This item thus should be removed when the test is revised in the future.

Table 1: Inter-rater Reliability Estimates for 12 Variables

Variable Group 1 (n = 43) Group 2 (n = 40)
Pre-comp. Total 0.87 091
Pre-comp. Content 0.87 0.91
Pre-comp. Organization 0.81 0.69
Pre-comp. Vocabulary 0.79 0.75
Pre-comp. Language Use 0.72 0.77
Pre-comp. Mechanics 0.57 0.59
Post-comp. Total 0.96 0.91
Post-comp. Content 091 0.80
Post-comp. Organization 0.90 0.74
Post-comp. Vocabulary 0.80 0.75
Post-comp. Language Use 0.86 0.80
Post-comp. Mechanics 0.67 0.65

Research Question 1

Research Question 1 was concerned with the development of
Group 1 students’ L2 writing ability. The results of paired #tests for
pre- and post-English composition subscores and total scores and for
pre- and post-metaknowledge scores in Group 1 demonstrated that
there was a significant gain in metaknowledge (¢ = -13.46, p < 0.0025)
(see Table 3).
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Table 2: Difference Indices for the Metaknowledge Test

Item Group 1 Group 2
1 0.58 0.55
2 0.44 0.35
3 0.37 0.45
4 0.32 0.37
5 0.24 0.17
6 0.47 0.27
7 0.67 0.52
8 0.33 0.37
9 0.19 0.28
10 0.47 0.53
11 0.02 0.00
12 0.34 0.33

Difference Index (DI) = The item difficulty (the proportion of panicipa{nts who
answered a given item correctly) for the Post-Metaknowledge Test minus the
item difficulty for the Pre-Metaknowledge Test

However, there was no significant gain in any of the five categories of
composition evaluation: content (¢ = 1.27, p = 0.21), organization (¢ =
0.43, p = 0.67), vocabulary (¢ = 0.40, p = 0.70), language use (¢ = 0.00, p
= 1.00), mechanics (¢ = -2.75, p = 0.009), or total composition score ( =
0.34, p = 0.73). After the instruction, students in Group 1 improved in
terms of metaknowledge of English expository writing. It turned out,
however, that their improved metaknowledge did not help their actual
writing in any of the five criteria (content, organization, language use,
vocabulary, and mechanics) examined. Although the content of
metaknowledge instruction was related to organizational patterns in
English paragraphs, it seems that learned metaknowledge did not trans-
late into the ability to use that knowledge in organizing the text during
actual writing (see the section below).

In summary, teaching metaknowledge solely by analyzing and study-
ing model paragraphs did not improve students’ writing ability. Instruc-
tion using models alone proved insufficient to improve students’ L2
writing. L1 studies as well (see Smagorinsky, 1991) suggest that instruc-
tion solely through models does not improve students’ writing processes.
In order for metaknowledge instruction to be effective, we may need a
longer time than one semester, or may need to combine it with other
kinds of instruction. We now turn to the combination of metaknowledge
and JW in Research Question 2.
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Table 3: Pre- and Post-English Composition and Metaknowledge
Scores for Group 1

Pre-composition ~ Post-composition

Measure (total possible) M SD M SD t

Composition Total (200) 142.0 18.8 141.3 17.7 0.34
Content (60) 45.6 5.4 45.0 5.4 1.27
Organization (40) 29.2 4.6 28.9 4.0 0.43
Vocabulary (40) 27.9 3.8 27.7 3.9 0.40
Language Use (50) 31.3 5.2 31.3 5.0 0.00
Mechanics (10) 8.0 0.96 8.5 1.18 -2.75
Metaknowledge (12) 6.70 2.25 11.14 097 -13.46*

df = 42, *p < .0025

Research Question 2

Research Question 2 was related to the development of Group 2 stu-
dents’ L2 writing ability. Results of paired -tests for pre- and post-com-
position subscores and total scores, and for pre- and post-metaknowledge
test scores in Group 2 showed that there were significant gains in
metaknowledge (¢ = -10.33, p < 0.0025) and also mechanics (¢ = -3.66,
p < 0.0025) (see Table 4). Although the latter result should be treated
with some caution because of the low reliability estimates for mechan-
ics (recall Table 1), it still shows one aspect of the improvement that
Group 2 students made on their post-composition. Mechanics was the
only aspect of their post-compositions which improved statistically. Unlike
the case of metaknowledge-only instruction, therefore, metaknowledge
instruction combined with JW helped Group 2 students improve the
spelling, capitalization, punctuation, paragraphing, and handwriting,
criteria included in Jacobs et al.’s (1981) mechanics. This improvement
may have been derived from the metaknowledge instruction which in-
cluded reading paragraphs, but was more likely from actual writing
practice.

On the other hand, although some evidence of improvement was
seen, significant differences were not found in the four criteria of con-
tent (¢t = -0.90, p = 0.37), organization (¢ = 0.59, p = 0.56), vocabulary (¢ =
-2.74, p = 0.009), language use (¢ = -2.50, p = 0.017), or on total compo-
sition score (t = -2.27, p = 0.029), just as in the case of Group 1.

Regarding content, the nonsignificant result is not a matter for con-
cern because the topics for the pre- and post-compositions were differ-
ent, and one of the ESL Composition Profile criteria for content is how
much knowledge is presented about the assigned topic (Jacobs et al.,
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Table 4: Pre- and Post-English Composition and Metaknowledge
Scores for Group 2

Pre-composition  Post-composition

Measure (total possible) M SD M SD t
Composition Total (200)  138.6 17.3 143.4 17.3 -2.27
Content (60) 45.1 6.0 45.7 b 174 -0.90
Organization (40) 28.6 4,2 28.9 3.8 -0.59
Vocabulary (40) 27.0 3.7 28.4 3.8 -2.74
Language Use (50) 30.4 4.0 32.0 4.6 -2.50
Mechanics (10) i 0.96 8.5 1.2 -3.66*
Metaknowledge (12) 6.95 2.28 11.18 098  -10.33*

df = 39, *p < .0025

1981, p. 92). The students might have had a similar degree of knowl-
edge about the two topics. In contrast, the nonsignificant result con-
cerning organization does necessitate discussion. Gained metaknowledge
again was not reflected in students’ actual writing in terms of organiza-
tion. This is hardly surprising because what the students practiced through
JW was mainly expressive or narrative writing, not expository writing.
They wrote mostly about themselves; for example, what they did, thought
of, or felt on that day. Writing about oneself in terms of feelings and
personal experience is not an alien concept for Japanese students be-
cause they have done that in their L1 (Murai, 1990). Expressive writing
in L1 is quite prevalent in Japan, especially at the elementary school
level (e.g., Kokugo Kyoiku Kenkyusho, 1988). The participants prob-
ably did not find it difficult to adapt themselves to writing L2 journals,
just like Liebman’s (1992) Japanese ESL students at a U.S. university.
Such free writing, however, does not require much organization be-
cause students can write whatever comes to their mind without worry-
ing about form (e.g., grammar, spelling) or bothering to organize their
thoughts (Leki, 1985). Thus, the knowledge of English organizational
patterns students gained through metaknowledge instruction was un-
likely to be used or transferred when they did JW.

It may also be the case that, given a 30-minute time limit, neither Group
1 nor Group 2 students could make use of their learned metaknowledge
during actual writing. Without the time constraint, they might have been
able to use metaknowledge to produce writing with better organization.
Comparing pre- and post-essays, Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) found
that the time allotment (30 minutes) “obviously did not allow the extended
plan-development that experimental-group students had been learning to
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do, but at which they had not yet developed much facility” (p. 313). Thus,
in order to examine whether students are hindered from using
‘metaknowledge under time pressure, we should provide time-free writing
conditions to students and also compare their writing processes, as done
in Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987).

The overall quality and use of vocabulary (range, word/idiom choice
and usage, register, etc.) and language use (defined to include sentence
construction, tense, agreement, number, etc. by Jacobs et al., 1981) were
not found to be significantly improved either. Although a 12-week JW
experience with explicit metaknowledge instruction was not sufficient
to significantly improve linguistic skills involving lexical and syntactic
control in English writing, it appears to have had some influence (i.e.,
Group 2 students’ post-composition scores on vocabulary and language
use were higher than their pre-composition scores). The results of the
present study suggest that skills regarding spelling, punctuation, or
paragraphing are learned early compared with other skills concerning
vocabulary, language use, and organization. It is not certain from our
results whether or not these students simply need more writing experi-
ence to improve the latter skills. Casanave’s (1993) EFL Japanese stu-
dents self-reported that three semesters of JW developed their
organizational skills along with other skills.

In summary, combination of metaknowledge instruction and JW con-
tributed to improving the students’ writing in terms of mechanics. The
results may suggest that this combination of instruction is promising for L2
writing instruction, especially when the allowed course length is short. It is
difficult, however, to determine conclusively which component,
metaknowledge instruction or JW experience, was more helpful in im-
proving students’ mechanics. We tumn to this issue in Research Question 3.

Research Question 3

Research Question 3 was related to the comparison between Groups
1 and 2. In the English compositions written before the instruction,
there were no significant differences between the two groups (recall the
Participants section), although the metaknowledge-instruction-only
group’s mean pre-composition score was higher than that of the
metaknowledge plus JW group (142.0 vs. 138.6). In order to determine
which of the two instruction types was more effective, a between-group
comparison was made on the post-composition scores. The #-test results
showed no significant difference between Group 1 and 2 on post-com-
position scores in any aspect examined (content [t = -0.64, p = 0.53),
organization [f = 0.09, p = 0.93], vocabulary [t = -0.78, P = 0.44), language
use [t = -0.71, p = 0.48], mechanics [t = -0.04, p = 0.97), total composition
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score [t = -0.49, p = 0.62]). Thus, we cannot claim at this point that e.it_her
of the two types of instruction had a greater effect on smdent.?’ writing.

Although the mean post-composition score for Group 2 was higher than
that of Group 1, the difference was not statistically signiﬁ(_nnt. .Ret-:all that
one aspect of the composition scores for Group 2, mechanics, §1;mﬁmntly
improved after the instruction (Table 4), whereas the composition scores
for Group 1 did not (Table 3). However, the improvement by Group 2 was
not large enough for the group’s mean post-composition score to be sig-
nificantly better than that of Group 1, probably because thc? mean pre-
composition score of Group 1 was substantially (but not significantly)
higher than that of Group 2 before the instruction began. .

The results, however, do not downgrade the writing instruction Group 2
received. Only one semester of metaknowledge plus JW instruction may
not be long enough to be significantly more effective than metal_u:xowledge-
only-instruction in promoting writing gains. Reporting on positive effe'cts
of JW on Japanese university students’ L2 writing, McCornick (1993) claims
that “time is the crucial condition” (p. 10), and further suggests that most
students would require JW for three semesters to improve their writing,
Given an appropriate length of time, as Spack and Sadow (1983) suggest,
expressive writing experience might eventually lead students to be better
expository writers. Organization might gradually irnprovc? if students keep
up JW longer than a semester. Alternatively, not only explicit metaknowledge
instruction but also experience such as more controlled paragraph or es-
say writing may be necessary for students to be able to use learned
metaknowledge to improve their expository writing, . .

Suggesting that personal writing helps to develop academic writing
skills, Mlynarczyk (1991) recommends that ESL writing instruction should
start with personal writing. EFL students should benefit from such per-
sonal writing experience too.

Conclusion

As a follow-up study to the previous cross-sectional study on the
factors contributing to L2 writing ability (Sasaki & Hirose, 1996), th.e
present longitudinal study investigated the effects of teaching two vari-
ables, metaknowledge and writing experience (operationalized as JW)
over a semester. The results revealed that (a) metaknowledge instruc-
tion alone was insufficient to help students improve their writing, (b)
metaknowledge instruction combined with JW improved EFL Japanese
university students’ facility in mechanics, and (c) the teaching effects of
metaknowledge combined with JW were not great enough to make a
significant difference in writing ability as opposed to those of
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metaknowledge-only instruction. The second finding seems the most
encouraging and suggestive. The other two, however, do not imply that
metaknowledge or JW is ineffective in improving EFL students’ L2 writ-
ing. In actuality, both should be incorporated in EFL writing instruction,
not only at university level but also at secondary school level, and in
combination with other writing activities such as more structured para-
graphs/essays/papers. As pointed out by Raimes (1991), “instructional
balance” is the key to the teaching of writing.

Although the results of the present study provide some pedagogical
implications for EFL writing instruction, the relatively small sample size
limits generalizability, and thus, these findings should be confirmed with
a larger sample. It is also important to confirm the results with different
groups of students, such as those with higher or lower English profi-
ciency levels. Despite the limitations, the present study indicates direc-
tions for further research.

First, to ascertain the effects of metaknowledge instruction and W
experience on L2 students’ writing, we should conduct longitudinal studies
for a period longer than one semester, for example, over a one-, two-,
three-, or four-year period. Such follo -up studies may require diverse
means to measure teaching effects on students’ 1.2 writing, as suggested
by Casanave (1994). Improvement should therefore be measured in vari-
Ous ways, not solely by numerical indices of writing quality. For ex-
ample, it should be determined whether and how students’ L2 writing
processes are influenced by such instruction (see Smagorinsky, 1991,
for L1 research).

Second, the present study suggests that the effects of instruction vary
according to the individual student. Under both types of instruction, some
students improved their writing, whereas others did not (see Appendix 1
for sample compositions by one of the former group). To discover the
salient characteristics of those who have improved, future studies should
use observation and interviews. Such qualitative studies would comple-
ment the kind of quantitative research exemplified by the present study.

Third, the effects of teaching writing strategies such as planning and
revising should also be investigated because such instruction may also
influence writing processes. Based on L1 composition instruction using
a list of cues which stimulated self-questioning during planning,
Scardamalia, Bereiter, and Steinbach (1984) reported some reflective
change in students’ writing processes (see also Bereiter & Scardamalia,
1987). Furthermore, Smagorinsky (1991) used protocol analysis to ex-
amine the effects of teaching brainstorming or revising strategies on the
writing processes of L1 students. In contrast, few studies have been
conducted on the effects of writing strategy instruction on L2 writing.
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Finally, we should explore the issue of applying metaknowledg.e‘ to
the writing process and performance, and determine whether L2 writing
skills acquired through JW are transferable/transferred to other writing,

such as exposition.
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Notes

1. Because the writing courses were only one semester in length, we cou.lc.:l no:

conduct a longer study of writing development using the two instructiona
ments. _ .

2. ;r:r?’fe might argue that it is possible to assign JW to studems_ in n?n_wrlugg
English courses, thus allowing a control group. Ho_wever, increasing t e
amount of work required for the students’ other English courses rrlught give
students the perception that they were being overlf)aded with assrgnmelnts.
This could have a negative impact on their completion of the regular assign-
ments for the course as well as on their completion of JW Furthe.rmore, the
JW assignment and peer feedback activities would be difficult to implement
i writing English courses.

3. ’II!';'n: (;T;thrcl)trs iachgtaught two classes: one metaknowledge-instruction-only,
and one metaknowledge-instruction plus JW. ‘

4. We examined the participants’ L1 and L2 writing backgrounq using the ques-
tionnaire described in Sasaki and Hirose (1996). The questlons. asked w-h;alt
types of writing (e.g., translating individual Japanese sentences mEo !:‘:l'-]glls ;
writing more than one paragraph) and how much writing the participants

id prior to entering their universities.

5. ’?";::I?nterr:; consistgency estimates calculated by Kuder-Richardson formula
20 for the CELT Structure were high for both Groups 1 and 2 (0.89 and 0.90,
respectively). The reliability of the TOEFL subsectlon§ cquld not be c'a]cu—
lated because the test was scored by an external organization, and the item-
level performance was not given to the autlllors. . '

6. All participants were taking five other English courses (reading, speaking/
listening, etc.) concurrently. o F :

7. We used this profile because we believe that the organization comp_onenth o
the profile is related to metaknowledge instruction. We also believe t ;1;
other categories such as vocabulary and language use are related to J
experience.
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8. We used test items (a) created for our previous research (Sasaki & Hirose,
1996), whereas we based the designs of test items (b) and (¢) on the
coursebook (Jimbo & Murto, 1990).
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Appendix 1
Sample Pre- and Post-compositions® by the Same Student

Pre-composition on “women and work”

I agree to the idea that it is good for married women to get jobs. because 1
think if they are at home in an all day they will be losing their vitality, and they
may become a boring person.

There may be some useful persons for the society in married women. It is
very weistful not to let them work, this is also one of the reason 1 think married
women had better work. I think it is important to regard everyone not as a2 man
or a woman but a individual. Rights everyone has are equal, therefore even
married women should be given rights and chances that men has.
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Post-composition on “university students and part-time jobs”

I think university students had better have a part-time job. Acctually university
students go to the university to study, but is there reason that they shouldn’t
have a part time job? Some people may say that having a part time job keeps the
university student from studying, but I don’t think so. I think they manage to
study doing a part-time job.

There are many advantages in doing a part-time job. For example, they can
get money, so they can buy books for studying or they can pay an expence of
university. If they have some money they can do most of what they want to do,
so they will become more active. They can also learn part of society. They know
how hard it is to earn money, so they may thank for their parents who have
brought up them. They may make friends, and they may have a confidence of
themselves because they can do jobs which are given. They may find what they
really want to do in part-time jobs.

There are much more benefits in doing a part-time job than disadvantage, so
I think university students had better have a part-time job.

*Spelling and grammar errors are the student’s.

Appendix 2
Excerpts of the Test of Metaknowledge of English Expository Writing *

I. Read the following statements concerning English expository writing and
choose the one which matches your knowledge.**

Q1. (@) An English paragraph usually has one sentence which summarizes the
whole paragraph, but the writer can write other things which are not
expressed in that sentence if they are related to the main topic.

(b) An English paragraph has one sentence which summarizes the whole
paragraph, and the writer has to write only those which are related to
the main idea.

(¢) An English paragraph does not usually have one sentence which
summarizes the whole paragraph, and the writer can write whatever s/
he likes.

(d) Ido not know any of the above.

Q3. (@) The first part of an English paragraph is the introduction, where the
writer begins with a general topic related to the main theme, and
gradually moves on to the main topic in the later part.

(b) An English paragraph usually has a summarization of the main point in
the first part, followed by explication and/or exemplification in the
later part.

(©) An English paragraph does not have a fixed pattern.

(d) 1do not know any of the above.

Q4. (@) An English paragraph is developed along such organizational patterns
as time, space, cause and effect, or comparison and contrast.

(b) An English paragraph does not have fixed patterns of development, so
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that the writer develops a paragraph freely as s/he wants.

(c) 1do not know any of the above.

Q7.(a) The writer in English develops his/her argument freely without
considering the readers much.

(b) The writer in English writes for the readers to follow his/her argument
easily.

(c) 1do not know any of the above.

Q9. (2) Regarding English paragraphs arguing for or against a certain opinion,
the writer tends to state both positions without specifying his/her own
position.

(b) In opinion-statement paragraphs in English, the writer tends to specify
his/her position, either for or against, and develop arguments to support
the position.

(c) In opinion-statement paragraphs in English, the writer tends to take
his/her position, but does not argue strongly to support the position.

(d) Ido not know any of the above.

I1. Which of the following two paragraphs do you think is the better English
paragraph?

Q11 (@) My best friend, Anne has lived an unusual life. Anne’s father works for
a company that sends him to foreign countries. Anne has lived in
France, China, Australia, and Thailand. Anne can speak French, Chinese,
and Thai.

(b) My best friend, Anne has lived an unusual life. Her father works for a
company that sends him to foreign countries. Therefore, Anne has
lived in France, China, Australia, and Thailand. She can speak French,
Chinese, and Thai.

(c) Idon't know which is better.

ILAll the following paragraphs say the same things, but in different ways.
Choose the one that you think is best organized.

Q12(a) Opera began in Italy almost 400 years ago. It soon spread to France
and other European countries. Opera is a play in which most of the
words are sung, not spoken. In the mid-seventeenth century, it became
a popular entertainment.

(b) In the mid-seventeenth century, opera became a popular entertainment.
It began in Italy almost 400 years ago. It soon spread to France and
other European countries. Opera is a play in which most of the words
are sung, not spoken.

(c) An opera is a play in which most of the words are sung, not spoken. It
began in Italy almost 400 years ago. Opera soon spread to France and
other European countries. In the mid-seventeenth century, it became a
popular entertainment.

(d) Idon’t know which is best.

* The test was written in Japanese, except for the English texts in Q11 and 12.
** This section contained 10 test items.



