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Abstract. This chapter investigated Japanese leamers’ processes of English expository writing using
multiple data sources including their written texts, videotaped writing behaviors, and stimulated recall
protocols. Two groups of Japanese EFL writers (12 experts and 22 novices) were compared both cross-
sectionally and longitudinally. The study tested the following eight hypotheses formulated as a result of a
pilot study (Sasaki, 2000): (1) EFL writing experts write longer texts at greater speed than EFL writing
novices; (2) after two semesters of process writing instruction, neither the quantity nor the speed of the
novices® writing improves; (3) the experts spend a longer time before starting to write than the novices;
(4) after the instruction, the novices spend a longer time before starting to write; (5) while writing, the
experts stop to reread or refine their expressions more often then the novices, whereas the novices stop to
make local plans or translate their ideas into L2 more often than the experts; (6) after the instruction, the
novices stop to reread more often while making fewer local plans; however, they still have to stop to
translate as often as before; (7) the experts tend to plan a detailed overall organization, whereas the nov-
ices tend to make a less detailed plan; (8) after the instruction, the novices leam to do global planning, but
it is qualitatively different from the experts’ global planning. The obtained results are presented as flow-
chart diagrams that represent the writing processes of the different groups of EFL leamners.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Composing process has been a major focus of L2 writing research for the past sev-
eral decades (Cumming, 1998; Krapels, 1990; Silva, 1993). Basically following the
designs of first language (L1) composition studies, researchers have investigated
various aspects of L2 writing processes for different groups of participants. Of par-
ticular interest to the present study were those studies that examined writers’ micro-
level cognitive processes while writing. Zamel (1983), in one of the earliest studies,
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analyzed detailed observational data collected while six ‘advanced’ ESL (English as
a second language, i.e., learning English in an English-speaking environment) stu-
dents were completing ‘a course-related writing task® (Zamel, 1983: 169). Among
these six students, four were identified as ‘skilled’ and two as ‘unskilled’ based on
experienced readers’ ‘holistic assessments’ (p. 172) of their writings, and these stu-
dents spent four to eighteen hours writing several drafts. Zamel did not use the par-
ticipants® ‘think-aloud’ data while writing in spite of the fact that they were ‘used in
most process studies’ (Zamel, 1983: 169), because ‘there is some doubt about the
extent to which verbalizing aloud one’s thoughts while writing simulates the real
composing situation’ (Zamel, 1983: 169). In contrast, Raimes (1985), adopting the
methods employed in L1 process writing studies (e.g., Hayes & Flower, 1983;
Swarts, Flower, & Hayes, 1984), examined concurrent think-aloud data collected
from eight unskilled (determined by holistic measures of their essays) ESL students
who wrote a narrative within a 65-minute class period. A much larger scale study
was Cumming’s (1989) investigation of 23 French-speaking college students’ Eng-
lish writing processes using their written texts and think-aloud data. The study was
notable because (1) it applied multivariate statistical analyses, which was made pos-
sible by the relatively large sample size, (2) it compared students’ writing processes
for three different tasks (letter writing, summary, and argumentation, one to three
hours each), and (3) it introduced controlled variables of L1 writing expertise and L2
writing proficiency. Using the participants’ decision statements in the think-aloud
data, Cumming focused on four aspects of writing the students attended to while
writing (language use, discourse organization, gist, and procedure for writing) and
five categories of problem-solving behaviors (heuristic searches with and without
resolution, problem resolution, problem identification, and knowledge telling). More
recently, Bosher (1998), using a modified version of Cumming’s (1989) coding sys-
tems, examined the L2 writing processes of three Southeast Asian ESL college stu-
dents with different educational backgrounds. Bosher’s study was unique in that she
used, as alternative data to think-aloud protocols, stimulated retrospective protocols
collected from the participants who recalled their writing processes while watching
their own videotaped writing behaviors. Finally, Roca de Larios, Murphy, and Man-
chon (1999) again using the participants’ think-aloud protocol data while writing,
conducted two studies investigating the ‘restructuring’ process where the writers
seek ‘an alternative syntactic plan once the writer predicts, anticipates, or realizes
that the original plan is not going to be satisfactory for a variety of linguistic, idea-
tional or textual reasons’ (Roca de Larios ef al., 1999: 16). Unlike the other studies
described above, Roca de Larios ef al.'s study concentrated on the particular writing
strategy of restructuring that had ‘received very little attention in research on
composing’ (Roca de Larios et al., 1999: 16).

These previous studies that examined part of or the entire process of L2 writing
commonly found that (1) skilled L2 writers were similar to their L1 counterparts in
that they tended to plan more, revise more at the discourse level, and spend more
time exploring the most appropriate ways to solve the given task (e.g., Cumming,
1989; Raimes, 1987; Roca de Larios, Murphy, & Manchon, 1999; Zamel, 1982,
1983); (2) unskilled L2 writers were similar to their L1 counterparts in that they
tended to plan less and revise more at the word and phrase level (e.g., Raimes, 1985,
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1987; Roca de Larios, Murphy, & Manchon, 1999; Zamel, 1983), but they were dif-
ferent from their L1 counterparts in that they were relatively less concerned about
surface level revisions (e.g., Raimes, 1985, 1987) and in that they showed more
commitment to the given assignment (e.g., Raimes, 1985, 1987); (3) there appears to
be a ‘writing expertise’ which is independent of L2 proficiency, affecting L2 writing
(e.g., Bosher, 1998; Cumming, 1989; Raimes, 1985, 1987); (4) students’ attention
patterns and problem-solving behaviors while writing differed according to their L1
writing expertise and the type of tasks they were involved in (e.g., Cumming, 1989).

Because researchers have realized that L2 writers’ strategies are similar to those
used for L1 writing, many studies from the late 1980’s on have also compared the
same participants’ L1 and L2 writing processes. It should be noted that here again
think-aloud protocol data were the main sources of analysis for most studies. In
these studies, the participants’ L2 is mostly English (but see Cumming, Rebuffot, &
Ledwell, 1989 and Whalen & Ménard, 1995 for exceptions), but their L1s greatly
vary. For example, Jones and Tetroe (1987) compared six college-level Spanish-
speaking ESL students’ planning behaviors while these students wrote two English
and one Spanish descriptive expositions. Arndt (1987) compared six Chinese
postgraduate EFL (English as a foreign language, i.e., learning English in a non
English-speaking environment) students’ processes of writing expositions in L1 and
L2 (completed within one hour each). Similarly, Skibniewski (1988) compared three
college-level Polish EFL students’ processes of writing expository essays in L1 and
L2. In contrast to Jones and Tetroe’s or Arndt’s study, Skibniewski could compare
the differential effects of writing expertise on the three students’ L1 and L2 writing
processes because they had distinctly different writing skills both in L1 and L2 (i.e.,
skilled, average, and unskilled). Similarly, Cumming, Rebuffot, and Ledwell (1989)
compared the summary writing processes in English and French of 14 English-
speaking college students with different writing expertise. Using Cumming’s (1989)
coding scheme, Cumming et al. specifically focused on the participants’ problem-
solving behaviors. Finally, two more recent and larger scale studies were completed
by Whalen and Ménard (1995) and Uzawa (1996). Whalen and Ménard analyzed 12
English speaking participants’ planning, evaluation, and revision strategies at three
different levels of discourse (pragmatic, textual, and linguistic) while writing argu-
mentative texts in their L1 and L2 (French) within a maximum of two hours for
each. On the other hand, Uzawa compared 22 Japanese ESL students’ processes of
writing first drafts of descriptive expositions in Japanese (30 minutes) and in English
(one hour), as well as their processes of translating a magazine article from Japanese
into English (one hour). In addition to comparing overall characteristics of each
writing process, Uzawa compared attention patterns employed for the three types of
writing.

Admitting the noticeable individual differences among the participants reported
by some of these comparative studies (e.g., Arndt, 1987), we can also conclude that
they have commonly found that (1) L1 and L2 writing strategies, whether the writers
were skilled or unskilled, were basically similar, which indicates that L1 writing
strategies can be transferred to L2 writing (e.g., Arndt, 1987; Cumming, Rebuffot, &
Ledwell, 1989; Jones & Tetroe, 1987; Moragne e Silva, 1988; Skibniewski, 1988;
Uzawa, 1996; Whalen & Ménard, 1995); (2) compared with their L1 writing proc-
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esses, students’ L2 writing processes, especially the higher-order cognitive opera-
tions, were negatively affected by their limited L2 proficiency (e.g., Moragne ¢
Silva, 1988; Whalen & Ménard, 1995); and (3) the quality of written L2 texts is
more strongly associated with the quality of the students’ L1/L2 writing strategies
rather than with their L2 proficiency (e.g., Cumming, Rebuffot, & Ledwell, 1989;
Jones & Tetroe, 1987).

Although these previous studies provided insight into L2 learners’ writing proc-
esses, their designs were not without limitations. First, they investigated mainly ESL
learners whose educational backgrounds were typically heterogeneous, and whose
L2 proficiency was high enough so that they could receive their education in their
L2. Even when EFL learners were examined, their L2 proficiency tended to be high
(e.g., Arndt, 1987; Skibniewski, 1988). Second, even though some studies included
‘skilled’ versus ‘unskilled’ contrasts (mainly among student writers), virtually no
studies have included a ‘novice’ versus ‘expert’ contrast where ‘experts’ were those
who used L2 writing for professional purposes.' Furthermore, many previous studies
have employed cross-sectional designs only, and thus lacked developmental per-
spectives. Including multiple perspectives where novice writers are compared with
expert writers as representatives of their ultimate possible goals of achievement, or
where the novice writers are compared before and after a certain period of writing
instruction with other intervening variables controlled, is crucial for building a more
comprehensive and dynamic model of L2 writing processes.

Another limitation of the previous studies of L2 writing processes is their almost
exclusive use of think-aloud protocols as the main data source (but see the above
description of Zamel, 1983 and Bosher, 1998 as exceptions). Although collecting
concurrent verbal reports is an effective way to obtain real-time data on the partici-
pants’ writing processes (Ericsson & Simon, 1993), it entails various inherent prob-
lems (Smagorinsky, 1994), some of which are especially relevant to the present
study. First, it is very difficult for some potential participants to produce ‘think-
aloud’ data while writing in L2. It appears even more difficult when they are asked
to speak in their L2 (e.g., Raimes, 1985, 1987) because many L2 writers often think
in their L1 while writing (e.g., Cumming, 1989; Cumming, Rebuffot, & Ledwell,
1989; Uzawa, 1996). Moreover, even when participants were allowed to speak in
any language they wished, some expressed difficulty with the task. For example,
Whalen and Ménard (1995), who seem to have allowed the participants to choose
the language they spoke in, admitted that ten potential participants (compared to the
12 who actually produced the data for the study) could not perform this difficult
task, and thus were excluded from the study. Finally, even if researchers can manage
to obtain analyzable data from participants (see Hayes & Flower, 1980, characteriz-
ing the nature of analyzing protocol data as ‘following the tracks of a porpoise,’ p.

1 Although several studies such as Cumming (1989) included writers with professional ex-
perience, they were experts in L1 writing rather than L2 writing. I believe that research into
the differences between the writing processes of novice and expert L2 writers is necessary to
build a comprehensive model of L2 writing processes because experts’ writing ability repre-
sent an ultimate goal (and also an ultimate achievement limit) that any L2 learners with simi-
lar backgrounds can accomplish (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996).
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9), there is always the danger of ‘reactivity’. Previous empirical studies (eg.,
Janssen, van Waes, & van den Bergh, 1996; Stratman & Hamp-Lyons, 1994) have
reported that the think-aloud condition appeared to have significantly affected the
quality and content of the participants’ cognitive activities while writing.

With these methodological limitations in mind, I conducted a precursor of the
present study as a pilot study (Sasaki, 2000). It investigated the writing processes of
three types of L2 writers (professional, and more- and less-skilled) with similar cul-
tural and educational backgrounds, both cross-sectionally and longitudinally (i.e.,
developmentally),? using multiple data sources collected through a less disruptive
method than the think-aloud technique.® The method was similar to the one used in
Bosher (1998) in that the participants produced recall protocols while watching their
video-taped writing behaviors, but it was different from Bosher’s method in that the
participants could choose the language(s) in which they produced the protocols, and
in that the data were coded by a coding scheme specifically developed for this type
of data (Anzai & Uchida, 1981).

The pilot study was also motivated by the resuits of two preceding product-
oriented studies (Hirose & Sasaki, 2000; Sasaki & Hirose, 1996). Sasaki and Hirose
cross-sectionally investigated factors that could explain Japanese EFL students’
English writing ability. We found that the participants’ L2 proficiency, L1 writing
ability, and metaknowledge of L2 expository writing (e.g., how to achieve unity and
coherence in a paragraph) significantly explained the students’ L2 writing ability
variance (52% of the variance was accounted for by L2 proficiency, 18% by L1
writing ability, and 11% by metaknowledge). We also found that good writers were
significantly different from weak writers in terms of their attention to overall organi-
zation while writing in L1 and L2, their writing fluency in L1 and L2, their confi-
dence in L2 writing for academic purposes, and their experiences of regularly writ-
ing more than one paragraph in L2 in high school. Based on these results, Hirose
and Sasaki further examined the teachability of two of these explanatory factors,
metaknowledge of L2 writing and regular L2 writing experience. The results indi-
cated that teaching the metaknowledge to the students over 12 weeks significantly
improved their metaknowledge, but not their L2 writing ability in general. In con-
trast, the instruction of metaknowledge combined with regular journal writing sig-

2 In the present study, I used the term ‘longitudinal’ as synonymous with ‘developmenial.’
When [ classified studies, I followed Isaac and Michael's (1981:42) definition of ‘develop-
mental’: To investigate patterns and sequences of growth and/or change as a function of time.
In the pilot study, Sasaki (2000), I investigated the changes in eight student writers’ writing
process during six months of process writing instruction, and thus I called the study ‘longitu-
dinal.'

3 Although the stimulated recall protocol method employed both for Sasaki (2000) and the
present study is obviously less disruptive than the think-aloud method (all the participants in
both studies could successfully complete the task), it might arguably have entailed some reac-
tivity problems such as the possibility that the participants had been affected by the existence
of the video-camera(s). Moreover, it is also true that the recall protocol method can only
induce what the participants can recall, or what they think they were thinking abowt at the
point of time in question. Unlike the think-aloud data, what the participants recall may not be
a faithful reproduction of what they were thinking about at that particular moment.
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nificantly improved mechanical aspects (e.g., spelling, punctuation, capitalization),
but not the overall quality of their L2 writing. '
When I conducted the pilot study (Sasaki, 2000), very few studies had investi-
gated Japanese EFL learners’ L2 writing processes before, and thus, the study i{xevi-
tably became exploratory in nature: I tried to select as the targets qf analysis as
many aspects as possible of the participants’ writing behavior (e.g., time spent be-
fore starting to write, pausing behaviors, writing strategies) that seemed to be impor-
tant for building an empirical model of their writing processes. At that point, which
aspects of those writing behavior would characterize the writing processes of the
three different groups of participants was not yet clear. Furthermore, because the
pilot study used relatively small samples (four experts, four more-skilled students,
and four less-skilled students), the significance of the findings could not be tested by
statistical procedures. In order to claim generalizability of the results obtained in t}xe
pilot study, hypotheses had to be formed based on the results and ther} .tested with
samples that would be large enough for statistical procedures to be legmmate!y ap-
plied (the relationship between the pilot study and present study is in a sense similar
to that between exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, where confirmatory
factor analysis tests the relationships among variables that were constructed as a
result of exploratory factor analysis; see Bollen, 1989). . .
The present study thus replicates the general design of the pilot study.by investi-
gating the writing processes of Japanese EFL learners both cross-sectlon.al'ly and
longitudinally. The data analyzed in the present study included the participants’
written texts, their pausing behaviors while writing, stimulated recall protocols, .and
analytic scores given to the written texts. The present study tests the following eight
hypotheses formulated as a result of the pilot study. These hyp40theses reflect the
differences found among the participant groups in the pilot study: N
1) EFL writing experts write longer texts at greater speed than EFL writing nov-
ices.
2) After two semesters of process writing instruction, neither the quantity nor the
speed of the novices’ writing improves. '
3) The experts spend a longer time before starting to write than the novices.
4) After the instruction, the novices spend a longer time before starting to write.
5) While writing, the experts stop to reread or refine their expressions more often
than the novices, whereas the novices stop to make local plans or translate from
L1 to L2 more often than the experts (see Appendix for the definitions of Re-
reading, Rhetorical Refining, Local Planning, and Translating from L1 to L2).
6) After the instruction, the novices stop to reread more often while making fewer
local plans. However, they still have to stop to translate from L1 to L2 as often
as before. )
7) The experts tend to plan a detailed overall organization (i.e., Global Plam}mg),
whereas the novices tend to make a less detailed plan (i.e., Thematic Planning).

4 Unlike the pilot study, the novices were not divided into the more- and less-skilled ?vrit.ers in
the present study in order to make the research design less complex for the application of
statistical procedures.
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8) After two semesters of process writing instruction, the novices learn to do
global planning, but it is qualitatively different from the experts’ global plan-
ning.

Hypotheses 1, 3, S, and 7 were concerned with the cross-sectional differences be-

tween EFL writing experts’ writing processes and those of EFL writing novices

whereas Hypotheses 2, 4, 6, and 8 were concerned with the effects of a process-
writing instruction on the novices’ writing processes. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were re-
lated to the variable of ‘writing fluency’. This variable had been chosen as a target
of investigation in the pilot study (Sasaki, 2000) because the good and weak writers
in Sasaki and Hirose (1996), one of the product-oriented studies that motivated the

pilot study, were significantly different in terms of writing fluency. Hypotheses 3

and 4 were related to writers’ planning behavior, which has been investigated in

many previous studies of both L1 and L2 writing processes (e.g., Cumming, 1989;

Raimes, 1987; Roca de Larios, Murphy, & Manchon, 1999; Zamel, 1982, 1983).

The four strategies referred to in Hypotheses 5 and 6 (Rereading, Rhetorical Refin-

ing, Local Planning and Translating from L1 to L2) were the ones the experts used

differently from the novices among the 21 strategies investigated in the pilot study.

Finally, Hypotheses 7 and 8 were concerned with the issue of writing expertise

whose existence has been hypothesized in some previous studies (e.g., Bosher,

1998; Cumming, 1989; Raimes, 1985, 1987). In the pilot study, I speculated that

particular characteristics of the experts’ global planning were similar to those of

what Flower, Schriver, Carey, Haas, and Hayes (1992) called ‘constructive plan-
ning,” which was exclusively used by L1 writing experts after long years of training
and experiences.

2 METHOD

2.1 Participants

Two groups of Japanese EFL learners (a total of 34) participated in the present
study: an expert writer group (n = 12) and a novice writer group (n = 22). The ex-
perts (10 men and 2 women) were operationally defined as Japanese native speakers
who had learned English mainly through formal education in Japan until they gradu-
ated from universities, and who now regularly write academic papers in English at
least once a year. They had studied English (both inside and outside the classroom)
for an average of 23.5 years (SD = 6.0 years). Although I didn't specifically measure
their English proficiency for the present study because of time constraints,® I as-
sumed that their English proficiency was high (six of them reported that their best
TOEFL [Test of English as a Foreign Language produced by Educational Testing
Service, Princeton, NJ] scores were over 600). They were four applied linguists, two
linguists, one communication researcher, three economists, one engineer, and one
chemist, with a mean age of 36.8 years. Although they had spent an average of 4
years in English-speaking countries (seven of them had M.A.s, and three of them

5 The time taken for the composition writing session and stimulated recall (2.5 to 3 hours)
was the maximum I could ask the busy experts 1o spare for the present study.
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had Ph.D.s from universities in English speaking countries), most of their current
life is anchored in Japan, a non-English speaking environment.

The novices were all 18 year-old college freshmen (4 men and 18 women), ma-
joring in British and American studies.® Candidates for those novices were randomly
selected from a sample of 75 students (three classes combined), and asked to partici-
pate in the present study. Those who agreed participated in the present study. They
were paid for their work. They had studied English for six years through formal
education in Japan. None of them had been abroad longer than one month. They
were judged to be ‘novice L2 writers’ because the results of a background question-
naire (see Appendix A of Sasaki & Hirose, 1996) indicated that they had received
little L2 writing instruction, including instruction on matters such as ‘organizing a
paragraph centered on one main idea’ or ‘developing a paragraph so that the readers
can follow it easily.’ The mean total score on the Secondary Level English Profi-
ciency (SLEP) Test (Educational Testing Service, 1993) was 40.68 (SD = 4.98),
which indicates that these students’ English proficiency ranged from low- to mid-
intermediate.

The writing processes of the 22 novice writers were also compared before and
after two semesters (a total of six months interrupted midway by a two-month sum-
mer vacation) of process writing instruction. Although the instruction was basically
intended to employ a ‘process approach’ (Silva, 1990: 15), it also incorporated some
‘current-traditional’ (Silva, 1990: 13) aspects (i.e., teaching students representative
prescriptive writing patterns) because metaknowledge (e.g., the meaning of topic
sentence, unity, coherence, and the organization of English expository writing) that
could be acquired through such a current-traditional approach had been found to be
significant in explaining L2 writing quality of a similar group of students (Sasaki &
Hirose, 1996). The 22 novice students in the present study received instruction on
paragraph writing in English with 53 other students once a week for 90 minutes.
These students did not take any other English writing classes during these two se-
mesters.

The instructor (the researcher) taught them process writing strategies such as
planning and revising, based on Bereiter and Scardamalia’s (1987) ideas of ‘Promot-
ing the development of mature composing strategies’ (Bereiter & Scardamalia: 245),
using Hashiuchi’s (1995) Paragraph Raitingu Nyuumon [Introduction to Paragraph
Writing], a composition textbook with special emphasis on process writing. Thus, in
the first class, the students were told that writing is an interactive process between
what they write and what they want to write, and that such a process is cyclical,
starting with planning and followed by writing and revising. Furthermore, in each
chapter of the textbook (the class covered nine chapters in total), the students first
learned rhetorical patterns such as comparison, classification, and expressing opin-
jons, and then were instructed to write a similar paragraph themselves. Before they
started to write, they discussed the following points with their instructor and peers:

6 The novices’ mean age was significantly different from that of the experts’ (1 = 11.26, df =
32, p = .000). Therefore, it is possible that these two groups may differ not only in writing
expertise but also in cognitive abilities. The relationship among age, cognitive abilities, and
writing expertise, however, remains to be studied in future studies.

EFL. LEARNERS’ WRITING PROCESSES 57

1) What is the purpose of this writing?

2) Who are the readers of this writing?

3) What content should I include to make it effective?

4) How should I express the content to make it effective?

After they wrote the first drafts, most drafts were read by their peers or the instruc-
tor. When time allowed, these readers gave written comments on which points of the
writing were interesting or appealing and which were difficult to understand. After
receiving these comments, the students were asked to revise their writing with the
ideas of unity and cohesion in mind. A total of nine texts were written during the
clas§, .but none of them were graded (the students were graded on the basis of their
participation in the class and the scores of the mid-term and final examinations
which included writing compositions). '

2.2 Data collection procedure

For the present study I followed a slightly revised version of the technique employed
in the pilot study (Sasaki, 2000) as explained below. The technique was originally
fievelopcd by Anzai & Uchida (1981) for investigating Japanese children’s L1 writ-
ing process as an alternative data collection method to the concurrent think-aloud

7 .
procedure,” but I found it can also be successfully used for investigating Japanese
EFL students’ writing processes.

Th(? L2 experts and the 22 novice students wrote an argumentative composition
according to Prompt 1:

There has been a heated discussion about the issue of school uniforms in the readers’
f:olumn in an English newspaper. Some people think that wearing high school uniforms
is a goof! custom, whereas others believe high school students should be given an
opportunity to choose what they wear. Now the editor of the newspaper is calling for
rcadcrs" opinions. Suppose you are writing for the readers’ opinion column. Take one of
the positions described above, and write your opinion within 30 minutes. (Original in
Japanese, translated by the author)

The 22 novice writers then wrote according to Prompt 2 after the two-semester in-
struction period ended:

The{e has b'cen a !u:ated discussion about the custom of non-Christian Japanese cele-
braupg Christmas in the readers’ column in an English newspaper. Some people think
that it is a good custom, whereas others believe we should abandon such a custom. Sup-
pos.;gjoubare wn:;ng for the readers’ opinion column. Take one of the positions de-
scribed above, and write your opinion within 30 minutes. (Original in J -
lated by the author) ©ne apanese. frans

7 Rese.archers in the field of L1 Japanese writing have also found that it was difficult to col-
lect fh_mk-aloud data. For example, Uchida (1989) reported that only two out of ten potential
participants produced analyzable think-aloud data in a study investigating children’s revising
processes in L1 Japanese (see also Uchida, 1986 for discussion of this issue).
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One week after the novices wrote for Prompt 2, I had to ask two of them to write for
Prompt 3 because the video camera broke when they were writing for Prompt 2.
i ion i i i ing English

There has been a heated discussion in an English newspaper about mtrodpcmg

as an elementary school subject in Japan. Some people think lha( I:lnghsh should be

taught at the elementary school level, whercas others believe t.ha.l it is 100 carly. Tgkf:

one of the positions described above, and write your opinion within 30 minutes. (Origi-

nal in Japanese, translated by the author)

For these two students, the data for Prompt 3 were used for subsequ.ent. analyses.
Prompts 1 to 3 were similar in the sense that they dealt with controyersml issues that
the students were familiar with. Prompts 1 and 2 were also useq in thc? pilot study
(see Sasaki, 2000 for the reasons why I selected these argumentative topics).

All compositions were scored by two EFL writing spt?cialists indc?;?endent of the
present study, according to Jacobs et al.’s (1981) English Composition Proﬁ!q. In
order not to make the raters aware of which topic was written first, ?ll corypqsntxgns
were rated on one occasion after having been completely mingled with no |nd1c.atxon
of when they were written, or which participant groups they belonged to. The inter-
rater correlation (Pearson correlation coefficient) for the content subscore was .93;

hese two prompts had been alternated with half of the eight students before and after the
glg:ugion { i.ef, h'anl? of them receiving Prompt 1 before the inslruclion_and Prompt 2 after the
instruction with the other half receiving Prompt 2 before the instruction and P'rompl 1 c_wf?er
the instruction), I could have avoided possible topic effects on the students’ composition
scores and their use of writing strategies. However, if I had alternated the prompts for the
novice I group, I would also have had to alternate the prompts Jor the expert group Jora
fairer comparison. In such a case, I would have had to consz'der the p9ssnb1e effects of !hese'
two different topics on the participants’ use of writing strategies, especially wl.lc;n the experts
writing strategies were compared with those of the novices for. one composition wrilten on
only one occasion. Previous studies (e.g., Carter, 1990; Cumming, 1?89: .F'lawer, Schriver,
Carey, Haas, & Hayes, 1992) suggest that writers may change their writing strategy use
according to different topics. Thus, 1 decided not to alternate the prompts for the novices. 0,"
the other hand, I used similar but different prompis for novices I and Il because | was afrqrd
that maturation effects caused by giving the same prompt before and after the instruction
(e.g., the novices might have thought about the topic over the two semesters, an'd thus pro-
duced much better quality compositions than they might have if they had not written Jor the
same prompt before the instruction, or they would not plajz Jor the second time bect'mse the'y
had already thought about the issue for the first time) mag!u be stronger l_han possible topic
effects (especially when Prompts 1 to 3 were intended to induce very similar argumentative
writing, see Sasaki, 2000; Sasaki & Hirose, 1996). I had 10 nuflce this compromise that might
have introduced topic effects for the novices I and II comparison becguse 1 war.uad to com-
pare the experts and novices on the most equal basis possible while .full comparing the same
novices before and after the instruction. In other words, [ wanted 1o incorporate into f:_:mgle
study both a cross-sectional design and a longitudinal design using Il're same participants.
This was a real dilemma. But I concluded that topic effects, if they existed at l{”. would be
larger for the expert-novice (inter-group) comparison rather than for the novices I and 1l
(intra-group) comparison. Of course, however, | was aware of the fact that comparing nov-
ices 1 and Il could be problematic because of possible topic effects (see the Results and Dis-
cussion Section).
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the organization subscore, .86; the vocabulary subscore, .93; the language use sub-
score, .93; the mechanics subscore, .59; and the total score, .97. I judged that these
correlations were acceptable for this sample population size.

To collect the data, I asked the participants to come individually to a room and
write the compositions in a quiet atmosphere. I asked them to finish writing within
about 30 minutes but told them they could take more time if they wanted to. Conse-
quently, some of them took longer than 30 minutes to finish, but all of them finished
writing within one hour. The relatively short time allocation was chosen for the pur-
pose of making the following video-watching session manageably short (approxi-
mately two hours). As in the pilot study, the participants were not allowed to use
dictionaries.

Before the participants started to write, I obtained permission to videotape them
while they were writing. I then began to videotape them with one camera focused on
their hand/pencil movement, and another focused on their entire writing behavior
including their eye/head movements. Unlike the pilot study, I used two cameras to
obtain clearer and more holistic views of which part of the text the participants were
working on and how they were writing. As in Anzai and Uchida (1981) and in the
pilot study, I asked the participants how much planning and what kind of plan they
had made before starting to write just after they started to write the first word, when
their memory was still fresh. The participants were not told that they would be ques-
tioned right after they started writing. When they answered the questions, they were
told that their answering time would not be included in the 30 minutes allocated for
writing. After the first question session, I let them continue writing without interrup-
tion until they finished.

Immediately after they finished writing, each participant and I together watched
the participant’s writing process on videotape on two monitors, which simultane-
ously were showing the participant’s hand/pencil movement and physical writing
behavior. Every time the participants stopped writing for a period longer than three
seconds on the videotape,’ I asked them to explain, either in Japanese or English,
what they had been thinking about. No leading question (e.g., ‘Did you think such-
and-such?’) were used to avoid biasing the students’ answers (Ericsson & Simon,
1993). This continued until they had finished the entire process of writing on the
tape. All participants gave their accounts in Japanese except for some English ex-
pressions that they used or considered for use in the compositions (see the examples
below). The videotaped behaviors projected through two monitors were clear
enough to aid the participants’ recall. The participants’ accounts were all tape-
recorded and subsequently transcribed.

From these writing and recall sessions, 1 obtained and analyzed three types of
data: (1) written texts and drafts, (2) time the participants spent before starting to
write and time they spent writing the whole composition, and (3) participants’ retro-
spective accounts, while watching their video-taped writing performance, of what
they were thinking about when they stopped writing.

9 Anzai and Uchida (1981) used pauses longer than two seconds instead of three. Longer
pauses were used in the present study because it was concluded that three seconds were the
shortest possible pauses that could be handled based on the pilot study results.
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2.3 Coding of the protocol data

In the pilot study, I used a revised version of Anzai & Uchida’s (1981) coding sys-
tem. Their coding system was developed in a careful and well-designed empirical
study, and successfully used to investigate the participants’ Japanese L1 writing
strategies. Following Anzai and Uchida, I defined the term ‘strategy’ in the present
study as a writer's mental behavior employed to achieve a certain goal in the ‘ill-
structured problem-solving’ (Anzai & Uchida: 46) activity of writing. Based on An-
zai and Uchida’s coding system I encoded the pilot study participants’ retrospective
protocol data into 21 strategies (Global Planning, Thematic Planning, Local Plan-
ning, Organizing, Conclusion Planning, Plan Retrieving, Information Retrieving,
Generating Naturally Generated Ideas, Generating Description-Generated Ideas,
Verbalizing a Proposition, Rhetorical Refining, Mechanical Refining, Sense of
Readers, Translating L1 to L2, Rereading, L2 Proficiency Evaluation, Local Text
Evaluation, General Text Evaluation, Resting, Questioning, and Impossible to cate-
gorize; see Appendix C of Sasaki, 2000 for more details). For the present study, I
also encoded the data using the same system, but mainly focused on the six strate-
gies of Global Planning, Local Planning, Thematic Planning, Rereading, Rhetorical
Refining, and Translating from L1 to L2, for the purpose of testing Hypotheses 5 to
8, which emerged from the pilot study. As exemplified in the Appendix, the partici-
pants’ protocol accounts were encoded according to the definition of each writing
strategy. One chunk of those accounts that consisted of several propositions was
judgeg to be one category if it as a whole matched the definition of a single cate-
gory.

Before I coded the data, a subset of the data randomly selected from six out of
the 56 protocols (11% of the total sample population) was coded by another trained
applied linguist using the same categories. Cohen’s Kappa value, which excluded
the chance value from the two coders’ agreement rate, was calculated for the 348
decisions on strategy classifications (Takeuchi, 1989). The Kappa value was 0.84
with a 95% confidence interval of .79 to .88. Having judged that this agreement rate
was acceptable, I coded the rest of the data myself.

2.4 Determining the participants’ writing styles

I also classified the participants’ writing styles according to a revised version of An-
zai and Uchida’s (1981) writing style classification formulae based on the results of
their analysis of 40 Japanese children’s use of L1 writing strategies described above.
I revised the formulae so that they could properly identify the qualitative differences
found in the pilot study between the experts and novices (this part of the analysis
was related to Hypotheses 7 and 8). In the pilot study, the experts’ global planning
appeared to include not only a detailed planning of overall organization, but also the

10 For example, in the Appendix, the example of Rhetorical Refining consisted of one phrase
and four clauses, but it was treated as one example (or a chunk) of Rhetorical Refining in the
analysis. In contrast, the example of Rereading consisted of two clauses, and it was also
treated as one example of Rereading.
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beha\'/ior of §eeking the most effective solution based on the assessment of the given
working environment (i.e., writing an argumentative composition within 30 minutes
to one hour) whereas the novices' global planning included only planning of overall
organization. Any previous classification of planning could not be used here because
both t'he experts’ and the novices’ behaviors were partially similar to some of the
planning categories proposed in previous studies, but not completely the same (e.g.

the experts’ and the novices’ behaviors appeared to include both what Hayes &'
Nagh, 1996: 44, called ‘non-content planning’ and ‘content planning’). The formulae
rgwsed for the present study determined each participant’s writing style according to
his/her use of the writing strategies of Global Planning, Thematic Planning, and Lo-
(:‘: l)’lannmg as follows (see Appendix for definitions and examples of these strate-

ies).

Type Description

A Write acco_rding to detailed global planning of both the content of the text and the
most et‘fecnv_e way o express it based on the assessment of the given task.

g Write according to detailed global planning of the content of the text.

;’rite‘ according to rough global planning (thematic planning) and consecutive local
anning.

Type A is similar to Bereiter and Scardamalia’s (1987) ‘knowledge transforming
{r\ode!’ (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987: 10) in that the writers try to express their
lfieas in the best possible way according to their goal setting, whereas Type C is par-
tially similar to Bereiter and Scardamalia’s ‘knowledge telling model’ (Bereiter &
Scardamali.a: 10) in that they make many local plans, but different from the model in
that.t}'le writer makes a global plan, although it is not very detailed. Classifying the
participants’ behaviors according to these formulae revealed the qualitative differ-
ences among the different groups® writing patterns that might have been missed if
these groups were compared only in terms of quantifiable variables (e.g., time spent
before starting to write; frequencies of use of the writing strategies)

3 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

I used SPSS Version 6.1 (SPSS Incorporated, 1994) to perform all statistical analy-

ses. Ar} alpha le\{el of .05 was used for the statistical tests unless it was necessary to
adjust it for multiple comparisons.

3.1 Composition scores

Although the participants’ composition scores were not directly related to the hy-
pptheses to be tested in the present study, I will present them as sources of informa-
tion that will be helpful for understanding the results related to the hypotheses. Table
1 shows the means and standard deviations for the composition scores (according to
Jacobs et al.’s 1981, ESL Composition Profile) for the experts and the novices [ and



62 SASAKI

II (before and after the two semesters of instruction). As I s@ted in Not? 8, there
might have been differential topic effects on the quality of novices I and II's compo-
sitions because they wrote for different prompts. Thgs, correlations .between. the
quality of novices’ I and II’s compositions were investigated as a possible manifes-
tation of topic effects. The correlations were .53* for the content subscore, .26 for
the organization subscore, .53* for the vocabulary subscore, .44* for the language
use subscore, .13 for the mechanics subscore, and .51* for the total score (*p<.05).
These correlation values mean that those novices who scored high for Prompt 1
tended to score high for Prompt 2 after the instruction in terms of content, vocabu-
lary, and language use in spite of the topic differences. It can be speculated that the
organization and mechanics subscores did not correlate highly with each o@er be-
cause these aspects of compositions were deeply related to the content of' the instruc-
tion (recall the Participants Section). These results suggest that the to;)}c effects, |’f
they existed at all, might not have been strong enough to affect the novice student§

writing ability in a drastically different manner. None.theless, to mak-e the analysis
on a fairer ground, the total and the content scores, which can be consndered' to have
been the most susceptible to topic effects, were excluded ﬁqm.the comparison be-
tween these two groups (see also Hirose & Sasaki, 2000 for tl?ns !ssue). )

The experts® total score and the five subscores were all significantly higher thaq
those of novices I even after the alpha level was adjusted to .008 .by' a Bonferfom
correction for multiple comparison (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Smnlfirly, novices
I's subscores for organization, vocabulary, language use, and mecha'mcs were sig-
nificantly higher than those of novices II after the alpha level was z.xdjusted. to .0125
by a Bonferroni correction. Although there might have been poss1b{e tOPlC effect‘s
intervening in the novices I and II comparison, it appears that the novices’ composi-
tion scores did improve as a whole after the two semesters of process instruction.

Table I: Effects of expertise (experts versus novices 1) and writing instruction (novices | and
1) on writing scores.

Experts Novices I Novices II  Expertise  Instruction
Variable n=12 n=22 n=22 df=32 df=21

-
-

Max M sd M sd M sd

Total 200 1878 7.1 1280 192 148 147 13.1 S.3
Content 60 569 19 403 58 460 42 124 5.2
Organization 40 370 1.8 259 43 309 3.0 10.6 38
Vocabulary 40 377 18 258 41 288 37 11.8 4.1
Lang. Use 50 464 24 281 54 336 49 137 -4.6
Mechanics 10 98 04 79 0.7 87 06 89 5.4

Underlined scores are statistically significant ar p<.008 (adjusted by a Bonf:rronii correction
for multiple comparison).  These scores are sums of the two raters’ scores. ° Novices Tand Il
are the same students before and afier the two semesters of instruction.
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The mean scores of the experts and the novices were similar to those of the pilot
study, which suggests that the sample populations used in these two studies were
similar in terms of their writing ability. The only difference between the present
study results and those of the pilot study was that unlike in the pilot study, there
were significant differences in the organization, vocabulary, language use, and me-
chanics subscores between novices I and novices II. In the pilot study, these sub-
scores also appeared to be different between novices I and II, but the differences
were not statistically significant. Although the novice group might have improved
their writing ability as a result of other factors (e.g., other English classes) because
there was no control group with which to compare the true effect of the instruction,
the results of the present study at least suggest that process writing instruction like
that given in the present study has the potential to improve students’ L2 writing (see
also previous studies where instruction improved at least some aspects of learners’
writing ability; e.g., Hirose & Sasaki, 2000; Shaw & Ting-Kun Liu, 1998).

3.2 Fluency

The participants’ writing fluency was measured in terms of the two indices of mean
total number of words written in the text (quantity) and mean number of words writ-
ten per minute (speed; see Table 2). The #-test results indicate that the experts wrote
significantly longer texts, and wrote significantly faster than the novices ( = 5.52, p
=.000 for the quantity, 7 = 3.45, p = .002 for the speed; the alpha level was adjusted
to .025 by a Bonferroni correction for multiple comparison). It is not always true
that more skilled writers tend to write longer texts than their less skilled counterparts
(see Reid, 1990; Silva, 1993), but the experts in the present study did write longer
texts as well as faster than the novices. Thus, Hypothesis 1 presented in the
Introduction Section was confirmed: The experts were significantly more fluent than
the novices. As was noted in the pilot study, and as we will see in the Writing
Strategies section below, the fluency difference between the experts and the novices
appears to have been partially caused by the fact that the novices had to stop to
translate their ideas into English more often than the experts, which was probably
caused by the L2 proficiency difference between these two groups.

In contrast with such a difference between the experts and the novices, the dif-
ferences between novices I and II were not statistically significant (¢ = -.93, p =37
for the quantity, ¢ = 1.54, p =.14 for the speed by matched t-tests; the alpha level was
adjusted to .025 by a Bonferroni correction). This might be because the prompts
given to novices I and IT were different, but considering the fact that the total scores
given to their compositions were significantly correlated (r = .51; see Section 3.1),
we can also suspect that the novices did not improve writing fluency as a result of
the two semesters of process writing instruction. It appears that Hypothesis 2
concerning the novice writers’ improvement in terms of fluency was also confirmed.
This result thus suggests that process writing instruction of two semesters may not
help students improve their writing fluency.
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i i nd writing instruction (novices I and
Table 2: Effects of expertise (experts versus novices 1) a  instr
’ 7 Il)“fon fluency (number of words, and words per minute: wpm).
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& Scardamalia, 1987; Krapels, 1990). Moreover, the present results suggest that
instruction may also influence students’ planning time.

Table 3: Effects of expertise (experts versus novices 1) and writing instruction (novices I and
1)’ on starting time (proportion).

i i i Instruction
Experts Novices [ Novices I1 Expertise
Variable n52 n=22 n=22 df =32 df=21
M sd M sd M sd t t
i .76 5.52 -93
ds Written  243.6 8841 957 3849 1036 25 5.52
&Vrg;w 604 223 361 181 310 1.03 345 1.54

i isti ignij justed by a Bonferroni correction
nderlined scores are statistically significant at p<.025 (adjuste
j(';,)r multiple comparison). ¢ Novices I and Il are the same students before and after the two

semesters of instruction.

3.3 Time spent before starting to write

ents the mean ratios of the time the participants spent before starting to
’Iv;:::?ti ':;?total time they spent writing the who}c composition. Bet;auset the total
time spent by each participant varied, such a ratio rather than the time itself wa;
used for comparison. For the first composition, the experts on average spent 23% o
the total time for the initial planning, whereas the novices spent oply 9% After_the
instruction, the novices spent 20% of the total writing time ‘for.thel_r initial planning.
Because ratios of such time values tend to have skewed dlsm.butx(.ms, and becal:lse
these values can acquire more normal distributions under Ioga}nthmlt_: Lransformauol}
(Iwahara, 1997), the normality of the distributions of these pme r.anos and those o
their corresponding logarithms were compared by the Shapqu-WI!ks normality test
(SPSS Incorporated, 1993). Because the valuel:,s after logarithmic transformation
were judged to have more normal distributions, thesg va‘lues were used for subse-
quent r-tests. The #-test results show that there was a significant difference between
the experts and novices 1, and between novices I and II (see Table 3). '

Thus, the third hypothesis regarding the difference l'>etween tht? experts fmd nov(-l
ices’ planning time was confirmed. Althoug.h there might be topic .effects involve
again, the fourth hypothesis regarding the differences betweeq novices I and !I ap-
pears to have been also confirmed. The experts spent a longer time before starting to
write than the novices, and the novices learned to spend a longer time befort? starting
to write after the instruction. Recent research (e.g., Hayes & Nash', '1996) indicates
that planning time may not be as strongly related to L1 writing ability as was once
believed, but it appears that in this particular case of L2 writing, planning time is
related to L2 writing expertise as many previous studies have reported (e.g., Bereiter

11 One of these time-ratio values before logarithmic transfonnati?n had a distribution that
significantly deviated from a normal one, but after the rramf?rrrt.allqn none of the values had
distributions that were significanily different from a normal distribution.

Experts Novices I Novices 11 Expertise Instruction
Variable n=12 N=22 n=22 (df=132) (df=21
M sd M sd M sd t t
Starting time 23 .14 09 .19 20 15 4.13 -3.07

Underlined scores are statistically significant at p<.0l. " The t values were calculated after
the ratios were transformed 1o their logarithms to normalize their distributions.

3.4 Writing strategies

Table 4 shows the mean total numbers of the four strategies (token frequency) used
by the participants in the present study (ranging from 63.5 to 87.8). These strategies
are related to Hypotheses 5 and 6. The numbers presented in Table 4 were generally
larger than those used by the participants in the pilot study (ranging from 32 to
36.25). This might be partly because the experts in the present study spent a longer
time (M ;. = 41 minutes 10 seconds) completing the compositions than their coun-
terparts in the pilot study (M . = 31 minutes 11 seconds). However, this explana-
tion does not apply to the novices because the novices in the present study spent a
shorter time (M e = 29 minutes 26 seconds) completing the compositions than their
counterparts in the pilot study (M ;me = 35 minutes 22 seconds). Furthermore, unlike
the findings in the pilot study, the experts in the present study appear to have used
more strategies than the novices, whereas the novices appear to have used more
strategies after the instruction than before (in the pilot study, the experts and novices
used similar numbers of strategies whereas novices II used only half as many strate-
gies as novices I).

Because the total numbers of strategies used by each group thus varied, the mean
ratios of individual strategy tokens (i.e., frequencies of the strategies used by the
participants; if the same strategy was used three times, it was counted as three in-
stead of one) used by the members of each group out of the total number of strategy
tokens used by them were employed for comparison.'> As in the case of the time
spent before starting to write, such ratio values tend to have skewed distributions,
and these values can acquire more normal distributions by logarithmic transforma-

12 For example, Expert 2 reread 11 times while writing the composition. Because he used a
total of 45 tokens of strategies for completing the composition, 11 out of 45, i.e., 0.24 was
used as his value for the Rereading strategy. After the individual calculations were com-
pleted, those values were averaged for each group for each strategy.
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tion (Iwahara, 1997). Consequently, the normality of the distributions of these time
ratios and those of their corresponding logarithms were compared by the Shapiro-
Wilks distribution-normality test (SPSS Incorporated, 1993). Based on the judgment
that the values after logarithmic transformation were more normally distributed,
these values were used for subsequent t-tests.'® Because z-tests were applied to the
same sample population four times, the alpha level was adjusted to .0125 by a Bon-
ferroni correction for multiple comparisons. The t-test results show that, unlike the
findings in the pilot study, there was no difference between the experts and novices
1, or between novices I and II, in terms of Rereading. That is, no differences were
found in the ratios of rereading among the three groups. Because the three groups
used different total numbers of strategies, this does not mean that they used similar
numbers of rereading strategies. Rather, it implies that all groups tended to pay a
similar amount of attention to rereading.

Whether ‘rereading’ is related to the quality of writing has remained an unsolved
issue according to the results of previous L1/L2 writing studies. For example, Levy
and Ransdell (1995) reported that L1 English writers of better compositions tended
to allocate more time for ‘reviewing’ (Levy & Ransdell: 773) than the other writers.
In contrast, Anzai and Uchida (1981) reported in their cross-sectional study of L1
Japanese writers that the participating elementary school children’s reading behavior
increased in terms of frequency from the second grade to the fifth, but decreased in
the sixth grade. In contrast, Breetvelt, Van den Bergh, and Rijlaarsdam (1996) intro-
duced the idea of ‘time-dependent changes’ (Breetvelt et al., 1996: 19) into their
investigation of cognitive activities such as rereading while writing in L1 Dutch.
Breetvelt et al. reported that a positive correlation between rereading and text quality
‘increases during the first half hour, and slowly decreases afterwards’ (Breetvelt et
al., 1996: 16). As for L2 writers, Zamel (1983) reported that ‘All of the students,
their writing skill notwithstanding, reread’ (Zamel, 1983: 173). However, the more
skilled writers tended to reread various aspects of the text ranging from the local text
just written to entire paragraphs whereas the least skilled writer reread shorter
‘chunks of discourse’ (Zamel, 1983: 173). Furthermore, Cumming (1989) found that
some of the less skilled L2 writers ‘made conscious choices not to monitor their
writing, by resolving not to edit or proofread their written compositions’ (Cumming,
1989: 114), whereas some of the more skilled writers ‘reviewed their previous text,
rereading it every few minutes’ (Cumming, 1989: 115) when they were concentrat-
ing on how to express their ideas. It appears that both more skilled and less skilled
writers tend to reread while writing but that they often reread different parts of the
text for different purposes at different times. The three groups in the present study
might have been differentiated if ‘what,’ ‘why,” and ‘when’ they reread had been
investigated. Such an investigation should be conducted in future studies.

13 The values for the experts’ Local Planning, novices I's Rhetorical Refining, and novices
II's Local Planning and Rhetorical Refining had distributions that significantly deviated from
that of a normal distribution. After the logarithmic transformation, none of the values had
such abnormal distributions.
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Tzazble 4: .Eﬂ'ects of expertise (experts versus novices 1) and writing instruction (novices I and
11y on writing strategies: Mean ratios of the four writing strategies out of the total number of
strategies used.

Experts Novices] ~ Novices I  Expertise Instruction

n=12 n=22 n=22 df=32) (df=21)
Strategy

M sd M sd M sd ' t

Rereading .14 .07 A5 06 14 .05 -.09 021
Rhetorical refining .19 A3 03 .03 .03 .04 5.1 -15
Local p[anning .04 .04 1 07 04 05 -3.67 5.59
Translating L1 to 32 18 53 14 53 12 -2.59 02
L2
Total # of strate- 87.8 284 635 172 712 141
gies

Underlined scores are statistically significant at p<.0125. ° The total numbers of strategies
means the total number of tokens of the strategies used. Thus, if the same strategy was used
three times, it was counted as three instead of one.

In contrast with the participants’ rereading behavior, there were significant differ-
ences between the experts and novices I in terms of Rhetorical Refining and Local
Planning. First of all, the experts used Rhetorical Refining significantly more often
than the novices. In Rhetorical Refining, writers try to choose the most appropriate
L2 expressions to convey their meanings, as in Example 1 (the participants’ ac-
counts in all examples below were originally given in Japanese except for the Eng-

lish words in quotation marks, and the accounts were translated into English by the
author):

Example 1:

| was wondering which expression to choose, ‘my fecling was not important’ or ‘my
feeling did not matter.’

(Expert 11)

Pecause the writers must be proficient enough in English to refine their expressions
in such a way, this strategy is probably related to the experts’ high English profi-
ciency. Roca de Larios et al. (1999) reported a similar phenomenon where the more
advanced group of L2 writers spent more time on ‘ideational/textual restructuring’
(Roca de Larios ez al., 1999: 33), including the writers’ search for stylistically better
expressions, than the less proficient group, who spent more time seeking ways to
compensate for their limited L2 proficiency. Furthermore, such a characteristic of
advanced writers may be related to the common core of composing competence
ghared by L1 and L2. For example, reporting that L2 writers with L1 writing exper-
tise also demonstrated a similar behavior of paying special attention to word/phrase
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choice when they wrote in L2, Cumming (1989) speculated that such a behavior
may be a manifestation of what Gardner (1983) called ‘linguistic intelligence’
(Cumming, 1989: 73) that transcends L1 and L2 differences.

As for Local Planning, the novices stopped for local planning significantly more
often than the experts. This behavior is related to the writing style differences be-
tween these two groups (see the Writing Style section below). Furthermore, the nov-
ices stopped to translate their ideas into L2 more often than the experts (¢ = -2.59, p
= .024, ns.): About half of the novices’ strategies were devoted to translating gener-
ated ideas into English whereas only one-third of the experts’ strategies involved
translation. Although the difference between the two groups was not statistically
significant, we may at least say that the novices had a tendency to stop for transla-
tion more often than the experts because the obtained p value was close to the de-
termined alpha level (.0125) for statistical significance, and because applying a Bon-
ferroni correction tends to become too conservative as the number of comparisons
increases (Nagata & Yoshida, 1997). As was speculated in the pilot study, this result
is probably related to the difference in L2 proficiency between the experts and the
novices. Furthermore, it can be speculated that the novices’ spending so much time
on translation would be a factor limiting their fluency. A similar relationship among
fluency, L2 proficiency, and mental translation was also reported in Sasaki and Hi-
rose (1996) based on a sample population of comparable EFL backgrounds.

In contrast, after the two semesters of instruction, novices II were still not able
to rhetorically refine their expressions very often, and they still had to stop to trans-
late often. However, they made significantly fewer local plans while writing. Al-
though we have to take possible topic effects into consideration here again, we could
hypothesize that the novice students would use similar strategies for the similar ar-
gumentative topics given the significantly high correlations between the quality of
novices I and II’s compositions (recall Section 3.1). Thus, Hypotheses 5 and 6 were
largely confirmed, except for the case of rereading and translating from L1 to L2.
The experts stopped to refine their expressions more often than the novices, whereas
the novices stopped to make more local plans. Furthermore, although the difference
was not significant, the novices tended to stop to translate from L1 to L2 more often
than the experts. After two semesters of instruction, the novices made fewer local
plans. However, they still had to stop to translate as often as before. Here again, it is
suggested that students can change their use of writing strategies as a result of in-
struction, which accords with the results of previous L1 and L2 studies (e.g., Anzai
& Uchida, 1981: Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Kobayashi & Rinnert, 1998; Cohen,
Weaver, & Li, 1998).

3.5 Writing styles

Table 5 presents the relative distribution of different writing styles among the three
groups. As explained in the Method section, these three writing styles are related to
the three strategies of Global Planning, Local Planning, and Thematic Planning.
Most of the experts were classified as Type A (Write according to detailed global
planning of both the content of the text and the most effective way to express it
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based on the assessment of the given task) or Type B (Write according to detailed
global planning of the content of the text), and most of the novices were classified as
Type C (Write according to rough global planning and consecutive local plans). Af-
ter Fhe two semesters of instruction, most novices changed to Type B. Although here
again we must consider possible topic effects for the novices I and II comparison
we can assume that the novices would be likely to use similar writing styles for thé
similar .m"gumemative topics (Prompts 1 to 3), especially when novices I and II's
composition quality was significantly correlated (recall Section 3.1).

_ 'I"he results of a chi-square test and McNemar's test indicated that there was a
significant difference between the experts and the novices, and novices I and II =
?2.33, P < .001 for experts/novices; z for McNemar's test = 3.90, p < .001 for nov-
ices UII). Thus, Hypotheses 7 and 8 were both confirmed: The experts tended to plan
detailed overall organization whereas the novices tended to make a less detailed
p!an; after the two semesters of instruction, the novices learned to do global plan-
ning of the content of the text, but their global planning was different from that of
the experts in that the novices did not plan how to implement the content in the most
effective way. It is interesting that the results related to Hypothesis 8 concerning the
effe(}ts of instruction concur with those of previous developmental product-oriented
stu_d‘les in that instruction can direct learners’ attention to more global aspects of
writing, although the aspect studied varied (e.g., organization skills for Berman
1994; revision skills for Kobayashi & Rinnert, 1998). On the other hand, the presen£
results also suggest that such shift of the learners’ attention patterns over a relativel y
short period of instruction time is probably related to Type B writing style, but not to

Typf, A writing style, which seems not to have been acquired by the present novice
participants after two semesters.

Table 5: Relative distribution of different writing styles (percentages).

Experts Novices 1 Novices 11
Style™ n=12 n=22 n=‘2:;
Type A 583 0
Type B 33 >
s 3 13.6 90.9
ype 83 86.4 9.1

)i(:e:IfIZI:” (p < .001) for Experts/Novices I; z for McNemar's test = 3.90 (p<.001) for Nov-

14 Styles: A: Write according 10 detailed global planning of both the content of the text and
lh'e most effective way to express it (cf. Hayes & Nash's, 1996 content and non-content plan-
mng)-; B: Write according to detailed global planning of the content of the text; C: Write ac-
cording to rough global planning (i.e., thematic planning) and consecutive local plannin

(see Appendix for the descriptions of the different types of planning). 8
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As in the pilot study, the experts’ global planning can be characterizec.i by two types
of behaviors that were absent from the novices’ global planpmg. Flrst: as can be
seen in Example 2, the expert writers assessed the characteristics of the given task at

a relatively early stage of planning.
Example 2:

Because this is a letter to a readers’ column in a newspaper, 1 was thinking about usiqg
" my own experieaces [to support the idea that students should not be forced to wear uni-

forms)'.
(Expert 11)

Secondly, the expert writers sought the most appealing way of pn‘esenting the text to
the probable readers while searching though available resources in long term mem-
ory as in Example 3:

Example 3:

Just presenting several reasons to support my opinion here would not be so interesting
to the readers. But my directly saying that school uniforms should be abolished would
not be appealing, either. So, 1 wondered if there are any 9ther. angles to look at the same
thing. Then, although it is not entircly a new perspective, it occurred to me that the
voices of the students who are actually forced to wear uniforms would be the most con-
vincing to the readers.

(Expert 9)

In contrast to these behaviors observed in the experts’ global planning, none of'the
novices showed such characteristics, even after the two semesters of instruction.
They simply planned what they were going to write for overall organization as in
Example 4 (see Flower et al., 1992 for a similar finding):

Example 4 (Novice 6):
Researcher Writer
What were you going to write before you started to  Because 1 agree with the opinion '[inuoducing EI"lg-
write? You 8Ol lish as an elementary school subject], I was going
to write it.
Have you decided what you are going to write in  Yes. 3
gl 1 lanning to conclude the composition by writ ‘
What ou going to write? am plaoning Tit-
areyouBome ing that we should use more and more English
these days.
1 see. Have you decided what you are going to Yes'® (showing the rescarcher the draft he had
write in the middle? written).

15 The insertions in brackets are supplementary explanations given by the author.

16 The draft contained the following seven Japanese sentences [tra:ulatgd by the re-
searcher]: English should be taught in elementary schools. We should make f:hx_ldren get used
to English from the time they are small. We should make children get familiarized w'nh Eng-
lish. We should teach the joy of learning English --> They can continue to study English when
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Have you? Oh, this is your draft? Yes.
Have you decided everything you arc going to  Yes.
write in the middle?

Can you briefly explain what you are planning to 1 thought of two reasons, so I was planning to
write? claborate cach reason by added one or two sen-
tences. | was planning to write these two reasons
so that they would lead to the concluding sentence.
I sec. Did you think about any other thing? No.

Regarding the experts’ global planning, it is also noteworthy that, unlike the findings
in the pilot study, five out of the 12 experts (41.7%) were not concerned about ‘the
most effective way to express’ the content they had planned in the beginning, and
thus did not belong to Type A. One of them did not even do any global planning
before starting to write. He simply planned he was going to write in the beginning of
the composition (i.e., local planning), and started to write. However, a closer look at
their accounts of what they did affer starting to write reveals that they also made
great efforts to assess the characteristics of the given task and shape the text to meet
the probable readers’ needs and purposes. The experts’ frequent use of rhetorical
refinement strategies (see Table 4) is one such example. In addition, in their local
planning, these experts tried to search for the best way to express their ideas accord-
ing to their assessment of the characteristics of the given task as in Example 5:

Example §5:

[Here] I was thinking very hard about what I should write next (Researcher: You mean
what you were going to write?) 1 wondered what kind of people would support the idea
‘that the uniformity and discipline should be maintained in school.’ (Uh, huh.) That
means, | thought very hard here, well, that this idea will be convenient for the people
who are on the side of educational administration. (Uh, huh.) So, I wondered if I should
say something like the Ministry of Education or the Board of Education, but I don't
know how I can express such ideas...

(Expert 6 who was categorized as belonging to Type B)

None of the novices exhibited such behaviors while writing even after the two se-
mesters of instruction.

Cumming (1989) reported similar phenomena where the L1 writing experts or-
ganized their ideas ‘through advance planning or emergent planning (emphasis
added)’ (Cumming, 1989: 114). That is, some experts in Cumming’s study planned
the overall organization of the composition before starting to write just like many of
the experts in the present study, whereas the others ‘planned each composition as it
was emergent on the page’ (Cumming, 1989: 115) while paying attention to the
overall organization that was emerging. In contrast with the novice writers, however,
they never lost control over their writing or got stuck. They kept writing by ‘amend-
ing, adding to, and reordering their phrases frequently, reconsidering how best to

they become high school students --> English will be needed in the Suture international soci-
ety. Therefore we should study English more.
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state what they were most recently deciding they wanted to state’ (Cumming, 1989:
116). We can find some similarity between these emergent planners and those ex-
perts in the present study who did not do elaborate pre-writing planning. It can thus
be speculated that although efforts to find the most effective way to express their
ideas were often observed in the experts’ pre-writing planning in the present study,
such effort or behavior itself, rather than the pre-writing global planning, might be at
the innermost core of writing expertise. Moreover, if I am allowed to speculate fur-
ther, such behavioral characteristics of the expert writers might be a manifestation of
a more general cognitive ability, or what Bachman (1990) called ‘strategic compe-
tence’ (Bachman, 1990: 98), which enables a language user whatever the skill they
may be using, to assess the context, plan an appropriate action, and actually execute
it in the most effective way. Here writing expertise might in fact be a part of strate-
gic competence rather than an independent ability.

Finally, one last qualitative finding related to the participants’ writing style was
that, as in the pilot study, both global and local planning appeared to guide or moni-
tor the participants’ writing process, whether they were the experts or the novices. I
did not use ‘(Global or Local) Plan Monitoring’ as an independent writing strategy
category in the present study because the pilot study results revealed that the phe-
nomenon of plan monitoring was observed in many identified strategies as a kind of
‘secondary’ activity engaged in by the participants. Sece Examples 6 through 8 (see
also Appendix C of Sasaki, 2000 for the details of these strategies):

Example 6 (‘Local planning’ monitoring of Novice 7's writing, which was manifested
in her ‘Translating from L1 to L2')

Here [ wanted to write {in English] *you can wear uniforms only when you are students’
Researcher: Yes.

But I couldn’t think of an English word to express the meaning of ‘to wear.’
Researcher: Is that why you stopped writing here?

Yes, I was trying to find the right word.

In Example 6, what Novice 7 was actually doing is trying to translate her idea ‘you
can wear uniforms only when you are students,’” but by doing so, she was simultane-
ously implementing the local plan she had previously made. In other words, that
local plan was guiding her translating activity here.

In contrast, in Example 7, Novice 17 originally planned to say ‘Students can
wear whatever they want to at school,’ and retrieved that idea from his rough draft in
Japanese. When it came to the time he actually put that idea on the paper, however,
he wanted to revise it by adding the clause ‘Some people think that’ before express-
ing it in English. Here, we can see that Novice 17’s local plan was giving a general
direction to his writing by having been retrieved although it was implemented in a
more elaborated way.
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Example 7 (‘Local Planning’ monitoring of Novice 17°s writing, which was manifested
in his ‘Plan Retrieving’)

Researcher: Were you reading the top part of your rough draft written in Japanese?

Yes, I looked at the original sentence (in the draft) *Students can wear whatever they
want to at school (originally said in Japanese)' and I was trying to change the sentence
to ‘Some people think that students can wear whatever they want to wear (originally
said in Japanese).’

Finally, in Example 8, Expert 6 was wondering if he should make the first paragraph
longer, but realized that doing so might ruin the overall coherence that had been
planned in the beginning. Here we can see that Expert 6 was monitoring his writing
process by referring to his global plan.

Example 8 (‘Global Planning’ monitoring of Expert 6°s writing, which was manifested
in his ‘Rereading’)

I was reading the end of this paragraph, and I was wondering if I should end this para-
graph like this.

Researcher: I see.

1 felt I should write more [according to my plan), but I thought, *Wait a second, it would
be disastrous (the whole composition would lose balance] if the first paragraph gets
longer than this!

Researcher: Hmmm. I see.

So, 1 was thinking about concluding this paragraph with this last sentence.

A similar phenomenon of using plans to monitor or guide the writing process has
been reported in studies of both English and Japanese L1 writing (Anzai & Uchida,
1981, Faigley, Cherry, Jolliffe, & Skinner, 1985; Uchida, 1990).

3.6 Summary of the characteristics of the participants’ writing processes

The findings of the present study can be summarized as follows.

1) The experts wrote longer texts at greater speed than the novices.

2) After two semesters of process writing instruction, the novices did not improve
their writing fluency. However, their writing ability seems to have improved.

3) While writing, the experts stopped to refine their expression more often than the
novices, whereas the novices stopped to make local plans more often. The nov-
ices also tended to stop to translate from L1 to L2 more often than the experts.

4) After two semesters of instruction, the novices made fewer local plans than be-
fore, but they stopped to translate from L1 to L2 as often as before.

5) The experts spent a longer time before starting to write, planning both detailed
overall content of the text and the most effective way to express the content,
whereas the novices spent a shorter time making a less detailed plan.
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6) After two semesters of instruction, the novices learned to spend a longer time
before starting to write, planning detailed overall content of the text.

7) The experts’ global planning and subsequent writing was based on their assess-
ment of the characteristics of the given task for successfully achieving the task.
Such behavior appears to be a manifestation of a core aspect of writing exper-
tise that cannot be acquired over a short period of time.

8) Both ‘Global Planning’ and ‘Local Planning’ guided the participants’ writing
processes, whether they were experts or novices.

Figure 1 presents summary illustrations of these results. These flow-chart illustra-
tions for the three types of EFL writers (experts, novices I, and novices II) are not
presented as faithful records of these writers’ micro-level writing processes (cf.
Zimmerman’s 2000 ‘formulating model’), but as illustrations of the findings and
speculations that resulted from the present study. In other words, these models (if I
can call them ‘models’) are crude, but representative of the differences found among
the three different groups in the present study. The illustrations presented in Figure 1
do not include the 15 other writing strategies (e.g., Conclusion Planning, Generating
Naturally Generated Ideas, Mechanical Refining, Local Text Evaluation) that were
included in the pilot study because the differences among the participants in terms of
these 15 strategies were not tested in the present study. Nevertheless, I believe that
the Figure 1 illustration will help the readers to better understand the differences
among the different groups of writers, which were supported (if not confirmed) by
the results of the present study.

In Figure 1, experts spend a significantly longer time for pre-writing planning,
where they plan both the overall content of the text and the way to express it in the
most effective way based on assessment of the characteristics of the given task. This
behavior is a manifestation of writing expertise, which may transcend both L1 and
L2 writing, and which may be part of what Bachman (1990) called ‘strategic compe-
tence.’ After they complete the global planning, they usually make several local
plans to achieve the global plan. When they make these local plans, they also tend to
search for the most effective way to express their ideas. This is also considered to be
a manifestation of writing expertise. After making local plans, experts spend time
refining their expressions before producing the following text output, which subse-
quently leads to retrieval of the local plan for the following content. Such a proce-
dure may be interrupted by occasional translation of the generated ideas from L1 to
L2. This process continues until the writers feel that they have finished writing
(whether or not they are satisfied with the whole written product), with the original
global planning guiding the entire writing process (i.e., they use their global plans to
monitor their writing process).
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These processes continuc for each group of writers until the writers feel that they
have finished writing, whether or not they are satisfied with what they have
written.

Figure 1. Flow-chart summary illustration of the present study results. See note next page.
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Note. In Figure I, each writing strategy is enclosed in a square. The unidirectional
arrows indicate one-way flow from one writing process to the next. The length of the
straight lines with arrows representatively suggest the relative length of time which
the process enclosed in the upper square might take: the longer the arrows, the
longer it might take to complete the process. The strategies written in boldface are
the ones used often, and the strategies written in standard typeface are the ones used
less often.

In contrast, novices I without any process writing training, make a thematic plan or a
rough global plan followed by a local plan. In order to realize this local plan, the
novices have to spend time translating the generated ideas into L2 because of their
low L2 proficiency. After managing to produce one piece of L2 text, they make a
second local plan to be translated into L2. Probably because so much of their atten-
tion is paid to the translating activity, they usually cannot spend much time refining
their expressions. They are satisfied as long as they can translate what they want to
express. Although the original thematic plan guides their writing processes, they
have to make a relatively detailed local plan every time they run out of related ideas
about the topic, which prevents them from writing longer and faster. This continues
until they feel that they have nothing more to say. Finally, novices II after two se-
mesters of process instruction have learned to make a detailed global plan of what
they should say about the given topic. Thus, they no longer have to stop to make so
many local plans every time they finish expressing an idea about the topic. Probably
because the original global plan orchestrates their writing process more effectively
than before the instruction, they can now produce better-quality writing with im-
proved coherence and organization. However, the period of two semesters is not
long enough to improve their L2 proficiency, and they still have to spend much time
on translation. They still cannot refine their expressions very often, and they still
cannot write faster or produce longer texts. In order to attain the writing expertise
exemplified in the experts’ flow-chart, the novices will need ‘consistent practice in a
variety of similar contexts to the point of proceduralization or automaticity’ (Grabe
& Kaplan, 1996: 129) through many years of experience. They may also lack some
strategic competence or ‘linguistic intelligence’ (Gardner, 1983: 73), which most
likely cannot be acquired through instruction. The extent to which such writing ex-
pertise can be taught is an issue that definitely should be investigated in future stud-
ies.

4 CONCLUSION

Using multiple data sources, this chapter investigated the cognitive processes of
Japanese EFL writing experts and novices while writing an argumentative exposi-
tion in English. Although the novices’ within-subject comparison might have been
affected by possible topic effects, the study is still significant in that it incorporated
both cross-sectional and longitudinal investigation of sample sizes that were large
enough to allow the hypotheses to be tested by statistical procedures. However, the
results of the present study cover only part of the complex mechanism of L2 writing
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processes (see, for example, Grabe & Kaplan's, 1996: 226, model of writing as
communicative language use as a more comprehensive model). Moreover, the ob-
tained representative patterns of different types of EFL writers’ writing processes
are still preliminary findings, and thus are subject to revision and elaboration in light
of the results of future studies.

First, the present study should be complemented by qualitative studies that ex-
amine the details of EFL writers’ individual writing processes, which were not cap-
tured in this empirical confirmatory study. For example, how each participant within
a particular group in the present study used different types of strategies (a total of 21
types) should be individually followed, and compared with the ways the other par-
ticipants used these strategies in terms of content and order. Adopting the notion of
‘writing signatures,’ suggested by Levy and Ransdell (Levy & Ransdell, 1996: 158)
to refer to the writing processes that are characteristic of individual L1 writers,
should be useful in such investigation. Furthermore, when such individual compari-
sons are made, it might also be possible to investigate the changes in the writers’
psychological state in terms of new knowledge formation (e.g., whether the writers
feel that they have created new ideas as a result of their writing) as advocated by
Galbraith (1999). Detailed qualitative studies exemplified by Levy and Ransdell and
by Galbraith would be useful for filling the gaps in the models presented in Figure 1.

Secondly, future studies should investigate affective and emotional factors that
were not treated in the present study. Affective factors such as motivation or attitude
have not been given much attention in previous writing models, but have begun to
be recognized as crucial for understanding writing behavior (e.g., Hayes, 1996). In
Sasaki and Hirose (1996), a product-oriented study that targeted a similar sample
population of Japanese EFL writers, we also found that confidence in L2 writing for
academic purposes was one of the factors that distinguished the good and weak
writers. Adding the results of future studies that examine how such affective factors
influence the actual writing processes would make the target writing process models
more comprehensible.

Finally, the model should also go beyond the cognitive domains over more con-
textualized domains in order to make it more realistic. If we assume that writing
cannot be conducted in a social vacuum and that writing is ‘social construction’
(Cumming, 1998: 61), we cannot ignore the social/cultural contexts where the writ-
ing takes place. If we hope to extend the scope of our research in that direction, an
ethnographic approach such as the one advocated by Grabe and Kaplan (1996)
might be a good place to start. Thus, we should ask ‘the basic question: Who writes
what to whom, for what purpose, why, when, where, and how?’ (Grabe & Kaplan,
1996: 203). For example, the present study can be replicated with different types of
writing under different conditions. Using other topics and types of tasks, such as
writing a complaint letter or a project report'” to be completed within a longer span
of time with the help of dictionaries, may reveal somewhat different processing
phases. The study can also be replicated with other sample populations that have
different L1 or L2 and varied educational/cultural backgrounds. When we conduct

17 These exflmples were identified by Tannenbaum, Rosenfeld, and Breyer (1996) as writing
tasks that might be required in the field of English for international communication.
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such studies, we should be careful to ‘situate writing socially as part of their expla-
nations’ (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996: 215) while also paying attention to the writer’s
own (i.e., emic) perspective (Ramanathan & Atkinson, 1999). Incorporating the re-
sults of these studies will surely contribute to enriching the content and usefulness of
the comprehensive L2 writing process model we can eventually hope to build.
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APPENDIX

SIX ENCODED STRATEGIES FOR PARTICIPANTS’ RETROSPECTIVE AC-
COUNTS OF THEIR WRITING PROCESSES IN THE PRESENT STUDY

These six strategies are among the 21 strategies used for the pilot study. Only
six of these 21 strategies were investigated in the present study in order to test
the eight hypotheses that were formulated as a result of the pilot study. The par-
ticipants’ accounts in all examples were originally given in Japanese except for
the English words in quotation marks.

I  GLOBAL PLANNING

Definition: Detailed planning of overall organization

Example: I am planning to write that there are several merits for students to have
uniforms, and that the rule of wearing uniforms reflects the fact that people should
obey rules of the society they are in. I am for the opinion that students should wear
uniforms in the sense that by wearing them students will learn that it is natural for
the school to have some rules because it is the epitome of a real society. (Re-
searcher: Have you decided what you are going to write in the end?) In the end, I
was thinking about summarizing the second half of what I said in the beginning.
(Have you decided what you are going to write in the middle?) Oh yes, in the mid-
dle, I will talk about the purposes of schools. There are usually two purposes for
schools. (Yes.) Well, to study and to learn how one should act in the real society in
the epitome of a society. A school is a little society, you know. It is a commonplace
people share. So, by writing these purposes, from the viewpoint of these purposes, to
study and to learn how to act in a common place, for the second purpose, in a com-
mon place, there are always some rules, and wearing uniforms is a typical example
of such rules. So, I start with the purposes of schools, and according to the purposes,
it is OK to have a rule of wearing uniforms. That will be my supporting sentences.
Then next, I thought how this issue of whether or not students wear uniforms should
be discussed, there must be various ways to look at this issue, but I will try to pre-
sent my own opinion about the merits and demerits [of wearing uniforms), ah, for
example, [wearing uniforms is] economical, and the students don’t have to think
about their own fashion. I was thinking about presenting some merits. As for the
demerits, [wearing uniforms) is not individualistic, emphasizing the standardized
uniformity. (Yes.) These things have been said about uniforms, so I can discuss such
demerits. And after that, although [wearing uniforms] is actually non-individualistic,
but if the students want to emphasize their own individuality, they can do it by
modifying their uniforms in spite of the existence of the uniforms. (Yes.) So, the
demerits are not so strong. (Yes.) I was trying to write something like that. That will
be short, but after that, I was thinking about summarizing the content before the end.
(Expert 7).
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2 THEMATIC PLANNING

Definition: Less detailed planning of overall organization.

Example: I was going to write that senior and junior high schools should have uni-
forms. (I see. Have you decided what you are going to write at the end?) Not par-
ticularly. (Not yet?) No. (Have you decided what you are going to write in the mid-
die?) Not yet. (Novice 7).

3 LOCAL PLANNING
Definition: Planning what to write next.
Example: In the beginning, I wondered what I should write here. (Novice 2).

4 RHETORICAL REFINING

Definition: Refining the rhetorical aspect(s) of an expression

Example: ... the idea of ‘both sides of the coin,” (Hmmm.) I first wondered if I
should make it ‘either side’ (of the coin), then I thought it would be OK to make it
‘both sides of the coin’ after all, or something like that ... (Expert 5)

5 TRANSLATINGFROMLI TOL2

Definition: Translating the generated idea into English.
Example: I was wondering how I could express in English the idea that students
should wear uniforms. (Novice 5)

6 REREADING

Definition: Rereading the already produced sentence.
Example: I was reading the sentence I just wrote. (Novice 19)






