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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to build upon our understanding of the place and value of
writing in the advanced foreign language curriculum. Specifically,ttidy £xamines
how students in writing-intensive Spanish-major courses are affected by tilng-wri
intensive (WI) requirement at the University of Minnesota. Writing-Asitbe-
Curriculum (WAC), an educational movement which began in the 1960’s in England and
whose most fundamental tenet, writing-to-learn, emphasizes the value of wwritimeg
learning process, has led to the establishment of writing-intensive caringobst-
secondary institutions throughout North America. The study is an attempt to give
students a voice in the FL curriculum inasmuch as it investigates studenéptpmrs
and attitudes regarding the writing-intensive requirement and explores wpaetleye
they learn, in terms of the course content, writing skills and the Spanish lapgsiage
result of their participation in the writing-intensive Spanish course.

Both qualitative and quantitative data were employed in the study. Qualitative
data were gathered by means of focus group interviews and open-ended questions on a
written survey. Quantitative data were collected via the aforementionezysand by
way of pre- and post-write samples whereon errors per T-unit (E/T) anahgsespecal
structure analyses (TSA) were performed for verification of imprevenm linguistic
accuracy and coherence in students’ writing respectively.

No statistically significant improvement was found in terms of lingu&tcuracy
(E/T) or coherence (TSA) over the course of the semester and findingstsihgge
writers in Spanish as a FL may be more apprehensive about writing in Spaniahetha

\'



English L1 writers about writing in English. Additionally it was found thangn

advanced Spanish student writers perceive that the workload associated with the WI
requirement is excessive and that writing in Spanish as a FL is gernenalfr than

writing in L1 English. On the other hand, however, many Spanish students expressed a
belief that the WI requirement was no harder for them than for students wmiting i

English and some expressed the sentiment that WI was actually more advantageous f
Spanish students than for English L1 students given the value of writing for thegangua
learning process.

With regards to students’ beliefs about their learning resulting from emgegi
intensive writing in the advanced Spanish classroom, findings show that students
generally believe that they learn not only how to be better writers butalsthéy
improve in their abilities with the Spanish language and, especially, in their
understanding of the subject matter of the course. Additional findings regarding
students’ learning of the Spanish language are that students generally eliewd t
only their Spanish grammar and vocabulary improved as a result of their padicipat
the intensive writing in the WI course, but also their ability to speak in Spanish.

Based on the findings of the study, it is proposed that foreign language educati
practitioners be especially sensitive to students’ perceptions anf$ begarding both

negative and positive aspects of writing in the FL curriculum.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION: THE PROBLEM

Introduction

This study examines writing in the foreign language curriculum. More slyif the
study explores the perceptions and learning of students majoring in a foreigadanrg
Spanish —who are enrolled in a writing-intensive Spanish content course at a large,
public university in the midwestern United States — the University of MinaeSdte
study has as an initial premise the common perception that writing, when dénzawel
be a very grueling task, even when performed in one’s own native language. Indeed,
American author Jessamyn West (1957) once wrote the following: “Wiitisg
difficult that | feel that writers, having had their hell on earth, willagscall punishment
hereafter” (3). A second premise that underscores this study is the notibmiiitaig
is difficult even in one’s native language, its performance in a forenguige may be
even more difficult. Finally, an important question that motivates this gutg
following: If writing in a foreign language can be potentially so very diffiand
stressful, what is its value in the foreign language curriculum?

The struggles and benefits of writing in a foreign language are tlikaidsave

fascinated me since | was a young college student. In 1986, havindyeetmhed



from a two-year experience abroad in Bolivia, | enrolled in a beginningiSpkterature
course at my university and was subsequently assigned to write my firstnacadpeer
in Spanish on a literary topic. It was a terribly painful experience — not leekdistiked
writing in Spanish, but because | disliked writing. | struggled seleettogic but finally
did turn in my few pages of what seemed a very poorly written analysishoftsstory.
Nevertheless, when the paper was returned a few days later, | was botdrafid
overjoyed to see that | had received an ‘A’ with the annotatiduy“buena redacciéh
Much to my surprise, | had done well on my first Spanish writing assignment. As a
Spanish major | subsequently completed many such assignments — each omeisa exe

in patience, longsuffering and endurance. Although | struggled mightily mrgg, |

somehow sensed that both my understanding of that about which | wrote and my facility

in the Spanish language were enhanced immensely through writing.

The Challenge of Writing in a Second or Foreign Language
It is no secret that formal academic writing at all levels can tverarly tedious and
agonizing. Prell's (1993) examination of a “writing intensive” course efféo native
speakers of English gives the following eye-opening account whichallastthis point:

The first day students received their lengthy and explicit syllabi anevhvat we
called the “teaching staff”. By the second week fewer than thirty students

remained in the class. . .. | would not be exaggerating to say that some ninety

students expressed interest in this class until they were confronted bywestre
for writing papers, none of which were major research papers, all of whieh we

very topical and lively. . . . Students dropped whom the [teaching and research]
assistants identified from composition courses as very good students. One or two
students explained that they simply could not commit the time that such a class

required. We learned vividly that writing is not a way to attract students ifone

in pursuit of large enrollments. One . . . student who remained told me that all his

2



friends said he was crazy to take a course that required writing. . . . Further,

students commented repeatedly that this was not a composition course: why were

they writing? They simply saw no essential or fundamental connection between
writing and learning. Even the students who stayed, knowing precisely what was

required, continued to ask why writing was part of the class. (2)

In her discussion of second language writing, Hadley (2001) explains that
learning to write in an academic setting, whether in one’s own native language
second language, involves much more than just jotting things down:

Unfortunately, learning to write — even in one’s native language — is not samply

matter of “writing things down.” The fact that it took 45 minutes to compose the

preceding paragraph, and that it is taking even longer to write this one, attests t

the truth of the statement that writing is more than the mere transcription of

speech. Most people who have attempted to put pen to paper to communicate
ideas would agree that expressing oneself clearly in writing can be arstow

painful process. (280)

As the examples above illustrate, the challenges of writing can be pamaiful
daunting. Nevertheless, it would seem apparent that within the acadenmiody,
writing is viewed as absolutely essential to a university education — and yah onl
English departments!

Furthermore, as | experienced as a young undergraduate student, many atudents
colleges and universities have an added burden that can potentially causefdedm to
doubly overwhelmed: having to fulfill the stiff writing requirements that a-post
secondary education invariably involves in a language that is not their fidged,
foreign students whose native language is not English and who come to fulfill
professional and educational goals at universities in the United Statésdatainting

task of completing all written assignments in English and of competing with othe

students whose first language is English. Similarly, students whaslariigsiage is



English but who study foreign languages at colleges and universities in tieel States

are invariably required to write extensively in the foreign languagedtuely.

How the Study Came to Be
The present study examines how these latter writers, major-level studémteign
language departments, namely Spanish, are affected by the challeegeraplishing
academic writing in a foreign language. This research topic wagtegkighile | was
employed as a writing consultant in the University of Minnesota’s Spanismy\Vrit
Center (SWC) — a service that was established in 1999 in the Department oh Spanis
Portuguese Studies concurrent with and as a result of the Writing-acrdssrtioailum
(WAC) movement and the resultant establishment of the Writing-Intensive (WI
requirement at the University of Minnesota.

The W-I requirement established that all students at the University of Mianes
who enrolled Fall Semester 1999 and thereafter would be required to coffopiete
writing-intensive courses before graduation. Specifically, it was detedithat at least
two of the four courses should be at the 3000-5000 level, and that at least one of the
courses should be in the student’s major (Center for Interdisciplinary Stddhésting,
Writing at the University3) — thus encouraging students to learn the writing genre of
their chosen discipline. This meant that students majoring in Spanish at the ynivers
would be required to fulfill at least part of the WI requirement in a foreigguiage

which, to one degree or another, they were still in the process of acquiring.



My experiences in the Spanish Writing Center suggested to me that of the
standard four language skills — speaking, listening, reading, and writing —téneslat
often viewed by learners of a foreign language such as Spanish, as one of the more
troublesome skills to acquire and engage in. Furthermore, as a result of anapers
experiences as a Spanish-as-a-foreign-language (SFL) writas, reminded of how
excruciating it could sometimes be to produce a written assignment in anflaneggage.

It is apparent that issues surrounding the W-I requirement and its effiecemn
language students are complex and often emotionally charged, a point anecdetaleevi
clearly illustrates. For example, during a writing conference in th€ 8¢ student said
the following to me: “I can speak, | can read, | can listen and understand [Spanish], but |
just can’t write!” Another student enrolled in a 3100-level Spanish class atéduier
dislike for writing: “I love everything else about my Spanish classes,”ate“but |
hate writing!” Other students, while similarly bemoaning their struggigswriting in
Spanish, simultaneously concede that having to produce Spanish in written form helps
them to learn the language more effectively and permanently. Said one studwsm: I'W
learn something new [about Spanish grammar], | don'’t really ‘get it’ Langé it in
writing.” The present study therefore proposes to examine how, for good or for bad, the
writing-intensive requirement at the University of Minnesota affects Spaas-a-
foreign-language (SFL) students enrolled in introductory-level, W-1 Sparaghr m
courses, in their attitudes about and acquisition of writing in a foreign lancasmgel|

as how such writing affects their learning of the content of their courses.



Writing-Across-the-Curriculum (WAC)
As a background to this study, it will be beneficial to discuss the history andggfiles
of the Writing-Across-the-Curriculum (WAC) movement that led to the estahint of
such Writing-Intensive requirements as those at the University of Minnesbtattzer
colleges and universities throughout the United States and Canada.

While the core theories of the WAC movement had actually always existed in
academia in both Great Britain and the United States, it was not until the lateah860s
early 1970s that WAC fully materialized as a major trend in educational pigtyin
the U.K and subsequently in the U.S. Nancy Martin, one of the pioneers of the WAC
movement in Great Britain (commonly known therd.asguage-Across-the-

Curriculum, orLAC), attributes the onset of the WAC movement to post-World War Il
stirrings in academia that eventually came to a head in the 1960s.

Martin (1992) states that directly following World War Il there waséase that
everything was starting afresh, that we needed to reexamine the old antttrg new”
(11-12). During that time, British educational practitioners began lookingeaerg
philosophies of education and learning by such scholars as Piaget, Vygotskyahdria
others who had explored the relationship between speech and mental development and
had made the distinction between so-calecial andnonsocialor egocentricspeech.

As Martin notes, these theories came to be pivotal in the development of the fu@ire LA
movement. For example, they came to view the theory of egocentric speecht or wha
they saw as “language for oneself”, as the very “origins of writihg}:(

With the work of Piaget, Vygotsky, and Luria as both guide and stimulus, we
developed the outline of a coherent theory of language in relation to mental

6



development, a theory that became the foundation of our courses at the University
of London’s Institute of Education. This theory was the intellectual seedirad fr
which our further work grew. (13)
These theoretical beginnings led to the development of policies that focused on the
importance of students engaging in writing as a vital part of their learning.
Martin reports that there was an environment of “intense intellectual gttivit
that, when combined with the “volcanic climate of the 1960s, . . . profoundly affected
views of education then and since.” She notes that the doctrines that emerged in Great
Britain during this time helped to shift attention “from teaching to learnmtid role of
teachers and to the role of language in learning” (11).
Therefore, by the mid 1960s, scholars from the University of London’s Institute
of Education such as Douglas Barnes, Harold Rosen, Martin, and, perhaps most notably,
James Britton had begun to formalize plans for a “languages across thelgnr'tic
movement in Great Britain. Their motivation came from their understandingtofgvr
characterized by the three following potential descriptors which theydablished in
their seminal work'he Development of Writing Abilities (11-18yitton et al., 1975): 1)
“transactional” writing, meaning writing that is used to communicatgmmétion “to a
relatively distant and impersonal audience, usually the teacher in the raknuher”
(Bizzell and Herzberg, 340); 2) “poetic” writing, which allows a writer to eorglate
and speculate, and to share his or her thoughts with a somewhat more intimate audience
and, 3) “expressive” writing, which also permits students to “explore ideas @ifgrm
but in expository modes such as the class journal rather than in fiction or p8d0y.” (

The University of London scholars determined that the grand majority of writing



realized in secondary schools in Great Britain was of the “transactiopal™tyhat is,
extremely formalized and product-oriented. Hence, they proposed that if students
engaged in the more exploratory and personalized “poetic” and “expressive” kinds of
writing (and, incidentally, speech) in all the disciplines, they would feel nmopewered

in their learning and hence learn more effectively (340). Indeed, as Masposes, the
so-called London scholars felt that “students’ learning and development [depended] on
theirusinglanguage to make sense of personal experience, real or imagined” (17) rather

than on rote production of language.

WAC in the United States
As in England, educational philosophies that eventually led to the Writing-At¢ress-t
Curriculum movement in the United States had been in existence well beforeutide act
materialization of WAC. As Russell (1992) points out, scholars associatechwith t
“progressive education” movement as early as the 1890s had promoted the idea of
writing and speaking as vital to intellectual development. NeverthelessGasat
Britain, not until the social and political uproar of the 1960s did the use of writing as a
means of teaching and learning begin to be seriously considered as a vitainplage
educational system of the United States:
The social turmoil of the 1960'’s . . . highlighted the role of language in education.
The campuses exploded in a rash of political upheavals. Racial desegregation
forced secondary and higher education to address the problem of teaching long-
excluded social groups who did not write the dominant form of English. In this
highly charged political environment, educators had to confront volatile issues of
language and access, language and learning, that had been largely submerged

when higher education placed disciplinary standards over equity and access. (29-
30)



In 1966, as Russell puts it, “the American English profession’s confidence in its
traditional pedagogy and disciplinary focus was deeply shaken by a month-long
encounter with British colleagues at the Dartmouth Seminar” whereinl @tst@me
fifty scholars from both sides of the Atlantic met to discuss educational poligy (31
Whereas before this time educational scholars in the U.S. were comfortéiohg drivay
from a more progressive policy toward a more stringent curriculum baseddaenac
rigor and standardization, the British scholars “had been moving in the oppositeuljrect
toward pedagogy centered on informal classroom talk, dramatics and expragsgigg w
(31). While those in the Dartmouth Seminar did not center their discussions sfpgcifica
on writing per se, Russell suggests that the Seminar’s effect on educatianalmtiie
U.S. and on the WAC movement in general is almost inestimable:

[The] Dartmouth [Seminar] had effectively reopened the crucial thedratida

policy issues that the American antiprogressive emphasis had stiflecevemdl s

of the conference participants — James Britton, Douglas Barnes, Harold Rosen,

and James Moffett, among others — would, in the coming decade, create and shape

the WAC movement. (32)

Indeed, after this pivotal meeting at Dartmouth, educational research andipahe
United States witnessed a renewed interest in the value of writing in theilcun.

As a response, in the 1970s, programs with far greater emphasis on the value of
writing began to emerge in post-secondary schools across the nation. For example, in
1974, Carleton College in Northfield, Minnesota began to sponsor seminars wherein
faculty members could receive training on writing-across-the-currigudmch thereafter

the college implemented policies that led to discipline-wide responsilaitityriting at

the college (Smith 1983-84, cited in Ambron, 1991, 6). In like fashion and at



approximately the same time, Central College and Grinnell College, blativar
adopted similar programs (Russell, 1992, 33).

In terms of intellectual scholarship that promoted the WAC movement in the
United States, perhaps the most important contributions initially were thosgedf Ja
Emig, whose (1971) study entitl@the Composing Processes of Twelfth Grades one
of the first to apply theories of the University of London’s scholars concerningette
for expressive or, as she termed it, “reflexive” language. In her study, Emig faind t
“when secondary-level students are given more opportunities to write reRexhey
engage in a more thoughtful writing process, write better and feel better dmiuhey
write, and learn more” (Bizzell and Herzberg 1986, 341). Later, Emig’s (1977) landmar
study, “Writing as a Mode of Learning,” “wove together the Britieezch, the
Continental theories of Vygotsky, Luria, and Piaget, and American theorists such as
Dewey, Bruner, and George Kelly,” as Russell states (1992, 36). Indeeds papgr
captured the most salient features of the soon-to-blossom WAC movement in tlie Unite
States — namely that writing should be “a central academic processbfrtladl
disciplines, not just English, and has a “unique value for learning” (127-128, cited in
Russell, 36).

Following Emig’s groundbreaking work, such scholars as Toby Fulwiler, Art
Young, Elaine Mamon and others began to focus their attention on issues surrounding
writing throughout the curriculum. As a result, the WAC movement prospered in
academia in North America. For example, a 1988 study surveyed 2,735 institutions of

higher education in Canada and the U.S. and found that of the 1,113 that replied, 38
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percent reported having some sort of WAC program (McLeod, cited in Russell, 38-39).
Moreover, of interest to the present study is the fact that, in many casethas

University of Minnesota, WAC led to the implementation of writing-intensive or
“writing-emphasis” (Durfee et al. 1991) graduation requirements, whenghersity
students are required to take a certain number of classes one of whose main galdagogi
components centers on both formal and informal types of writing for the learning of

course content.

Overview of the Study
This study, therefore, proposes to continue filling in some of the gapwylefany years
of research on the specific need$arkignlanguage writers in university curricula in the
United States. More specifically, given the proliferation of WAC throughout tited)
States and Canada, | propose to examine the impact which this movement has had on
students of foreign languages. Hence, this study will specifieapiore the attitudes
and perceptions that major-level students of Spanish have regarding the Wedmemai
at the University of Minnesota. Additionally, the study will explore wheshadents
studying Spanish at this institution show improved accuracy and coherence in the
writing as a result of participation in a writing-intensive Spanish coursellyFiasa
follow up to an investigation of students’ improvement in accuracy and coherence in their
writing, the study will explore exactly what students perceive et gain as a result of

their participation in intensive writing in the W-I Spanish course.
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The following chapters will review and analyze the theories underlgmgtudy,
the methods employed in carrying out the study, the findings of the study, and
implications for foreign language writing curricula. Hence, Chapter 2leataeview of
the literature pertinent to issues surrounding WAC, writing to learn, anebatiand
perceptions of students regarding foreign language writing. Chapter 3 providesealdet
description of the methods utilized in the study. Chapter 4 describes the fiatlthgs
study as guided by the study’s research questions. And Chapter 5 provides conclusions
implications, limitations and recommendations for future research and betstgsdor

the felicitous implementation and continuation of WAC in foreign language curricula.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction
Bloomberg and Volpe (2008) observe that the key objective of a study’s literatiew re
“is to provide a clear and balanced picture of current leading concepts, theutidsta
relevant to [the] subject of study” and to afford the researcher “the undenstaamdi
insight needed to situate [his or her] topic within an existing framework” (46).
Additionally, they note that “besides providing a foundation—a theoretical frarkewor
for the problem to be investigated—the literature review can demonstratbépresent
study advances, refines, or revises what is already known” about the topicsufdpe
and is “a conscious attempt to keep in mind that the ... research emerges from and is
contained within a larger context of ... inquiry” (46). As such, the present chapter
comprises a review of previous research meant to validate and situate theé gitese
within the context of current research on pertinent issues surrounding writingreignf
language. Though the study centers on writingfor@ign language, this literature
review relies heavily on the rich corpus of research on writingsgcandanguage and,
to a certain degree, on studies of writing in writers’ first language aypieferred to in

the literature simply as “composition”.
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Therefore, this literature review proposes to offer “a clear and balantere of
current leading concepts, theories, and data” relevant to intensive writing orelgnf
language classroom. In order to clarify the sequence and logic of the uteesgter and
to help the reader envision how this literature review establishes a rationtie
research questions of the study, | provide the following preview of how the chapter
proceeds.

Hence, following this introduction the chapter first addresses the very importa
differences between writing infareignlanguage and writing insecondanguage. It
next comments on the current state of research on writing in the foreign landueege
chapter then focuses on previous studies related to writing-across-ticetaar (WAC)
and its effect on writing in a second language, specifically ESL, as svellthe FL.

This chapter then touches upon three main foci related to learning outcomes of
intensive writing in the foreign language curriculum, including, 1) writing tmlea
(course content); 2) writing to learn to write; and 3) writing to learn agotdanguage.
Hence, the section entitled “Writing to Learn (Course Content)” of this eheptiews
research on the writing-to-learn movement in academia specificatlyedates to the
learning of the content of the academic course in which writing is a compawkmare
specifically, to how this movement has affected writers of a second or foaeiguage.
Thereatfter, in the section entitled “Writing to Learn to Write,” the chapteews
research on students’ learning to be better overall writers in the foreign/sangndde
classroom, including a discussion of coherence as an indicator of writing quality,

students’ attitudes and perceptions of writing in the L2 classroom and “writing
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apprehension” which appears to play an important role in students’ attitudes and
perceptions regarding writing. Thereafter, in the section entitled “Wiibingarn a

Foreign Language,” | review studies that consider the role of writitigel language
acquisition process and specifically discuss various theories that suggesttihgtisvof
value in that process, including the Output Hypothesis, the Noticing Hypothesis and the
Involvement Load Hypothesis.

The chapter then discusses the importance of hearing the student voice imresearc
on education, an important premise upon which this study is founded. Finally, to
conclude the chapter, | present the three research questions of this stulgyrdwist
those areas which this literature review suggests are in need of furtreacheand

discuss how this study proposes to help fill those gaps.

FL Writing versus SL Writing
From the outset of this discussion, it is important to distinguish betieegignlanguage
(FL) learners andecondanguage (SL) learners. While similar in many important ways,
each possesses certain distinct and important characteristics. Foresxatrtipd most
basic levelsecondanguage learners reside in a country where their L2 is the primary
language, thus providing for them a situation wherein the learner has amplererdiaut
opportunities for language acquisition and uBereignlanguage learners, on the other
hand, learn the L2 in their own country, typically in the academic classroom, which
affords them limited authentic and relatively infrequent opportunities for usage.

Bullock (2006) suggests that the “typical” second language student writer does
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not exist. He observes that second language writers “defy generalization lokeie to t
different culture, religions, ethnicity, language, economics, and development” (143). H
notes that in any given second-language writing class, there may, at enbdifan
eighteen year old with no college experience, a visiting professor doing post-boctora
research, or a student born in the United States who speaks English with peers and in
school but speaks another language at home” (113).

On the other hand, whifereignlanguage learners certainly have their cultural,
religious and ethnic differences, they are typically far more homogenous@gpa gr
They are typically of the same nationality since, as the term “forengplies, they are
learning a language from outside of their common country. Additionally, atdeast
regards foreign language learners in the United States and, morecsfigctthose who
were surveyed for the present study, foreign language learners tend toléeisiage
(the typical student at a university being in their late teens or eanyiéseand
generally have similar backgrounds in terms of their writing and languagéiga
experiences.

In terms of a distinction between the act of writing in a foreign- versusoade
language, there are some obvious differences. For example, foreigrgengitars are
generally required to write in their L2 in order to acquire the very languaghkich they
write or, at higher academic levels, for purposes of learning about and agalgzin
academic subject. On the other hand, second language learners’ concept of writing in
academia entails much more detailed writing on subjects of professionalamgmto

them for which they are in competition with L1 speaking students in the same aburse
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study — clearly a more intensive writing environment. In addition, outside sradben,
second language writers likely will find it necessary to perform everyaiiyng in their
L2 — a note to a landlord, written instructions to a colleague, e-mail, on-linenghatt
given that they are immersed in the L2 culture. Indeed, foreign languagedeame
compared with second language learners, lead a much more sheltered existence,
inasmuch as they are not constantly struggling to compete with native speakeis
second language.

Furthermore, in his discussion of second language writers in L1 writing £lasse
Bullock (2006) observes that they can be very different in their rhetorical apgmac
writing. The discipline of “contrastive rhetoric”, initiated by Kaplan (1966)grased
to be of great importance for ESL and English-for-academic-purposes (EAP)
practitioners and students (Connor 2004), inasmuch as it first recognized thandiffere
cultures approach writing differently. For example, in some cultures it mgypioal in
argumentative writing for a writer to state the argument and go about vajidtati
immediately, whereas in another culture it may be more accepted toacouled the
issue and then present the argument. For a student learning English as a sgoage lan
and living in the United States or other English-speaking country and enrolled in a
writing class with 20 native-speakers of English, an understanding thatsvafitenglish
may approach a paper differently than he or she typically does, is invaluable. By
contrast, while many EFL in their countries may discuss issues surroundirgstivatr

rhetoric in their courses, it has been my observation that such a discussioensebxtr
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unusual in FL courses in the United States similar to those examined for the present

study.

The State of Research on Writing in the FL
During the 28 century, preferential treatment in research in foreign language ewucati
has seemingly been given to the oral/aural skills. Indeed, even as resc2di§2,
Harklau stated that “scholarship in applied linguistics — particularlyubeisld of
classroom second language acquisition — has evolved in ways that implieitger
face-to-face interaction over learning through written modalities” (330 attributed
this trend to various historical developments in linguistics in the United Statieslimgc
the fact that early on language scholars in the field of anthropology weretederes
documenting Native American languages which altogether lacked writitgnsy. She
also noted the strong influence of the European structuralists, especiallysser@awho
strongly asserted that the spoken word, not the written word, was the very essence of
language and therefore the obvious focus of linguistic scholarship (332). Addytionall
Scott (1996) noted that the study of writing in a foreign language historiadlyaken a
back seat to that of speaking owing, at least in part, to the Audiolingual Method of the
50's and 60's which was founded on behaviorist psychology that stressed that “language
was speech, not writing” (147). Practitioners of this method placed huge emphasis on
oral repetition and pattern practice but, as Scott pointed out, “writing served anly as

support skill for speaking activities” (147).
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Scott also observed that in 1986, when ACTFL established its Proficiency
Guidelines which delineated levels of language achievement from Novice to Superior i
all four language modes—speaking, listening, reading and writing—varioussongici
(see Valdes et al. 1992) of the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines for writingh(assome
inaccuracy and inconsistency in defining what L2 writers are capablehd aarious
levels), may have contributed to a surge of approaches to the teaching of foreign
language writing. Hence, the resultant inconsistency in approaches to both the
underlying theories and the teaching of writing in a foreign languageniergl have
contributed to its somewhat negligible treatment in foreign language education
acquisition research. As Scott stated, “ultimately, teaching Fing/fitas been given
relatively little attention” (148).

Nonetheless, Scott (1996) also emphasized that there is great value in emgaging
writing in the foreign language classroom and, hence, a great need for nearehem
the subject. She says:

“. .. itis important to recognize both the short- and long-term goals of this

endeavor. Inthe short term, we want students to practice the target lamgaage

modality other than speech so that they are able to communicate a message to a

designated community as well as to perform adequately in courses thgabfocu

academic writing. In the long term, we want to increase students’ overall
cognitive functioning. The act of writing in the FL, just as writing in L1, rexguir
students to think critically. When FL students are required to write beyond the
sentence level from the start, they learn to communicate ideas with a reader
without pressure of face-to-face communication, to record experience, toeexplor

a subject, to become familiar with the conventions of written discourse in the

target language, and to discover the link between writing and thinking” (166-7).

The above observation shows a distinct contrast from a personal experience in

September 2000 when, as a new Spanish writing consultant at the newly established
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Spanish Writing Center at the University of Minnesota, | attended the Symposi
Second Language Writing at Purdue University in West Lafayette, IndrRamar. to
attending, | spoke with Paul Matsuda, a co-organizer of the symposium, and inquired as
to whether a person involved in a foreign-language-writing context rather tleanrads
language-writing context would be welcome. | was enthusiastically thiotsubmit an
abstract for presentation at the conference and to plan to attend. Given that éhefthem
the symposium was to be “Contexts of L2 Writing”, Matsuda told me, those who were
involved in foreign language writing or other contexts of writing were gehuine
encouraged to participate. Nevertheless, upon attending the symposium | was rather
discouraged to discover that of 47 abstracts in the conference program, only 9
presentations dealt with writing in a language other than English; and refniaéning 38
abstracts that dealt with writing in English, fully 29 focused directly on &f#ting.
Similarly, in 1999 Melinda Reichelt published an analysis of articlesenritt
theJournal of Second Language Writiagd found that “only three of 81 articles [dealt]
with writing in a second language other than English, despite the fact thasthe f
sentence of the journal’s information for authors, printed in every issue,aralls f
manuscripts related to ‘second and foreign language writing™ (181).
Thus, for many years there has been a need for more research that focueslgpmt
issues surrounding foreign language writing, a point upon which various scholars have
concurred. For example, in a discussion on writing in the foreign language curriculum,
Musumeci (1998) notes that “ . . . the research on second language writing is almost

entirely based on studies conducted with university-level students enrolledlishEasya
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second language (ESL) programs” and argues that “although applicationsraf sec
language writing research serve as a springboard for innovation in then flaneggage
curriculum, the differences between the populations underscore the importandeesf fur
research to determine the generalizability of findings from ESL togiotenguage
populations” (7). Indeed, as Reichelt (1999) observes, “. . . it is important for FL writing
to forge its own identity by delineating its own research agenda and pedagogical
practices” (193).
Although during the last few years, researchers in L2 writing have beemable t
celebrate the fact that scholarship in the field has come to occupy a place ¢anogor
and legitimacy in the academy, research on writing in a foreign langoagieues to lag
behind. Silva and Brice (2004), for example, make the following observation:
It is an exciting time to be working in the area of second language writing. Due
partly to globalization and the subsequent need to communicate via computer,
second language writing has become an important if not dominant focus of work
in second language studies. Additionally, second language writing scholamship, i
responding to the current situation, has increased its breadth and depth and has
begun to break free from the constraints imposed on it by its parent disciplines,
applied linguistics and composition studies, vis a vis theory, research, and
instruction. In short, the study of second language writing has become a
legitimate area of inquiry in its own right. (70)
Unfortunately, as previously mentioned, the increase in research on L2 writing
has not been as robust foreignlanguage writing as f@econdanguage writing. In a
recent volume of thdournal of Second Language Writidgvoted specifically to the
analysis oforeignlanguage writing, Manchén and de Haan (2008) observed the

following:

This growth in research output has not applied equally to investigations into
second language (SL) and foreign language (FL) writing. Thus, whereas SL
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writing research has expanded at the levels of theoretical discussionscampi

research, and pedagogical recommendations, FL writing has featured less

prominently in theoretical and pedagogical discussions in the field.

Nevertheless, albeit on a smaller scale, it appears that the last decadhas
seen an increase of productivity in research on writirigreignlanguages. Silva and
Brice (2004) specifically note that “research focusing on foreign (as opposscbtul}
language contexts has proliferated, evidence both of the growth of L2 writing as a
discipline and the changing role of writing in thé'2&ntury” (80). They state that the
area of foreign language writing has seen an increase of research “batipheadly
and conceptually” (80). For instance, in their review of the literature on Lawgvfrom
2000 to 2004, they observe that studies of English as a Foreign Language (ERjgdemer
from all over the world, including Bulgaria (Rainville 2000), Japan (Hirose 200asélir
& Sasaki 2000), Tunisia (Ghrib-Maamouri 2001), the Ukraine (Tarnopolsky 2000),
Switzerland, Italy, Denmark, and Germany (Brauer 2000). Moreover, they olsatrve t
the literature on foreign language writing during that timeframe includelies of
writing instruction of various foreign languages taught in classrooms in thed Btaees,
including Spanish (Roebuck 2001; Ruiz-Funes 2001), French (Calvez 2000; Kelley
2001), and German (Reichelt and Waltner 2001).

And though they still see a great need for more research into foreign language
writing, Manchén and de Haan (2008) concur with Silva and Brice (2004) when they
observe that “empirical research on FL writing has steadily grown, ialipéa the last

few years” (1). They observe, moreover, that there has been a clear incithase i

presence of FL writing studies in academic publications and conferences. t&océns
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they note that 75% of the articles on FL writing that appeared iotlm@al of Second
Language Writinga journal begun in 1992, were published from 1999 onward.
Additionally, they cite as an example of the increase of scholarly presaestati
academic conferences, the fact that “an almost equal number of pressntatiSL and
FL writing were given at the American Association for Applied Lisgjas (AAAL)
Annual Conference held in Montreal in 2006” (1). Indeed, there is reason to be

cautiously hopeful for the future of research in foreign language writing.

WAC and ESL
As noted in Chapter 1, the WAC movement in the U.S. had a profound influence on the
way writing is taught at many post-secondary institutions today. While k& W
movement overall has enjoyed a fairly extensive examination by cesesuof English
L1 writing, far less has been done to explore how second or foreign languags avete
affected. Most of what has been done in terms of research on how language learners a
affected by WAC and writing-intensive requirements has come out of the Eitulite
For example, an extremely important issue in ESL is that of “acadentiicgyiti
Students pursuing a profession in the United States or Canada whose native language is
not English first typically take ESL courses in order to prepare for tlteeasa rigors of
a curriculum in a language that is not native to them. Thereafter, upon entering their
major area of study, they are faced with producing formal academiemasignments
for their classes and are generally compared with students who are native

speakers/writers of English. When, as a stipulation for graduation, these stugent
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required to enroll in writing-intensive courses as part of their disciglic@’riculum, the
disadvantages associated with doing academic writing in a second language kgen
more acute. In fact, this precarious situation has given rise to the English flamica
Purposes (EAP) movement which considers “the reasons why students are amrolled i
English courses and how their goals relate to the types of courses they val thley
pursue degrees in their chosen areas of study” (Benesch, 2001, 35). Indeed, these
students’ ability to perform academic writing in English becomes anneglyecrucial
component of their very livelihood.

On the topic of ESL academic writing, Wolfe-Quintero and Segade (1999) have
commented on the difficulty of the subtleties in writing for ESL students facadivat
challenge of performing academic writing in English: “Tense,lartiexical, and
complex syntax problems persist for many of those who have mastered the ¢afaguag
communication and who may know the grammar backward and forward on grammar
tests.” (193-194).

In addition, Wolfe-Quintero and Segade point out that ESL academic writers may
have difficulties not only in learning how to write in a second language but also in
acquiring the specific writing genre of their field of study (194-196);ttineyt are
competing against English L1 writers (199); that they may often feelid#tied by
native English-speaking professors (199); and that, based on their difficulEaglish
writing, some students inevitably receive lower grades, although their knovdétge

course content is good (200).
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On the same subject, Janopoulos (1995) notes that in the face of increased
emphasis on writing proficiency in post-secondary education, due to the WAC
movement, second language academic writers are being held to a double standard. He
refers specifically to Writing Proficiency Exams (WPE) that ailezatl by educators to
hold all students, both native and nonnative English speakers, to a certain standard of
writing quality. Janopoulos complains that while faculty across the curricullowet
levels appear to hold second language English writers to a lower standard thdm they
their native English writing counterparts, at the later stages of a nwe-gaiglish
speakers’ education, WPE raters appear actually to be less tolerant wfiEES$’
mistakes. He therefore submits the following:

Consequently, a substantial percentage of NNS students may not be adequately

prepared to pass WPEs, as it is quite likely that a WPE may be the firsgwrit

assignment in which they will be judged by native speaker standards. Thus, the
existence of a double standard for NNS students raises serious ethical,
pedagogical, and legal issues, for by virtue of what compelling argument can

NNS students be held to one standard in class, only to be held to another on

WPESs” (46-7).

Similarly, in her doctoral dissertation, Becket (1995) considered some of the
academic writing challenges which ESL students face in the wake ofAl@ W
movement. She specifically examined the ways in which American professtiedrea
the writing of non-native English speaking students, noting that there had beenta rec
emphasis on the need for a clearer understanding of the particular nature dfiriige wr
required in various content areas. Becket’s doctoral research brings to liglagaic

the double standard which ESL academic writers often face in their coursevidokth

American curricula.
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Becket performed case studies in which she first examined the reactionk of bot
an ESL professor and a freshman chemistry professor to the writingrassigrof a
native Japanese speaker; and secondly, she assessed the reactions of the Stevious E
professor and those of the professor of an urban development course to the writing of an
Indonesian graduate student who was a native speaker of Malay.

Her findings demonstrate the inconsistency of professors’ reactions to ESL
writing across the curriculum. She found that although all of the professors invaved w
principally concerned with the content of the papers their students wrote, each of them
responded differently to the manner in which the concepts were expressed and organized
and that in both courses she examined (freshman chemistry and urban planning), neither
student was provided with direct help on the linguistic requirements of thaguriti
assignments.

Thus, as has been demonstrated, the academic writing needs of ESL vwiters ha
been an important area of research on WAC and second language writing. Nesserthele
the issues surrounding WAC and FL writing are somewhat different, more complex and

in need of even more extensive research than what has thus far been realized.

WAC and FL Writing
An extremely important purpose of the present study is to help provide greater
knowledge and understanding about how the WAC movement in universities in North
America has specifically affected students enrolled foreign languageapms. In a 1990

article inModern Language Journantitled “Teaching in a Liberal Arts College: How
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Foreign Language Courses Contribute to ‘Writing Across the Curriculumt sy,
llona Klein called for greater collaboration between English, Writinghdodern
Languages departments “in trying to find a better means of promotiragiefevriting”
and in using writing as “a tool to enhance thinking, rhetoric, and ‘method’: i.e., tgachin
writing as a teaching/learning tool” (28). In essence, therefore, Kletickeavas one of
the very first in the Writing-Across-the-Curriculum movement to recagaim articulate
the place of foreign language departments in the WAC movement. She was,
nevertheless, not one of many, inasmuch as in the literature the impact of @Gie WA
movement on foreign language curricula has received precious little attention.
Though it can be seen as a relatively minor study, inasmuch as it was only
published “in-house”, | cite here Homstad and Thorson’s (1996) study as it ememed f
the same institutional context — the University of Minnesota — as the prasint i
response to the Writing-Across-the-Curriculum movement at the University of
Minnesota, Homstad and Thorson (1996) undertook a study wherein they invited all
instructors of beginning- and intermediate-level foreign language caordes
Department of German and Scandinavian to implement both intensive and extensive
writing in their classrooms. They observed that typically greater esigplvass placed
on oral skills in foreign language classes at the beginning and intermlegigte In
spite of this, however, they stated that they “believe that ... both extensive wxiting
having students produce a significant quantity of work — and intensive writingrigaski
students to focus on and revise one small piece of writing for clarity — wpllihalease

overall language proficiency and can be used to complement and support other language
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skills as well” (3).

In their study, Homstad and Thorson analyzed graduation proficiency exam
results for the year, and administered surveys half-way through the acagamic
students. Specifically concerning comparative pre- and post writing+todeécomes
on the writing section of the graduation proficiency exam for students of N@mvayi
the University, they state the following:

Although we cannot quantify our findings, our perception is that student

performance in the writing portion of the Norwegian proficiency exam in 1994

and 1995 — after implementation of writing-to-learn activities in theseedass

indicates an increasing fluency and confidence from previous years. Students
wrote in greater quantity, with greater fluency and more originalityhan ts

indicated from previous exams. (4)

Concerning the surveys, Homstad and Thorson noted that the most obvious
outcome, especially for the teacher surveys, was the wide spectrum of bewshe
nature and value of writing: “We found that teachers, as well as students, also had
differing perceptions and definitions of what constitutes writing, gramasagssment,
etc.” (8). In spite of the inconsistency in the responses, Homstad and Thorson found that
responses to the question, “Has your writing—either in your second langugm& or
first language—improved this quarter? How? In what way?” yielded initegagtsults in
terms of students’ and teachers’ perceptions of what writing improvemenseritbhgy
state that students who believed that their writing had indeed improved almost alwa
associated such improvement with advances in grammar, vocabulary, and sentence
structure. From these results they conclude that both students and teachers tend to
perceive writing “as a means of demonstrating grammar and vocabuliésyrskiner

than as an expression of content or critical thinking ability” (8).
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Morocco and Soven (1990) complain that “in the hierarchy of recent pedagogical
practices writing holds a low priority and has remained the stepchild of hgaahi
foreign language classes,” and propose that the inclusion of WAC procedures im foreig
language classrooms can “further the already established goalguwddmteaching” as
well as “create an active, productive classroom in which the gaps betwdsyotedrills
and meaningful communications are bridged” (845). They validate the use of WAC
writing procedures in the foreign language classroom as follows:

Writing is a more faceted activity than listening, speaking or readinglieSt

have indicated that writing enhances memory, aids reading comprehension,

stimulates invention, deepens the capacity to form relationships between ideas,

and sharpens critical thinking. Furthermore, because writing is integrati
involving cognitive, affective, and behavioral faculties, it is an active andweat

learning mode. (845-6)

As a result, they performed a pilot study wherein they implemented WAC
methods, including both formal process writing and informal in-class writirgtheir
third-year Spanish “Advanced Conversation and Composition” courses. As a rationale
for the implementation of innovative WAC methods, they propose that non-graded
informal writing, as well as writing that emphasizes content ratlaer fitrm (e.g.
grammar), helps stimulate thought in students and helps create an environirient tha
conducive to learning.

Morocco and Soven suggest that the overall result of implementing WAC
measures in these Spanish classrooms was positive for both the instructor and the
students. They note that the students’ course evaluations at the end of the semester
revealed overall satisfaction with the new approaches. Among the specificgosi

outcomes that they report resulted from the implementation of WAC methodology in
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their courses were that it apparently empowered students to “use writing torttlink a
communicate in the target language,” as well as to “lessen students’ premstujiiat
grammar and usage,” which, they state, is “often viewed by them as thensat ai
learning to write in a foreign language” (848). Additionally, the authors poirthatit

use of WAC procedures in various cases revealed that students were more concerned
with actually developing ideas in their writing rather than dutifullyilfudlg a homework

task.

Writing to Learn Course Content

An important focus of the present study is that of specific learning outconmesl sy
students in the Spanish major as a result of their participation in WI Spanish courses.
One very important potential outcome of the intensive writing which has receivéd muc
attention from educational researchers outside of foreign and second langiuthgesfi
the learning of the subject matter of the WI course. While the research touches upon
other learning outcomes resulting from writing, clearly the learning aseazontent is
that which most typifies the very important concept of “writing-to-leavhich has been
perhaps the single most important tenet of the WAC movement. Regarding this point,
Peritz (1994) makes the following statement:

If the writing across the curriculum movement had a slogan, it would be

‘write to learn’.... What seems to hold the movement together is a shared

commitment to the idea that writing is an especially powerful mode of

learning. It is this idea that we advocates take to the dean’s office and

from there to the faculty workshop. And it is this idea that underwrites the

now commonplace claim that writing across the curriculum increases
student learning. (431)
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Hence, at the very core of the WAC movement and, consequently, of the present study, is
the notion of “writing-to-learn” (W-L), which, as intimated above, proposes that by
engaging in the complex processes of writing, not only do students improve in their
ability to write but, simultaneously, their knowledge and understanding of the subject
matter about which they write deepens.

Bazerman et al. (2005) observe that “Writing to Learn is based on the
observation that students’ thought and understanding can grow and clarify through the
process of writing” (57). In this same vein, a Chinese proverb, cited by Martin (1986),
effectively characterizes the kind of learning in which WAC practitioners tepave
their students involved by engaging in thoughtful writing activities:

Tell me, | forget.

Show me, | remember.
Involve me, | understandyv)

Indeed, WAC experts have spent a great deal of energy not only in theorizing about
exactly how and what students learn through writing, but also in developing writing
activities that are not only applicable across the curriculum but that help stiidignts
grasp the concepts which they are expected to understand.

It seems clear, therefore, that by engaging in intensive writing stugintenore
than simply learning how to be better writers. Ackerman (1993) enumerate®tthrae
many intended benefits of the writing-to-learn movement. He notes that by rengagi
intensive writing activities students may, among other things, more edsily new

ideas, make connections between new and old ideas, gain increased perceptual skills
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improve vocabulary, acquire insights into cultural and historical phenomena, improve
their grammar, have increased self-esteem, attain broader thinkingeskpésience
increased engagement in their learning, increase their methodologilsalrs&dience,
overcome anxiety involved in learning, more easily incorporate sophisticabeepts

and texts, and experience more personalized learning. He also notes that in teems of
overall classroom environment, writing-to-learn methods help creagategsense of
classroom community and may also provide a record of ideas for later clagsamiioe

(344-345).

Writing-to-Learn Across the Disciplines
Nevertheless, as various scholars (Peritz 1994, Klein 1999, Bangert-Drowns, Hurley and
Wilkinson 2004, Demaree 2006, and Kieft, Rijlaarsdam and van den Bergh 2006) have
observed, though a seemingly sound and undoubtedly widely accepted assumption, there
is but little empirical evidence to substantiate the validity of writing Esarning
instrument. “Many educational researchers have tried to find empiricirea for the
claim that writing facilitates learning,” say Kieft et al. (2006), bae“tesults are
inconsistent and inconclusive” (18).

Still, beginning in the 1980’s with the onset of the writing-across-the-cuincul
movement, researchers have continued to explore the value of writing to leaatlaeros
disciplines. It is not practical for the scope of the present study to revesyw ftudy on
writing-to-learn across all of the disciplines since the early 1980’sefeless, in order

to better contextualize the present study within current writingaotlscholarship, |
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provide here a review of a sampling of studies at the tertiary level wihitti@graphic
search from the last five to seven years yielded.

Importantly, the studies presented here are either quantitative or elia
nature and examine a wide variety of topics associated with writing-to [Eae
experimental or quasi-experimental nature of the studies presented hegrerisuin
inasmuch as there exists a fairly large corpus of anecdotal, albatepé&rscholarship in
the literature on writing-to learn (see for example, Bye and Johnson 2004 in apparel,
Lance and Lance 2006 in communication sciences, and Leydens and Santi 2006 in the
geosciences). The studies reviewed in this section hale from across avgeef
disciplines in higher education, including those of math (Santos 2003), nursing (Schmidt
2004), physics (Demaree 2006), and biology (Ellis, Taylor and Drury 2006), in which the
implementation of writing-to-learn strategies is less intuitive tharfaneagn language
department where writing is generally viewed as an integral part of theutuim given
its stature as one of the four all-important language modalities.

Santos’ (2003) dissertation at the Columbia Teachers College entaily afstud
the value of writing to learn in a university-level pre-calculus course. The sl
realized at an urban community college and involved a total of 68 students enrolled in the
pre-calculus course. Santos’ purpose was to determine how writing-to-leéwrn mat
assignments and activities contributed to their learning and understandieg of t
mathematical concept of function. Of the 68 students who participated in the study,
Santos observes that some sixty percent of them were determined to be of llitted a

in English, based on results from a standardized English proficiency testofAtgerest

33



is the fact that not only did Santos find that students did acquire an “overall
understanding” of the concept of function at an “established level of mastehg' in t
course, but also that there were no statistically meaningful differencesl@athimg
between English language learners and native speakers of English inshe clas

As in the present study, Schmidt (2004) attempted to assess students’ perceptions
regarding writing-to-learn. He performed a “pretest-postest, qupsHexental, non-
equivalent, control group design” study in an undergraduate-level “Nursing kraeag
and Leadership” course at a university in the Southeastern United StatesdtSchm
hypothesized that “nursing students in a course incorporating [writinguto}lactivities
will perceive significant benefits from these activities” (468). Schnddtiaistered a
modified Writing-to-Learn Attitude Survey (WTLAS) (Dobie and Poirrier 1986he
beginning and end of the nursing course which incorporated various writing+to-lea
activities and strategies. Results of the WTLAS pre- and post-seradstaristration
reveal a statistically significant (p = .039) increase in students’ pevne of the value of
writing to learn activities in the course. It is, nevertheless, important tovelisere that
Schmidt did not take into consideration other factors that may have led to tkeesecr
For example, he admits that the experimental and control groups “were not composed of
students at identical points in their program of study” (471).

Demaree (2006) devoted a part of her doctoral dissertation at the Ohio State

University to the exploration of whether students enrolled in a physics clags whi
implemented various writing components would increase in their learning of course

content. She specifically examined students’ writing in the lab part of the ckhe also
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states that the content of the required writing was closely connected to botimtdet of
the lab and, additionally, to the content of a diagnostic test which was employed. She
found, nevertheless, no significant improvement in long-term learning during tiregwri
emphasized course. Concerning the results of her study she summariziesvas fol

We saw students who wrote essays did better on many of their lab quiz

guestions, especially by the third (and final) writing activity. However,

there were no meaningful differences in displayed content knowledge on

recitation quizzes, course exams, or the diagnostic test. It seems any

knowledge that was gained through the writing did not transfer to other

parts of the course even though the content was relevant. (233)

Finally, Ellis, Taylor and Drury (2006) sought to explore students’ perceptions of
writing-to-learn activities in a first-year, undergraduate Biologyrse at a university in
Australia. In the class, students wrote three biology lab reports, which, ashties aut
state, “were an important part of [the students’] assessment” in the cour€2p)-
ended questionnaires were administered randomly at the end of the semester to 180
students from a total of 1170 students enrolled in the courses. The researchersegerfor
both qualitative content analysis and quantification of the questionnaire redu{snobt
salient result of this study for purposes of the present study, is that, astremess
themselves articulate, “if students were not aware of the potentiakoingacience
through writing, they tended to focus on superficial aspects of the writing expeyi

such as grammar, rather than the scientific knowledge that underpinned thereogieri

(6).
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Writing to Learn in L2
In her (2007) longitudinal case studies of non-native English-speaking undetgradua
students enrolled at a large university in the southern United States, Lj\enpert
llona Leki explored, albeit very briefly, what students felt they had leaymeddmnging
in writing in a second language. She followed four students — “Ben”, an engineering
student, “Yang”, a nursing student, “Jan” a marketing student and “Yuko”, a social work
student — throughout their undergraduate studies, exploring the ins and outs of their
challenges and successes as they learned to write in a second langumgdingRéheir
personal perspective on what these individual students learned from engaginon@ writ
in a language not native to them, Leki makes the following observation:

“Because of the additional time spent with the material, the students felt

that having to write about a topic allowed them to remember the content

better; sometimes this was useful for upcoming exams, permitting them to

skip studying for the section of the exam that would cover their paper

topic. Yuko and to some degree Ben and Jan felt they understood the

material better when they had written about it because writing about it

called for more conscious effort. Finally, Yuko remarked that having to

organize a paper on a topic caused her to also organize her thoughts on the

topic, making them clearer in her own mind” (248).

These observations seem to validate the commonly accepted premise tleat, as w
have discussed here previously, students appear to learn from engaginigpg+waven
when that writing is performed in a second language. Indeed, Homstad and Thorson
(2000b) seem to make a strong point about the place of writing and content learning in
foreign language classes at all levels when they state the following:

Writing should be an important part of the language curriculum and integrated

into all levels of instruction. We believe that writing to learn, and learning to
write, are essential ingredients in a successful language program. N only
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writing one of the four skills outlined by the American Council on the Teaching

of Foreign Language (ACTFL) proficiency guidelines, but it is inextricibked

to cognition and learning. By introducing both extensive (that is, students write

large quantities over an extended period, such as the entire semester) and

intensive (that is, students write a shorter piece and focus on the quality of the
composition) writing activities in the curriculum, students will not only learn
important composition skills, they will also have the space to interact with the
target culture, process course material, create with languageymntLioicate

with others about topics of personal relevance. (141-142)

Nevertheless, to my knowledge, very few studies of L2 writers have closely
examined this issue. Few foreign language researchers seem to havktovarpgore
whether, for example, the learning that takes place as a result of watsamehow
hindered by the fact that the writing is being performed in a foreign langaagde with
few exceptions, what studies do exist, are now relatively outdated. Nonetheless, g

that this is a central topic of the present study, what follows is a brief revietvat

studies have been realized on writing-to-learn in a second/foreign language.

Writing to Learn in ESL

In the field of English-as-a-second-language, Hirsch’s (1986) doctssartation
explored the use of writing as a content learning tool. She assigned students$ to smal
pedagogical groups that were to focus on a particular content, and whereinssivetent
encouraged by trained tutors to use expressive talk and writing to develop their
understanding of course material. She found that there was a statistecahd# in the
teacher-assigned final grades of those students who participated in tharedutigse
who did not, at the .05 level.

In order to determine which behaviors may have resulted in the statistical
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findings, Hirsch performed a more detailed analysis by focusing syadlgifon a class

entitled “Introduction to Business”, through class observations, intervieWsstuidlents

and tutors, and a detailed examination of tutor logs and journals. Hirsch observed that in
the course students in tutoring groups performed better than those who were in the
control groups (203-4) and noted that the higher scores “not only suggest a higher degree
of learning by project participants but a wide margin of such learning.” Addigipehe
posited that her study “demonstrated that through the use of expressive functitin speec
and writing, adult ESL students of inconsistent and variable English skills can
significantly improve their comprehension of subject area disciplines aimu attzore

genuine understanding of course material’ (204). She includes, furthermore, that the
non-traditional students in the study benefited from participation in a “leariningte ...

which fostered inquiry, risk-taking, and speculation” and, as a result, they ftednef

from a language-rich, student-centered learning model” (205).

Writing to Learn in an FL

In the field of foreign language writing, Andra-Miller (1991) implementedtfiag to

learn” methods such as free-writing and journaling in a third-year Frenchecand

found that the changes “produced encouraging results” (23). She notes that as a result of
engaging her students in more thoughtful writing, “final examinations improved,”

students seemed to write “with greater fluency and accuracy than ioysemars,” and
students’ writing “gave solid evidence of having read all the assigned readihgs w

good basic degree of comprehension” (27). Moreover, based on a survey administered at
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the end of the academic year, she observes that the students’ reaction to the more
involved writing approach was very positive: “The vast majority of my studgnted
that [it] had helped them to improve their French language writing skills and hzetihel
them write more clearly and carefully” (28). Other students commentethéhatiting

in the course gave them the opportunity to practice their writing often and wigaoudff
correction (28). Andra-Miller summarizes her observations as follows: “I thatk t
‘writing to learn’ procedures are successful because they appear tahevadfective
filter students often bring to the learning situation. These procedures redusty anxi
because they empower the student, they motivate because they seek t@ ilgagraig
with reality, and they spark self-confidence ...” (28).

In his dissertation study, Pornpibul (2002) examined the role of writing in EFL
students’ learning from texts they were assigned to read. The resdalicvezd the
instructor and 15 female undergraduate students of English-as-a-fae@rage
enrolled in an English reading class at a major university in Thailand durergiaa
semester. Writing samples, including written logs by students regaréing$ie of
writing in their reading of the texts for the class, were collectetistddlents were
interviewed and think-aloud reading and writing tasks were performed. Pornpibul found
that the students’ writing contributed to their text-based learning in five: vyt
permitted students to recognize gaps in their knowledge; 2) it motivated thersuméas
the role of writers;” 3) it involved careful thinking; 4) it led students to review the
readings; and 5) that which was written down served as a source for revisegtjaefl

and review.
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Furthermore, studies such as that of Katznelson et al. (2001) leave little doubt
that, at least from the students’ perspective, writing is a desirablebzgatrio the
learning process. They performed a semester-long study of learnerglisht&s a
foreign language (EFL) and found that by engaging in writing, studenth&tehey
learn how to write better in both their first and second language, and also acgoiis va
“by-products” of the writing. These include, among other things, improved English
grammar, stylistics, and vocabulary, awareness of self in the writmg$s, ability to
express ideas coherently, development of an authoritative personal voice, imprived sel
esteem, improved ability to generate ideas through group work, improvey tabiisten
to others, and improved critical thinking abilities (151-2).

In a later study, the same researchers (Rubin et al. 2005) performed @mdgse s
on three EFL learners enrolled in different “writing for academic purposesses and
having varying degrees of ability in English. The researchers’ purpos® wgamine
“meaningful connections” between learners’ writing apprehension and iparioe on
timed essays on the one hand, and their perceived learning outcomes on the other hand,
as well as to explore to what extent the perceived “by-products” from theeCenmess
the long-term personal and social development of each learner” (17). While the oésul
the case studies were somewhat varied from one learner to another, they found tha
generally speaking learners experienced positive academic and petsisoaies from
having taken their academic writing course. Summarizing their resultgstsa@rchers
observe the following:

We had already found in our previous studies that, in the learner’s perception, a
wealth of “by-products” is generated in the setting of Academic Writhugses.
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A closer looks has enabled us to focus on the individuality of each learner and, in
particular, to gain an understanding of the impact of some of these “by pfoducts
on the lives of the students as lifelong learners. Indeed, even though the gains are
not always positively expressed, their impact on the learners’ lives outside the
classroom, both academic and personal, can be seen as mostly beneficrad in ter
of our students’ capacity for future development. This is a sign of positive
growth... (24)
Furthermore, the very same researchers (Perpignan et al. 2007) perfetmed y
another study of “by-products” related to writing in English-as-a-foréagguage,
which, given the results reported herein (see Chapter 4), are of particatestfior the
present study. In their study, Perpignan et al. proposed to examine two issigestoel
extra outcomes resulting from writing in the FL: 1) “to explore studentsepéons of
non-writing outcomes of their academic writing courses—the ‘by-produatsa greater
diversity of setting,” and 2) “to understand the pedagogical sources and lirdts way
lead to their emergence” (163). They examined 20 groups of Arabic and/or Hebrew
speaking students in Israel, a total of 210 students, taught by 11 different instamctor
coming from both undergraduate and graduate writing programs. The resgarcher
administered self-reporting student questionnaires to the student writers and feaind ni
categories of so-called ‘by-products’ which students perceived to hargeanfrom
their participating in writing in FL. The nine categories of by-producisided, 1)
creativity (“The writing course allowed me to explore my creatiV)ity) social
interaction (“I learned how to work in a team with others, to criticize otheggyé
support to others.”); 3) learning the meaning of learning (“Most of all, | exhhpw

much | have to learn on this subject.”); 4) behavior in a professional context (“téow

explain to my pupils in school how to write a good paper.”); 5) broadening of knowledge
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base (“I received some general knowledge about the world.”); 6) awareness of the
meaning of writing (“I have learned to remember my audience asd.wBefore it didn’t
always occur to me that what's so obvious for me, isn’t so for my audience.”); 7)
affective, both positive (“My expectations of myself increased.”) and negaétifez( de-
motivated to try writing again.”); 8) thinking skills, including criticalrtking (“I am
more critical now about everything, especially things | read.”), thinkirgnglish (“By
learning to write in English | finally learned to think in English.”), and orgagi
thoughts (“This course helped me in organizing my thoughts.”); and 9) what the
researchers call “other skills”, including such skills as improvement dingand
speaking in the language.

Other research areas in the field of language acquisition have providestinggre
albeit indirect, support that writing in a foreign language likely leads tee#raihg of
the content. For example, an area of some interest to various second and foreiggeang
education practitioners has been that of content-based and immersion educatiein, whe
course material is purposefully taught in a second or foreign languagéo(sesample,
Snow, Met, and Genessee, 1989 and Jones and Sin 2004). Obviously content-based
practitioners, and perhaps especially primary and secondary immersatad, will
have as a major concern the ability of their students to learn course material.
Nevertheless, clearly the lion’s share of the research on content-based andiamm
education focuses on the language learning aspects of this setting. Monewrey the
research that does focus on the learning of content in the content-based orammers

framework, to my knowledge no studies explore the specific value of writing as a
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learning tool in this environment.

Writing to Learn to Write
Another important potential learning outcome of writing which the present study
proposes to examine is whether or not students gain in terms of their writing skill a
result of their participation in the WI Spanish course. By this, | mean, do@gvimithe
foreign language help students learn to become more cohesive, coherent, rhetoricall
sound writers, despite the fact that they are performing the writing in arfdagiguage?
In the past, clearly, little attention has been given to this issue. To be certaumséde
foreign language teachers have felt a far greater need to focus on isSu@sdsgr
accuracy and fluency in the L2, rather than matters of thesis development@aneérarg
organization in writing, this issue has been somewhat neglected in the literatutieis O
point Dvorak (1986) says the following:

Foreign language teachers do know about writing as the ability to develop one’s

thoughts, organize them clearly and express them convincingly to an absent

reader. But the evaluation of the clarity and effectiveness of content haaliyener
been considered by many teachers as specificatsidethe scope of foreign

language composition courses. (147-8)

Additionally, as mentioned earlier, both students and teachers have historically
tended to place less emphasis on the development of writing in the foreign knguag
because it was seen as less necessary than development of the other l&itpurage s
reading, listening and speaking:

For most learners [writing] is considered a generally less usefutrskil the

other three. Many students could realistically find themselves in contagte w

speaking, listening, or reading a foreign language might be necessary,ybut onl

language majors might expect to do any extensive foreign language writing. (148)
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Moreover, it should not be surprising that less emphasis has been placed on
“good” writing in the foreign language class, given that conceivably nad¢sts of age
to be in high school and college foreign language classrooms are still struggiagn
how to write well in their native tongue. Indeed, studies such as that of Aliakbari (2002)
suggest that writing in a foreign language is necessarily a languagemraid not
really a writing problem (157). And Troyanovich (1974), gives the grimmest of
appraisals on the matter when he states the following:

We are asking the impossible of our students by requiring writing competence i

the foreign language when most of them are still struggling to acquire ndigki

skill in their native language. (437, cited in Dvorak, 1986: 148)

Thus, as Troyanovich’s discouraging assessment intimates, there cdle dedibt that
historically the development of effective writing skills in the foreign leage classroom
has had numerous strikes against it.

Nevertheless, parallel to, and, | hypothesize, resulting from the WAC movement
in education, there has been a surge of emphasis on the importance of developing
students as effective writers and not simply as grammatically aceunitdes in the
foreign language classroom. Homstad and Thorson (2000a) concur with this opinion:

In recent years, there has been an increased interest in the role waiis,gopl

ought to play, in the foreign language (FL) curriculum. This interest wakegpar

originally, at least in part, by changing ideas in the field of composition studie

which are in turn influencing ESL pedagogy and raising questions about the use

of writing in FL teaching. (3)

Hence, writing, not only as a means of language learning, but as an end asitself
valuable skill to be gained by all students, has begun to take hold in the foreign language

curriculum.
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Given the relative newness of this development, however, little has been done,
beyond anecdotally based recommendations, to show whether engaging in wiitieg |
foreign language actually helps students to become better writers. It hagultee
widely accepted, nevertheless, that the best way to teach writirgyiskitle foreign
language or any other classroom, is to help students to see writing asss patioer than
simply a product: “We do know ... that students’ writing in the foreign language
improves when instructors focus on techniques that will help students look at their work
critically and make successful decisions as they write” (Homstad andorhdrl-12).

In other words, it is believed that educators will better serve their studepte\bging
an environment wherein students may view writing as a work in progress — including
brainstorming, pre-writing, peer editing, revisions, and the like.

Unfortunately, as Homstad and Thorson (2000a) have noted, little research has
been done on the value of teaching the process of writing in the foreign language
classroom:

Most of the research on process writing has been conducted in the field of English

composition studies. Unfortunately, we do not yet know much about the FL

writing process. More research needs to be conducted on how students go about
writing in the foreign language and how the FL process differs from the process
of writing in one’s native language. Once we understand this process, instructors
will be better able to adjust specific classroom practices to help déeiliie FL

writing process. (11)

Indeed, the recent trend of viewing writing as a process rather than as & produc
L1 writing circles has been well documented (see, for example, Emig 19&bnRxtal.

1975, Perl 1979, and Elbow, 1981). Nevertheless, in referring to L2 practitioners

borrowing from L1 writing theory, Silva (1993) notes that, despite that fact 8iat E
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practitioners have been encouraged to follow L1 practices in writing pedabegg are
some vital differences between L1 writers and L2 writers. For exaimplgoints out

that, in general, L2 writing is simpler, more constrained, more difficult,flaent and
accurate, and less effective (i.e. lower holistic scores) than L1 writingohtdudes,
therefore, that “L2 writing specialists need to look beyond L1 writing theoodtter
describe the unique nature of L2 writing, to look into the potential sources of this
uniqueness, to develop theories that adequately explain the phenomenon of L2 writing”

(669).

Writing to Learn to Write in the FL
As noted earlier, moreover, it is a logical step to considefdheignlanguage writing
will have its own “uniqueness” in comparison with second language writing, and
therefore merits its own research focus, in terms of improving learnersigwskills.
Hence, while the research is rather sparse, a review of what we do know about the
development of writing skills in th@reignlanguage classroom follows.

Various authors (Schultz 1991, Laviosa 1994, Heilenman 1995, White and
Caminero 1995) have proposed that foreign language students do indeed improve in their
writing by engaging in the writing process in the FL class. Schultz (1991 xdorpe,
in an article on bridging the gap between beginning-level, language clagsesper-
level, literary or cultural classes, notes that at her school by havigigt taeginning-level
students such skills as semantic mapping and other cognitive strategidy,tfeel

have noticed a “dramatic improvement in the writing ability of their stude@8&¥)(

46



Similarly, in a discussion of the values of teaching the process of writingleasitthe

foreign language, Laviosa (1994) maintains that “an approach that teaches agiéing
process through which students can explore their thoughts and ideas, and a product of a
correct use of the language conventions, inevitably guides students to write good
compositions” (502).

Citing complaints by upper-division French teachers concerning the levelrof thei
students’ writing abilities, Kern and Schultz (1992) examined the writing of 73 second
year French students in order to find out if the composition component in the curriculum
was having a positive effect in terms of the students’ writing performartoe students
were divided into three categories, low ability, middle ability, and high abilisgedan a
holistic rating of a writing sample at the beginning of the semester. ifiiggd each
student to write four essays during the academic year and then analyzeshife e
holistically, based on criteria founded in content, organization, coherence orplaexsi
grammatical accuracy. Kern and Schultz obtained statistically signifresults that
showed that students engaged in the process approach to writing did indeed improve in
their composing ability. They conclude that “the results of this study letubhedieve
that writing instruction that focuses on the development, organization and effective
expressions of original thought and not just on surface level accuracy deserves an
important place in the foreign language curriculum” (10).

Valdés, Haro, and Echevarriarza (1992) proposed to examine whether the ACTFL
proficiency guidelines for writing were accurate in comparison to studerabesl in

first-year, second-year, and an advanced composition Spanish course at “a highly
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selective, private institution” (340). They analyzed writing samples fram @ae of the
levels for message quality, organization and style, and, what they termed ‘dsamidar
language use” (341), namely grammatical and lexical ability. While ntitatgheir
findings do not wholly concur with the ACTFL proficiency guidelines (a maitéess
pertinence to the present study), they observe that in all three areasiatiemathere
was marked improvement corresponding with the level of the learners. Unfelyunat
however, given their focus on the ACTFL guidelines, the authors give practically no
description of foreign language writing curriculum and, therefore, we can draw
practically no conclusions about what led to the improvement.

Given that the present study examines more advanced writers of Spanish-as-a
foreign-language, Moser’s (1992) doctoral dissertation on the writing of adlzance
German-as-foreign-language learners, is particularly relevant hepart due to her
interest in the validity of the ACTFL proficiency guidelines for writingp$ér hoped to
dismiss the “myth” that college students in German were not able to wnitera
sophisticated rhetorical levels. She elicited two writing samples, a persietter to the
editor and an expressive essay on an abstract topic from advanced learnersanf Germ
and analyzed the samples based on their overall structure, the organization of their
arguments, the level of pragmatic signaling contained in the discourse, and thef kinds
errors committed by students. Her findings suggested that

... advanced writing in German is indeed an intricate process of creating

meaning, but ... students working in a supportive context for L2 writing

have the means to communicate on a higher level than the one

traditionally pursued in the educational setting. More specifically, the

study demonstrates that the external structure of the discourse, the

hierarchy of arguments within paragraphs of a text, the imagery the text
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contains, the inclusion of rhetorical questions and spoken discourse, and

even repetition and rhythm — all are features which successful non-native

writers make use of to underscore the message in their compositions. (280)

In her doctoral dissertation, Gallego de Blibeche (1993) examined how the
process (composition based) and product (grammar based) approaches to writieg) diffe
in terms of Spanish-as-a-foreign-language students’ quantity, qualitgctgnt
complexity and grammatical accuracy in writing. She found that the processdpproa
writing was clearly more effective than the product approach in terms easing
students’ ability to write longer essays, and was more useful in improvidergs’
organization of discourse. Nevertheless, she found that as concerned the improvement of
content quality, language use, syntactic complexity and grammatmalagy, no
significant differences resulted between the two methods.

Finally, Schlig (2005) dedicated part of her study of intermediate-level Spani
student writers to the examination of “processes that allow students to ackgeaiel
address strengths and weaknesses that are not necessarily tied to igedmmat
competence” (45). She found that students who were engaged in planning activities
which discussed ideas and semantic grouping of ideas and vocabulary, and which
explicitly explored effective ways to hypothesize, compare, describe aradeniartheir

writing, saw an increase in the quality of their essays in terms of contént an

organization.
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Student Attitudes and Perceptions Regarding Writing

An extremely important issue surrounding learning to write on which the pstseyt
proposes to shed light involves how students feel about writing. Indeed, the perceptions
and attitudes students hold regarding writing may be seen as greatly ngpexti well
they learn to write, whether in L1 or L2. In her (2001) article, “What Do Studesas M
When They Say, ‘| Hate Writing’?”, Lynda Holmes says the following: “Muay in the
Academic Enrichment Center as an English tutor ..., | hear undergraduaieg Wogse
comments weekly, if not daily, especially during the beginning semestegiotollege
work.” As | noted earlier, in Chapter 1, comments like these from students fartimg w
are not altogether uncommon. Indeed, it goes without saying that writing can be a
extremely challenging, stress-producing exercise for many, if nd{ stadents.
Moreover, as | proposed in Chapter 1, writing in a language which is not native to a
student can be especially stressful. Burkhalter (1990) reiteratgmthisvhen she says,
“When a writer tries to express thoughts in a non-native language, diffinatgaises
exponentially” (233) and Richards and Renandya (2002) concur:

There is no doubt that writing is the most difficult skill for L2 learners to

master. The difficulty lies not only in generating and organizing ideas, but

also in translating ideas into readable text. The skills involved in writing

are highly complex. L2 writers have to pay attention to higher level skills

of planning and organizing as well as lower level skills of spelling,

punctuation, word choice, and so on. The difficulty becomes even more

pronounced if their language proficiency is weak. (303)
And Ann Raimes in the introduction to her (2002) paper on planning writing courses and

training writing teachers writes the following:

A few years ago, | gave papers called “The Neurosis of Lesson mRjanni
and “Anguish as a Second Language” in which | explored the fact that
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both learning and teaching a language promote anxiety. There is even
more anxiety when writing is involved.... (306)

It appears, then, that there can be little doubt that writing in a second langddfyeuis
and emotionally taxing.

In the present section, therefore, | review literature from ESL and Fexisnt
regarding the beliefs, attitudes and perceptions students have regardimg Wirite
section begins with a review of literature on English L1 students’ attituntes a
perceptions regarding writing and is followed by reviews of studies that cobsitie
ESL and FL students’ attitudes and perceptions concerning writing. Thisnsttn

concludes with a review of the literature on the issue of writing apprehension.

ESL Students’ Attitudes and Perceptions Regarding Writing

In her investigation of ESL students enrolled in a community college writingeou
Mountainbird (1988) utilized semi-structured interviews and various written responses
from students during one semester to explore their “attitudes towards {ytitieiy

“writing identity”, and their “self-direction” in writing (4). Concerningusients’

attitudes toward writing, Mountainbird notes that the results varied throughout the
semester and were very mixed, showing both positive and negative attitudes. She
observes that students’ positive feelings about writing seemed to be tel&ed
individual awareness of progress rather than an outside measure of profi¢uhcy

She also states that students’ motivations for learning to write wereoraplex and
changed over the course of the semester, noting that “external motiVagensed to be
most important at the beginning of the semester but that “internal motivations”ssuch a
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“expression of feelings, joy in self-expression, and expansion of cognitionthieet@are
important toward the end of the semester. With regards to writer identity, &ilcloind
found that the participants’ descriptions of themselves evolved during the semoester f
“incredulity, negativity, and denial” at first, to “a relatively positive andidéstsense of
writing identity” by the end of the semester. Finally, concerning studesitslisection
in writing, the study found overall that students went from doing “global” self-
evaluations and planning toward the beginning of the semester to doing more “specific
and empowering” self-evaluations and planning as the semester progresgsed (vii

Emphasizing the importance of estimating the “extent to which context isnpact
on students” and hoping to “capture the writing classroom as it was seen through ...
students’ eyes” (84), Zamel (1990) realized a longitudinal case study otiftee
student writers across two semesters. The study consisted of a total of engbhdpe
type interviews (four per semester) with each of the three studentspclass
observations, and teacher interviews. Zamel concedes that “findings frerstudies
such as this are not meant to be generalizable” and notes that “afteryadirethieed to
the experiences of individual students in the context of particular instructiotadset
(94). On the other hand, however, she observes that “such studies are illuminating
precisely because they reveal that it is the particularities of ctassevents and the
ways in which these events impact on students that shape these studentsiegand
their perceptions of these experiences” (94).

Hence, Zamel notes that a significant outcome of her study “lies in tiatiea

that, as teachers, we are always dealing with the unique and individusseaid
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interpretations of students and must take these into account” (94). She also notes as
implications of her study “the need to examine the constraints that motivateageitee
instructional models we adopt, the expectations that underlie our practices, and the
decisions we make about our students” and the fact that “what students do and do not do
as writers and how they come to view themselves as writers are a function of
instructional context” (96).

Thomas (1992) collected data for ESL writers through interviews, conferences,
observations, group discussions, students’ journals and students’ texts. Though she found
very diverse results in terms of the kinds of affective experience ESdrsvhiave in the
process of composing, she found an underlying trend that students’ emotions do indeed
play an important role in the composing process. For example, she concluded that an
interrelationship existed between emotions that writers experience ansetfie@isteem
and self efficacy.

Basturkmen and Lewis (2002) explored students’ perspectives on the notion of
“success” in an English-for-academic-purposes writing course. Theyhaotié
following about the need for researchers to gain more access to learnegs’ indhe
pedagogical process: “Thereis ... a need to focus more on subjective understanding and
to try to understand how students assess their own success, not least because student
understanding may be at odds with those of their teachers” (31). Therefazeyguéh
e-mail dialogue format, the researchers explored the perspectives dethede ESL
students, enrolled in an EAP writing course at a university in New Zealandjirega

how they “constructed activities” and their personal success in the course.tvio
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instructors, a male and a female, also patrticipated in the study. Thehesganost
important finding is that while there is some overlap in terms of the students’ notions of
success in the EAP course, the general trend is toward individuality of respémdeed,
the study sheds light “on the highly individual nature of the learner’s perspéc¢8tes

In her (2004) dissertation, Rahilly conducted a qualitative exploration of the
perceptions and experiences of 21 ESL students enrolled in intermediate and advanced
ESL courses at two community colleges and an adult education program. All of the
participants were interviewed and the interviews were taped, transcribedadywkd for
content. Rahilly remarks concerning her findings, that the majority of thieipants in
the study found learning to write academic English to be very difficult andhha
difficulties related to lack of experience with writing in the academy in Ihatlsécond
language, English, and their native language, as well as to their unfayniigh the
kinds of assignments given in their writing classes. She also find that $ectivef
issues as writer’s block, writing anxiety and writing resistance gltyonfluenced the
participants’ writing development. Finally, she explains that differemctreei
participants’ cultural background played a role in the difficulties experkincine

process of developing as writers.

FL Students’ Attitudes and Perceptions Regarding Writing

Salih (1998) administered a 14-point questionnaire to 216 Arabic-speaking students

majoring in English (EFL) concerning their perceptions of writing largen gapers in
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English. Results from the questionnaire reveal the very complex nature of the camposi
process. He states that:

Participants felt that [writing term papers] is difficult, intenegt unpleasant,

valuable, threatening, anxiety-evoking, a cause to worry, comprehensible, allow

for success, reveals students’ analytical thinking, mastery of writeapamisms,
and mastery of English, and tests various goals and materials. Further, the

majority of the students do not like to write term papers. (48)

In her (2002) study, Bojana Petric elicited EFL students’ attitudes towaittsy
and their development of writing skills in the academy. Of particular inteeestis the
fact that the study was realized at Central European University (QERLDdapest,

Hungary where, in her words, “there is, in general no tradition of explicit tepohin
writing in the native language” (9). Therefore, she notes, “writing instrueti CEU is
for many students their first experience attending a writing coursevimgha writing
tutorial’ (9). Hence, one important aspect of the study for Petric, was to explore
students’ attitudes about new exposure to writing instruction.

Petric interviewed eight M.A. students enrolled at CEU, all of whom were in thei
early to mid twenties in age and seven of whom were female. All eight parntisicame
from different countries (2 from Central Asia, 6 from Eastern Europe) andral we
advanced speakers of English. She notes that their experience with writing tamgl wri
instruction was varied.

Petric employed a structured interview protocol for data collection. cipairtis
were given a set of 90 prompts and were asked to comment orally on the prompts. Where

needed, the researcher added follow-up questions for clarification. Theantewere

taped, transcribed and analyzed for content. With regards to reporting ofullte res
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Petric states that she wished to present “more general issues i@ kt#ddes towards
writing that have relevant implications for writing pedagogy” rather tblawing a case
study approach to reporting of results.

Results of the study are divided into five general sub-categories. [Eirst, P
comments on the formative nature of writing instruction and observes that “for most
students, the writing course and tutorials at CEU [are] their first encouititewriting
instruction in any language, since ... writing is traditionally not taughtlimLEastern
Europe” (13). Petric observes that when the participants were invited to comment on the
writing strategies they employ and their attitudes regarding themrmtdreiewees “often
referred to the writing courses they had attended, the writing instructdhse writing
assignments they were required to do” (13). This, Petric observes, provides “ample
evidence in support of [Leki and Carson’s 1994] hypothesis” that the ESL writing course
“may be formative in terms of familiarizing the students with types dfngror writing
practices they were not familiar with before” (13).

Secondly, Petric explores issues surrounding the participants’ “attitudes in t
process of change” (12). She notes that, especially with those participantsditerha
no previous writing instruction, the data reveal that “new attitudes are loemgd, or
previous attitudes are being challenged” inasmuch as the learneringrexyosed to
new experiences with writing (15).

Thirdly, Petric points to a theme of the “clash between attitudes and behavior”

(15). She observes that two kinds of conflict are identifiable: “First, whentagstia
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evaluated positively but not used, and, second when a strategy is used but evaluated
negatively” (15).

The fourth theme emerging from Petric’s study is that of “the individual nature of
attitudes” (12). She observes the following about the participants’ varied respmnses
essentially the same situation:

Even when faced with the same experiences students respond to them in

different ways. What for one student is a positive and motivating

experience, for another will lead to negative attitudes and avoidance of a

certain type of situation or behavior in the future.

The final theme that Petric discusses from her interview data is thatfof “sel
expression” (12). She states that all of the participants in the study seemed most
interested in exploring orally their experiences, attitudes and preféragehges. Indeed,
even when the students struggled to find the correct English terminology, shiesxpla
“they found alternative, if sometimes unusual ways to convey the intended message”
(20).

In their year-long study, Asaoka and Usui (2003) examined the perceived
problems of 10 EFL students, 7 females and 3 males, enrolled in the EAP program at a
university in Japan. The participants kept journals, participated in oral interameivs
completed a questionnaire for the study. The researchers established thraeeasof
concern for the students in terms of their writing in English as an FL: 1)c8tlgfael
concerns; 2) macro-level concerns; and 3) external factors. The reseaegioet that
surface level concerns included “discrete points” such as grammatcaaeg and
“choice of appropriate/suitable expressions”. Macro-level concernseathbr hand,
included issues related to topic, focus, use of sources, coherence, conclusion, and issues
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related to writing processes and organization. Finally, the researepersthat external
factors which seemed to cause concern for the students included deadlines, word count,
specific requirements, the “availability of appropriate sources,” pgoreof teachers’
expectations, lack of positive reinforcement, and attitudes toward their usé @ifshe
language (147-8).

Similar to Asaoka and Usui, Fageeh wrote his (2003) dissertation on the theme of
Saudi EFL university students’ perceptions of their English writing diffiesitiHe
expresses that he wished to allow the 37 male EFL participants enrolled atraiynive
Saudi Arabia to let their voices be heard with regards to their writing conceageelf
used principally qualitative methods, with interviews as the primary sourcesof dat
collection. Secondarily, Fageeh employed data collection methods suclsasoctas
observations, document analysis, notes and memos and follow-up e-mails and phone
calls, which, he observes, were meant to “enrich the interviews by providirenegid
and confirmation of the issues discussed” and to help “in interpretation of the
participants’ original answers” (59). Findings of the study suggest tltetrétihave
similar writing experiences in both Arabic and English and that they experience
difficulties in writing in terms of limited opportunities to write, writing tngtion that
focuses mainly on memorization and form. Students also reported that they consider
writing in EFL to be an extremely difficult skill inasmuch as it requiresang grasp of
the language’s grammar and lexicon. Fageeh also reports that studerdsezkreir
enthusiasm for the use of technology in their writing but simultaneously lamented tha

they have little to no opportunity to use technology. Finally, Fageeh notes thatginding
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indicate the participants’ need to receive more effective feedback anéxpdsed to
different writing genres and skills and strategies so that they can imprthear writing
ability.

In her (2003) dissertation, Wu used two survey instruments, an inventory for
beliefs about Chinese writing and an inventory for beliefs about English witing t
determine what perspective differences native Chinese EFL businessstudgmts
enrolled in both EFL and Chinese L1 writing course, held regarding writing in $&hine
(L1) and writing in English (FL). 198 Taiwanese business majors were tfieesurvey
and then from that corpus 9 students were selected for further investigation, which
included interviews and writing observations. Wu gleaned various findings from the
data. She discovered, on the one hand, that participants felt mostly the same regarding
writing in Chinese and in English in terms of course satisfaction, the meammgiog,
writing difficulty and the value of various writing strategies. On the othed ha
participants’ felt that, besides the obvious linguistic differences, writi@hinese was
very different from writing in English, and also felt that dictionary use arkation
were vital in writing English (versus in Chinese) because they sawsBngliting as a
translation exercise. From the nine interviewees, Wu found that their belnefsraing
writing in both languages greatly affected their writing processes anckobiowriting
strategies.

Bacha and Bahous’ (2008) study also investigated EFL business studentsj.writi
They explored what specific writing needs business students enrolled abtreke

American University had in order for them to be proficient in their courdewbne
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researchers also surveyed both their business course instructors and th&h-féngli
specific-purposes, EFL course instructors. Bacha and Bahous administeredyato

159 business majors at the university and a parallel survey to 50 college instriictor
summarizing their results, the researchers explain that in generaldeets’ felt their
writing abilities to be better than what the faculty members felt them té\lse, they

report that faculty and students differ on what types of writing strategieuld best be
used for a writing class. Finally, they report that students and teadrees] that “it is

the responsibility of both the English and business faculty to collaborate in helping thei

students develop their business writing skills” (88).

Writing Apprehension

An important variable associated with learning to write and which the praseiyttakes

into consideration given its potential affect on students who write in the FL} isftha

writing apprehension. Various scholars have examined how student writers are
negatively affected by the pressures of academic writing. Daly aner NiB75),

pioneers in the study of writer anxiety, while simultaneously developiragiatsially

reliable, Likert-style instrument meant to measure writing apprebrensoined the

phrase “writing apprehension” in reference to the condition of anxiety caysedting.

Later, Rose (1984) adopted the term “writer’s block”, a condition that resutts fr

writing apprehension and causes an individual to be unable to produce writing because of

anxiety about the writing situation.
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Moreover, numerous other researchers have explored the various ways in which
“writing apprehension” may affect students in their writing, learning, academic
development. For example, Pajares and Johnson (1994) found that there is a positive
correlation between students’ personal self-confidence and their confidenagng.

Fowler and Kroll (1980) and Boening et al. (1997) explored the effect of writing
apprehension on academic performance and grades. Daly (1978), Faigley3&13|. (
Richardson (1981), Fishel (1983), Bates (1984), and Garrison (1998) all explored various
ways in which writing anxiety can effect writing production and competehiayes

(1981) looked at how apprehensive and non-apprehensive students approached the
writing process differently and Onwuegbuzie (1998) analyzed how learnieg satied
related to writing anxiety. In addition, Daly and Shamo (1976 and 1978) examined
respectively how students make academic and occupational decisions based on their
writing apprehension. And various dissertations of late have examined isstesh teela
writing apprehension in L1. For example, Matthews (2001) explored the use of a
pedagogical method for reduction of writing apprehension, Poff (2004) examined
regimentation as a predictor of writer’s block and writing apprehension, abet€or
Whittier (2004) performed six case studies in order to discover the frequency of high
writing apprehension among college students and to explore the differencesnldatyhee

writing apprehensive student writers and low writing apprehensive studéertswri
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Writing apprehension in an L2
Nevertheless, until fairly recently little attention has been given toafe context of
foreign/second language writing attitudes and clearly there is muith lye done. This
is somewhat surprising in light of the rather healthy attention given by?Fdholars
since the early 1970’s to attitudes and anxiety associated with the overatidangu
learning context. For example, by utilizing the Foreign Language Clasgxoriety
Scale (FLCAS), Ganschow and Sparks (1996) found that there is a relationshimbetwee
anxiety in high school age learners’ native language skills and theirfdegiguage
aptitude; Saito and Samimy (1996) compared foreign language learners’ ajitivertag
intermediate and advanced levels and found that their anxiety becomes incyaasirgg|
important in terms of language performance as instructional levels incBeadey
(1997, 1999) proposed various ways in which foreign language students and instructors
can identify and cope with anxiety; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey and Daley (1999)reechm
predictors of foreign language anxiety and found that such factors as gender, age,
academic achievement, semester course load, prior history of visitggrf@ountries,
high school experience with foreign languages etc., “contributed signtifica
prediction of foreign language anxiety” (217).

Various studies of EFL or ESL writing apprehension have adapted Daly and
Miller’'s (1975) 26-item, industry-standard writer apprehension instrunoemtlf English
(Hadaway, 1987; Gungle and Taylor, 1989; Masny and Foxall, 1992; Cornwell and
McKay, 1999; and Cheng et al. 1999, Cheng 2002, Lee and Krashen 2002). This was

typically done by simply adding the adjectival “English” or adverbial psgjomal
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phrase “in English” into each question. For example, Gungle and Taylor (1989) rewrote
Daly and Miller’'s question number 1, “I avoid writing”, to say “l avoid writing in

English;” and question number 2, “I have no fear of my writing being evaluated” to “I
have no fear of my English writing being evaluated.” A few of these studiesaalso s

as advantageous to translate the entire questionnaire to the L2 learnersangtzgé

(see, for example, Cheng et al., 1999 and Cheng 2002, into Chinese for EFL learners;
Cornwell and McKay, 1999, into Japanese for EFL learners). Inasmuch as writing
apprehension may be seen as hugely impactful on how students learn to write in the L2
and therefore comprises an extremely important aspect of the preseit ahalysis, a
review of studies on writing apprehension in both the ESL and the FL writing contexts

follows.

Writing apprehension in ESLFindings based on adaptations for L2 of Daly and Miller’s
writing apprehension instrument vary largely because the researcherstectmswer
divergent research questions. For example, Hadaway (1987) utilized an adapted Daly
and Miller writing apprehension instrument to determine high and low anxiety ESL
writers, and then sought to determine, among other things, whether or not there is a
relationship between L1 and L2 writing apprehension and found that there is indeed a
significant correlation. Gungle and Taylor (1989) on the other hand, administered the
Daly and Miller survey to 210 ESL students and then utilized the results to determine
whether or not there is a positive correlation between writing apprehensioneanmatt

to form and content in writing, and a negative correlation between writerhegmsioen
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and L2 students’ perceptions of departmental writing requirements as heaght,cad
well as their interest in taking advanced English writing classes. &andlTaylor

found that there is indeed a negative relationship between writing apprehension and
students’ views of writing requirements and their willingness to take atuwanced
courses; however, they did not find a significant positive correlation betweersivrite
apprehension and their attention to form or content in writing.

Masny and Foxall (1992) used 15 of the original 26 items on Daly and Miller’s
writer apprehension instrument to distinguish between low and high apprehension ESL
writers. They determined that both high and low apprehension ESL writers were more
concerned with form than with content in writing, but that low apprehension wrigges w
even more concerned about form than high apprehension writers. They also found that
high apprehension correlated significantly with students’ willingness to take m

advanced writing courses.

Writing apprehension in FL (EFL)AII of the studies of FL writing apprehension in the
literature review that follows emerge from the specific context of Emgls-a-foreign
language. For example, Lankampe (1996) developed a similar, more simpiifregl £

that of Daly and Miller which he administered to 147 Dutch EFL learners to explore how
social and contextual factors, such as writer enjoyment, procrastinatiopessdived

overall proficiency, assignment difficulty, and comparison with other studergst aff

writer apprehension among English for Academic Purposes (EAP) wiHerfound that

“social context has a relatively weak effect on levels of EAP writingedqgmsion and
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factors affecting writing apprehension” but that “worries about profigi@ppeared to
be the most important factor affecting writing apprehension” (27).

Cornwell and McKay (2000) adapted, translated, and administered Daly and
Miller's questionnaire to 687 first- and second-year Japanese EFL juniayectdrners.
They found there to be a significant negative correlation between EFelganmiting
apprehension and both their scores on the TOEFL Test of Written English (TWE) and
their secondary-level writing experience.

Yuh-show Cheng has been a very active scholar in the field of writing
apprehension and EFL writing. For example, Cheng, et al. (1999) adapted ancettanslat
the Daly and Miller instrument to Chinese in their study of EFL learners wahali
Their goal was to explore the overall construct of language learningyaarigto
determine how speaking and writing components differ in terms of apprehemshen i
language learning process. Their findings suggested that both speaking ankiety a
writing apprehension seemed to correlate with a learner’s low self-cocdidient that,
whereas speaking anxiety seems to be related more to the overall aszmtiated with
learning a second language, L2 writer anxiety seems to be more fsdifis”, meaning
that it is more closely associated with the writing situation than with tigeiée
learning situation.

Cheng performed another, later (2002) study in Taiwan with EFL learners
enrolled at a university in northern Taiwan. 165 students majoring in English-as-a-
foreign language, 83% of whom were female, were administered a fivaipagy svhich

included the Second Language Writing Anxiety Test, taken from Daly and KLB&5)
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and translated and adapted for Chinese speakers, an adapted Foreign Language
Classroom Anxiety Scale (Horwitz et al, 1986), a Chinese Speaking Anxialty &d
the Chinese Writing Anxiety Scale, the latter two of which were developéteuthor
specifically for the study. The survey also included a background information
guestionnaire. Statistical analyses from the findings of the questionnaasde@ among
other things, that perceived second-language writing proficiency medicriting
anxiety more accurately than actual second-language writing achéex; that second-
language writing anxiety is not closely related to L1 writing anxiatyl that L2 writing
anxiety “appeared to increase linearly with increased time of study”.(&27gng
proposes, as well, that the findings of the study suggest that FL teachedsdaou|l to
foster “students’ positive and realistic perception of their writing competanasmuch
as it is “as important as developing students’ writing skills” (647).

In 2004, Cheng reported on a second language writing anxiety scale that he had
developed and validated. The scale, called the Second Language Writing Anxiety
Inventory (SLWAI) was composed of three subscales which measured “Somatic
Anxiety”, “Cognitive Anxiety” and “Avoidance Behavior”. The SLWAI wapecifically
written for the L2 context. Cheng observes that, while the Daly-Miller (1976hgv
apprehension instrument has been shown to be a statistically reliable and valid surve
“there seems to be plenty of room for further improvement if the [Daly-Milletivg
Apprehension Test] is to be used in future studies of second language writing” (314)

Cheng administered the SLWAI to a total of 421 EFL majors from seven different

66



universities in Taiwan and statistical analyses found that the instrumergdeatl “
reliability and adequate validity” (313).

Another very active scholar in the field of writing apprehension and EFL Isarner
has been Sy-Ying Lee. For example, he and Stephen Krashen, who have also done
studies of writing apprehension (1997) and writer’s block (2003) among Chinese L1
speakers, realized a (2002) study entitled “Predictors of Success in Writimglish as
a Foreign Language: Reading, Revision Behavior, Apprehension, and Writing.”eFor th
research project, they administered an adapted Daly-Miller (1975) WiANgpoehension
Survey to 53 native Chinese-speakers who had recently taken a year-lorsty Emigiing
course at a university in Taiwan. Findings from the survey showed a “modest
correlation” between reading amount and writing apprehension (i.e. those who read more
exhibited less writing apprehension), and, ironically, a “weak tendency for tlinmse w
wrote more to have more writing apprehension,” a result which the reseatctheot
expect (535). Finally, the research also found that those writers who focus more on
grammar in their revisions, also had a tendency toward greater wipipnghension.

Additionally, much like Cheng (2004), Lee developed an instrument for the
assessment of FL writing performance, which he described and employed in his (2005)
study. As he explains, his study “presents and tests a hypothesized strotigbthat
attempts to explain the relationship of writing in [EFL] by Taiwanese untyestidents
to a variety of factors,” among which were the inhibiting factors of writpgehension

and writer’s block and facilitative factors, including free reading arfdragated writing
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(335). Of these factors, only “free voluntary reading” was determined to be the only

meaningful predictor of writing performance.

Coherence as Indicator of Writing Quality

As noted above, a proposition of the present study is to examine whether students
improve in their writing abilities during a writing-intensive foreign langgiaourse,
specifically in terms of the coherence in their writing. Muller (2005) deftobgsrence
as “a characteristic of effective writing, achieved through carefjdrozation of ideas
and the skillful use of transitions” (521). And Kirszner and Mandell (2007) say the
following about coherence in writing:

It is the tight relationship between all the parts of an effective piece of

writing. Such a relationship ensures that the writing will make sense to

readers. For a piece of writing to be coherent, it must be logical and
orderly, with effective transitions making the movement between

sentences and paragraphs clear. Within and between paragraphs,

coherence may also be enhanced by the repetition of key words and ideas,

by the use of pronouns to refer to nouns mentioned previously, and by the

use of parallel sentence structure. (786-7)

Hence, it can be said thataherentpiece of writing is one that connects separate
discourse units together to create a well-focused argument or theme.

Various scholars have recently examined coherence in L2 writing assanaed
writing quality, including Chiang (2003), Keyuravong (2004) and Reyes (2004-2005), all
of which center their analyses on the context of writing in a foreign languageziedvr
of these studies follows, as well as a discussion of the literature concernirngeotfie s
technique for the analysis of coherence in writing — topical structure analysich has

particular relevance for the present study.
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Steve Chiang (2003) performed a study wherein 15 native English-speakisg rater
and 15 native Chinese-speaking raters evaluated a total of 60 EFL composititars wri
by Chinese-speaking English learners at a University in Taiwan. Thefgbal study
was to determine whether the discourse factors of coherence and cohelsen or t
grammatical factors of syntax and morphology more strongly swayed th& rate
perceptions of writing quality. Chiang discovered that “all except thrdeedQ raters
based their perceptions of ‘overall quality’ primarily on either of the twadise
features: coherence and cohesion” (471). Additionally, results showed that items on the
rating scale used which were related to discourse features wergehable across the
two rating groups than were the grammatical features.

In her (2004) study, Sonthida Keyuravong suggests that “among the many
possible aspects to assessing writing, one of the most problematic is cohieeeacse
“It is by nature subjective” (85). Therefore, she employed Watson’s (1998)hapsc
analysis for evaluation of the coherence of 28 texts, written by undergradunage nat
Thai-speaking learners of English-as-a-foreign-language, for casopasiith teachers’
ratings. The application of Watson'’s topic-based approach established tlaieesef
coherence for each of the 28 texts, including “average distance of moves, htpgecef
coherence breaks,” and “number of moves [per] 10 T-units” (95). By comparison with
the teacher’s ratings, the researcher found that the final variable, nunmbevex per 10
T-units, most closely corresponded with the teachers’ ratings.

Similarly, Pablo Corvalan Reyes (2004-2005) explored thematic progression in 96

narrative and argumentative texts written by learners of Englighfaiign-language of
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varying ages and at varying levels of linguistic development. Reyes hgjzeithéhat
“independientemente de las inexactitudes léxico-gramaticaledigtests halladas en los
textos, la progresion tematica configurada por el aprendiente incide en forma
proporcionalmente directa en el proceso de asignacién de coherk(&1as'The study
utilizes a theme-based style of analysis of coherence in the writtgesaamd that
analysis was compared to results of assessments by native Engikmgpaters. The
results of the study confirmed Reyes’ hypothesis and revealed signifidan¢idifes in
terms of the manner in which learners “structure and elaborate” texts basedes ge
studied and age. “Especificamente,” he explains, “se observé que mientras infas débi
la progresion tematica configurada en los textos, mayor fue la dificulteitbida por los
lectores nativos que arbitraron en la interpretacion de los merfigdje4j. On the other
hand, “mientras mas estructurada fue la progresion teméatica, mayidathci

experimentaron los mismos lectores en la interpretacion de los te(it04).

Topical Structure Analysis
In the present study, as discussed later in Chapter 3, | will employ a &ipicdure
analysis to examine whether or not students actually improved in terms of thencehere
in their writing during their enroliment in a WI Spanish course. Therefordl] thev

appropriate here to briefly review the literature on this method.

! “Independently of the lexical-grammatical and istj¢ inaccuracies found in the texts, the thematic
progression configured by the learner impactsptiogess of coherence assignment in a proportignatel
direct manner”

2«gpecifically, it was observed that the weaker ttematic progression configured in the texts greater
the perceived difficulty by the native readers vitndged in the interpretation of the messages”

% “the more structured the thematic progressiongtiser the interpretation of the texts experiermethe
same readers”
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As an outcome of Lautamatti’s (1978, 1987) development of a theory of
coherence, she devised a method for the examination and mapping of the progression of
topical units in writing samples, which she called topical structure anglys#).

Topical structure analysis has been employed both as a technique for teacbreg@®h

to writers of English-as-a-second-language (Connor and Farmer 19920Q2eChiu

2004) and as a method of distinguishing poor writing from good writing on samples of
native-speakers of English (Witte 1983a, 1983b, Noh 1985, Chuang 1993) and of non-
native speakers of English (Schneider and Connor 1990, Frodesen 1991, Wu 1998, So
2002).

With one exception (Frodesen 1991 — for reasons | explain below), those studies
that examined topical structure analysis as an indicator of high and low qurdtiity
samples of ESL writers, had results contrary to those for L1 English (So 2@92). F
example, Witte (1983a, 1983b) performed two studies wherein he performed TSA
analysis of previously high and low rated essays of native English speagaged in
argumentative (1983a) and expository (1983b) writing. For both the argumentative and
expository writing samples, Witte found that the high rated samples reveakd few
sequential progressions but more parallel and extended parallel progdbkaiiow
rated samples. Similarly, Chuang’s (1993, summarized in So 2002) TSA analysis of L
English expository writing found that high rated samples revealed fewemsiadjue
progressions and more parallel progressions than did low rated samples. Noh’s (1985,

summarized in So 2002) TSA analyses of L1 English summary writings found no
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difference in the number of progressions of any kind between high and low rated
samples.

On the other hand, Schneider and Connor (1990) performed topical structure
analyses of the expository writing of ESL students from the TOEFL Testitew
English (TWE) and previously rated by TWE scorers. Contrary to findings for L1
English, Schneider and Connor found that high-rated ESL writing samples reveal a
greater amount of sequential progressions and fewer parallel progrebsioit®i-rated
samples.

Moreover, So’s (2002) results from her TSA study of college-level students
learning Chinese, English, French, Japanese and Spanish as foreign lgraprages
with those of Schneider and Connor. For example, she found that high-rated
argumentative writing samples of advanced-level students learningleimghi®ng
Kong utilized parallel progression significantly (p<0.1) less than did loadrsamples.
Similarly, high-rated narrative writing samples of intermediatellstudents of FL
French in the U.S. and in France used significantly more sequential progrépsiogs)
than did low-rated writers. Additionally, high-rated narrative samples of saideRL
Japanese in the U.S. very significantly (p<0.001) utilized parallel progre$sssithan
did low-rated writers. Finally, though So’s results from students of Spanish ang€hine
in the U.S. are, she admits, from samples that are too small from which to draw
significant conclusions (n=2 for both languages), she nevertheless found reghitséor

samples that coincided with her findings for English, French and Japanessenoegs
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So found that for both Spanish and Chinese as FL, high rated samples contained fewer
parallel progressions and more sequential progressions than did low rated samples
Schneider and Connor offer as possible explanations for their discrepancies with
previous English-as-L1 work on TSA, first, that in previous studies, such as those of
Witte (1983a, 1983b), “no complete criteria for identifying sentence topicsgiae”
and that “differences in criteria can result in substantial differencebaheunts as
repeated, or parallel, topic, and what counts as a different, or sequential,44gic” (
Hence, unlike previous studies, Schneider and Connor provide a detailed explanation of
their TSA criteria in the appendix of their study. Secondly, they cite tltefaee
interrater reliability in past studies, given the lack of analysis by tharejust the
primary researcher. Thirdly, Schneider and Connor note that there may be some
gualitative differences between ESL and non-ESL writing. For example, theyhabt
their study revealed very significant differences in terms of lengtieeet high and low
rated ESL writing samples and that this fact, rather a less straigattbfactor in the
literature on non-ESL writing, may have an effect on differences in the bolstigs
used to establish the samples as “high” or “low”:
The consistently strong association between length and higher ratings in ESL
essays may indicate the greater importance of control of syntactitustsiand
lexical knowledge among ESL writers relative to non-ESL writersowBebllege
level, length clearly distinguishes between higher and lower rated esstigs w
by native English speakers. However, because older and more educated native
speakers generally control the language, other factors, such as styldjcaifins

of language, and degree of development, are likely to contribute more to
judgments of college-level writing than length alone. (419)

Finally, specifically regarding the differences between their tefol sequential

73



progressions and those of previous studies, Schneider and Connor explain that there is a
need to reinterpret what exactly is meant by sequential topic progressionobEesye
that while Witte (1983a, 1983b) “associated a greater proportion of sequential mopics i
lower rated essays with less coherent writing” (419), their analysis of tepits in the
high rated ESL essays suggested exactly the opposite: “Sequentiglwt@nselated

to preceding topics and the overall discourse topic, can actually contribute to the
coherence of a text rather than detract from it” (420). Hence, Schneider and Connor
propose that in order to best determine the coherence of a text, there is a need to
determine the relationship of a sequential progression to the topic of the previous
sentence (although they did not do so themselves in their study). They thereposepr
that further research be performed to better characterize sequergiagsion,

suggesting the following categories: directly related (to previous fopijectly

related, and unrelated. They propose that Witte likely viewed the lattersefttiree to

be characteristic of the high levels of incoherence in his low rated samples.

Frodesen (1991) also employed topical structure analysis to compare coherence of
writing samples in her dissertation. She examined a total of 100 essays writaylish
by 12" grade students for a university writing assessment task which was deomere
reading. The writing samples were assessed as “passing” or “nongpaswl thereafter
compared for topical structure development utilizing TSA. Of the 100 essaysre0 we
written by native English speakers and given a score of “pass”, 20 wererdten by
native English speakers but given a score of “non-pass”, and the remainingesigty

written by non-native speakers of English of Korean (n=20), Cantonese (n=20) and
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Spanish (n=20). Disappointingly, all of the essays written by non-native spehker
English were assessed as “non-pass”. Unlike Schneider and Connor, Frodesen found no
significant differences in terms of the sequential progressions betwe2d fassing
essays by native speakers of English and the remaining 80 non-passing essager,How
the fact that Frodesen was not able to compare her non-native English speaking “non-
pass” samples with corresponding “pass” samples seems to negate the fyaskibili
meaningful comparison with results from Schneider and Connor.

In his doctoral dissertation at the University of Minnesota, Wu (1997) utilized
TSA to analyze writing samples of 41 undergraduate Southeast Asian refugees in
English. All 41 essays were scored by two writing scorers from the Unyefsit
Minnesota’s English Center and were assessed as of “higher-qualdf™lower-
quality”. Similar to Schneider and Connor’s (1990) study, Wu found that “high-quality
texts produced significantly more related sequential progressions than laty-tpxas”
(108). Moreover, | would note here that these results may be considered a meaningful
confirmation of Schneider and Connor’s results regarding sequential progressi@msanaly
in high-quality versus low-quality texts, inasmuch as Wu modeled his anakysishait
of Schneider and Connor. Said he, “Out of all the operational models, the one used by
Connor and Schneider (1988, 1990) appeared to be most logical and robust, and will be

used in the present study” (41).

Writing to Learn a Foreign Language

An extremely important third and final potential learning outcome of intensivegviit
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the FL which the present study proposes to examine is that of the learningarétpe f
language in which the writing is realized. Underscoring this section otéhatlire

review is the premise that foreign language majors and minors at colfejes a
universities are still language learners and not only content learnersesBarol

(2003) clearly articulates this point when she observes that such students “...argyprima
language majors, not literature or comparative literature literaoyytmeajors” (21) and

that “...like their intermediate-level counterparts, our foreign languagersaije still
language learners” inasmuch as “both research and our practical expenditege ithat
language acquisition does not stop at the end of the foreign language requir@dent” (
Indeed, as she notes, language curricula in higher education “should be a means of
helping our students develop their foreign language in the broadest sense of the word”
(21). As such, it seems appropriate that the present research investigdyendxataole
writing in a foreign language plays in further promoting the acquisition of L2 among
language majors and minors.

Various scholars have examined linguistic development in language learners b
analyzing learners’ written L2 samples. However, very few studiesdpegifically
explored how the very act of writing in a second or foreign language helps students
improve linguistically. In fact, scholars linked to the very influential auaigtial
movement from decades ago doubted the value of writing for learning a foneggiatge
altogether. Troyanavich (1969), for example, performed a two-year exgmenvherein
he compared intermediate German classes that implemented extensass vwtting

activities with those that did not, and found that there was no real difference between the
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two classes in terms of results on the MLA Cooperative Tests for writing (28w A
years later, in an article entitled “How defensible is writing as an olgect short-term
foreign language experiences?” Troyanovich (1974) penned the following ratitedspi
comment:
The emergence of both the Direct Method and the Audiolingual Reform have
established the speaking objective as valid in the foreign language progmam. W
are, however, still saddled with a writing objective which is of questionable
validity for the vast majority of our foreign classes. We are in possessiba of
facts and the technology necessary to liberate ourselves from thisiemt¢féind
excessively tedious activity. Is it merely the security provided bydditna to
which we have become addicted that inhibits our desire to be free of it? If not
perhaps the hour of liberation is at hand. (439)
While of late few doubt the value of writing in the foreign language curriculum,
there is still debate about how it helps in the acquisition process. In an artiakesatigc
the implementation of more writing into the foreign language curriculueer@a (1992)
proposes that the most important goal of writing is not to hope that students will lear
grammar but rather to encourage students simply to write more coheneatly
meaningfully. He states that, “writing in the foreign language in iteefnot proved an
effective vehicle for learning grammar. Improving grammaticalieacy and usage
should not be a goal . . ., although it will probably be a strong byproduct” (32). Greenia
further proposes that if educators provide meaningful, contextualized, communicative
opportunities for students in which to write in the foreign language, grammar doquisi
will be a natural result: “The grammatical control we hope our students wilirads
best absorbed when writing is foregrounded as a communicative skill” (32).
Other scholars, such as Sandler (1987), Carrasquel (1998) and Harklau (2002),

have lauded the virtues of creative and expressive writing in the foreign ¢ggngua
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classroom. Sandler (1987) notes that at every level of the foreign languagewonric
expressive writing activities such as journaling and free-write cotigges may be used
as unintimidating tools of language acquisition enhancement. She explains:

| have found that even at the most elementary levels journal writing, free

composition, and other exercises that encourage students’ uninhibited use of

language to explore their thoughts can bring surprising progress in language
learning. Too often the foreign language classroom presents students with
psychological barriers to communication. ... Ungraded and self-expressive
activities, when used as an alternate mode to everyday drill and conversational
practice, offer just the kind of encouragement needed to inspire students to play

with language in a non-threatening situation. (312)

Carrasquel (1998) specifically discusses engaging foreign languaigats in
creative writing such as poetry, short stories, and imaginary conversaisomsneans of
helping students to develop linguistically. She maintains that by creatingiagosi
affective and cognitive environment for foreign language learners, such virdipg
students improve in their lexical storehouse inasmuch has they have to “find the
appropriate word or phrase without the benefit of a model answer” (18). Moreover, she
notes that given the spontaneity of such writing “the student is obliged to continuously
select from among a variety of language options the combination or sets of caanbinat
which are best suited to the social feature of the situation” and that, inasmhbish as t
knowledge is “transferable to both written and oral skills, over-all languageiprady is
enhanced” (32). In this same vein, Harklau (2002), in an article in which she proposes to

justify the role of writing in classroom second language acquisition, arguésvthiat it

is important for classroom-based studies to investigate how students leamm wmote in
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a second language, it is equally important to learn how students learn a secaaddang
through writing” (329).

In this same vein, as mentioned eatrlier in this chapter, Homstad and Thorson’s
(1996) study which investigated intensive and extensive writing in both beginning- and
intermediate-level foreign language courses in the Department of Gamda
Scandinavian at the University of Minnesota, led them to propose that both kinds of
writing help to increase the overall language proficiency of studeaysbe used to
strengthen other L2 language skills.

In her doctoral dissertation, So (1997) asked the following question: “Writing to
make meaning or to learn the language?” She followed 13 multi-ethnic leafners
Japanese as a foreign language (JFL) during a period of two academieseni2ata
were collected via classroom observations, interviews, questionnairesakbirk-
sessions, and written essays. So found that students whom she determined to be
superior-level Japanese-proficient speakers produced essays that betterajuality in
terms of cognitive and textual structure features, and therefore were ablecurrently
focus on the learning of content and of the language in their writing. On the other hand,
students who were only advanced- and intermediate-level Japanese-prafieakars
were more constrained in their cognitive and textual structure featuresusnotused

mostly on the lexical and grammatical features, rather than on the leafmogtent.
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Theories of Language Acquisition: Input and Output

Any discussion of writing as a potential tool in language acquisition needs to take into
account the theoretical arguments in the language acquisition litesatooending input
and output. In recent memory perhaps the most vocal theoretician on the mattenhas bee
Krashen (1981a), who makes a staunch distinction beta@gnsition a subconscious
attainment of language, atehrning, a formal, conscious, proactive gaining of
knowledge about grammar (98-99). Krashen maintains that l&hieing has its place
in the foreign language curriculumcquisitionis far more important because it is that
which most resembles how children develop language ability and, therefoeserggra
more thorough, permanent kind of language growth (98-99, 107). Moreover, as part of
his “Input Hypothesis”, Krashen maintains that for true language acquisitioketo ta
place, the acquirer must have communicative, meaningful input from the targeate.
Specifically, Krashen proposes tltaimprehensible inpusuch as reading and listening,
that is “a bit beyond’ his or her current level of competence” (100), is necdesaing
acquisition of a second language. Thus, according to Krashen, “if an acquirer is at stage
or leveli, the input he or she understands should contaif” (100).

In terms of the productive skills of speaking and writing, Krashen clealy fe
that they are not essential for language acquisition to take place. Rathaintens
that by pushing the productive skills, instructors put students “on the defensive” by
increasing what he terms the “affective filter” (e.g. anxietgklof self-confidence, etc.).
He notes that when students write or speak they necessarily “monitor” edgetieir

production, and this results in less likelihood of true language acquisition. Hence,
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Krashen emphasizes that by engaging in the non-productive skills, studemes irgmat
in a harmless yet effective manner, thereby facilitating more naogaisition. On this
matter he states the following:

If we provide relevant, interesting input, and keep our students focused on
meaning and not form, if we allow production to “emerge” on its own and not
force students to speak before they are ready, we will avoid much of the tension
normally seen in language classes. If we avoid excessive error aoryectd
recognize that there is a natural order of acquisition, we will also avoid sgedle
anxiety. (106)

Thus, as pertains to the present study’s interest in the potential value 1of) &siti
a contributor in the foreign language acquisition process, at least one majatic¢teagre
Krashen, attributes it little worth. Dvorak (1986), summarized specifibally
Krashen’s language acquisition theories may be applied to writing iskél$oreign
language as follows:
1. Given the number and complexity of the rules that underlie good writing, and
the relatively small subset of such that are captured by current peddgogic
descriptions, most writing skills must be acquired rather than learned.
2. The source for comprehensible input is ‘extensive reading in which the focus of
the reader is on the message, i.e., reading for genuine interest and or pleasure’
(Krashen, 1984, p. 23).
3. Grammar teaching and error-correction should be limited to straighttbrwar
(i.e. learnable) rules.
4. While writing competence is acquired through reading, fluency in writing
performance is acquired through extensive writing practice.
5. The most effective writing practice is that which has communication as its
primary focus. (154)
Nevertheless, not all academicians are in full agreement with Krashpnts
Hypothesis. For example, Swain (1985) proposes that while comprehensible input is a
necessary component of language acquisition, it does not fill in all the gaps in the

process:
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One [thing] I that | think is fundamental to our understanding of the role of input
in second language acquisition is that although comprehensible input may be
essential to the acquisition of a second language, it is not enough to ensure that
the outcome will be native-like performance. In fact, | will argue thallewhi
comprehensible input and the concomitant emphasis on interaction in which
meaning is negotiated ... is essential, its impact on grammatical develdpasent

been overstated. (236)

Swain proposes, therefore, titamprehensible outputvhich she defines as “output that
extends the linguistic repertoire of the learner as he or she attemmat mrecisely
and appropriately the meaning desired” (252), is necessary in the course afjangu
acquisition.

Citing Long’s (1983) and Varonis’ and Gass’ (1985) emphasis on the importance
of the “negotiation of meaning” in interaction in the language acquisition proceas) Sw
maintains that comprehensible output, namely speaking and writing, is a necessary
companion to Krashen’s comprehensible input. Specifically, Swain notes that
comprehensible output provides language learners the opportunity to meaningfully use
and explore their linguistic resources. She notes, for example, that inasmuch as
comprehensible output involves learners’ being “pushed toward the delivery gbagae
that is not only conveyed, but that is conveyed precisely, coherently, and appngpriatel
(249), it is parallel to Krashenist 1 input principle because it encourages learners to go
slightly beyond their perceived linguistic ability. Additionally, Swain hased that
comprehensible output encourages learners to move beyond simple semantic grocessin

as is characteristic of Krashen’s input hypothesis, to the syntactic pngcessessitated

by actually having to produce in the language.
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The Noticing Hypothesis

Inasmuch as the present study examines students’ learning of the L2 gingnga
writing — a form of output — an important theory to be considered here and which
emerges from Swain’s claims about the value of output in language acquisitiat,a$ t
“noticing.” Concerning noticing, Swain (1997) clarifies that “the actieitproducing

the target language may prompt second language learners to consciouslizecsogie
of their linguistic problems” and that it “may bring to their attention somethieg need
to discover about their second language,” thereby triggering “cognitivegses which
might generate linguistic knowledge that is new for the learner, or consdlidaieher
own existing knowledge” (5-6). The noticing hypothesis assumes, therefore, that
“conscious awareness ... of grammar plays an important role in the process’uaidang
acquisition (Truscott 1998). Indeed, Schmidt (1990, 1993), a major proponent of the
noticing hypothesis, has claimed that noticing is a vital factor in the leavhangecond
language. In the following section, therefore, | review recent studiegioingoas a
possible factor that may facilitate the learning of a second or foreigndge while

engaging in the writing act.

Studies on noticing and writing to learn a language
In the last decade or so, various studies have explored Swain’s (1997) theotigiog,
a concept which may be of particular interest to the present study, given thadtexsin
the previous section, it appears intuitive that language learning while engaging

composition writing must involve at least some amount of noticing. Examples of recent
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research that explores the Noticing Hypothesis in the context of L2 wrigriguani et al
(1999), Izumi and Bigelow (2000), Qi and Lapkin (2001) and Griffin (2004) in the
context of ESL and Adams (2003), Hanaoka (2006 and 2007), Leeser (2008) and Song

and Suh (2008) in the context of FL learning. A review of these studies follows.

Noticing and writing in the ESL contexin their study, Izumi et al (1999) examined the
effects of output on noticing and second language acquisition. Specifically, they posed
the following research questions: 1) “Does learner output promote the noticing of
linguistic form when relevant input is subsequently provided?” and 2) “Does output result
in the acquisition of the linguistic form?” (425). Twenty-two students of ESL edrlle
two college-level writing classes in the ESL department at a communi¢geollere
asked to participate in the study. Students were first given a pre-testagbha&ssed their
knowledge of and ability with the past hypothetical conditional in English. The students
were then randomly assigned to either an experimental group (n=11), whichvems gi
the opportunity to produce output in written form, or a control group (n=11), which
produced no output but rather responded to true/false comprehension questions.

The study was performed in two phases. Before treatment phase one, students
were given a pre-test meant to assess their abilities with the pagtétygadtconditional
in English. After each treatment phase, students were given a postitphasé 1 the
students in the experimental group were asked to read and then rewrite agbaragr
containing the past hypothetical conditional whereas the control group read the sam

passage but then answered true/false questions about the passage. In phase 2, the
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experimental group was given a writing topic prompt which “called fog”’af¢he past
hypothetical conditional in a 20-minute in-class essay. Following wrifitigeoessay,
the experimental group was shown a model essay on the topic, about 80% of whose
sentences were written in the past hypothetical conditional, and weretaskad and
underline the essay in preparation for a writing a second version of their beiggagy.
Meanwhile the control group wrote an initial essay on an unrelated topic (so thaathey h
an activity to perform similar to that of the experimental group, but not for auyfisp
purpose of the study), after which they were also given the model essay arabiwet
to underline it in preparation for responding to a true/false comprehension test. Both the
experimental group and the control group were then given post test 2. Findings of the
study reveal that, based on results from the underlining exercises, the siudeats
experimental group did not show statistically meaningful improvement in terthsiof
“noticing” of the target form, as compared to the control group. By contrast, reeuits fr
the post-tests revealed that though, on post-test 1, the experimental group did not do
significantly better than did the control group in phase 2, the experimental group
“obtained a positive gain (13%), but the [control group] had a zero gain” and, as the
researchers state, “the difference between the two groups on theseganenias
statistically significant” (442). For the purposes of the present study theless, it is
important to observe that no statistical differences were observed beh&dam tgroups
in terms of “noticing”.

Two of the researchers from the previously reviewed study, Izumi and Bigelow

performed a follow-up (2000) study to further “examine the noticing function of output
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... hamely,” as the researchers themselves articulate it, “thetaciyproducing the

target language that may prompt L2 learners to recognize their lingustiems and

bring relevant aspects of the L2 to their attention” (239). Hence, as in é&@inf1999)

Izumi and Bigelow (2000) examined the past hypothetical conditional in ESL lelagners
inviting two groups of students taken from the same population as the previous study to
read and underline the same input containing the target form. As in the previous study,
before reading the input article, members of the experimental group skextta write

an essay on the topic while the students in the control group wrote on any topic so as to
maintain symmetry in the activities performed in the different ESésels Following

these writing activities, students in both groups were given a model es$aytopit,

which they were to read and underline, and then the experimental group was asked to
write a second essay on the same topic as the first essay, while the controlagoup w
given a comprehension quiz based on the original reading. In phase 2, both groups were
asked to read an input reading and underline pertinent information/sentences yecessar
for a subsequent reconstruction exercise (experimental group) or comprehension quiz
(control group). Thereafter, both groups were shown the same input passage a second
time and asked to complete the same follow-up activity (reconstruction ore&oemgron
quiz) again. Findings from this experiment reveal, similar to Izumi 4989, that

though “extended opportunities to produce output and receive relevant input were found
to be crucial in improving learners’ use of the [past hypothetical conditiomalgtms

of “noticing”, “output did not always succeed in drawing the learners’ attention to the

target form.” Hence, the researchers lament that “further researatessagy to more
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precisely specify the noticing function of output and derive effective uses of outgit in
teaching” (239).

Qi and Lapkin (2001) performed a study of “the role of noticing in a three-stage
second language writing task” (title). Regarding noticing and seconddgag
composition, the researchers say the following:

Noticing is ... an important cognitive process in L2 composing. Issues

such as how noticing is related to L2 composing and what impact it has on

L2 writing improvement still need to be further addressed and

investigated, especially through empirical research studies. (278)

Moreover, in their literature review on noticing, Qi and Lapkin observe thathasen
noticing in L2 acquisition has largely focused on input” (278). Therefore, Qi and Lapkin
realized a case study of two Mandarin Chinese-speaking ESL learnens'wiiihe three
stages mentioned in the title of their article include the following: Stailpe 1:

composing stage; Stage 2: the reformulation stage, wherein writersstoim¢ia own text
with a version thereof which was re-written by a native speaker of the kangeage;

and Stage 3: the posttest stage, in which each participant received their woitkefrom
stage 1, one week after stage 2, and was asked to correct the grammar on ithé/Nhile t
researchers admit that given that only two writers took part in the study,ilcléangs

can only be seen as “tentative” rather than “definitive” (294), the results neless
suggest that “composing and reformulation promote noticing.” Nevertheless, they
qualify their results further by observing that “the quality of noticingctvinelates

directly to L2 writing improvement, is different for learners with digiet levels of L2
proficiency” and observe that “promoting the quality of noticing is a more important
issue to be addressed in L2 writing pedagogy” (277).
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In his (2004) dissertation, Robert Griffin proposed “to answer the question of
whether ESL learners from different levels in an Intensive Englishr&rogould notice
gaps in their L2 knowledge while writing essays and concurrently parfgranthink-
aloud task” and, moreover, to “investigate whether learner noticing led to L2
development” (169). Participants in his study included 10 students of ESL at
intermediate to advanced levels who were invited to participate in threeaflound-
writing sessions. The think-aloud sessions were performed over an acadesstese
and were recorded and transcribed and coded for students’ verbalized problems and
automatic, non-verbalized corrections, for comparison with the written essaffs G
reports that findings of the study are that “noticing occurred among all 10 of the
participants” as predicted by the output hypothesis “that learners, whemled sutput
push would reflect on problems with their L2 output” (169). However, with regards to
Griffin’s second motivation for the study, that noticing was necessary for L2
development in writing, Griffin observes that only grammatical accuracspnéasured by
the same E/T-unit analysis employed in the present study) was catttelataticing,

while fluency, lexical density and grammatical complexity were not.

Noticing and writing in the FL contexRebecca Adams’ notes that her (2003) study “L2
output, reformulation and noticing” (title) is a “replication and extension” ofisead
Lapkin’s (2002) study on reformulation, noticing and speaking, but for writing (347). In
her study, Adams randomly assigned 56 learners of intermediate-level Sgahlstoa

three treatment groups: 1) task repetition (control), 2) noticing plus task refoamidg
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a native or near-native speaker, and 3) noticing plus reformulation plus stohmelead
session. All of the groups were divided into groups of two and performed the task of
reconstructing a story of mixed-up pictures and then writing it down in the targe
language. However, group 2 met with the researcher who gave them a native-like
reformulation of the task and asked them to compare their version with the native-like
version. These sessions were recorded. Group 3 performed the same refornaslation t
as group 2 but immediately following the reformulation session, engaged in a stomulat
recall session with the researcher wherein they listened to the tapdeedsession with
the researcher and “were asked [by her] to recall their thoughts at éhthégnmade the
comparison” (359). A week following the initial task session, all students wppdied
with the same pictures as in the initial task but this time intact and arrasgethe
originally intended story. Students individually wrote down their rendition of what the
story entailed in the target language. Adams reports the findings from the study as
follows:

Analysis of the data indicates that learners noticed differencesd&@tw

their own essays and the reformulated writing, and that there were

guantitative differences in the output of participants from different

treatment groups, with learners who participated in both noticing and

stimulated recall incorporating significantly more targetlike formthe

post-treatment output than learners from the other groups. (347)

Another study that examines noticing in FL writing is that of Hanaoka (2006)
who specifically considered whether feedback on writing enhances noticifgd.in E
writing in his case study of two native Japanese learners of English. pMmiécally,
Hanaoka proposed to study whether models “written independently of learn&s’sotex

reformulations of learners’ original texts more effectively enhancedimgtic the
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writing process. The participants engaged in think-aloud sessions with both kinds of
texts and the researcher both audio- and video-recorded the sessions.

In terms of results of the study, in the first place, Hanaoka found that his more
advanced learner of English noticed more linguistic features from both kinelg®than
did the less-proficient writer; and that the more advanced learner incorpo@ied m
changes from the unrelated model text whereas the less-proficient ieaorporated
equal amounts from both kinds of texts. All in all, nevertheless, both learners totice
more features from the reformulated text than from the unrelated model texdokda
observes that “the two learners’ performances suggest that models andilaiona
play different but complementary roles as feedback tools” and that spégifieahon-
reformulated models “may serve the dual role of addressing alterfatng and
developing the original content” whereas the reformulated models “may promoiagotic
of linguistic inadequacies in the original text through juxtaposition of the twizdela
texts” (167).

In a later (2007) study, Hanaoka states that “the nature of ... noticing and its
effect on subsequent learning in the context of EFL writing have not been fully
investigated” even though more attention has been given to the topic in the literature
during recent years (459). In order to examine what students spontaneously noticed
during writing, Hanaoka asked 37 Japanese students of English-as-foreigrgéafrgua
two English classes at the university level — one more advanced than the otheite- to w
a story in response to a picture prompt. After writing, the students compared their

writing to two native-speaker model written renditions of the story and werd tske
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record in written form “whatever they noticed as they compared their drigitawith

the models” (463). Immediately following this model comparison task, the studeets wer
asked to rewrite their essays. Finally, some two months later without previous
notification, a final stage in the study involved giving the students their drigritang
samples and asking them to rewrite them. This was done so that the researdher coul
determine with what degree of permanence linguistic features had beemecquir

Hanaoka reports that, as in his previous (2006) study, more proficient learners
noticed significantly more linguistic features during the different stégen did less
proficient learners. Additionally, Hanaoka notes that students overwhelminglgahotic
more lexical features than grammatical features and that “amongefeaff the models
that the participants notice, those that were related to the problems thatdheptibed
through output were incorporated at a higher rate and were also retained hanger t
unrelated features” (459).

Song and Suh (2008) hoped to build upon what Izumi et al (1999) and Izumi and
Bigelow (2002) had discovered through their research on output and noticing in L2.
Specifically, Song and Suh hoped to explore “the role of output and the relative efficacy
of two different types of output task (reconstruction task and picture-cuedgnask) in
noticing and learning of the English past counterfactual conditional” (295). Henge, the
invited 52 adult Korean EFL learners enrolled at a university in South Korea, to
participate in a study in which they were randomly assigned to a recoiostrgiciup, a
picture-cued group or a control group. One week before the first treatm&nohsasd

one week after the final treatment session of three, the participants tooteatprlich
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included a recognition section and a written production section and established the
students’ abilities with the target form. Between the pre- and posssestsments, the
three groups were involved in production tasks particular to their group assignment,
whether control, picture-cued writing or reconstruction.

Song and Suh report that more noticing took place overall for participants who
were given the opportunity to produce output by comparison with those who did not
receive that opportunity, and that in terms of the acquisition of the past countérfactua
conditional, participants who were given output opportunities “performed significantl
better than those in the non-output condition on the production post-test” though no
difference in results was shown between the two respective output tasks (295).

Finally, Leeser (2008) studied “pushed output” among writers at the
intermediation Spanish-as-a-foreign-language level to examineathikiies to notice the
past tense morphology of Spanish, comprehension of aural text, and acquisition of the
Spanish preterit and imperfect in writing. Forty-seven students participetiee study
and were divided into two groups, one of which listened to a number of aural selections
and then performed reconstruction tasks, and the other of which listened to the same
selections but only answered a multiple-choice type assessment thergeftarmeasure
of noticing, the researcher asked participants to take notes during the listetnrty.

As pre- and post-treatment measures, participants were invited to vaiteantence
paragraph before and after the treatments. Much like Hanaoka'’s (2007) tesedts;s
results showed that the group which engaged in the reconstruction (+output) treatment

showed more noticing of words overall. Nevertheless, the reconstruction group did not
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notice the past tense forms significantly more than the non-output group. However, the
reconstruction group “comprehended more information from the text” and “showed

evidence of past tense development in their writing” (195).

The Involvement Load Hypothesis

Inasmuch as the present study proposes to examine what students gain af Erms
ability as a result of their participation in intensive writing, another inapbtheory to be
considered here and which has evolved from scholarly discussions on the value of L2
output is the “involvement load hypothesis” (Laufer and Hulstijn 2001). More
specifically, this theory is pertinent to the present study inasmuch as ésssigjge value
of writing in the acquisition of L2 vocabulary. Regarding their involvement load
hypothesis and the acquisition of vocabulary, Laufer and Hulstijn (2001) define
“involvement” as “a motivational-cognitive construct which can explain and predict
learners’ success in the retention of hitherto unfamiliar words” (14). Thegstigg
furthermore, that “involvement” as it pertains to vocabulary learning taslefined by
three factors, namely need, search and evaluation (14). Moreover, thesectiorse fa
combined comprise what Laufer and Hulstijn coin as the “involvement load” of a
vocabulary learning activity. Following is a description of these threerfaat well as a
review of other studies regarding the involvement load hypothesis and the amyoisit

L2 vocabulary.
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Hulstijn and Laufer (2001) have defined need as the “motivational, non-cognitive
dimension of involvement,” (543) or the “need to achieve” (Laufer and Hulstijn 2001,
14). Regarding need, the authors state the following:

We interpret this notion [of ‘need’] not in its negative sense, based on fear of

failure, but in its positive sense, based on a drive to comply with the task

requirements, whereby the task requirements can be either externmiseinor
self-imposed. If, for example, the learner is reading a text and an unknown word
is absolutely necessary for comprehension, s/he will experience the need to
understand it. Or, the need will arise during a writing or speaking task when the

L2 learner wants to refer to a certain concept or object but the L2 word €rpgres

it is unfamiliar. (Laufer and Hulstijn 2001, 14)

The authors also distinguish between “moderate” and “strong” need. They propose that
need is “moderate” when it is imposed by an “external agent” as when atstidsked

by a teacher to use a word in a sentence (Hulstijn and Laufer, 2001, 543). On the other
hand, they suggest that need is “strong” when it is “intrinsically motivatetself-

imposed” (543) as in the case of a learner who makes a decision to express a concept
which s/he does not know how to express in the target language, while writing a
composition (Laufer and Hulstijn 2001, 14). Hence, “moderate” and “strong” need
“subsume different degrees of drive” in the acquisition of vocabulary (14).

Hulstijn and Laufer (2001) define both search and evaluation as the two
“cognitive dimensions of involvement” (543). They define search as a learnengpat
to find the meaning of a word with which they are not familiar by consulting ar2L1/L
dictionary or other authority, such as a teacher or native speaker of thdaagyeige

(544). No gradations of search (e.g. “moderate” and “strong”) in their defirate

given by the authors.
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Evaluation comprises a comparison by the learner “of a given word with other
words, a specific meaning of a word with its other meanings, or comparing thewtior
other words in order to assess whether a word does or does not fit its context” (544). For
example, when an L2 learner looks up a word in an L1/L2 dictionary and discovers the
word to be a homonym, a decision needs to be made regarding the word’s meaning by
comparing all of its meanings against the specific context at hand andidetgrwhich
definition best suits that context (544). Another example of evaluation occurs when the
L2 learner is performing a writing task such as a composition and looks up thegneani
in L2 of aword in L1, only to discover that there are multiple L2 alternatorethe
word. Hence, the L2 learner must compare the various meanings against the oontext f
which the word is needed and choose the word that best conveys the desired meaning
(Laufer and Hultijn 2001, 15). The authors also suggest differing degrees of evaluation.
They propose, for example, that if the evaluation entails merely recogniffergices
between words or between various meanings of a given word, it may be defined as
“moderate”. On the other hand, evaluation which entails “making a decision about
additional words which will combine with the new word in an original sentence or text,”
it may be said to be “strong” (15).

Hence, “involvement load”, when seen as a combination of the three factors
described above — need, search and evaluation — can be realized in various degrees of
intensity, depending upon the L2 task in which a learner is engaged:

Each of the ... three factors can be absent or present when processing a

word in a natural or artificially designed task. The combination of factors

with their degrees of prominence constitutes involvement load. (Hulstijn

and Laufer 2001, 544)
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For example, a task in which a learner is invited to write original senteniasgitsome
new words whose translation has been provided by the instructor of an L2 course, can be
viewed as having “moderateted(inasmuch as it is imposed by the instructor), no
search(new words are glossed), and “stromgaluation(inasmuch as the words must be
evaluated against appropriate placement in learner-generated contex¢pvéfpr

Hulstijn and Laufer (2001) suggest that learning tasks might be assigneeé arscor
“involvement index”, suggesting the intensity of involvement associated with ikiyact
Therefore, the factonseedandevaluationmay be assigned a score of ‘0’ if completely
absent, ‘1’ if moderate and ‘2’ if strong. Similarggarchcan be assigned a score of ‘0’

if absent and ‘1’ if present. Hence, the abovementioned task may be assigned an
“involvement index” of 3, inasmuch aeedin the task is moderate and therefore is given
a score of ‘1’ searchis absent and therefore merits a score of ‘0’,araluationis

strong, meriting a score of ‘2’. Therefore, the sum of the scores, 1 + 0 + 2, derives an
involvement index of 3 (544).

The Involvement Load Hypothesis, therefore, presumes that the stronger the
involvement load, the more likely the L2 learner will be to acquire and retain L2
vocabulary. Hulstijn and Laufer (2001) summarize as follows:

Retention of unfamiliar words is, generally, conditional upon the degree of

involvement in processing these words. In other words, it is conditional upon

who has set the task [need], whether the new word has to be searched [search],

and whether it has to be compared, or combined with other words [evaluation].
The greater the involvement load, the better the retention. (545)
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Studies of the Involvement Load Hypothesis

In an attempt to test the validity of the Involvement Load Hypothesis, dblas with a
higher involvement load will be more effective for vocabulary retention than waska
lower involvement load (Hulstijn and Laufer 2001, 545), Hulstijn and Laufer performed
two experiments whereby they examined the effect of involvement load ondghgaret

of ten “low-frequency” L2 English words by advanced college-aged EFL leam#rs |
Netherlands and Israel. Different groups of students were invited to padisipane of
three vocabulary learning tasks, each of which differed in terms of its involvemext inde

Task 1 entailed a reading comprehension activity with marginal glossesiwh
students were given a text and ten multiple-choice comprehension items. TBe ten
English words, “whose understanding was relevant to the task,” were highligiated a
glossed in the margin of the text in L1. Students were asked to read the text and then
respond to the ten comprehension questions. The researchers assigned the task an
involvement index of 1, inasmuch asedwas moderate (=1) arsg¢archandevaluation
were absent (=0).

Task 2 involved a reading comprehension plus “fill-in” activity. A different
group of students were provided with the same text and comprehension questions as
those used in task 1, but the 10 L2 English words were deleted from the text andlreplace
with a blank space. The 10 English words, along with 5 which do not appear in the
original text, were then randomly ordered on a separate sheet of paper itotigivL 1
translations and L2 explanations. The students were asked to read the text arefill in t

10 blanks in the text with one of the 15 words on the separate page and, thereafter, to
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answer the 10 comprehension questions. The task was assessed as having an
involvement index of 2, inasmuch asedwas moderate (=13earchwas absent (=0)
andevaluationwas moderate (=1), inasmuch as the context was provided.

Finally, task 3 involved another group of students in the incorporation of the 10
L2 English words in the writing of a composition. In the instructions, the studergs we
told that they had to use all of the 10 words, which were listed below the instructions, and
that they could use them in whichever order they chose. Additionally, explanatibies of
words, including L1 gloss, and examples of their usage were provided. Task 3 was given
an involvement index of 3, sinceedwas moderate (=1$earchwas absent (=0) and
evaluationwas strong (=2).

Upon completion of the above tasks, the respective groups were immediately
given a list of the 10 target words and were asked to give their L1 equivalents or an
explanation in English of their meaning. Additionally, one week later for the Neatds
group and 2 weeks later for the Israel group, the students were asked to do the same i
order to better assess long-term retention of the 10 target words.

The researchers hypothesized that retention of the words by students involved in
task 3 will be better than by students engaging in tasks 1 and 2, and that retention of the
words by students involved in task 2 will be higher than for those involved in task 1,
based on the strength of the involvement index for each task. Results of the experiments
for students in both the Netherlands and Israel are shown in Table 2.1. The results

confirmed the researchers’ hypothesis. They found that students perfoaskrgjiiad
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significantly higher retention of the 10 words for both the immediate and the dglage

tests, than those who performed task 2. However, only for the Israel group did

Table 2.1 Word Retention Scores (Maximum=10) for Hubijn and Laufer (2001)

Immediate Delayed

N Mean SD Mean SD
Netherlands Experiment
Task 1 (Reading) 20 2.7 15 1.3 1.4
Task 2 (Reading + fill-in) 33 2.9 1.8 15 1.4
Task 3 (Writing) 34 4.9 2.3 2.6 1.8
Israel Experiment
Task 1 (Reading) 31 2.0 2.1 0.4 0.8
Task 2 (Reading + fill-in) 27 4.0 1.9 1.7 15
Task 3 (Writing) 41 6.9 2.5 3.7 2.4

participants in task 2 have significantly better retention of the words on both gtsst-te

than those who performed task 1. Regarding its value pertinent to the present study,
nevertheless, it is important to note that Hulstijn and Laufer (2001) found that the
composition task (task 3) resulted in significantly better retention of L2 vocglla

both immediate and delayed post-tests, than both the reading (task 1) and the reading plus
fill-in (task 2) activities.

Folse (2006) performed an experiment that at first glance appears to digprov
involvement load hypothesis. He invited 154 ESL students of varied linguistic &bdity
lower intermediate, 51 upper intermediate and 53 advanced) who were enrolled in
intensive university-level English programs to engage in three vocabularyngarni
activities of differing involvement load. All 154 students participated in alethre
vocabulary learning activities but different vocabulary words were useddbraetivity.

Students were given a “minidictionary” which gave the part of speech,rtidefiand
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sample usage of each of the 18 words used for the study. Activity 1 wamdlial-

blank activity wherein students were given six words, one of which functioned as a
distracter, and were asked to choose from among the words to fill in the blanks of five
unrelated sentences. Activity 2, on the other hand, also involved the filling in of blanks
but the words in this activity were practiced three different times in thiteeent fill-in-

the blank exercises, thereby increasing students’ exposure to the vocabutsy wo
Finally, activity 3 invited the students to use the given 5 vocabulary words in an lorigina
sentence. To assess learning of the words, students were given a prehest on t
vocabulary words prior to completion of the practice activities and a post-test, wasch w
exactly the same as the pre-test, immediately following the @esiviHowever, no

delayed post-test, as in Hulstijn and Laufer’s (2001) study, was administered.

Folse also assessed the activities for their involvement index. He notes that
activities 1 and 2, both fill-in-the-blank activities, have an involvement index of 4,
inasmuch aseedis strong (=2)searchis moderate (=1), arglvaluationis moderate
(=1) for his activities. On the other hand, activity 3, wherein students creatgiaalori
sentence with the vocabulary, has a higher involvement index of 5, givereduid also
strong (=2) andearchis also moderate (=1), bavaluationis strong (=2).

As table 2.2 shows, Folse’s study found that activity 2 (three fill-in-thekbla
exercises) was significantly (p <.0001) more effective in helping stuttergtain
vocabulary than both activity 1 (one fill-in-the-blank) and activity 3 (origseaitence

production). Moreover, there was no significant difference in the learning pcbduce
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between activities 1 and 3. Folse observes that “many educators se¢hiblank

exercises as a superficial or passive use of the vocabulary, espsbiatiycompared

Table 2.2 Word Retention Scores for Folse (2006)

Activity N Mean SD
1 (1 fill-in-blank) 154 2.18 2.36
2 (3 fill-in-blanks) 154 4.78* 2.78
3 (original sentences) 154 2.39 2.48

*significantly higher than activities 1 and 3,thé p<.0001 level

to writing original sentences” (286). However, he implies that what may Inenemes
important than whether or not a learning activity is seen as “superigidé “depth of
processing” involved in the learning activity. He states that “when agleantounters a
blank in a sentence in a vocabulary exercise ... who can say that the learne&ss proc
trying out the various words in this slot, perhaps by translating many of the words or
perhaps by remembering tidbits about some of the words ... is not indeed deep
processing of or high involvement with the word?” (287) Laufer and Hulstijn (2001),
nonetheless, observe that it appears next to impossible to operationalize “depth of
processing” as well as to determine whether one activity is “dedp@r’another.
Indeed, it seems conceivable that given the repetition involved in the threfltime
the-blank exercise, Folse’s activity 2 may entail even more “involventiesut’ his
original sentence writing exercise. He concludes that
Although there is general consensus that deeper processing results in better
learning, it remains unclear which factors specifically influence deudh
therefore cannot be operationalized. Furthermore, no research has produced

results that allow one exercise type to be categorized as requiring mdretlept
knowledge than another. (276)
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At the very least, it is difficult to compare Folse’s results with thodeaofer and

Hulstijn (2001) inasmuch as the latter study compared activities that aceesulyi
different in nature from those of Folse (e.g. writing single original seateversus
writing a full composition) and hence entail levels of involvement or depth which are
practically impossible to operationalize and, therefore, compare.

In his study, Folse also took into account the factor of “time on task”, something
which previous studies had not taken into account but which clearly may affect the
learners’ retention of vocabulary. Hence, he chose, in part, to have his activity 2 involve
three cloze-type activities “because it was believed that students wkeilthéeasame
amount of time to do [activity] 2 as they would for [activity] 3” (279). Moreover, he
observes, that

Though comparing [activities] 1 and 3 would address the effectiveness of the two

different types of exercises, a comparison of [activities] 2 and 3 would not only

address the effectiveness of these completion versus sentence-writingutasks

would also take into account the questions of time on task. (279)

Folse notes that the time on task for activity 1, the one-time cloze procedureonad@
minutes, whereas that for activity 2, the three-time cloze procedure, wayrd0g

minutes and that for activity 3, the sentence creation procedure, averaged about 70
minutes. Folse therefore controlled for time on task via a post hoc analysis oftaofubse
31 students who spent similar lengths of time for both activities 2 and 3.

Comparative results pertinent to retention of vocabulary for activities 2 and 3,
based on “time on task”, give an enormous edge to activity 2, the triple fill-ipkiiné&-
activity. Folse found that the mean vocabulary retention score for activitg Buice as

high as those for activity 3, and that these results were significant at tli®pllevel.
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Certainly, these results are relevant to the present study inasmuch apdirheriting
an FL composition, as in the cases studied herein, can be extensive, but, as Edlge’s st
shows, simple “time on task” may not be the most meaningful factor in terms of
vocabulary retention.
More recently, Keating (2008) performed an experiment with “beginning”-level
FL learners of Spanish in the first-semester of the second year of stielpbserves
that previous studies on the involvement load hypothesis have only examined students at
advanced language learning level$he research questions of Keating’s study somewhat
reflect the research purposes of Hulstijn and Laufer (2001) but also consider students
passive and active word retention as well as time on task as a factor in thegleérni
vocabulary. The research questions are the following:
1. Do low-proficiency learners assigned to tasks with different involveroads|
evince differential gains in word learning on tests of short-term and lomg-ter
word retention?
2. Do tasks with different involvement loads lead to differential gains in both
passive and active word knowledge?
3. Do the benefits of more involving tasks hold when time on task is accounted
for?
Hence, Keating invited a total of 79 students of Spanish as FL to participate in one of
three vocabulary learning tasks. In order to control for whatever previous knowledge
students may have had of vocabulary, Keating invented pseudowords which adhered to

both morphological and phonological patterns of Spanish. His tasks 1 and 2 were exactly

the same as those of Hulstijn and Laufer (2001). He describes task 1 asg‘readi

* Note that typically “first-semester, second-yestridents are referred to as “intermediate-leveitishts

in the literature.

® As noted above, Folse (2006) examined beginnintermediate- and advanced-level learners. Keating
is, nevertheless, the only researcher to focusysoteearly-learners of FL.
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comprehension with marginal glosses” (372). In this exercise, students wededr

with a text and a set of five true/false comprehension questions regardingtthi€iggat

target words were highlighted and glossed in the text's margin. Student®viese

read the text, while making use of the glossed references in the margins,ratad the

answer the five comprehension questions. Similar to Hulstijn and Laufer’s (28@1),t

Keating assesses this activity as having an involvement index of 1, inasmmezdems

the activity is only moderate (=1), whearchandevaluationare absent (=0) and the

sum of these three scores is therefore equalto 1 (1 + 0 + 0). A total of 23 students

participated in task 1, which took students an average of 7 minutes to complete.
Keating describes his task 2 as “reading comprehension plus fill-in” (372).

Participants were given the same text and comprehension questions as in taskih but, as

Hulstijn and Laufer (2001), the target words were eliminated from thertdxtlank

spaces left in their place. The eight target words plus four additional wattsnwm

alphabetical order on a separate sheet of paper with a brief definition of tharda

sample sentence, both of which were written in the target language of Spanish aas wel

an English (L1) gloss. Students were therefore asked to fill in the eight bhathiestext

with words from the list of twelve target vocabulary items and, thereafter, weatise

five comprehension questions. Keating states that this activity carriegcwveiment

load index of 2 sincaeedis moderate (=1)gearchis absent (=0) anelvaluationis

moderate (=1). A total of 29 students participated in this activity, which took stuaents

average of 13 minutes to complete.
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Unlike Hulstijn and Laufer’s (2001) task 3 which entailed the use of 10
vocabulary items in the writing of a composition, for Keating's task 3 studengs wer
given nothing to read previous to engaging in the activity but rather were given 10
minutes to review the same list of 12 words as that used in task 2, following which they
were given 10 minutes to write original sentences using the 8 target wordsgKea
assesses this activity as having an involvement load index of 3 inasmuch as need is
moderate (=1), search is absent (=0) and evaluation is strong (=2). Thus, lsdaskd
and Hulstijn and Laufer’s (2001) task 3 were both assigned an involvement load of 3. A
total of 27 students performed this task, which took an average of 20 minutes to
complete.

It should be noted here, nonetheless, that though the tasks are assessed as having
the same involvement load, the two tasks are markedly different in terms of their
meaningfulness and purpose. Clearly, the writing of a purposeful, coherent and cohesive
composition as in Hulstijn and Laufer (2001) is much more meaningful and authentic
than the writing of 8 unconnected and contrived sentences as in Keating's study. And
this point is extremely relevant to the present study since the study cgfgc#xamines
students’ learning in the more meaningful context of purposeful composition.

Following completion of their respective activities, students were asked to
complete a passive and an active recall post-test both immediately fglthweitask and
two weeks thereafter. Keating hypothesizes that

Consonant with the predictions of the Involvement Load Hypothesis ... scores on

the tests of passive and active word recall would be highest in Task 3 (sentence
writing with the target words), lower in Task 2 (reading comprehension plus
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filling in the target words), and lowest in task 1 (reading comprehension with
marginal glossing of the target words). (373).

Descriptive statistics for results of Keating’'s experimengaren in Table 2.3
below. As confirmed by mixed ANOVA statistical analysis as weblyapost hoc
analysis, scores on tipassiveword recall test for tasks 2 and 3 were significantly
superior to those for task 1 on both the immediate and the delayed post-test.
Nevertheless, task 3 was not significantly more effective than task 2.a®jrsicores on
theactiveword recall test for tasks 2 and 3 were also significantly larger than those of
task 1 on both the immediate and delayed post-tests. However, scores for task 3 were

significantly larger than those for task 2 on the immediate post-tests.

Table 2.3 Word Retention Scores (Maximum = 8) for Kating (2008)

Immediate Delayed

N Mean SD Mean SD
Passive word recall
Task 1 (Reading) 23 1.35 1.80 0.87 0.97
Task 2 (Reading + fill-in) 29 3.76 2.61 243 2.9
Task 3 (Writing) 27 5.15 2.43 3.65 1.98
Active word recall
Task 1 (Reading) 23 0.59 0.78 0.60 0.71
Task 2 (Reading + fill-in) 29 1.82 1.93 202 25
Task 3 (Writing) 27 3.37 2.17 1.69 1.58

Nevertheless, unlike Hulstijn and Laufer (2001), Keating also elected tarextre
effect “time on task” on the retention of the vocabulary. To do this, he scored
participants’ scores on the passive and active word recall tests to wadlels learned
per minute, utilizing the average task times reported. Fascinatingly, he foumndiiea
“time on task” yielded mostly no significant differences between the thsis, “for
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Task 3, the mean words learned per minute declined significantly betweenmbdiate

and delayed posttests” (378) on both the passive and the active post-tests. He warns tha
since time on task was only “estimated and not measured separately for éagapgr

these results should be interpreted with caution.” Nevertheless, he maintathe tha

results of the time on task analysis do “suggest [that] the benefits of moaadiam

tasks are offset by the amount of time required to complete them” (378).

Accuracy as a Measurement of L2 Improvement
Since, in terms of quantifiable measurement of students’ learning of thels|zangaage
resulting from the intensive writing, the present study will measure tipeiditnc
accuracyof students’ writing, a discussion of the literature on writing and accuracy is
appropriate. Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) define linguistic accuracy askespe
writer’s ability to “be free from errors while using language to commuamicagither
writing or speech” (33). Additionally, Foster and Skehan (1996) define accuracy as
“freedom from error,” which can be measured by an analysis of targatdiketaking
into account both the contexts and uses of the structure in question (Pica, 1983)” (cited in
Wolfe-Quintero et al., 33). Hence, in terms of second or foreign language learner
production, we may conclude that accuracy essentially denotes languageipnoithat
approximates correct and authentic native language production.

On the one hand, little has been done to determine specifically whether engaging
in intensive writing helps improve linguistic accuracy. On the other hand, there are

numerous studies that use accuracy analyses of writing samples to deterntimes evhe
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specific pedagogical linguistic or writing technique resulted in impron¢imdearners’
accuracy.

For example, a study that somewhat approximates the goals of the present
research is that of Duffy (1999). She investigated a semester-long, wmigngive
Content Based Language Instruction (CBLI) ESL course. Her main fasiaat the
writing intensive component of the course, but its dual focus on language learning and
content learning. She based part of her findings, among other measures, on accuracy
counts of pre- and post-semester essays and found that while over the course of the
semester all L2 learners benefited from their participation in the adjuvaé! CBLI
study in terms of their linguistic accuracy, there was no significaritcieship between
linguistic accuracy and content and rhetorical measures. Hence, thoughrnévauai
was not on the writing intensive element of the course, it is neverthelessresirior the
present study to note that a possible contributor to Duffy’s finding of improveddtrgyui
accuracy among the learners in her study was their involvement in intemging.

Another study of interest to the present research in terms of improveniént in
written accuracy, given her interest in an enhanced writing component ipahesis FL
course she evaluated, is that of Ballman (1987). She states that her goal was “t
investigate whether formal study of grammar combined with regulangiassignments
would improve the syntactic complexity and accuracy of students’ writing loger t
course of one semester” (236). Ballman studied 15 students enrolled in an intermedia
high-level Spanish grammar course which she taught herself, and in whiclgsinede

students to write in a journal at least twice a week, with entries of ableasull page.
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In addition, she estimates that at least 70% of class time was dedicatedrt@fammar
study,” and the rest of the time was spent discussing content “during whichuuoteats
could use the grammar studied.” To weigh whether or not the students improved in their
linguistic accuracy and complexity during the semester, Ballman tadlé@o journal
entries from each student written during the first two weeks of class, and tves ent
written during the last two weeks of class.

In order to specifically determine improvement in accuracy, Ballmaomee
an error-free-T-units per total number of T-units (EFT/T) analysis. @helfno
significant differences for linguistic accuracy between the journaksrftom the first
two weeks of class and entries from the last two weeks of class. An important
observation to be made concerning Ballman’s study, especially in relatioa present
study is that the only kind of writing she had her students perform was journaling — a
very informal, ungraded style of writing. Hence, though Ballman’s resuljsdanal
writing and focused grammar instruction were not statistically sagmfj studies that
more closely examine accuracy improvement resulting from other typéssefoom
writing (such as formal papers, essay exams etc.), are needed.

Casanave (1994) performed a more longitudinal study wherein, among other
factors, she analyzed accuracy by a measure of error-free T-units in $twdeals over
three semesters to determine whether improvement had taken place duriimgesrial
an ESL program. While she found no consistent improvement of accuracy in students’
writing, she nevertheless stated the following: “As | have observed thatdents relax

into their writing, and as they write more fluently, thoughtfully, and insiglytfthe
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grammatical accuracy of the writing of some of them decreases” (198)olSkrved,
therefore, that more than just quantitative measures of factors such asporght to
be involved in our conceptualization of improvement in writing.

Other examples of studies that use accuracy to determine whetheira certa
pedagogical method or other variable in writing is linguistically viableudethose of
Frantzen (1995) (supplemental grammar instruction), Polio et al (1998) (revision
instruction), Gonzalez-Bueno and Pérez (2000) and Pérez-Sotelo and Gonzéalez Bueno
(2003) (both e-mail journaling), Ellis and Yuan (2004) (planning) and Kuiken et al
(2005) and Kuiken and Vedder (2008) (both cognitive task complexity) Frantzen (1995)
investigated whether students showed improvement in written accuracy baseahaln f
supplemental grammar instruction in the classroom and found that while both test and
control groups improved in their accuracy, students who received supplemental grammar
instruction improved at an even higher level. And Polio et al (1998) found that 64 ESL
students who wrote 30 minute drafts and 60 minute revisions at the beginning and end of
a semester did not significantly improve in terms of their linguisticsracg despite
receiving additional editing instruction.

Nor did Gonzalez-Bueno and Pérez (2000) and Pérez-Sotelo and Gonzalez Bueno
(2003) find any significant improvement in grammatical accuracy as & oé$ust-
semester Spanish-as-FL students’ participation in e-mail journal dedod:llis and
Yuan (2004) examined accuracy to determine whether it improved according to the type
of planning (pre-task, “unpressured on-line,” or none) a student utilizes in thegwriti

process and found that “the opportunity to engage in unpressured on-line planning
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assisted greater accuracy” (59). And both Kuiken et al (2005), with universitgreain
Italian as FL, and Kuiken and Vedder (2008), with both learners of French as FL and
learners of Italian as FL, utilized an error-per-T-unit analysis @iracy (the same
measure used in the present study), and discovered that student writers improved as a
result of “cognitively more demanding” prompts for the writing.

Finally, examples of studies that employ accuracy as a means of mgdheri
efficacy of various kinds of feedback in L2 writing abound. Examples include Robb et
al. (1986), Chastain (1990), Kepner (1991), Chandler (2003), Bitchener et al (2005),
Sachs and Polio (2007), Hartshorn (2008) and Rahimi (2009). For example, Robb et al.
(1986), found evidence that suggested that direct correction of errors in written work is
less than optimal. Chastain (1990) investigated differences in accuracy bas#ihgn w
samples from third-year Spanish students that were graded versus santplese mot
graded, and found there to be no statistically significant difference fdedjkaersus non-
graded writing samples. Similarly, Kepner (1991) examined differencegnmovement
of accuracy based on two types of feedback: message-related and sudiace-e
correction. She found that “the consistent use of L2 teachers’ written errectcans
combined with explicit rule reminders as a primary medium of written fekdba[was]
ineffective for promoting the development of writing proficiency in the L2” (310an
ESL context, Chandler (2003) found that “both direct correction and simple underlining
of errors are significantly superior to describing the type of error, ewaruwderlining,”
for improving accuracy in students’ writing (267). Bitchener et al (2005), iexagn

feedback in an ESL context as well, discovered a “significant effect foothbiation
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of written and conference feedback on accuracy levels in the use of the astieime
and the definite article” (191). Sachs and Polio (2007) performed a repeatedameasur
study with ESL writers and found significant improvement in writers who regeive
simple error correction as feedback versus those who performed reformulations.
Moreover, Hartshorn (2008), in his doctoral dissertation, also in the ESL context,
employed a style of error correction feedback and found that it, contrary t@tubet

may have found, actually increased the mechanical, lexical and, to some extent,
grammatical accuracy of the writers, by comparison with a control groupntipédyeed a
standard process writing methodology. Finally, in an EFL setting in IranpiR@009)
compared a group of writers during a four month period who received indirect gramm
feedback with a group that received no feedback and found “no significant effect” in

favor of the accuracy of the group which received feedback (219).

Student Voice
An extremely important and fundamental part of the present study is that it pugoort
give voice to the student with regards to writing in the foreign languagewdum. As
such, in the present section | discuss some of the current thinking on student voice and its
place in current research on education.
Alison Cook-Sather (2006) proposes that “student voice” is founded on the
conviction that “young people have unique perspectives on learning, teaching, and

schooling,” that their perceptions “warrant not only the attention but also the respbnse
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adults “and that they ought to “be afforded opportunities to actively shape their
education” (359-60).

The present study proposes to study intensive writing in the foreign language
curriculum from just such a perspective — that of students. As such, it is appropeate her
to give an accounting of justifications in the literature for the use and valusdehst
voice in educational research. As Jodene Dunleavy (2008) observes, the inclusion of
student voice in educational research “requires us to question our inclinationvie\stil
student voice as a radical concept and our tendency to still confuse consultation on pre-
determined agendas with genuine engagement of students’ diverse ideas about the
schools they want” (31).

Much has been written during the last 10 to 15 years regarding the value and
importance of listening to students’ perceptions in education. For example, in their
article on “Quality Assessment of University Students”, Donald and Denison (gd@1)
perhaps the most basic of reasons for the need to listen to students’ voices when they
state that for an assessment “to be useful, [it] must meet the needs of thenpeopli
is intended to benefit and aid the evaluated institution to make improvements” (478).

The huge majority of literature on the topic of “student voice” centers on students
at the secondary level (see, for example, Mitra 2004 and 2006, Cook-Sather 2007, Gunter
and Thomson 2007, Mitra and Gross 2009 and Yonezawa and Jones 2009), whereas the
context of the present study is that of students in a post-secondary context. Nesgrthe
the literature does not indeed ignore “student voice” in higher education (seel@atche

2006, Cook-Sather 2009), nor does it seem counter-intuitive to consider the value of
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research on student voice at the primary and secondary levels for studentsréiitlge t
level, given the seeming universality of the themes discussed in theutigera

Regarding student voice, Yvonna Lincoln (1995) justifies its emergence in
educational research when she writes that there are “several diffeiseg’|€38) through
which to view the value of listening to students’ perceptions and opinions. For example,
on the one hand, she observes that giving attention to student voices can be seen as
arising from a “social and legal context” inasmuch as it is “reflectivalohg evolution
in the extension of civil rights” in the United States (88). On the other hand, she
proposes that student voice can be seen as emerging from a “scientific contelt” whi
takes into consideration the ways in which students learn. “Since schooling is one of the
most powerful shapers of both learning and acquiring word-view,” she notes, “it makes
sense to attend to ways in which children actively shape their contexts and begin to
model their worlds and the way in which we, in turn, shape the possibilities available for
learners” (88-9). Finally, Lincoln asserts that emergent student voearchanay be
seen through the lens of a political context, inasmuch as historically the purpose of
education in the United States has been to prepare learners for “participatio
democratic processes” (89). Indeed, as she maintains, “exercising wopeeslic
affairs or the normal duties of citizenship requires that individuals have found thei
voices” (89). She laments, nevertheless, that it appears that for masyyeygkarational
institutions have failed to give students that voice.

Alison Cook-Sather (2002) builds upon Lincoln’s discussion of the theoretical

underpinnings of the emergence of student voice in educational research in resoarticl
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“authorizing students’ perspectives.” She there proposes that a variety of giedago
theories indeed “authorize” or justify the use of student voice in academe, amohg whic
she includes “constructivist pedagogies,” “critical pedagogie®sttpodern and
poststructuralist feminist pedagogies.”

Regarding the pedagogical traditions she enumerates, Cook-Satrsethstate
constructivist pedagogies provide “authorization” for use of student voice/pévepgeant
research, inasmuch as constructivism’s most shared belief is that “stadirdsy
construct their own understandings” (5). She submits that constructivists pldestst
as “active creators of their knowledge rather than recipients of othersldahgei and,
hence, are typically proponents of listening closely to what students haveaioosdy
their own education. Concerning critical pedagogies, Cook-Sather observesilaat si
to constructivist pedagogies, they give students an active role in their animdgdut
that they do so from the invaluable viewpoint of social justice and equity. She observes,
moreover, that critical pedagogies as a rule “contribute a commitmemlistriteiting
power not only within the classroom, between teacher and students, but in society at
large” (6). As pertains to postmodern and poststructuralist feminist pedadogitg,
she proposes that these traditions justify student voice from the perspective of
“challenging and changing current power relations in education” while tsinedusly
cautioning against “uncritically or unreflectively privileging studeoices” (6).

Fielding (2004) further builds on the justification for the presence of student voice
in research. “The framework within which the notion of voice is explored and critiqued,”

he posits, “falls primarily into two categories.” The first of these ig6dstructing the
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presumptions of the present,” in which Fielding describes various problem areas in
current student voice research. These include “problems of speddaantpthers,”
“problems of speakinfpr others,” and problems of “getting heard.” His second
component of the framework from which to consider the notion of voice is what he
describes as “on the necessity of dialogue.” He observes that this frekregtempts to
resolve issues surrounding student voice by “exploring the possibility of ‘sggeaki
about/for others in supportive ways’ before offering the preferred ‘dialogimative:
speakingwith rather than for’ and further developing that line of enquiry through
‘students as co/researchers™ (296).

Dana Mitra (2006) attempts to legitimize the employment of student voice in
research on education from a social movement theory perspective. She observes that
“recent social movement theory illustrates how student voice initiataregain
acceptance in the push for school change” (316). She notes that around the end of the
twentieth century social movement theorists began to expand the movement’s applicati
and focus from “disruptive tactics” to include an endeavor to promote internal clainges
institutions” (316). Inclusion of student voice from both sides, external and internal, have
their plusses and may result in three very important kinds of change, including
“establishing legitimacy through gaining support of powerful insiders,” “enguri
sustainability through the ongoing provision of financial and human resources” and
“ultimately defining the types of change that can be pursued” (316).

An article of great salience to the present study, inasmuch as it camters

vulnerable learner populations in higher education (rather than K-12) educationpis that
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Batchelor (2006). Though Batchelor focuses her attention on specifically niaegina
groups such as students with disabilities, women, underrepresented ethnicagibups
disadvantaged students, her study still feels pertinent to the present semdthgt its
student participants, as with students in perhaps any college class, can be ts@ehino s
a somewhat vulnerable position given the teacher-student power dynamic. Moreover,
Batchelor exclaims that to limit the purview of “vulnerability” only to thosgeotypical
marginalized groups, can be risky:

The concept of vulnerability needs to be extended from referring to certain
under-represented groups in the student body to indicating the strength or
weakness of certain modes of the student voice. The danger of
concentrating only on publicized and visibly vulnerable groups is that a
whole dimension of hidden vulnerability is missed. The voices of
statistically well-represented student groups can also be vulnerable, but in
less obvious ways, if the prevailing criteria for student self-exyessi

their possibilities for academic identity, are skewed in a particular, and
unquestioned, direction. This is in no sense to argue that the vulnerable
student groups cited above are any less important, only that the notion of
vulnerability in higher education is incomplete if other aspects of its
meaning are not admitted. (789)

Hence, Batchelor proposes that academia’s conception of “voice” ought to
include more of an ontological (as compared to epistemological and practical)
perspective that centers more on “being and becoming” (787). In other words, she
explains, vulnerability ought not to be seen only in terms of a state “of” buniis trits
propensity “for”, thereby implying the possibility of change and development:

A conditionof vulnerability, a statef, suggests finiteness and limitation, a

state where further progress is not possible. ‘Of' is a containing

preposition, defining boundaries. A conditimm, on the other hand,

indicates openness to the possibilities of movement and development.

‘For’ implies something to be done, to be achieved, a goal to be reached, a

process to be activated. It denotes movement, action, growth, change and

possibility, but not an eventual outcome. Recovering vulnerable student
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voices is partly about moving from a closed stdteulnerability to a
more open condition of vulnerabilifgr. (790)

Therefore, Batchelor implies that there is an optimistic side to vultieyatshich may

also mean “optionality”, and which can signify “an opening up, rather than a closing
down, of possibilities for having a voice” (790). In other words, Batchelor here ssiggest
that students must not only have a voice for “knowing” (epistemological) analg'doi
(practical), but also a more positive, ontological voice for “being and becorfrag).

And this kind of voice is that which the present study proposes, indeed hopes to provide

for students in foreign language writing curricula.

Research Questions for the Present Study
As | stated at the beginning of this chapter, the purpose of this literatuzer treas been
to “demonstrate how the present study advances, refines, or revises wieatdyg alr
known” about the topic and to comprise “a conscious attempt to keep in mind that the ...
research emerges from and is contained within a larger context of ... inquiry”
(Bloomberg and Volpe 2008, 46). The present literature review has attempted to show
that while much valuable research already exists pertaining to wntadareign
language, there yet remains much to be done. For example, as the previous section
suggests, there is both a need for and value in allowing students to have their voices
reflected in the planning and development of educational programs and initiatives, such
as those pertaining to the implementation of writing in the foreign languageuauwm.
Additionally, there is a need for more research on the potential learning ostobme
writing in the foreign language and on how writing-across-the-curriculurtingi
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intensive requirements, and the intensive writing inherent to such requirements,
specifically affect students of a foreign language.
As such, this study proposes to answer the following three research questions:
1. What attitudes and perceptions do L2 Spanish students enrolled in a WI
Spanish course have about the WI requirement at the University and the

intensive writing component in the course?

2. Do L2 Spanish students show improved accuracy and coherence in their
writing after taking an intensive writing course?

3. What do students feel they learn by engaging in intensive writing in

their WI Spanish course, in terms of course content, writing skill and

Spanish language?

On the one hand, the research questions call for an empirical analysis of students
improvements resulting from the intensive writing in their Spanish FL courses,
specifically in terms of their learning of the Spanish language, as shogairisyin
linguistic accuracy, and of their learning of writing skill, as shown laysga coherence
(Research Question #2). And on the other hand, the research questions provide ample
opportunity for listening to the student voice, not only regarding the potential lgarnin
outcomes of the intensive writing (Research Question #3), but also regarding how the WI

requirement and intensive writing specifically affect them as forkigguage students

(Research Question #1).
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CHAPTER 3

THE STUDY

Introduction
This chapter provides an overview of the methodology and methods employed in the
realization of the present study. In what follows, | discuss the institutton&xt of the
study, its participants, the instrumentation employed in data collection fetuitiye and
the nature of the analysis of data employed to answer the three researadnguéstie

study.

Institutional Context:

WAC and the Writing-Intensive Requirement at the University of Minnesota
In early 1990, then University of Minnesota President Nils Hasselmo issuellesmgba
to faculty, students and staff of the University to participate in an “livididbr
Excellence in Undergraduate Education” (Office of Planning and Analydig iBffice
of the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs, ch. 6). In response to Hasselm
challenge, the Provost together with the Chairperson of the Twin Cities Blgsem
Steering Committee, appointed a 26-member Task Force on Liberal Education, @bmpose
mostly of tenured faculty. Included in the Task Force’s responsibilitsstine charge to
“review the current provisions for liberal education which obtain on the campus and
make recommendations to change or improve those policies” (Task Force on Liberal
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Education, sec. A). In its May 6, 1991 final report, among various other stipulations, the
Task Force made specific recommendations about the promotion of writingrskills i
undergraduate education. The report recommended implementation of a “Writing
Intensive” (WI) requirement throughout the curriculum: “We are persuadeduha
students should be asked to write more often, in contexts that give greater purpese to t
effort, and should receive prompt evaluation of the writing they produce” (sec. H).

The recommendation was that certain courses be deemed “Writing Intensive” a
that students be required to complete at least four of these courses during their
undergraduate education. Moreover, the Task Force recommended that alrecpjves
a “Senior Project” that included a writing component and in which students could
“engage in a creative or research activity ... that demonstrates cleartandiers of the
discipline’s subject matter, modes of inquiry, and particular insight into the human
experience” (sec. D). The Task Force simultaneously established theil@ouLiberal
Education (CLE) and called for substantial training and support for instructoigeintor
ensure the success of the Wil initiative.

In May 1998, the Council on Liberal Education issued the “Writing Intensive
Course Proposal” to administrators stating that beginning in Fall 1999, “the dealiver
writing instruction at the University of Minnesota [would] undergo fundamentalggia
(par. 1). While previously the English and Rhetoric departments and the GenezgkeColl
had borne the major burden of writing instruction at the university, beginning fall
semester 1999, “every undergraduate department in the university [would] sheate in t

responsibility” (par. 1). This was in harmony with a statement in the FinadrRef the
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Task Force on Liberal Education: “Writing theory ... indicates that studeriesmore
willingly and effectively when they do so in the context of substantive, acadéumalyg’
(sec. H).

As such, students entering the University of Minnesota in Fall 1999 and thereafter
would be required to take four WI courses, two of which should be at the upper-division
level, and at least one of which must be in the student’s major. The proposal establishe
that WI courses were to include an assigned total of ten to fifteen finalizesl gfage
writing, aside from informal and in-class writing. Moreover, students teeoe required
to do a revision of a draft after receiving feedback from the instructor keasttone of
these assignments (Strong and Fruth 33).

The “Writing-Intensive Course Proposal” invited all departments to submit
courses to the CLE for WI approval. The faculty of the Department of Spanish and
Portuguese Studies was convinced at that time that most of the upper-division courses
taught in the Department could meet the WI requirement (Klee 12 May 2000).
Nevertheless, along with various Portuguese courses, they elected to subt@dnish
courses for Writing Intensive approval: Spanish 3104 (Analysis and Intd¢ipmeté
Texts), Spanish 3105 (Introduction to the Study of Hispanic Civilizations), Spanish 3107
(Introduction to the Study of Hispanic Linguistics) and Spanish 3972 (Graduation
Seminar), in which the Senior Project requirement is fulfilled. Since theHres of
these are the required introductory courses for the Spanish major, the faciléy deat
a heavy dose of writing early on would help prepare students for work in more atlvance

culture, literature and linguistics upper-division courses (Klee 8 June 2000).
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The CLE proposal also enumerated various resources for the smooth
implementation of the WI initiative. The university’s Center for Interdisapy Studies
in Writing (CISW), for example, was to maintain support services such asesaytipbi
and training in the planning and implementation of WI courses for potential instructors
(see Center for Interdisciplinary Studies in Writing). In addition, reogifinds were to
be allocated by the Provost’s office to be used as the undergraduate-admiktiggscol
saw fit.

In the College of Liberal Arts, the various departments were notified thairiy
was available for the implementation of the Writing Intensive direetndewere invited
to submit proposals to the Office of the Dean for utilization of the funds (Klee 8 June
2000). Those departments whose proposals were approved by the Dean’s office used th
allocations in a variety of ways. Some utilized the funding to create workshops and
provide training in WI procedures for their faculty and teaching assisteinite others
invested in WI course development. Yet others appointed teaching assistantsadiyecifi
to provide support for W1 courses (Carroll, “Re: WA”)t was during this time that the
Department of Spanish and Portuguese Studies initialized plans for the estatliehm
the Spanish Writing Center, a laboratory in which Spanish majors and minors\ex{glusi
could confer with advanced graduate student writing consultants specifically atyd sol

about their Spanish writing assignments (see Strong and Fruth, 2001).

®Currently the liberal education writing intensiveguirement at the University of Minnesota is stated
follows: “In addition to the first-year writing reiyement, you must complete four writing intensive
courses. Two of the writing intensive courses nngstaken at the upper division level, one of whialmst
be taken in your major.” See http://onestop.ummweegree_planning/lib_eds/index.html (Accessed
November 19, 2009).
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Participants

Participants in the study included 32 students enrolled in two writing-intensive,
introductory-level major courses in the Department of Spanish and Portuguegs Studi
the University of Minnesota: Spanish 3104Mnhalysis and Interpretation of Texdad
Spanish 3105Wntroduction to the Study of Hispanic Civilizations

| have opted to define the level of students who will be examined for this study as
“major-level Spanish student5.In terms of the ACTFL Proficiency guidelines, it is
estimated that most of the students are typically somewhere at the ohtgayaid to
advanced level (Klee, 2001). Nevertheless, there is clearly a huge amount of
heterogeneity in terms of language ability at this level. Both of tleegses are required
major-level courses and are prerequisites for advanced courses in [i[Bpanysh 3104)
or culture (Spanish 3105) courses. One of these courses or Spanish 3107, Introduction to
Hispanic Linguistics, is required for the minor.

Of the total of 16 students enrolled in the Spanish 3105W course, 15 signed letters
of consent to participate in the study. Of those 15 students, 12 were female and 3 male.
All 17 students enrolled in the Spanish 3104W course signed letters of consent to

participate in the study and of these 12 were female and 5 were male.

"I would clarify here, however, that all Spanishjons.and minors at the University of Minnesota are
required to take Spanish 3015 (Spanish CompositimhCommunication), a bridge course between first
and second year language courses and the majgiif ardessary, Spanish 3021 (Advanced
Communication Skills), a second bridge course pliog further language and writing practice if negde
and prior to taking major-level courses.
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Summary of Student Background Information

Table 3.1 below, provides results for Section I, “Personal Information”, of the end-of
semester questionnaire. Of 32 participants, 26 completed the questionnaire which
was administered at the end of the semester and which, along with data regarding
students’ writing attitudes, perceptions and strategies, included biographical ti#ta. O
26 students who completed the survey, fully 21 were female and only 5 were male. Of
these, the average age of students in the two courses was 21.15 years. Therakrage g
point average of students who completed the questionnaire, based on a 4-point scale
(where A=4.0,B=3.0,C=2.0,D=1.0and F =0) was 3.27 or, roughly, B+, at the time
of enrollment in the course. Moreover, of the 26 students who completed the survey, 6
were in their sophomore year, 14 were in their junior year, and 6 were in theiryssanor
of their university studies. Additionally, of these 26 participants, 14 stated that the
were pursuing a Spanish major at the University, 11 stated that they weragars
Spanish minor at the University and 1 gave no response. In response to the question, “Do
you have to fulfill the ‘writing-intensive’ requirement for graduation?’of$he 26
students who completed the questionnaire responded “yes”, 3 responded “no” and 4 gave
no responsé.

Part A of section | of the questionnaire asked respondents to list other 3100-leve
Spanish courses which they had taken or in which they were currently enrahed at

University. Of the 26 respondents, 6 had taken or were currently enrolled in 1 other

8 As implied above, those students who began theilies at the University of Minnesota before Féll o
1999 when the current writing-intensive requiremeas implemented, were not required to complete the
requirement.
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Table 3.1. Summary of Student Biographical/Background Information

Biographical/Background Features

Gender: Male:
Female:

Average GPA:

Year at University: Freshman:
Sophomore:
Junior:
Senior:

Course of Study in Spanish: Spanish Major:

Spanish Minor:
No response:

Must complete WI requirement? Yes:
No:
No response:

Other 3100-level courses: 1 other:
2 others:
3 others:
4 others:
5 others:
6 others:

Time spent abroad: None:
0.5 — 1 month:
2-3 months:
6-8 months:

WI courses taken: None:
1 other:
2 others:
3 others:
4 others:
5 others:
6 others:

Considers self a(n) writer in English: xcelent”:
“good™:
“average™:
“poor™:

Reason taking Spanish: Learn Spanish language:
Learn culture/history:
Both, mostly Spanish language:
Both, mostly culture/history:

Statistic
(n=26)
5
21

3.27
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3100-level Spanish course, 7 reported taking 2 other Spanish courses, 6 reported taking 3
other Spanish courses, 5 reported taking 4 other Spanish courses, 1 reported taking 5
other Spanish courses, and 1 reported taking 6 other 3100-level Spanish courses.

Part B of section | of the questionnaire asks respondents if they have studied
abroad in a Spanish-speaking country and if so, for how long. Of the 26 respondents,
fully 16 reported having spent no time abroad in a Spanish speaking country, while 1
reported .5 months (2 weeks), 3 reported 1 month, 1 reported 2 months, 2 reported 3
months, 1 reported 6 months, 1 reported 7 months, and 1 reported 8 months of study
abroad experience.

Part C of section | of the questionnaire inquires regarding other “writing-
intensive” (WI) courses in which students have been or are currently enrolled. 5 students
reported having enrolled in no other WI courses at the University, while 7 reported
enrollment in 1 other WI course, 7 reported enrollment in 2 other WI courses, 2 reported
enrollment in 3 other WI courses, 3 reported enroliment in 4 other WI courses, 1 reported
enrollment in 5 other WI courses and 1 reported enrollment in 6 other WI courses at the
University.

In response to part D of section | of the questionnaire, which asks participants to

complete the statement, “Overall, | consider myself to be a(n) writer

en English” by circling “excellent”, “good”, “average” or “poor”, 7 of the 26 respoisle
circled “excellent”, 17 circled “good”, 2 circled “average” and none circled “poor”
For part E of section | of the questionnaire, which asks students to state their

“most important reason for taking Spanish courses at the University of Minnesdta,”
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3 participants marked the option “...to learn the Spanish language well,” while Zdcircl
the option “...mostly to learn the Spanish language but also to learn about Hispanic
culture, literature, history, linguistics, etc.” and only 2 circled the resgongsostly to

learn about Hispanic culture, literature, history, linguistics, etc., but alsartotlee

Spanish language well.” No respondent circled the possible response “...to learn about

Hispanic culture, literature, history, linguistics, etc.”

Preparation and Description of Writing-Intensive Course Syllabi

As noted above, two writing-intensive courses were selected for the preabsisa
Spanish 3104WAnalysis and Interpretation of Textnd Spanish 3105Whtroduction
to the Study of Hispanic Civilizationg he ‘W’ placed at the end of the course
identification number indicates that the course is one that will satisfy thimgYy
Intensive requirement at the University of Minnesota. A more detailedrnatjaa of the
specific content and focus of each course, taken frordnineersity of Minnesota Course
Guide: Spring 2001may be viewed in Appendix A.

Prior to the semester in which data were collected, | met with both irgtwdt
the courses to be examined, in order to coordinate dates for data collection and to ensure
that the syllabi not only met the parameters established by the Uniersiurses
deemed “writing-intensive” (i.e. a minimum of 10 to 15 pages of “formal writing’h wit
at least one assignment involving feedback and revision) but also to see to it that they
were relatively similar in terms of number and type of written assigranésg such, it

was decided that both teachers would assign weekly one-page summarieeomeant
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engage students with the content of the course for that week and to allow students to
write in a somewhat (though not totally) more informal context. Additionallyag w
decided to assign a minimum of 2 somewhat longer, more formal papers around 3 to 4
pages in length and an even longer final paper or writing-intensive take-maexam.

The instructor of the literature course (Spanish 3104W) assigned 2 papers meant
to be 3 to 4 pages in length, and gave students the option of revising the second. In
addition, she gave her students an essay-style final exam for which studetswitaul
a minimum of around 8 pages. The teacher of the culture course (Spanish 3105W)
assigned 3 papers of 3 to 4 pages in length, the latter of which was later changad to be
annotated bibliography preparatory to the final paper for the course. The finafqgrape

this course was to be a formal research-type paper and was to be 6 to 8 pamggi.in le

Methodology
The present study employs both qualitative and quantitative methods. In ottsy wvor
was felt that the implementation of both qualitative and quantitative methods would be
the most effective and valid way to address the study’s proposed reseatamngques
Strauss and Corbin (1998) explain that the dual use of quantitative and qualitative
methods in research provides excellent conditions for theory development:
Qualitative and quantitative forms of research both have roles to play in
theorizing. The issue is not whether to use one form or another but rather how
these might work together to foster the development of theory. Although most
researchers tend to use qualitative and quantitative methods in supplementary or
complementary forms, what we are advocating is a true interplay betwesen t
two. The qualitative should direct the quantitative and the quantitative feedback
into the qualitative in a circular, but at the same time evolving, process with each

method contributing to the theory in ways that only each can. (34)
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In other words, a main reason for employing such a research design is that the
combination of both quantitative and qualitative data comprises a well-rounded and
sensitive methodology with which to provide a more complete answer to the research
guestions of a given study. Therefore, | have proceeded with this formahevith t
conviction that qualitative and quantitative data combine to create a more thorough
overall view of a research situation than could be obtained were only one or the other
methods used.

Hence, | followed a process in which | collected both qualitative and quiaetitat
data in my attempt to answer the research questions of the present studyeaiteéther
analyzed both sets of data. In the following chapter, Chapter 4, moreover, hatate t
results of both the qualitative and quantitative analyses and in that same abapédr
as in Chapter 5, the concluding chapter, attempt to merge and interpret the twésdata se

What follows, therefore, is a description of the present study, including its
participants as well as the specifics regarding the collection ofidatg both
guantitative and qualitative instruments and procedures involved in their analysis and
interpretation, in an attempt to more fully address the research questions otére pre

study.

Instrumentation
In the present section of the study, | discuss specifically which instrummehisethods
were utilized in the realization of the present study, in its effort to ansev@rdoiposed
research questions of the study. Discussed below, therefore, are the pret-avwndgos
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samples collected for the study, the Student Questionnaire, which includes, @thremg
things, the Writing Apprehension Survey (Daly and Miller 1975), Writing-Enhanced-
Curriculum (WEC) Questionnaire (Beason and Darrow 1997) and a section of open-
ended questions regarding the value of both the WI requirement and the intensive writing

in the students’ WI Spanish courses, and the student focus groups.

Pre- and Post-writes
During the first week of class, each student was asked to write an inrsfassnptu
essay utilizing their best writing and Spanish skills during a period of 35 minutes.
Students in the Spanish 3104W course were asked to respond to the qgEstiagué
estudiar la literatura? (Why study literature?). Students in the Spanish 3105W course
were asked to respond to the questiifor qué estudiar la cultura®Vhy study
culture?). During the end of the semester, students were again asked to-glass in
essays in response to the same prompt used at the beginning of the semester for ea

respective class.

Student Questionnaire
During the penultimate week of the semester students were given lzotakestyle
guestionnaire regarding their writing habits and strategies, and theidestiand
impressions concerning intensive writing in their Spanish class and concerning the

Writing-Intensive requirement overall. The questionnaire is displayed in Appendix B
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Section I: Personal Information

Section | of the questionnaire, entitled “Personal Information”, essgrdsdesses

differences between the subjects of the study by requesting informaticericiong sex,

age, name, class, teacher, year in school, major and minor, other current apaupiast S
classes taken, other current and past writing-intensive courses taken outside the
Department of Spanish and Portuguese Studies, time spent abroad in a Spanish-speaking
country, perceived ability of writing in English, and reason for taking Spaoisrses at

the University of Minnesota.

Section II: Personal Writing Strategies

Section Il of the questionnaire, entitled Personal Writing Strategies saglents to
assess what types of strategies they use in their writing and how frequdn#\sedtion
inquires about brainstorming and informal notetaking activities, outlining, planning of
various kinds, drafting and revising, translation versus direct writing, use op#mess
Writing Center, use of Spanish Spell Check, consultation with teacher or Spanish-
speaking friends, and focus on grammar issues, rhetorical issues, or the @iothient

writing.

Section Ill: Personal Experience with Writing in Spanish
Section Ill of the questionnaire is an adaptation of Daly and Miller’s (1974&hgvr
apprehension survey (WAS), a Likert-type scale that measures dsnaigrety about

writing, and was adapted for use in the present study by adding the phrasenishSima
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each question. Hence, Daly and Miller's question “I avoid writing”, for gptanbecame

“l avoid writing in Spanish. As shown in Chapter 2, the literature review, the writing
apprehension survey is still commonly used and accepted in the literature ng writi
apprehension (Cheng et al. 1999, Cornwell and McKay 2000, Lee 2002, Cheng 2002 and

2004).

Section IV: Your Current “Writing-Intensive” Course

Section IV, entitled “Your Current ‘Writing-Intensive’ Course,” is adaptedif Beason

and Darrow’s (1997) Writing Enhanced Curriculum (WEC) Questionnaire thatsasse
students’ attitudes about Writing-Across-the-Curriculum. | divided Sectiontd three
sections so as to focus specifically on a given research question. Thereftia) B/-A
assesses students’ feelings about their overall writing ability, SewtiBraddresses

students’ learning of their course subject matter, and Section IV-C deahwiit

learning of the Spanish language. Thus, in each individual section Beason and Darrow’s
guestions concerning such factors as feedback, revision, essay exams\csloor a

writing assignments, grading, and teacher guided preparation for writing.

Section V: The Writing-Intensive Requirement

Finally, Section V of the questionnaire included 7 open-ended questions mean to elicit
students’ feelings about the purpose of the writing-intensive requirement at the
University of Minnesota, and the value and/or disadvantages thereof for a student of

Spanish.
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A. In your opinion, what is the purpose and value of the writing-intensive
requirement at the University of Minnesota?

B. Specifically from the perspective of a Spanish student, what is the value
of the writing-intensive requirement to you?

C. From the_perspective of a student of Spanigdiat do you most dislike
about the writing-intensive requirement at the University of Minnesota?

D. How does the writing-intensive requirement at the University of
Minnesota affect you as a student of Spanish differently from other
studentghroughout the University?

E. What do you likenost about Spanish classes that involve intensive
writing?

F. What do you most dislikebout Spanish classes that involve intensive
writing?

G. When you write a paper in Spanisthat would you say is the single
most important thing you gaifnom doing so (i.e. greater knowledge of the
subject about which you wrote, improved overall writing ability, improved
Spanish grammar, vocabulary, etc.)?

Focus Groups
Two focus groups regarding the Writing-Intensive requirement at the Uriyvefsi
Minnesota and students’ participation in a Writing-Intensive Spanish classhefer
during the week of Final Exams. The first focus group was held on Magpd’the
second focus group was held on M4y 8f 2001. For the first focus group, 5 of the 6
students who had signed up to participate were present. Of these 5, 2 were female and 3
were male. In addition, 4 of the participants (3 males and 1 female) were stadésts i
culture course (Spanish 3105W), and 1 of the students (a female) was a student in the
literature course (Spanish 3104W). For the second focus group, 7 of the 8 students who
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had signed up to participate were present. Of these 7, 4 were female and 3 were male
Additionally, 4 of these participants (all female) were students in the calburse, and
3 (all male) of the participants were students in the literature course.

A third focus group was held after the week of final exams, on M8y Zi1,
but only 2 of the 3 recruited students participated, both of whom, a male and a female,
were students in the Spanish 3104 course. While 2 participants are clearly natrideal f
the focus group dynamic, a focus-group-style interview was nevertheddzed and
pertinent and worthwhile data collected. A qualitative analysis of the fooup data
will be used to address all four of the study’s research questions. Appendix C contains
the Focus Group Guide generally followed in each of the sessions.

| have chosen the focus group as a vehicle of data collection because of its unique
potential for producing very fruitful qualitative data. Different from one-on-one
interviews where only one set of opinions and experiences is revealed, the focus group
provides an intimate setting wherein individuals may express their opinionsg$eahd
experiences with others of like mind, or at the very least, possessing a common

experience.

Analysis of the Data
In the present section, | discuss specifically how the various data anieetere
analyzed in an effort to answer the research questions of the present studjordhere
this section | discuss analysis of the Writing Apprehension Survey (Ddlidler
1975) (Section Ill, “Personal Experience with Writing in Spanish” of the Student
Questionnaire) and the WEC Questionnaire (Beason and Darrow 1997) (Section IV,
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“Your current ‘writing-intensive’ class” of the Student Questionnaire)sd discuss
analysis of the pre- and post-write samples for the study, including theperrd -Unit
accuracy analysis and the topical structure coherence analysidy,Fidedcuss
specifically how the qualitative data collected for the study were ag@lyncluding both
Section V, “The Writing-Intensive Requirement,” the open-ended questionrsettihe

Student Questionnaire and the student focus groups.

Analysis of the Writing Apprehension Survey
The Writing Apprehension Survey (WAS) (Daly and Miller 1975) was used to
assign a numeric score to each student, indicative of their anxiety abong)writi
Spanish. Daly and Miller originally derived their WAS scores utiliziregfollowing
formula:

78 + negative statements — positive statements

The original survey developed by Daly and Miller (1975) contained a 5-point
Likert scale, where 1 = “strongly agree”, 2 = “agree”, 3 = “uncertain”, 4 saggtee” and
5 = “strongly disagree”. However, as per recommendations by Reed et al. (1988) and
procedures followed subsequently by Pajares and Johnson (1994), the Likert scale used
for the Writing Apprehension Survey in the present study contained no “uncertain”
response so as to avoid the potential for “faulty group placement or inaccurate total
apprehension scores” (Reed et al., 1988, 2). However, given the elimination of the

“uncertain” response and, therefore, the employment of a 4-point rather than a 5-point
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Likert-type scale, calculations for the present study were realiaedd starting point of
65, or the mean of the highest possible score of 104 and the lowest possible score of 26.
Hence, (26 + 104)/2 = 65 was the formula employed in calculation of writing

apprehension scores.

Analysis of the WEC Questionnaire
Section IV of the Student Questionnaire, “Your Current ‘Writing-Intensive’<las
elicits students’ perceptions regarding their learning in the WI class.sdrvey
employed for the present study is an adaptation of Beason and Darrow’s (198Y) sur
which elicited English L1 students’ perceptions regarding their learnitigeihl W1
classroom. Specifically, Beason and Darrow inquired about students’ perceptiobas of
learning of course content and writing ability as a result of engagingiousdwriting-
to-learn” activities in the WI class. For the purposes of the present sadbpted the
survey to inquire about students’ perceptions of their learning of the Spanish laaguage
well.

Students were asked to respond “strongly agree”, “agree”, “did not do this”,
“disagree” or “strongly disagree” to the statements in the instrument. fMhobegdapted
survey employed in the present study included all eleven of Beason and Darrow’s
guestions, for the purposes of addressing Research Question 3 of the present study, | have
only included results for their first item, which states the following:

Overall, my [writing ability / understanding of the subject matter /

knowledge of the Spanish language] was improved by doing the writing

assignments (such as 1-page summaries, 3-4 page papers, essay exams,

etc.) in this class.
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Moreover, as did Beason and Darrow in their study, | have specifically coamde
report in Chapter 4 students’ responses of “agree” or “strongly agree” ttethighus
enabling me to compare results for the present study of students of Spanish-i#is-FL w

results from Beason and Darrow’s English L1 study.

Error per T-Unit Accuracy Analysis
Regarding the E/T-unit analysis, Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) note that it ‘‘dpjiabe
related to holistic ratings and short-term change in intact clas$esh wlearly describes
the setting in which the present research was carried out. For this reasomr,tbchos
employ the E/T-unit accuracy analysis. As noted above, students were asked to wri
essays both at the beginning and end of the semester. The samples were theadsubmit
to the E/T-unit analysis to determine whether any sort of improvement in gtemama
accuracy had occurred during the writing-intensive semester. Writingles were first
divided into T-units utilizing Schneider and Connor’s (1992) criteria, which can be
viewed in Appendix G of this document. Thereafter, the E/T-unit analysis was
performed following Polio’s (1997) guidelines for the error analysis, wrachbe
viewed in Appendix C. After dividing the writing samples into T-units and counting the
total number of errors in each, | calculated an E/T-unit figure by dividing thle tot
number of errors by the total number of T-units in each writing sample. Following the
calculation of the E/T-unit index, a two-tailed t-test was employed tordigtewhether
significant improvement in linguistic accuracy had taken place from pre- tavpibst
assignments during the course of the semester.
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Additionally, it is vital to note here that in order to ensure the overall censist
of the E/T-unit analysis, a second rater, a professor of Spanish at a snrall ditse
college with extensive experience in the assessment of writing, waseddoiassess
20%, or some 11, of the total of 48 writing samples. In order to do this, the co-rater and |
first met for about an hour to review the error classifications in the ardelqes
adapted from Polio (1997) and practiced rating various writing samples togetherrin orde
to ensure that both of us were clear about the guidelines. Following this trainody pe
we rated the 11 writing samples separately and then came back togethaptare our
results. A Pearson Correlation statistic was computed for ratings by thaat was
0.945 (p < 0.01), which indicates good interrater reliability. Furthermore, wheee the
was disagreement on whether to assess an item as an error or not, weditbeusse
and came to a consensus and final decision together. Having established ableccept
level of interrater reliability, | alone completed the accuracy arsalgsthe remaining 37

writing samples.

Topical Structure Coherence Analysis
Topical structure analysis of the pre- and post-write samples from theteetoag
study was performed to determine whether significant improvement rsirtoherence
had taken place during the semester. Given their detailed explanations of nogfiesdol
used and in light of the fact that their analysis was on L2 data, | utilized 8ehaed
Connor’s (1992) guidelines for TSA analysis, which can be viewed in Appendix D of the

present document. | also adopted Schneider and Connor’s definition of “improvement”,
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as more frequent use of sequential progression in the writing samples. Aftempey
the topical structure analysis and calculating the total number of paradjatrgial and
extended parallel progressions in both the pre- and post-write samples, ddovottst
was also employed to determine whether a significant increase in the eraptafm
sequential progressions took place during the course of the semester.

To ensure consistency in the rating, which included selection of T-unit topics and,
later, determination of topical progressions in the writing samples, a setendas
recruited for assessment of approximately 20% of the writing samplesatEhevas a
professor of Spanish at a small, liberal arts college with extensivaengeem writing
assessment. The procedure for rating the samples was two-tieredrittéresamples
had already been divided into t-units for the E/T-unit accuracy analysistiesabove.

The TSA analysis, therefore, entailed the identification of each t-unit’'s doplic
thereafter, the decision as to whether progressions from t-unit to t-unit weaéeiba
“sequential” or “extended parallel”.

In preparation for the TSA co-rating | prepared a 6 page document, entitled
“Topical Structure Analysis Training Guidelines,” which included instandifor both t-
unit topic selection and assessment of progression type. The document included
examples of my own making as well as from Noh (1985), Schneider and Connor (1990)
and Wu (1997) and is included here in Appendix E. Part B of the document specifically
explains topic selection and the co-rater and | spent around an hour reviewing the
procedures and then underlined topics on some practice t-units included in the document.

Following this exercise we examined two writing samples from the preseiytand
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practiced topic selection together in an effort to ensure consistency betees.
Thereafter, we performed topic selection on 10 writing samples sepanatellyen came
back together to compare results. Of 236 t-units in the 10 writing samples, wé agre
205, yielding an acceptable though not optimal interrater reliability of 86.86%reWhe
we disagreed on the topic of a given t-unit, the co-rater and | explained our mgasoni
our individual decision and then came to a consensus and final decision for each t-unit’s
topic.

Following topic selection, the co-rater and | examined Part C of the “Topical
Structure Analysis Training Guidelines” document, which clearly explaomsto
establish topic progressions in a writing sample. For the actual prograssigais, |
created a template which facilitated diagramming of the topic pigresin the written
samples. An example of a completed TSA progression analysis is included in Appendix
F. For the topical progression analysis, we two raters were in agreement on 212 of 228,
or 92.98%, of the total progressions — an acceptable level of interrater tgliahdiain,
where there was disagreement as to the progression, we discussed our individual
decisions and came to a consensus. Following the co-rating, | proceededsthasses

topical progression in the remaining writing samples.

Qualitative Data Analysis
As noted earlier, both qualitative and quantitative methods have been employedcto colle
data for the present study. The qualitative data include results from studergrimgos

and from Section V (“The Writing-intensive requirement”) of the Student (@uiestire.
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Responses to the open-ended questions of Section V of the Student Questionnaire were
transcribed for analysis. Also, the focus groups were audio recorded andligahsc
resulting in some 30,000 words or some 73 pages of text.

Following transcription, the data were initially analyzed using Qualrusasse
program meant to facilitate the analysis of qualitative data for regutremes.
However, though this initial coding of the data provided an excellent overview of the dat
and a meaningful first exposure for the researcher to what the data conitaivees,
nevertheless, determined that this preliminary analysis was insuffiai terms of
finding meaningful and intuitive themes in the data. As a result, the data were re-
analyzed manually following the methodology described by Foss and Waters (2007).

To perform the analysis of the qualitative data, therefore, | first-colded all of
the data, by drawing a line down the right side of each page to signify both the date and
the specific source of the qualitative data. Then, | carefully re-reatitai
transcriptions, pencil in hand. As | came across a statement containingiaghda
theme pertinent to the research questions of the present study, | bracketeabitatt t
with my pencil and then wrote a specific code indicative of the message ohtheent
next to the comment, as well as the page number of the document wherein the comment
appears. Each bracketed and coded theme | considered to be a “unit of affadgsis”
and Waters 2007, 188) or, what Perpignan et al (2007) have termed a “response unit”, the
title for such units which | will use throughout the rest of this study. In cdse®wa
specific comment from the data constituted more than one theme of import to the

research questions of this study, multiple codes were written in.
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Following coding of the entire data set in this manner, | went through each page
of the transcriptions and cut out with scissors each one of the bracketed and coded
response units. Moreover, in those cases where a specific response unit had been
assigned more than one code, | made multiple copies of the respective unit.ingollow
cutting out and, where necessary, copying of the response units, | beganhe sort t
excerpts from the transcriptions into piles. As a pile gained more than thezptexc
would label the pile with the common code by placing a sticky note above the pile.
Moreover, as a pile grew larger, as Foss and Waters (193) recommend, | woalébpaus
a moment and reconsider the excerpts in the pile and decide whether more than one
theme had emerged from the pile and, if so, divide out those quotes representative of a
unique theme and label them appropriately with a sticky note. Moreover, throughout this
process | kept a pile labeled “Don’t know into which | placed excerpts about whose
placement | was as yet unsure. | continually reexamined the “Don’t know'npilasa
multiple common threads emerged from that pile, | would create a new pile based on
common thread.

After all response units had been assigned to a pile, as per Foss and Waters’
recommendations, | went through the piles again to be sure that “all of the codes on the
excerpts in each pile [were] relevant to the label [I'd] given it” (194). Asssary,
therefore, response units were moved from given piles and new piles withrdifédrels
were formed until all | felt that the piles were appropriately divided. Iretigethere
were some response units that were not assigned to piles and those were s®t aside f

possible use in later research. Piles of pertinent response units were thennptaced i
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envelopes and then assigned to one of 5 categories, representing various aspects of the
research questions for the study, which included: 1. Perceptions regarding the WI
requirement at the University of Minnesota; 2. Perceptions regarding thevetens
writing in the W1 Spanish course; 3. Writing to learn course content; 4. Writing to lear
to write; and 5. Writing to learn the Spanish language.

Following sorting of the piles into their respective categories, | then tveough
each individual pile in each respective category and reviewed each pile fordbegare
of what Bigelow (in press) has termed “intensifiers”. In other words, | loakeddrds
or phrases that intensified or made more emphatic a specific response umplesxaf
words or phrases that | considered to cause a response unit to be more emphatic might be
adverbs such as “very”, “really”, “totally” and “absolutely” or phrasgshsas “without a
doubt” or, in the case of responses in Section V of the Student Questionnaire where the
data were given in written form, | considered such things as an exclamatiofi’point
underlining of a phrase to be an intensifier of the response unit wherein theyedppear
Additionally, | considered the repetition of an adjective or other descriptor to be
indicative of an emphatic phrase as in the comment: “Long, long papers.”

Hence, the total number of response units per a given theme was tallieltl &s
the number of those response units containing an intensifying word or phrase and latter
number was divided by the former number, yielding a percentage of excerptaingnta
an intensifier and, it was hoped, indicating the emotion or fervor with which the
sentiment in the response units was expressed. Finally, in tallying the eespisf

the respective themes, no theme having less than 6 response units was deemed to be of
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significant size for inclusion in the report of these data that follows in Chéptetess

those response units contained intensifiers.

Perception versus Attitude

Research Question #1 of this study asks about students’ “perceptions” andéattit
regarding the WI requirement at the university and the intensive writimgin3panish
courses. Hence, though in reporting results pertaining to that question | do nostlieadfa
delineate between which responses are “perceptions” and which are “affituskdieve,
nonetheless, that it will be of value to clarify what those two terms mean fprethent
analysis.

Larsen’s definitions of “perception” and “feeling” in his 2003 study of ESL and
basic writers’ beliefs about academic writing are extremelgfal. To clarify, it should
be understood that in the present study that which | refer to as “attitudeshiasthe
equivalent of Larsen’s term “feelings”. Larsen states that “perceptwasnore
“cognitive” in nature and are typically viewed by participants “at aqrerisdistance”
(57). On the other hand, Larsen explains that “feelings” (or in the present study,
“attitudes”) are considered to be more “affective” in nature and exprespéthef
writing more connected to the ‘self” (57).

More specifically, Larsen gives the following explanation of perceptions:

This part of the students’ responses and comments from the interviews is

related to their awareness of academic writing as a general canckjs

particular features of importance. The responses in this area reflect thei

cognitive ability or knowledge of composition as something removed from
their own “selves.” In other words, it is looking at writing as something
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from which they have a certain personal distance. It exists as a topic or
subject area in itself. (64-5)

On the other hand, Larsen offers the following clarification of “feelirjgitudes):
As opposed to perceptions, this area of the students’ responses in the
interviews focuses on their affective reactions. This indicates something
to which they express some level of personal and emotional attachment,
mainly relating very much to their own writing and abilities. In other
words, “connected to the self” rather than “personal distance.” (65)

Hence, to summarize, in the present study as in Larsen’s study, “perceate®asen as

students’ “cognitive” understanding of the WI requirement and the intensitiegnn
their courses as viewed from a personal distance. A hypothetical examsieidéat’s
“perception” regarding the WI requirement at the University of Minneslggiefore,
might be expressed in a statement such as the following: “The WI requinsmezdnt
to help students become better writers for their future professions.” Tieis\eta may
clearly be considered a “perception” inasmuch as it shows little affeatiachment to
the student. It is cognitive in nature and seems to be stated at a personeé dista
On the other hand, “attitudes” (feelings) in the present study are seedexgstu
“affective” connection to the WI requirement and the intensive writing in theiseswas
related closely to the “self”. A hypothetical example of a statemermtwhay be seen
as expressing “attitude” would be the following: “I hate writing becaussepps me up
all night worrying about it every time | have to write a paper in Spanish.” Tdiensent

expresses a students’ “attitude” about writing inasmuch as it is clesnected to the

“self” and expresses the strong (affective) emotion of “hate”.
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Summary of Methodology for Answering the Research Questions

To close this discussion of the methodology, methods and circumstances surrounding the
realization of the present study, in this section | will articulate andarsuine specifically
how the aforementioned research instruments were utilized in answeringethe thr
research questions of the study. Moreover, in order to fully clarify the propesedate
methodology for the reader, in figure 3.1 below | have provided a diagram, adapted from
Plano Clark and Creswell (2008), which illustrates the application of the aforenesht
instrumentation and analyses in answering the research questions of the study.

Hence, in answering Research Question 1, the quantitative instrument thged is
Writing Apprehension Survey (Daly and Miller 1975) and the qualitative datalee t
from Section V of the Student Questionnaire and from the student focus groups. To
answer Research Question 2, no qualitative data were employed but the EFDusAier
Analysis and Topical Structure Analysis quantitative instruments eveptoyed.
Finally, to answer Research Question 3, the quantitative instrument used wasGhe WE
Questionnaire (Beason and Darrow 1997), included in Section IV of the Student
Questionnaire, and the qualitative instruments, as with Research Questioa $eeton
V of the Student Questionnaire and the student focus groups.

Following collection of data via these quantitative and qualitative instrgiéiet
data were analyzed as described in this chapter and the results wikdet@dan
Chapter 4. Finally, the data will be merged and interpreted concurrent vsémfagon
of the data in Chapter 4 and in the conclusions and discussions sections to be included

thereafter in Chapter 5 of the present document.
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Figure 3.1 Application of Instrumentation in Answering Research Questions of the Present Study

(adapted from Plano Clark and Creswell 2008).
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS OF THE STUDY

Introduction
This chapter provides results of the data collection and analysis in respomse t
research questions of the study. The chapter is organized sequentiallyabgirese

guestion, beginning with Research Question 1.

Results for Research Question 1
Research Question 1 asks the following:
What attitudes and perceptions do L2 Spanish students in WI Spanish
courses have about the WI requirement at the University and the intensive
writing component in the course?
This section provides results found in answer to this research question. | first provide
results for the Writing Apprehension Survey (WAS). Thereafter, | discusiésres
concerning students’ attitudes and perceptions regarding the WI requirertent at

University of Minnesota followed by results regarding students’ attitudes acejpens

of the intensive writing in their course. For each of these subsections giiegesults
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from the pertinent open-ended questions in Section V of the Student Questionnaire,

followed by results from the three focus groups.

Results of Writing Apprehension Survey (WAS)

As | showed in Chapter 2 of this study, writing apprehension is a well-documented
phenomenon among student writers in higher education. It seems appropriateetherefo
that an initial consideration of research question 1 include an examination of how FL
students actually feel about writing in a foreign language. Hence, asllind@dapter 3,
an adapted Writing Apprehension Survey (WAS) (Daly and Miller 1975) was endploye
to ascertain if and to what degree the students in the study feel apprehension about
writing in a foreign language. Section lll, “Personal Experience wititiry in
Spanish” of the Student Questionnaire is, therefore, a version of Daly and MI1ETIS)(
WAS, adapted to specifically consider FL students’ apprehension regardimgwrithe
FL.

The Writing Apprehension Survey (WAS) scores were derived by the falipwi
formula:

65 + negative statements — positive statements

There are a total of 26 questions on the survey, 13 of which are deemed “positive
statements” regarding a respondent’s experience with writing and 13 of which ar
deemed “negative statements” regarding the respondent’s writing exqeeritNegative

statements” in the Writing Apprehension Survey (WAS) included items 2, 3, 6, 9, 10, 11,
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12, 14, 15, 17, 19, 20 and 23, and “positive statements” include items 1, 4, 5, 7, 8, 13, 16,
18, 21, 22, 24, 25 and 26. The mean result for all students taking the WAS was 66.65
(SD = 17.08).

Table 4.1 provides comparative results from the present study and from that of
Pajares and Johnson (1994) which studied L1 English writers. This study is included
here for comparison inasmuch as those researchers also followed the recommendat
Reed et al. (1988) to reduce the 5-point Likert scale to 4 points by eliminating the
“uncertain” response. Inasmuch as Pajares and Johnson do not include the complete
data for the WAS results in their study, no statistical comparisons wecemed
between the two studies, however it is of interest to note here that mean reshid for

Spanish learners in the present study are higher (66.65), or indicative of more

Table 4.1  Comparison of results for Writing Apprehension Suney from the present study
with those from Pajares and Johnson’s (1994) pre-¢¢ and post-test results

Present Study Pajares and Johnson (1994)
(N=23) (N=30)
Mean Pre-test mean Post-test mean
66.65 63.77 60.90

apprehensive writers, than for both pre- (63.77) and post-test (60.90) mean results for L
English writers in Pajares and Johnson. It is noteworthy that the WAS scoifes for t
present study were a post-test (end of semester) measure. In other wordss ststi

in the present study took the WAS following a writing-intensive semester efoher

°Reed et al. (1988) suggested that by eliminatieg‘tincertain” response from the 5-point Likert scal
greater reliability would be maintained. See Chaftfor a more detailed description of this adnestt.
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perhaps the most meaningful comparison here is between the present studgstpost-
mean result (66.65) and Pajares and Johnson’s post study mean result (60.90). Though
no comparative statistical analysis are possible here since | do not hase tacPajares

and Johnson’s complete data set, these results suggest that students writinggn a fore
language may indeed be more apprehensive of that writing than English édswrit

writing in English. Clearly, more research on the matter is merited.

Perceptions and Attitudes regarding WI and IW
In the present section | will address findings from the qualitative datadregatudents’
perceptions and attitudes concerning first, the writing-intensive (\yllinement at the
University of Minnesota and second, the intensive writing (IW) in which studemés we
engaged during their WI Spanish course. A total of 7 themes, including some 16 sub-
themes were gleaned from the open-ended question section (Section V) of the stude
guestionnaire and from the focus group transcriptions regarding these two topics. The
themes and their respective sub-themes will be introduced and discussed in thegollow
sections. Additionally, and prior to reviewing findings specific to the WI reonging
and the IW in the students’ course, | include immediately below a discussioopi a t
common to both and which resulted as one of the most common themes in all of the

gualitative data, that of workload.
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Workload: Special Mention
Before discussion of more specifics regarding students’ attitudes angtperse
regarding the WI requirement and the intensive writing (IW) in their Spanishespting
topic of workload merits special mention. Though later in this chapter | wik mor
specifically address the topic of workload as it relates to the WI requiteand IW in
the course, it is important to note from the outset that this theme was clearftibae o
most common and most intensely expressed themes in the entire qualitative corpus.
Indeed, there were a total of 25 response units regarding students complaints about the
extreme nature of the workload associated with the writing-intensive eeggrmt and,
specifically, with the intensive writing in the WI Spanish course, and of those 2®a hug
majority, or some 18 (fully 72%!), were expressed with an intensifying word osghra
Examples of this come from Section V, the open-ended questions section of the student
guestionnaire, in response to the question, “What do you most dibltkg Spanish
classes that involve intensive writing?”

There is lots of writing!

Long, long papers.

It takes a lot of time for me to produce a paper in Spanish...

The workload!
Hence, an extremely important and prevalent finding of the present studystuthetts
find intensive writing to be just what it claims to be — intensive — and, genspalaking,
they are not very happy about it. As | noted earlier, | will discuss the issuw#ldbad

more fully and more specifically as a perception of students regardingitimgw

153



intensive requirement and regarding the intensive writing they performiinthe

classes.

Perceptions and Attitudes Regarding the WI Requirement
This section provides results from data collected by the qualitative insttsier@aployed
for the study regarding the students’ attitudes and perceptions about the Wititingjve
requirement at the University of Minnesota. Instruments used to collect thase da
included Section V of the Student Questionnaire, which asked open-ended questions
regarding the writing-intensive requirement as well as the three studestgmups.
The findings are presented below divided into the following three themes: 1. The
purpose of the WI Requirement, including the perception that the WI requirement is, not
surprisingly, to improve students’ writing, and the belief that writing isaddn
important skill to learn; 2. Workload and the WI requirement, including the students’
belief that the workload is just too much and that they end up taking more “WI” sourse
than necessary; and 3. WI in Spanish vs. WI in English, which includes the students’
general perception that writing in Spanish is harder than writing in Endfirsiugh,
ironically, some students believe that the WI requirement is not harder for students
majoring in Spanish than for students in other non-foreign-language majors, and the
belief that the WI requirement is actually more valuable for students ehiolfereign
language majors like Spanish than for students in other non-FL majors.

Table 4.2 provides the number of response units and portion of intensifiers for

each emerging from the qualitative data regarding the abovementioned paicejtin
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regards to the writing-intensive requirement at the University of Minnegaahown
there, with regards to the purpose of the WI requirement, some 21 responses indicated,

not unexpectedly, that its main value is to help students improve in their writing.abilit

Table 4.2 Themes emerging from qualitative data regarding stdents’ perceptions and
attitudes concerning WI requirement.

Intensifiers/No. of

Themes response units
(%)
1. Purpose of the WI requirement:
A. Purpose is to improve writing 0/21  (0%)
B. Writing is an important skill 3/6 (50.0%)

2. Workload and the WI requirement:
A. Workload is too much 5/7  (71.4%)

B. We take too many “WI” courses in Spanish major 7113 (53.9%)

3. Wl in Spanish vs. WI in English:

A. Writing in Spanish is harder than writing in Hist 7/18  (38.9%)
B. WI requirement is ndtarder for Spanish students 0/17 (0%)
C. WI requirement is more valuable for Spanish ms&jo 2/6  (33.3%)

However, none of these response units, or 0 %, were expressed with any sort of
intensifier. In addition to this finding, six students mentioned that not only is the
improvement of writing the main purpose of the WI requirement, but also that wsiting i
very important skill to learn. Moreover, 3 of the 6 students, or half, who stated that

writing is an important skill to learn, did so emphatically.
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With regards to results surrounding students’ beliefs concerning workload and the
WI requirement at the university, table 4.2 shows that while only 7 students expressed
this specifically, fully 5, or 71.4% of them did so emphatically. Additionally, 13 atade
expressed their belief that in the end, Spanish majors take too many so-deemed “WI”
courses and fully 7 of those respondents, or 53.9%, did so with some sort of intensifying
marker.

Finally, as pertaining to WI in Spanish versus WI in English, table 4.2 shows that
three main themes emerged from the qualitative data. First, some 18 resptaaenni
counted which conveyed the belief that writing in Spanish is harder than writing in
English, and 7 of those, or 38.9%, were conveyed with an intensifying word or phrase.
On the other hand, ironically, some 17 response units emerged stating that the WI
requirement of the university is actually not harder for Spanish students, though none of
those 17 were expressed emphatically. Finally, the belief that thegWitement is
actually more valuable for students majoring in Spanish than for students fromanther
FL majors, was expressed 6 times in the qualitative data, 2 of which, or 33.3%, were
expressed with an intensifier.

In the sections that follow | discuss more thoroughly each one of the themes
shown in table 4.2 that emerged from the qualitative data regarding students’ipescept
and attitudes concerning the WI requirement at the University of Minnesotae,Henc
will give specific examples of response units emerging from the data ane, pdssible,
will attempt to tie the theme to topics and theories emerging from previaasureon

the topic.

156



The Purpose of the WI requirement

This section provides a more thorough review of students’ beliefs and perceptions
emerging from the qualitative data for the present study regarding thespuapd value
of the WI requirement at the University of Minnesota. Specifically, two teeanmeerged
from the data, including the students’ feeling that the purpose of the WI reqoiresto
teach students to be better writers and the belief that writing is indeegamant skill. |
give examples of each emerging from the qualitative data for the stuetyuld note,
here, as well, that very little has been done specifically in the literatut2 writing in
terms of WI requirements at colleges and universities across North Amedhahat
there is little previous data with which to compare and within which to situatésresul
from the present study. Nevertheless, | submit these results as dxirgeresting to

the specific institutional context of the present study.

The purpose of the WI requirement is to improve writilge most recurring finding
regarding the purpose of the WI requirement at the University of Minnesotaotas
surprisingly, that it was meant to help students to be better writers. Though this
sentiment was never expressed with an intensifying word or phrase, indeed some 21
response units stating this point emerged from the qualitative data. Exampkgsoosee
units stating this belief come especially from the open-ended section, Sectioth®, of
Student Questionnaire, and specifically from question A, which quite directly asks

students “In your opinion, what is the purpose and value of the writing-intensive
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requirement at the University of Minnesota?” Examples of responses to thi®guesti
include the following:
It provides the university a chance to insure that as graduates we know
how to express our ideas in writingtudent Questionnaire, Section V,
Question A)
| believe the purpose is to help students become better writers by making
them write more frequentl{Student Questionnaire, Section V, Question
A)
To try to ensure that university graduates are competent writers.

The purpose is for the student to improve their writing skills — coherence,
organization, vocab., et¢Student Questionnaire, Section V, Question A)

To allow students to gain the skills needed to create, present and

formulate their ideas in an intelligent, cohesive man(fetudent

Questionnaire, Section V, Question A)

To help students learn how to organize their thoughts and put them

together in a coherent mannéstudent Questionnaire, Section V,

Question A)

While it is not surprising that so many students believe the value of the WI
requirement to be that it helps students to become better writers, it is n@ssrthel
important to observe that students in the Spanish major herein surveyed have an
understanding of the requirement at the University of Minnesota, which, for the most
part, aligns with the university’s self-stated purpose for the requirehnri\I courses
provide opportunities for [students] to improve [their] writing through assignmerts tha
help [them] learn both the course material and the way scholars in variolssiie

and think,” and that “these courses offer [them] an environment to develop ... greater

facility and confidence in [their] writing” (University of Minnesota 2004,.34)
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Writing is an important skill.An additional finding emerging from the data was that not
only is the WI requirement to help students become betters writers, but thatlthsieski
important one to learn. While comprising only six response units, it is notewbahy t
three of those response units, or 50%, were given emphatically. Furthgtrsoctear
from the responses given regarding this topic that the students believeitiinat is/
important more specifically as a skill for their professional life and theisition of
future employment. Indeed, 5 of the 6 response units centered on this more practical
application of writing skill. Examples of comments expressing this beliefdadhe
following:

The purpose of the writing-intensive requirement is to ensure that

graduates are capable of quality writing, which is a very important skill in

this world.(Student Questionnaire, Question A)

Writing is a very important skill, 1 think, in any workplace or any walk of
life. To be able to communicate well, writif§ocus Group, 5/08/01)

Writing is an important skill, no matter what you do, so, the university
wants everybody to have, you know, at least a minimum, you know, level
of competence when they get their degree from fleoeus Group,
5/08/01)
It is fascinating, therefore, that while the university sees writiog fa perhaps more
lofty perspective — that of learning more effectively in their acadeourses (see

University of Minnesota 2004, 34) — the students seem to believe the WI requirement has

the more practical application of getting them a better job when they graduate.
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Workload and the WI requirement

As | noted earlier, one of the most recurring themes to emerge from thatixeablata

was that of workload. Indeed, students surveyed for the present study seem to concur
that the WI requirement entails a daunting amount of work. Additionally, moreover, the
present study explored specifically how students majoring in Spanish felt b t
requirement at the university, and found the intriguing trend that students feel tlo@y do t

much writing in the Spanish major. | discuss these results in the following ttionse

WI workload is too heavy As table 4.2 illustrates, students expressed the belief that the
workload associated with the WI requirement is too heavy 7 times in the qualitati
corpus. Moreover, of those 7 response units, fully 5, or a whopping 71.4%, were
expressed emphatically. Examples of comments stating that the WI regpiiiertoo
workload-heavy include the following:

It gives me too much work to d&tudent Questionnaire, Section V,
Question B)

It is too large a requirement. Fewer classes would be (Btadent
Questionnaire, Section V, Question C)

While very little research on students’ beliefs regarding WI requirempptsass in the
literature on writing, and even less so regarding those of L2 students, the above
comments, to be sure, concur, at the very least, with what previous researchers have
observed about the difficult nature of the writing process. As Bruce Ballengbor of

The Curious Write(2005), has observed regarding his own experience with writing:
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When | was in college | used to say this to anyone who asked how I felt
about writing:l don't like writing but | love having writtenWhat | meant,
of course, is that | often felt satisfaction with the product of writing—the
paper or essay—but didn't like the work that it took to produce it. (34)
Some college students may not even feel satisfaction about the final product of their
writing, as did Ballenger during his undergraduate days. However, the auiloods do

seem to encapsulate findings from the present study regarding students dimligt the

WI requirement: “[they don't] like the work that it [takes].”

Too many “writing-intensive’courses set apart “writing-intensive” in the heading to

this section for good reason. | do so because some 13 response units, 7 of which were
expressed emphatically, emerged from the qualitative data statingitimeese that the

WI requirement demands that in the end Spanish majors do too much writing. This
perception brings us to perhaps a core issue with regards to WI requiretroatiegas

and universities across North America: For some academic majors, shoseabdaused

in the sciences, the WI requirement is somewhat less intuitive than for othes,reajr

as those in the modern languages or, indeed, English. In other words, the response units
here observed imply that when all is said and deweryclass in the Spanish major is
“writing-intensive”. In fact, in my discussions with the instructor of the SRBAR

course, she flatly stated that she would teach the course as “writing-intexvandf it

were not so deemed by the university, because that is the way she teachesayTios

be true, on the other hand, for an instructor in the biology major. Indeed, including
intensive writing in a class in the sciences is perhaps less intuitive Isistoeically, little
writing has been required in those majors. Hence, only those science dessed by

161



the university as “writing-intensive” typically include intensive writinQn the other

hand, for the Spanish major the complaint by the students in the present study emerges
that they end up taking too many “writing-intensive” courses in the Spanish. major
Examples from the qualitative data expressing this sentiment wereadigpsmmmon in
responses to Question C of Section V from the Student Questionnaire, which asks the

following: “From the perspective of a student of Spanmat do you most dislikebout

the writing-intensive requirement at the University of Minnesota? BExe@nglresponses
include the following:

The requirement does seem a little ridiculous... — from my perspective all

of my classes are work intensiyBtudent Questionnaire, Section V,

Question C)

Many of my classes for my major are writing-intensive, so | feel | have

taken more writing classes than | ne@student Questionnaire, Section V,

Question C)

That you don’t have a choice whether you can take a class W-I or not, i.e.

you end up taking way more W-I classes than you need td $kdent

Questionnaire, Section V, Question C)

Since this requirement was instated, it's almost impossible to find a class

that is NOT writing intensive. The requirement doesn’t take into account

the unique situation of a foreign language maj&tudent Questionnaire,

Section V, Question C)

Therefore, the establishment of a WI requirement at the University oSk,
at least, appears to have the ironic and, | assume, unwanted effect of causing, student
who believe that they already do large amounts of writing in their major, to bilisve
they are doing too much writing as a result of the requirement and, indeetethate
doing more than other students in other academic majors across the curricuduomeSa

student, “I dislike that as Spanish students we seem to get punished because we end up
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doing MUCH more than the writing-intensive requirement for CLA actwadks for”

(Student Questionnaire, Section V, Question C).

WI in Spanish versus WI in English

Another subset of themes that emerge from the qualitative data regarding the W
requirement, center on students’ beliefs about the differences betwéeag wriSpanish,
their L2, and writing in English, their L1. Themes of interest that emeoge thie
qualitative data relevant to this opposition, include the belief that writing in $panis
harder than writing in English but, ironically, that the WI requirement is nossagby
harder for students majoring in Spanish than for students in other non-FL majors and,
moreover, that the WI requirement is actually more valuable for FL majorsahathér

majors. | discuss these results below.

Writing in Spanish is harder than writing in EnglisiA finding from the analysis of the
qualitative data is that many students believe that writing in a FL, in $e8sSyanish, is

more difficult than writing in English — a finding which, to the present rekeardoes

not seem at all surprising. Indeed, as the literature review in Chapter 2 oédkatpr

document shows, it is a common belief in previous research that writing in L2 is harde
than writing in L1. Indeed, results from the present study of the Daly aner N1iB75)

writing apprehension instrument, compared with Pajares and Johnson (1994), suggest that

L2 writers experience at least more apprehension in their writing than do tetswri

163



Unfortunately, however, no other previous research has attempted to compare 8pecifica
the writing apprehension of L2 writers to that of L1 writers.

As mentioned earlier, table 4.2 shows that a total of 18 response units expressing
the belief that writing in Spanish-as-FL is more difficult than writinginEnglish, and
that some 38.9% of those responses were expressed with an intensifying wordeor phras
Examples of response units from the qualitative data emerged largely in regponse
Question D from Section V of the Student Questionnaire, which asked the following:
“How does the writing-intensive requirement at the University of Minnedtagetgou as

a student of Spanish differently from other studémtsughout the University?” Sample

responses include the following:

Writing in a foreign language is obviously much more difficult than writing in English, so
| think the requirements should be differg@tudent Questionnaire, Section V,
Question D)

It's not our first [language] so it's harder for us. People who have trouble writing a
paper in English, well it's twice as hard for us in Spanish. A lot more effort needs to go
into it. (Student Questionnaire, Section V, Question D)

This school doesn’t realize that 15 pages of formal writing in Spanish is much more
difficult than the same amount in English. Because Spanish is not my native language, it
is more involved and time consuming to write formal pag&tsident Questionnaire,

Section V, Question D)

It is much more difficult to write in Spanish than English, so we are at a disadvantage.
(Student Questionnaire, Section V, Question D)

Moreover, not surprisingly, students’ opinions regarding this topic more specifically
seem to be founded on mostly linguistic factors, as the following responseatdlustr
| think taking a writing intensive course in Spanish is a lot more difficult than taking a

writing intensive course taught in English. As a native English speaker, | know the
grammar rules & have lots of experience writing papers. As a student studying a foreign
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language, you either know it or you don’t. You can't “B.S.” your way through a paper
or through the grammaiStudent Questionnaire, Section V, Question D)

As students of Spanish | think we are forced to focus more on language usage and less on
developing ideas and organization.(Student Questionnaire, Section V, Question D)

It is time consuming and frustrating when you aren’t sure of rules, spellings, etc. and you
have to look them up or ask for heglftudent Questionnaire, Section V, Question F)

WI in Spanish is not harder than WI in Englishmazingly, however, and seemingly
contrary to the results from the previous section, an additional theme that emarges f
the qualitative data is the belief expressed in fully 17 response units, that the WI
requirement is actually not harder for students majoring in Spanish than for atlertst
in non-FL majors. | would note here, however, that in the previous section, the huge
majority of the response units identified in the qualitative corpus emergedcaBcif
from the Student Questionnaire, where anonymity was fully guaranteed, 868.8%
of the response units were stated emphatically. To whit, 15 of the 18 response units
analyzed in the previous section, or 83.3%, came from the Student Questionnaire,
whereas only 3 responses came from the less anonymous focus group interviews. On the
other hand, for the present section none (0 %) of the 17 response units were stated with
an intensifying word or phrase and 11 of the responses, or 64.7%, came directly from the
focus groups, where, though caution was taken by the researcher to provide the most safe
and un-inhibiting environment possible, it is still possible that students felalds to
express their opinions freely.

Nevertheless, the fact that 17 total response units did indeed emerge from the data
merits an accounting here of those results. Moreover, it is important to notestitd r

165



from the last section seemed to focus more on students’ beliefs about the attgl wr
act in Spanish versus English, whereas responses in the present sectioctacerdoee
toward the completion of the WI requirement generally, irrespective of theuttif of

the actual writing to be done. Additionally, it is important to observe here thahttude
did not report a perception that the fulfillment of the WI requirement was easier f
Spanish majors than for non-FL majors, but rather simply that it was not hardezrfor t
Furthermore, as we shall see in the following section, a common belief amoag thos
students surveyed was that the WI requirement is actually more valuabledents of
foreign languages because it affords them an added opportunity for languagmeylearni
along with all of the other learning which other academic majors gainfiirfglthe
requirement, as illustrated by the following statement from a studemtneg#he
differences between WI in Spanish and W1 in English: “It's probably not as much of a
hassle to me because | know | need the practice writing in Spanish” (Student
Questionnaire, Section V, Question D).

Hence, examples of response units from the data which reveal the belief of some
students that the WI requirement is no harder for students of Spanish than for students
enrolled in other, non-FL majors across the curriculum in response to Question D (“How
does the writing-intensive requirement at the University of Minnesotet 3i@ as a
student of Spanish differently from other students throughout the University?”), include
the following:

| don’t think it does — there are writing intensive requirements in other classedlas we
(Student Questionnaire, Section V, Question D)
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It doesn’t. | just do research in two different languag&xtudent Questionnaire, Section
V, Question D)

As | noted above, examples of responses downplaying the difficulty of fulfilling
the WI requirement in Spanish from the focus group data abound. Various students, for
example, observed that, as was discussed earlier in this chapter, “interisng ara
Spanish class is the norm rather than the exception and therefore it is not plgrticula
alarming to take a Spanish class that has been deemed “writing-intensivesXxample,

a male student in the May 8 focus group said the following: “I don’t think it's thyadfbi

a deal to say ... it's a writing intensive class—I don’t think it means much because ... i
seems like in a class you're taking you end up writing stuff anyway” (Féomsp,

5/8/01). And similarly, a male in the Ma} group said:

To tell you the truth | don’t even, with Spanish, | don’t notice the

difference between like writing intensive classes and non-writing intensive

classes because, | mean, part of your learning process with the Spanish

language is learning how to write it and, you know, really the only way

you can do that is to practice writing papers and stuff like that. So, |

mean, at each level we’'ve had to write, you know, maybe not as much as

in a writing intensive class, but, you know, at each- in each class, whether

it's writing intensive or not you have to write. And so, you know, | really-

to tell you the truth, | don’t even notice if the class is writing intensive or

not. There’s always that part of it that is due to writiffgpcus Group,

May 7)

Furthermore, a female in the MaY) ®cus group observed that whereas the writing may
be linguistically more difficult in Spanish, by comparison teachers gradengriting of
students in L1 English tend to be more critical because English is the studéwnés’ na
language, whereas the FL instructors, conversely, tend to understand that Spgrish m
are typically not native speakers of the language and, therefore, compensateriahtha

grading:
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| think Spanish papers and English papers; | have about the same amount
of , you know, stress about both of them because the English papers are
looked at more critically, | guess, by the teacher — like they have a higher
expectation because you're a native speaker and then with Spanish, I think
at the level I'm at right now the teacher knows, that, you know, I'm not
native and this is , you know, I've only had so many years of Spanish and
they look at it a little bit more lenient, | guegSocus Group, May 8)

WI in Spanish is more valuable than WI in Engligtn additional finding from the
gualitative data regarding the differences between WI in Spanish and WI islEisdihe
enlightening perception by students that the WI requirement is actually nioableafor
students of Spanish and other FLs that for students of other non-FL majors across the
curriculum. While only 6 response units so stating were gleaned from the data, it i
worthy of noting that 2 of those responses, or 33.3% of the 6, were expressed
emphatically.

The justification for this belief seems to be underscored by the studentsilgener
perception, as will be reported later in this chapter, that writing is bealg¢bdihe
learning of a language. This seems to suggest that students concur with Swaiiés
of comprehensible output (1985) and noticing (1997). Indeed, such statements as the
following suggest that at least some students see the linguistic valuegrthesianguage
in written form:

It is more applicable — the other students already know English, but I'm

learning how to write anthow to use SpanisfStudent Questionnaire,

Section V, Question D)

As a Spanish student | can see its usefulness a little more clear[ly]

whereas a Science major may just find it annoyifgjudent

Questionnaire, Section V, Question D)
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It gives us an advantage because we are continually developing our
writing and grammar skills(Student Questionnaire, Section V, Question
D)

| kind of feel like writing-intensive in a language is more important than
writing-intensive in another clas@-ocus Group, 5/30/01)

Therefore, at least some Spanish students seem to take a more positive keeMybf t
requirement as not only valuable for their learning of writing genebaliyalso as a

meaningful tool for their learning of the Spanish language.

Perceptions and Attitudes Regarding IW in the Course

This section provides results from data collected by the qualitative instrsier@aployed

for the study regarding the students’ attitudes and perceptions about the intersige wr
(IW) performed specifically in the writing-intensive Spanish course rumsnts used to
collect these data included Section V of the Student Questionnaire, which asked open-
ended questions regarding intensive writing as well as the three student focus groups
The findings are presented below divided into the following 2 themes and 6 subthemes,
as shown in table 4.3: 1. Negative views of the intensive writing in students’ WIgourse
included the belief that the workload was too heavy, the expression of their dislike or
hatred of the writing in the course or of writing in general, and the belief ¢ #rahthe

IW is very stressful and/or frustrating; and 2. positive views of the intensitiaguin

the course, including students’ perceptions that they grow more confident in titieg wr

as they engage in the writing activity, that they feel proud when they finisitiragwr
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project and that, though they confess that it can be difficult, they admit thatvnall a
positive learning activity for them.
Table 4.3 shows that with regards to negative views of the IW in Spanish courses,

the expression by students of their belief that the workload associated witretiseviat

Table 4.3 Themes emerging from qualitative data regarding stdents’ perceptions and
attitudes concerning the intensive writing (IW) in teir courses.

Intensifiers/No. of

Themes response units

(%)

1. Negative views of IW:

A.Workload 13/18 (72.2%)
B. | hate writing. 27 (28.6%)
C. Writing is stressful/frustrating 1/6  (16.7%)

2. Positive affect and [W:

A. My confidence grew 37 (42.9%)
B. | feel proud when | finish 17 (14.3%)
C. | admit it's good for me 0/8 (0%)

writing (IW) in their coursework is very heavy, is found in the form of 18 response units,
13, or 72.2% of which, were expressed emphatically. Additionally, students said that
they dislike/hate writing some 7 times and twice emphatically (28.6%) eatid¢hey
specifically conveyed that they found the IW to be stressful and/or frustraiotgl af 6
times, one of which was expressed with an intensifier (16.7%). Finally, ampeéota
students’ positive views of the intensive writing in their Spanish courses, 7 heyes t
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observed that their confidence in their abilities grew as they practicedgan Spanish

and 3 of these responses, or 42.9% were given emphatically. Similarly, 7 respgonses b

students stating that they felt proud of themselves after completingragvpiioject (with

1 or 14.3% expressed emphatically) and 8 expressions (no intensifiers) of studegfts’ beli

that the intensive writing in their courses, though admittedly difficult, wagoath to

them, were gleaned from the qualitative data.

Negative views of intensive writing in the course
Among negative views expressed by students regarding the intensive writing Wkhei
Spanish courses were the belief that the workload was too heavy, that they dsike
writing and that they found the writing to be extremely frustrating ossfué | discuss

each one of these subthemes below.

Workload is heavy A very common sentiment expressed by students regarding the
writing in their W1 Spanish course, was one similar to the following, expressedjauri
focus group for the present study: “Seeing all that writing on the sylldlwas ikind of
like, ‘Wow, this is going to be a lot of work™ (Focus Group 5/07/01). Workload is a
topic which was given special mention in the introduction to this entire section on
gualitative data. This is because not only was it one of the most common themes to
emerge from the entire corpus but also because it was expressed as a cotweentsf s
with regards to both the WI requirement and the present topic — the intensive wariting i

the WI Spanish course. Specifically regarding students’ attitudes conctraing
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workload associated with the intensive writing in their courses, | reitérateals shown
in table 4.3, some 18 response units emerged from the data and that of those 18, 13, or
fully 72.2% of the units, were uttered with the use of an intensifier. Thereforejadigpec
with regards to the writing in the students’ Spanish courses, this theme ig atearl
important one.

This theme was especially prevalent as a response to Question F frarn Secti
of the Student Questionnaire, which asks, “What do you most dadiet Spanish
classes that involve intensive writing?” In fact, of the 18 response units coantb f
topic, fully 14 of them, or 77.8%, were expressed in response to this question, and 11 (or
78.6%) of those response units comprised the total number of 14 response units which
were communicated with an intensifier. Examples of responses, spéctiic@uestion
F of Section V of the Student Questionnaire, regarding the heavy workload askociate
with the writing in the WI Spanish course, include the following:

Long, long papers.

Workload becomes too much sometimes, especially if you're taking more
than one writing —intensive class.

It's a lot of writing.

There is lots of writing!

The workload!

Moreover, various students clarify in their statements exactly whag<#us
workload to be so heavy in their courses. For example, students complained that there

just was not enough time to complete all the writing:
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Sometimes | wish | had more time to write the paf@tudent
Questionnaire, Section V, Question F)

It takes a lot of time for me to produce a paper in Spanish, and usually I'm
frustrated by my inability to get deep into the subject mattei(Sttident
Questionnaire, Section V, Question F).

Other students expressed dismay at the frequency of the assignments:

[There is a lot of] time involved in writing so many papé&udent
Questionnaire, Section V, Question F)

| don't like the frequency of the assignme(®&udent Questionnaire,
Section V, Question F)

Finally, yet other students expressed the concern that the workload was so heavwy in t
WI course because, as touched upon earlier in this chapter, they feel it's harde ito w
a foreign language, like Spanish:

It is a heavy work load, because writing in Spanish takes a lot more time.
(Student Questionnaire, Section V, Question F)

It is time consuming and frustrating when you aren’t sure of rules,

spelling, etc. and you have to look them up or ask for (Btpdent

Questionnaire, Section V, Question F)
The topic of workload is, therefore, not only an important part of the qualitative data
regarding the WI requirement at the university but also a very prevalent théme wi
regards to the students’ experiences with intensive writing in the WI Spanisie.cour
Notwithstanding this is not an unexpected theme to have emerged from the datd|, it is sti
an extremely important one which, other than anecdotally, has been somewhaedeglec
in the literature on writing in L2. Clearly, however, this is not a topic to be ignofed. |

as Horwitz et al (1986) have claimed, there is a negative affect dsslowith language

learning in the classroom and, as Krashen (1981a) has proposed, there is a need to keep
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the “affective filter” lower in the classroom, surely there is a neetkBwarchers and
practitioners to consider what negative effects the heavy workloadatsslowith the
writing-intensive foreign language class may be having on students ennollexse

classes.

| hate writing.An additional finding emerging from the data on the intensive writing in

the WI courses is the sentiment expressed in 7 different response units, 2 (28.57%) of
which were done so emphatically, is the dislike some students have for weitiaady.

Again, as with workload, this is perhaps not a surprising outcome of the data analysis,
given the general acceptance among writing and foreign languageigmacsitof the

difficult nature of the writing act. One student, in response to Question E fromarSéct

of the Student Questionnaire which asks what students like most about Spanish classe
that involve intensive writing, responded as follows: “To be honest, | really don’blike t
write. | agonize over papers and am slow at writing them” (Student Questegnna

Section V, Question E). Another, in response to the same question, stated that a favorite
part of such classes is “finding out that we won’t do a paper” (Student Questionnaire,
Section V, Question E). Another student, when asked about this in a focus group, simply
said the following: “I hate to write papers.” It is clear, therefore, that staakents have

a strong dislike for writing and that this can be exacerbated in WI courses.

Writing is stressful and frustrating\kin to the previous to topics, various students

expressed specifically that they find writing to be stressful and drdtingy. Again, this
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is perhaps not altogether surprising since we have already establishsahteattudents
are often averse to the amount of work which a WI course entails and, as observed in the
previous section, simply dislike writing. As noted previously and shown in table 4.3, a
total of six response units expressing students’ frustration and/or streisgdsoin the
stress associated with the writing in the WI Spanish course, were gleamethér
gualitative data, and one of these, or 16.7%, were accompanied by an intensifying word
or phrase. An example of such response units was the following:

It is so stressful to have so many deadlines all the time. | am taking 2

writing-intensive classes this semester, and am more behind on sleep than

ever before(Student Questionnaire, Section V, Question C)

Moreover, a common justification for feeling stressed or frustrated about the
writing in the WI course was the students’ inability to fully express wlegtWanted to
say in Spanish. For example, one student said the following:

| think it’s frustrating to ... know what you want to say in English and ...

know you have ... intelligent ideas, but when it comes out in Spanish it just

doesn’t sound right. | mean you say it but you say it more ... simply ... so

it doesn’'t come out ... as you wanted to say it. So, | think that part of it is

frustrating. (Focus Group 5/08/01)
And another student expressed a similar sentiment:

What | dislike the most about the writing intensive requirement as a

Spanish student is the amount of stress and frustration that | feel while

writing a paper and the length of time it takes me to write a Spanish paper

vs. an English paper(Student Questionnaire, Section V, Question C)

Again, these sentiments are neither unexpected nor novel, but they do merit the notice

and addressing of foreign language writing practitioners.
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Positive views of intensive writing in the course
On the other hand, | am amazed at just how positive and optimistic some students were
about the writing in their WI Spanish courses, having engaged in the often difficult
process myself. Indeed, various positive themes emerged with regards to Oinmcl
the feeling by various students that they gained in confidence in their wntBygainish
as they performed the writing tasks in the class, a feeling of pride abwwiititien
work once it was finally completed and a confession that though it can be difheyit, t
know that the intensive writing is good for them in various ways. | discuss these thre

themes in the following three sections.

| gained confidencéA positive finding from the data regarding the intensive writing in

the WI Spanish course, is the fact that various students felt that they grew in the
confidence in writing in Spanish over the course of the semester. Some 7 students
expressed this feeling and, impressively, 3 of those response units, or 42.9% of them,
were expressed emphatically with an intensifier. It is of interest &engell, to point

out that for the most part when students state that they have gained in confidence in thei
writing as a result of their engagement in intensive writing in the WI Spanigse, they
mean, more specifically, that they have become more confident in their uséter wri
Spanish. For example, in response to Question G from Section V of the Student

Questionnaire (“When you write a paper in Spangmat would you say is the single

most important thing you gainom doing so?”), one student said the following:

Confidence and fluency in my writing. The more | write, the less | need to
consult dictionaries, grammar books, etc. while doing so. I'd love some
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day to write almost without using those tools, like I usually do in English
(Student Questionnaire, Section V, Question G)

And another student, responding to Question B (“Specifically from the perspective of
Spanish student, what is the value of the writing-intensive requirement to youfi“jhe
same section, expressed the following:
As a Spanish student, writing intensive courses allow me to become more
confident in my command of the Spanish languggteident
Questionnaire, Section V, Question B)
Finally, one student in the May'7ocus group, said,
| think you get more confidence and become more comfortable with it.... |
notice that ... I've gotten a lot more comfortable in- haven’t had to use the
dictionary as much(Focus Group 5/07/01)
Happily, therefore, some students feel that they are improving in the writingamsa
and this helps them to feel more confident in their writing and use of the Spanish
language. This is a positive finding inasmuch as, starting with Daly and [i8&5) so
much has been written about the apprehension associated with writing. It seems
encouraging, therefore, that an outcome of the IW for at least some studerttthisytha

feel that they improve in their confidence in writing in FL — a sign that thrtingy

apprehension is lowering.

| felt proud of myself when | was don&n additional theme emerging from the

gualitative data is that students gained a sense of pride from doing the wojegr
assigned in the writing-intensive Spanish course. As shown in table 4.3, 7 response units
revealed this sentiment and one of those, or 14.29% was accompanied by an intensifier.
Examples of responses wherein students’ expressed their feeling of pride from
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completing writing assignments include the following, which was a responsg to m
questions in the May 80focus group about how doing all the intensive writing in the WI
Spanish course made the students feel: “As far as the second [papedasa de

Bernarda Alba- that one really stuck with me because | remember spending a lot of time
on that, and | was really proud of that paper.”

In particular, various students expressed the sentiment that writing agagip
Spanish made them feel good about their abilities in Spanish. For example, a student in
the May 7 focus group stated the following: “I sometimes question my Spanish
abilities, and after | write, you know, five or sixe pages, | think, well, you knowbenay
I'm not doing so bad.” A student in the Mal} focus group expressed a similar feeling
when she said the following: “I just like to write papers.... | like to see ... how I've
improved and- | don’t know, it just makes me feel good about my Spanish, | guess.”
Finally, in response to Question E from Section V of the Student Questionnaire, which
asks, “What do you like most about Spanish classes that involve intensive writing?” one
student expressed the personal pride she feels regarding her language anohghefwrit
papers in Spanish: “I do fairly well in them and do, in the end, enjoy knowing that I've
produced decent papers in another language.” Comments such as these showing the pride
students feel in their writing as an example of their ability to produce alferonkin a
language that is not their first, surely exemplify the kind of positive “loghpets”
resulting from the act of writing in a foreign language to which studies suittose of,

Katnelson et al (2001), Rubin et al (2005) and Perpignan et al (2007) attest.
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| admit it’s good for me A final positive view of the intensive writing in the WI Spanish
class which emerges from the qualitative data collected and examined foeskat

study, results as a sort of by-product of a negative view of the sameru#,ias

explained in an earlier section, that many students expressed their dstdstewriting

act and for the actual writing intensive requirement at the university; hovesva side

note, various students expressed almost in the same breath that they knew it was good fo
them in many ways. Indeed, as shown in table 4.3, a total of 8 response units expressing
this very sentiment were gleaned from the qualitative data, though none of the response
units were expressed in the company of an intensifier.

Examples of response units wherein students confessed that the writing was
actually good for them, even though they disliked some aspect of it, include that
expressed by a student in the Mdyf8cus group, who explained that he takes Spanish
classes as a way to give himself a change from all of the memoriraenmsive science
courses he takes in his science major:

| could just drop the Spanish and just have all like, math, brain type

classes or whatever, but that's not as fun. And, you know, it doesn’t hurt

so much. [Writing] is painful for me ... and you know, because you have

to use a whole different mind to think about it. And | like keeping it

around just for a little extra challenge.... Butin the end, | feel good about

it.

And numerous statements similar to this emerged in Section V of the Student
Questionnaire. For example, one student whom | cited earlier as one who strongly

disliked writing, followed her comment with a confession that many very goodsthing

have come to her as a result of the writing, in the end, including some of the
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abovementioned positive outcomes such as increased confidence and a feeling of pride
following the writing. | cite the entire response here again to illustrate:

| mostly like the lecture, discussion and reading. To be honest, | really

don’t like to write. | agonize over papers and am slow at writing them.

Nevertheless, my writing has improved this semester, | am less intimidated

by having to write papers, and | have received very good grades and

encouraging feedback from my instructors.
Similarly, another student, responding to Question F of Section V of the Student
Questionnaire, which asks what students most dislike about Spanish classes Wt invol
intensive writing, stated, “There is lots of writing! Even though | know iwsdyfor me
in the long run.” And another student responding to the very same question observed that
though it was hard to perform the work in the WI Spanish class, it is clear that student
begin to improve in their writing and in their abilities with the Spanish language:

| think Spanish classes that involve intensive writing can be very difficult

and stressful for students who are first trying to get into the class, [but]

after your first few writing assignments, you begin to feel that you're

getting a grasp on things and you notice your Spanish skills are getting

better.

For me, this finding is a particularly important one. Indeed, while wrdargbe
the cause of much hardship among students, especially when performed in a foreign
language, it is encouraging for FL writing practitioners to hear consfienh students
such as these, confessing that though they complain about how much work it entails and

about how difficult it can be to write in a language which is not native to them, they stil

see great value in it.
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Summary of Findings for Research Question 1

| conclude this section by summarizing the findings for research question 1, whidh aske
the following:

What attitudes and perceptions do L2 Spanish students in WI Spanish

courses have about the WI requirement at the University and the intensive

writing component in the course?
Hence, with regards to the Daly and Miller’'s (1975) writing apprehensionysutrveas
found that scores by students enrolled in WI Spanish courses suggest that theyamay ha
a slightly greater amount of writing apprehension while writing in Spahathdo
students writing in English as L1, as indicated by a comparison of means jaithsPa
and Johnson’s (1994) post-test data. Additionally, regarding the WI requirement
specifically, at the university it was found that students see its purpose aSlbgting
students to become better writers, which some of them consider an important skill to
learn, especially for future employment. On the other hand, students expreseel that
workload which the WI requirement occasions is too much and that since all classes in
the Spanish major require enough writing to be considered “writing intensive’nttude
majoring in Spanish actually take too many writing-intensive courses. oMarat was
discovered that many Spanish students believe that writing in Spanish is hander tha
writing in English while many others believe that the WI requirement is mdehéor
Spanish majors than for students in other non-FL majors. In fact, various students even
proposed that in terms of its value as a language acquisition tool, the writingngesult

from the WI requirement is of greater value to FL majors than to non-FL majors.
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Finally, with regards to students’ perceptions and attitudes specifocaiberning
the intensive writing in their Wl Spanish courses, both positive and negative viess wer
expressed. Negative views of the intensive writing in students’ courses ththedeery
prevalent perspective that the workload was too heavy. Additionally, a number of
students expressed the feeling that they just dislike the writing and, moréavérijs
too stressful and frustrating. As regards positive views concerning the intesmising
in the WI Spanish course, some students expressed the feeling that they graw in the
confidence in writing in Spanish over the course of the semester, that thepdieltobr
their work after completing such a work-heavy project and, that though in rasey c
they strongly dislike writing, they admit that it is of value to them as a leataool,

especially in terms of their acquisition of the Spanish language.

Results for Research Question 2
This section reports results pertaining to research question 2, which asksotheépl|

Do L2 Spanish students show improved accuracy and coherence in their
writing after taking an intensive writing course?

Following are results from the E/T-unit accuracy analysis and theatagpracture

coherence analysis of the pre- and post-write samples gathered fardhe st

Results of E/T-Unit Accuracy Analysis
Table 4.4 provides descriptive statistics and results of the t-test sthtstatysis
performed on the errors-per-t-unit accuracy analysis of the pre- versusrjiest-
samples. As shown there, on the 24 pre-write samples, the mean number of errors per t-
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unit was 1.25 (S.D. = 0.46) whereas the mean number of errors per t-unit on the post-
write samples was only very slightly higher than those for the pre-writes:3.26<

0.58). These data indicate, as shown in table 4.4, that no significant improvement was
observed between the pre-write and the post-write samples in terms ofpermronsnit

accuracy. These results can be seen as both surprising and not so surprising. On the one
hand, as will be seen under results for Research Question 3, students seem
overwhelmingly to believe that their abilities in the Spanish languag®ire@s a result

of their engaging in intensive writing in Spanish. Hence, it might be expéeted t

statistically significant improvement would be observed.

Table 4.4 Descriptive Statistics and T-Test Results of Errord-Unit on Pre- and Post-Write

Samples
Pre-Write Post-Write Comparison
(N=24) (N=24)
Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.) t significance of t
1.25 (0.46) 1.26 (0.58) -0.21 .836

On the other hand, it is imperative to note here that, in the end, a semester, in
terms of language learning, is perhaps a very short length of time at tineeidi@te and
advanced levels. Various researchers have observed that one semester caada see
very limited timeframe in which to expect to see improvement in accuracydevel.
Gonzélez-Bueno and Pérez (2000), for example, noted as a limitation of their study of e
mail in foreign language writing for which they observed no statistisadiyificant

improvement in terms of accuracy, that “the limited time of one semesteg auhich
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the experiment was carried out” likely had affected their results (196). And Buéi.
(2005) expressed a similar sentiment. “We cannot expect dramatic restiting w
performance after short-term writing instruction” (22).

Moreover, given that the classes observed for the study assumedraaradant
of linguistic ability on the part of the students, it is perhaps safe to assumeatinabf
the students were at a more advanced stage of fine tuning their skills -hatfacbald,
to my mind, make noticeable improvement in terms of accuracy somewhat less
perceptible than might be the case at the beginning or intermediate levelsishSpa
where grammar and new vocabulary are the focus. In a 1998 study, Gonzalez{Bue
example, attributed “a reduction in grammatical accuracy” to the factstioaients
ventured to use more complicated grammatical structures and, at thersame ti
decreased self-monitoring” (cited in Gonzalez-Bueno and Pérez 2000, 195). For the
present study, therefore, given the students’ positive observations regargingtiin
improvement during the semester, | believe it to be entirely likely tha¢ sonh of
improvement took place, though not observably so in terms of linguistic accuracy.

Nevertheless, it seems conceivable that if students believe that tleey hav
improved, whether in terms of accuracy or in any other way, perhaps that vergrfdmt
seen as improvement. As Casanave (1994) has observed, perhaps our notion of
improvement “needs to be reconceptualized” (179):

How do we make a convincing case to students, skeptical teachers, and
administrators against always insisting on grammatical accuracgh whgsome

19 Note, however, that Klee and Tedick’s (1997) gtatla content-based Foreign Language Immersion
Program (FLIP) for Spanish majors at the Universitiinnesota during one 10-week academic quarter,
found that in such an intensive immersion contsixigents did show some gains in terms of both géner
writing proficiency (p < .01) and grammar develoming < .05).
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cases really does seem to drop over time as students lose their fear of making
mistakes and begin taking greater risks? Is it possible to weigh the efefit
risk-taking and attention to accuracy in sensible ways? Are there othgummea

of language change that will show growth at intermediate and advancednevels
convincing ways, and in ways that can be used easily by teachers and students?
cannot answer all these questions here. What does seem to be clear, however, is
that students and teachers together need to reconceptualize notions of growth and
improvement in more complex, multifaceted, and individual ways. (199)

Results of Topical Structure Coherence Analysis
Table 4.5 provides descriptive statistics and results of the t-test analysrsngel on the
topical structure analysis of the pre- versus post-write samples in tlye #tsids shown
there, for the pre-write samples, 30% of the topical progressions werelparalle
progressions, while 48% were sequential progressions and only 22% were extended
parallel progressions. On the other hand, for the post-write samples, 27% of tak topic
progressions were parallel progressions, 52% were sequential progressions aret3% w
extended parallel progressions. As with results for the accuracy arddgsiribed in the
previous section, these data likewise indicate no statistically sigrtififo@rovement in
terms of coherence. Nonetheless, there is a slight increase in the prroérsaquential
progressions from pre- to post-write samples, though the increase is notatigtisti
significant. As noted in Chapter 2 of this document, Schneider and Connor (1990) found
that increased sequential progressions in topical structure analysesdiexgve of
better rated writing samples. Hence, this slight increase may suggesbtieatesearch,
perhaps of a more longitudinal nature, may be merited on the effect of Wl and IW on the
improvement of students’ coherence in their writing in FL and, moreover, on the value of
topical structure analysis as an instrument for assessing coherendanig. wri
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| would observe here again that students generally perceived that, to oneodegree
another, their writing ability had indeed improved (see Results for ResearshdQui
below). Hence, as with the results for accuracy, | would again suggeittetiatt that

students felt they had improved may be seen as “improvement” in and of itself.

Table 4.5 Descriptive Statistics and T-Testdésults of Topical Structure Analysis of Pre- and
Post-Write Samples

Pre-Write Post-Write Comparison
(N=24) (N=24)
Progression type/Total
number of progressions Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.) t significance
PP/Total 0.30 (0.09) 0.27 (0.12) 0.93 .362
SP/Total 0.48 (0.11) 0.52 (0.14) -0.95 .354
EPP/Total 0.22 (0.10) 0.23 (0.09) -0.36 722

Moreover, the fact that the data for the topical structure analysis i8ergaghered
during only one semester, seems, as noted previously for accuracy, to be perhaps too

short a time for there to be any observable improvement.

Summary of Findings for Research Question 2
| conclude this section by summarizing the findings for research question 2. €hey ar
that no statistically significant differences were found between prepast-write
samples for the present study, either in terms of the E/T-unit accurdggisuoa in terms

of the topical structure coherence analysis. Therefore, since no quantifiable
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improvements were found in terms of linguistic accuracy or coherencéoibves us

now to consider exactly what students feel they learn in terms of the Spanistg&angua
and their writing abilities. Hence, in the next section, we will consider theges as

well as the question of what students feel they learn in terms of course contentland/or

subjects about which they write in their WI Spanish courses.

Results for Research Question 3

Research Question 3 asks the following:

What do students feel they learn by engaging in intensive writing in their

WI Spanish course, in terms of course content, writing skill and Spanish

language?
If, at least in terms of E/T-unit analysis of accuracy and topical steuanalysis of
coherence, students do not show significant improvement from beginning to end of a Wi
Spanish course, then what do they believe they gain from engaging in intensiginwr
the WI Spanish course? Following are results of data collected in respdhise t
research question, including that from the adapted WEC Questionnaire (Beason and
Darrow 1997) (Student Questionnaire, Section IV, “Your Current ‘Writing-Intensi
Class”), from qualitative data collected, including that taken from Se¥¢titime open-

ended question section of the Student Questionnaire, and that gleaned from the student

focus groups.
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Results of Adapted WEC Questionnaire
Table 4.6 provides results for the Writing-Enhanced-Curriculum (WEC) Questiennai
adapted from Beason and Darrow (1997). Specifically, it shows students’ responses
regarding how much students believe that writing helps them to learn the corttent of
course in which the writing takes place, how much the writing helps them to become
better writers generally and how much the writing helps them to learn the Spanish
language. As did Beason and Darrow, | report here the percentage of answah for e
learning area which were in the categories of “agree” or “stronggeagn response to
the statement that “by doing the writing assignments (such as 1-page sesn3wri
page papers, essay exams, etc.) in this class” my learning of the coargetst/writing
skills/the Spanish language was increased.

Course content was the learning area which clearly received the smmtses of
“agree” or “strongly agree”, fully 96% (24 of 25) of responses having been fouhdse t
two categories. On the other hand, both the categories of writing ability learmdng
Spanish language learning received only 77% (20 of 26) and 76% (19 of 25) of responses
in those categories. In the following sections, | discuss these specifts rasyreater
depth, including how results for content learning and writing ability compahethose
of Beason and Darrow’s (1997) results for English L1 students for the WEC
Questionnaire, a comparison which is not possible for the area of Spanish language
learning inasmuch as Beason and Darrow had no such results for L2. | also
include results of qualitative data analyses for perceived learninglof@acs area

resulting from the intensive writing performed in the WI Spanish course.
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Table 4.6 Percent of students responding “agree” or “stronglyagree” regarding how much
doing the writing assignments in the WI Spanish cowge helped them to learn
course content, writing ability and the Spanish laguage.

Percentage of students
who agreed or strongly agreed the

Learning area: writing improved respective learning area
Course content: 96.0% (24/25)
Writing ability: 77.0% (20/26)
Spanish language: 76.0% (19/25)

Writing to Learn Course Content
In this section | provide comparative results for the adapted WEC QuestiorBeaso(
and Darrow 1997) with those of the original study performed by the authors of the WEC
Questionnaire. Following these comparative results, | provide resultsHeoqualitative
data collected regarding students’ perceptions of their learning of ot resulting

from engaging in the intensive writing in their WI Spanish course.

WEC Questionnaire: Writing to Learn Course Content

Table 4.7 provides comparative data between the present study and that of Beason and
Darrow (1997) for L1 English writers regarding how effective studentevselvriting to

be as a help for their learning of the content of the course in which they write.e@he cl
majority of students for both studies feel that “Doing the writing assigrsienthe

class,” was of value for the learning of course content. Nevertheladss festhe
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present study were even stronger (96%) than results for Beason and Dattdaviglish

study (84%).

Table 4.7 Comparison of results for Beason and Darrow (1997nd present study of
percentage of students who answered “agree” or “stmgly agree” regarding how
much doing the writing for their class improved ther learning of course content.

Beason & Darrow Present Study
(2997)

Percent of students who “agreed” or “strongly adtee 84.0% 96.0%
that the writing in their course helped them learn
course content:

Thus, though no statistical analyses are possible for these data, the reseks thagghe
FL students in the present study are stronger in their view that the wnitingii courses
is valuable to their learning of course content than are those in the L1 Enggigh st
realized by Beason and Darrow. Clearly, however, more research is neexigahittcee
the differences L1 and FL students’ views of the value of writing as a measmhb

course content.

Writing to Learn Course Content: Qualitative Findings

Analysis of the qualitative data for students’ perceptions about their learihcogirse

content as a result of their engagement in intensive writing yielded atdtalresponse

units in which students stated that they do indeed believe that the intensive writing
strengthens their learning of the content of the course and of the content about which the

specifically wrote. Moreover, 5 of the 13 response units, or 38.5%, were expressed with
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an intensifier. Many of these responses were given in answer to Question @wmf Bec
of the Student Questionnaire, which inquires of students what they feel the most
important thing they learn from writing a paper in Spanish is. For example, one student
responded to Question G as follows: “Enhanced knowledge of subject matter: | learn
and memorize much more effectively after having written it down,” and yet another
wrote, “I learned a lot more about the subject matter.” Moreover, responsesexpres
similar sentiments and emerging from the focus group interviews are eftednipy
following, which was uttered in the Ma}‘}“focus group: “The writing really helps to
reinforce what we’ve learned, and really helps to ... solidify that in my mind.”

Thus, the qualitative data gathered for the present study seems to shajgest t
what dozens of writing-to-learn practitioners have insisted about the valudinfior
the learning of course content (see “Writing to Learn”, Chapter 2 of thenprese
document) for example, corroborates what the students surveyed in the present study
appear to believe. Indeed, it is clear that many of the students enrolled in M&8hSpa
courses in the present study agree emphatically that the writing does ieale¢al their
better learning of the content of the course and of that which they write abbet in t

courses.

Writing to Learn to Write
In this section | provide comparative results for the WEC Questionnaire withahtise
original study performed by Beason and Darrow (1997) with English-as-L1 utyvers

students. Following presentation of the comparative data, | offer resultshieom t
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gualitative data collected for the present study regarding studentsskadefit their
learning of writing skills as a result of their participation in the intengiriting in their

WI Spanish course.

WEC Questionnaire: Writing to Learn to Write
| reiterate, as shown in Table 4.6, that students generally agreed that doinigitige wr
activities in the course benefited them in terms of their improvement asswiii@smuch
as 20 of the 26 students who responded, or 77%, responded “agree” or “strongly agree”
to the item. However, by comparison with results for the learning of the coursatconte
in the previous section (24/25 or 96%) these results are quite low.

Table 4.8 provides comparative data between the present study and that of Beason
and Darrow (1997) for L1 English writers. Though unlike the previously
reported results relative to the learning of course content, resultgedtathe learning
of writing skill for the present study of FL writers (77%) are extrersetylar to those of

Beason and Darrow’s study of English L1 learners (76%). Again, no statistical

Table 4.8 Comparison of results for Beason and Darrow (1997nd present study of
percentage of students who answered “agree” or “stngly agree” regarding how
much the writing in the course improved their writing ability.

Beason & Darrow Present Study
(1997)

Percent of students who “agreed” or “strongly adtee 76.0% 77.0%
that the writing in their course helped them letarbe
better writers:
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comparison is possible since | do not have access to Beason and Darrow’s sgagific da
however these results are surprisingly similar and suggest that FL studerg and L1
student writers hold similar views regarding the value of intensive wiintpeir better

learning of the writing skill.

Writing to Learn to Write: Qualitative Findings
Findings from the qualitative data suggest that students enrolled in writing-uetensi
Spanish courses at the University of Minnesota do indeed believe that they ingprove a
writers by engaging in the intensive writing in the course. In fact, leettve data
collected from Section V of the Student Questionnaire and that collected in thet stude
focus groups, some 20 response units were gleaned, and 3 of those responses, or 15%
were conveyed in the company of an intensifying word or phrase. Examples of response
units that convey the belief of students that the writing performed in theiesldsss
lead to their improved writing ability, include the following uttered in the M&fotus
group, in answer to the researcher’s question as to whether students fetythetd
improved as writers as a result of their writing in the WI Spanish course:
| really do see an improvement in my writing over the year. You know,
between the papers that | was writing in the beginning of the year and the
papers that | wrote in prior classes to ... the paper that I'm working on
now....(Focus Group 5/07/01)
And similarly, another student in the same student focus group made the following
response to a similar question:
Definitely, definitely, because at first you're kind of intimidated because
you’re writing in Spanish, and that's something that’s foreign to you, so

your ideas don’t flow like they do when you're writing in English. But
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after a while, after you get used to it, that initial block, that kind of

disappears and [you] just could become more comfortable, more

comfortable using ... Spanish words and forming ideas in SpdRistus

Group 5/07/01)
It is important to note, here, nevertheless that in analyzing the qualitativeittata
regards to students’ learning of writing ability resulting from theimisitee writing in the
Spanish WI course, it was often difficult for me to fully distinguish whethestinent
was actually referring to their improvements as a writer, regarafébe language, or
simply in terms of their Spanish language abilities — though | tried as atoredi the
focus groups and in my wording of the Student Questionnaire to emphasize this
distinction. An example of this dilemma appears in the second of the two quotes from
the May 7' focus group given above. This student states that he “definitely” improved as
a writer but then goes on to describe himself as improving specifically egénds to
word choice and idea formation “in Spanish.” In the end, | counted examples such as
these as response units exemplifying students’ beliefs that the intending did
indeed lead to them improving as writers, whether in English or Spanish. This decision
was made because of the great care | took as mediator and researcher to hma#p stude
understand the difference between language learning and the learningnaf skill and,
moreover, because it seems intuitive that students would feel that they wetk indee
improving as writers by actually engaging in the writing act in tHagses. It was,

nonetheless, sometimes problematic as | culled the qualitative datgpimnsesinits

related to both kinds of learning.
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Writing to Learn Spanish Language

A final issue of the present study as regards Research Question 3 was whether or
students feel that an outcome of the intensive writing in their Wl Spanish clafiseivas
learning of the Spanish language. Indeed, it is a feasible assumption that though the
courses analyzed here are so-called “content courses”, they mayestitheless, be
considered language courses inasmuch as all of the students participdtentpia t
courses are learners of Spanish as L2 and, therefore, still in the processroigtugii
language. Hence, in this section, | present results from Section IV, Rdrth€,Student
Questionnaire, which assessed students’ perceptions of their learning pathehS
language as a result of their participation in the intensive writing in$ipainish course.

As table 4.6 shows, the percentage of students who responded “agree” or
“strongly agree” regarding how much they believed the writing helped thdmim t
learning of the Spanish language was 76% or 19 of 25 responses. While this still
represents a majority of the students, it is of interest here that, as witk fesldarning
of writing ability, the present result is considerable lower than the rese@o6f
regarding the learning of the course content.

No comparative results with Beason and Darrow’s L1 English study aenbeel
here because those researchers do not look at this issue given that they surveysd stude

writing in their native language of English.
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Writing to Learn Spanish: Qualitative Findings

Inasmuch as there is not comparative data for the learning of the Spanislyéimgtnee
Beason and Darrow (1997) study, as a part of the focus group interviews tieheite
students’ perceptions regarding this topic. | reiterate here that Resesstiog 3 asked
specifically what students feel thisarn by engaging in intensive writing in their WI
Spanish course. Themes emerging from the open-ended questionnaire and focus group
interviews regarding students’ perceptions and beliefs about writing and thie deair
Spanish language are presented below.

The main theme — writing helps students learn the Spanish language — includes
the following three subthemes: A. Writing helps students learn Spanish graBima
writing helps students learn Spanish vocabulary; and C. writing helps students improve
their speaking of Spanish. This theme and its three subthemes are included in table 4.9,
together with the number of response units emerging from the qualitative data and the
number of response units which were produced with intensifiers, indicators of the
emotion or emphasis with which the response was expressed in the data. As shown in
table 4.9, then, the belief of students that engaging in intensive writing actuallyaipes h
them improve in their language abilities appears 33 times in the qualitative hatz
times than any other theme in the entire corpus — and 27.3% of the time (9/33) this
perception was given emphatically. Additionally, expression of the beli¢fidésts that
writing helps them to learn Spanish grammar specifically, appears 18 tirthes i
gualitative corpus and 33%, or 6 out of 18, this belief was expressed with an intensifier.

Moreover, the student perception that intensive writing helps them to learn Spanish
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vocabulary specifically appears 12 times in the data and, as with gramma@/32Yof

those utterances were expressed emphatically. Finally, students eaphessbelief

some 11 times that intensive writing also helps them to improve their speaking of
Spanish, 2 of which (18.2%) were expressed in the company of an intensifier.

Hence, in the following sections, | discuss this theme and its corresponding three
subthemes with specifics taken from both the student questionnaire and the student focus

groups.

Table 4.9 Themes emerging from qualitative data regarding wrtiing to learn the Spanish

language.

Intensifiers/No. of

Themes response units

(%)

Writing helps students learn the Spanish language 9/33 (27.3%)
A. Writing helps students learn Spanish gramma 6/18 (33.3%)
B. Writing helps students learn Spanish votatyu 4/12 (33.3%)
C. Writing helps students improve in theirliypito speak Spanish 2/11 (18.2%)

Writing helps students learn the Spanish language
As | noted earlier, the students’ belief that intensive writing in theirsesued to their
learning of the Spanish language was the single most common theme to emerdle from a
of the qualitative data for the present study. Again, some 33 response uniteuveesl c

and, importantly, 9 of these responses, or 27.3%, were expressed with an intensifying
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word or phrase, which indicates the strength with which the belief was exprdsse
example, in response to Question B of Section V of the Student Questionnaire, which
asks, “Specifically from the perspective of a Spanish student, what is the vdiee of t
writing-intensive requirement to you?” 13 different students referenced line ofathe
W] class in helping them to learn the Spanish language, a few of which are provided
below:

As a Spanish student, the writing intensive requirement really helps to

improve my knowledge on the language and better understand the

different grammatical concepts.

It really improved my overall Spanish.

As a Spanish student, writing intensive courses allow me to become more
confident in my command of the Spanish language.

Actually, | feel it gives me a better understanding of the language and its
uses.

To practice and perfect the language.

It forces me to continually use my knowledge of Spanish language and
grammar.

Some students expressed that writing for their Spanish class affordethéhem
opportunity, even forced them, to use the language outside of class. Indeed, various
students lamented the fact that unless you go to a Spanish-speaking country, tyou don’
get many intensive opportunities for the learning of the language. Foplkexame
student in the May"7focus group was emphatic about the importance of writing as a
means of learning the language, especially in the university setting athere

opportunities to use the language may not be so readily available:
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If you really want to become a good fluent speaker | think you really have

to speak Spanish every day and in many settings and probably the only

way you’re going to be able to do that is to go to a country where they

speak Spanish. But in the university setting | think we can really improve

our knowledge of the language. And the best way to do that, | believe, is

through writing.... | think in the university writing’s very important.
Another student in response to Question E from Section V of the Student Questionnaire,
which asks, “What do you like most about Spanish classes that involve intensive
writing?” wrote that “It helps me to improve my Spanish skills since | canactipe it
in conversation outside of class as much.” And another, in response to Question B,
which asks, “Specifically from the perspective of a Spanish student, what idubefa
the writing-intensive requirement to you?” responded that it helped “to speed up and
expand our understanding of the Spanish language since we are not immersed in it.”

Clearly, this was a common theme in the students’ responses as various students
commented on the fact that writing either afforded them the extra pradticthes
language or forced them to do so. For example, another student responding to Question
B suggested that the value of the intensive writing was to afford them “higéesiiytof
exploration in a language that is not my first; [a] chance to improve more,” and yet
another, also in response to Question B, wrote that the value of the writing “for
[students’] Spanish — for students to better understand the language. The more a person
is engaged in a foreign language the more efficient the learning procasally, one
student, responding to Question A from Section V of the Student Questionnaire, observed

that “writing is an important and difficult aspect of learning language, andibg be

forced to write students will improve.”
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Responses such as these regarding the value of writing for the purposes of
learning a foreign language, of course, seem to go hand in hand with Swain’s (1985,
1997) theories of comprehensible output and noticing. Though the statements above by
the students surveyed for the present study are only their perceptions retigdialyie
of writing, they nonetheless seem to go a long way toward showing that stugents, b
engaging in the comprehensible output activity of controlled, intensive writing, are
“noticing” aspects of the language and, moreover, becoming aware of theiraoninde

processes.

Writing helps students learn Spanish grammArmore specific finding to emerge from

the qualitative data pertaining to the value of intensive writing for the fepati

Spanish, spoke directly to the learning of Spanish grammar specifically. Amd thgsie
comments seem to coincide well with what Swain proposed as the value of
comprehensible output in the acquisition of language. As a reminder, some 18 response
units proposing the value of intensive writing for the learning of the language, and of
those, 6, or 33.3%, were expressed emphatically. For example, in response to Question G
from Section V of the Student Questionnaire, which asks, “When you write a paper in
Spanish, what would you say is the single most important thing you gain from doing
so?”, fully 8 students directly mentioned that it helps them specificallyato Bpanish
grammar. Examples of such comments in response to Question G, include the following:

It lets me know that my grammar is solid and improves my ability to
express myself.
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Improved writing skills in general, but also a better understanding of
Spanish grammar.

Improved overall writing ability and Spanish grammar.

1) Knowledge of the subject. 2) Grammar.
Similarly, in response to Question B (Specifically from the perspectigeSpfanish
student, what is the value of the writing-intensive requirement to you?), two students
clearly stated that the learning of grammar was an important outcome wofahsive
writing imposed by the WI requirement:

Again, to better our writing skills. Like things in my everyday Spanish
grammar are better. Just little things like verb endings.

As a Spanish student, the writing intensive requirement really helps to

improve my knowledge on the language and better understand the

different grammatical concepts. It also helps me to better [know] how to

express my ideas in Spanish.

One student responding to Question G even specifically mentioned that she
“notices” her grammar mistakes as she engages in writing — “I am mueh mo
[conscious] of noticing my grammar mistakes” — which, one might assume, would be
cause for “notice” by Swain and other scholars who have examined the function of

noticing in output (Izumi et al 1999, Izumi and Bigelow 2000 and 2002, Qi and Lapkin

2001, Adams 2003, Hanaoka 2006 and 2007, Song and Suh 2008 and Leeser 2008).

Writing helps students learn Spanish vocabuladg shown in table 4.9, another finding

in the qualitative data regarding students’ beliefs concerning writing arldaming of

the Spanish language, points directly to the learning of vocabulary. Of the 12 response
units which emerged from the data regarding writing and the learning of Spanish
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vocabulary, 4, or 33.3%, were expressed in the company of an intensifier. The topic of
vocabulary learning is one that has received particular attention from rscivbla have
investigated the involvement load hypothesis (Laufer and Hulstijn 2001). As observed in
Chapter 2, the literature of the present study, this hypothesis suggests thataheavy

the “involvement” which a vocabulary learning activity entails, the moréylike

retention of the new vocabulary. Again, “involvement,” say Laufer and Hulstijn, is “a
motivational-cognitive construct which can explain and predict learners’ succte
retention of hitherto unfamiliar words” (14). Moreover, writing, especiallykthe

examined in the present study — intensive writing with a component of longer essay
production — is seen as having a very high involvement load, and hence, ought to lead to
the effective learning of vocabulary. And, at least in the opinion of some 12 students in
the present study, 4 of whom so opine emphatically, this is the case.

Moreover, | would note here, that at least two of the studies pertaining to the
output and the noticing hypothesis (Swain 1985, 1997) which were reviewed in Chapter
2, found that what students noticed and, therefore, learned most by writing in a second
language, was indeed vocabulary. To review, both Hanaoka (2007) and Leeser (2008)
found that students that engaged in meaningful writing overwhelmingly noticed more
lexical features than grammatical features. Studies such as thesmréheppear to
confirm what many students seem to believe — namely, that engaging in intensnge wr
helps them to increase their L2 vocabulary.

Examples of response units wherein students express their belief that they

particularly learn vocabulary as a result of engaging in intensive giititheir WI
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Spanish course, include comments such as the following from a student in th& May 8

focus group:

Writing forces you to think critically about something. It's like, when
you're in these upper division Spanish classes you can't just talk, you
know, “me llamo es blah, blah, bldhYou can’t do all that easy stuff.

You need to be able to learn how [to use] your vocabulary and learn how
to express your ideas, and writing really forces you to do that.

Another student in the May 8@ocus group expressed his understanding that in
order to really learn a word, a student needed to actually see the word in pmintag f
as is the case, of course, in writing:

| know vocabulary more [as a result of the intensive writing]. Because, |

can't remember where | heard this but some people believe- some

scholars believe that you don't really learn-or you don't really know a

word until you actually see it printed. And, | think it's a very interesting
comment.

Finally, a student in the May"#ocus group, made the very astute observation
that writing allowed him to slow down and actually learn new words, whereas the
expediency of the speaking act does not allow a person to take the time to look up words
in a dictionary or more meaningfully focus on vocabulary:

I've found that I've learned a lot of new words taking writing-intensive

classes in Spanish because when you're speaking in class you don’'t have

time to look up words you don’t understand. But when you’re writing you

can sit there and look up the words that you need to learn. And then next

time you're speaking say, “Oh, I just learned that word. | can throw that

into my conversation.” So, | learned a lot of new words and ways to say
words...

Writing helps students improve their speaking of Spandsfinal finding regarding the

learning of the Spanish language as an outcome of engaging in the intensivenwriting
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the WI Spanish course, is that, as the final quote from in the last section intimated, it
helps them become better speakers. As that student observed, writing allows you the
luxury of slowing down and “noticing” (Swain 1985, 1997) the grammar and vocabulary
of a language, which is not usually the case at all during the speaking act., Hence
response units, 2 (18.2%) of which emphatically so, emerged from the qualitative data
stating that writing actually helps them to be better speakers of the Sgangshage,
because they can slow down and actually learn the more specific granhmatica
components and lexical items of the language, which they can then employ ordhei
production of the language later on. Examples of response units which conveyed this
belief include the following three comments gleaned from the questions inrSéatf

the Student Questionnaire which very plainly explain these students’ betiefttéresive
writing not only helps them become better writers but also better speakers:

It helps with both writing and speaking skil{Student Questionnaire,
Section V, Question B)

| think [the] practice makes me more comfortable and confident in my
speaking/writing (Student Questionnaire, Section V, Question D)

[Spanish classes that involve intensive writibgiter both my spoken

Spanish and written(Student Questionnaire, Section V, Question E)

Comments to the same effect emerging from the focus group data include that of
one student in the May™focus group who quite simply said: “I think good writing spills
over into good speaking.” Another student from the M&joBus group said, “When |
write papers | have to look up words and that helps expand my vocabulary so | can

express myself more clearly when I'm talking.” And another student frosetine May
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8" focus group said the following: “I think there are a lot of words that you would use in
a paper, like transition words, that can be applied to your speech as well thatyoayb
wouldn’t learn if you weren't writing a paper.” Finally, a student in the May86us
group made a comment regarding the oral/aural value of writing. In other wosds, t
student believed that by writing in Spanish and seeing the language in writteméorm
has become a better listener in Spanish conversations which might otherwiseble diff
had he not seen and produced Spanish in written form:

| feel like with learning about writing it kind of gives you a basis so that-

‘cause when people talk, like “Cémo ‘ta?” you know, they don’t always

pronounce the s’s all the time and sometimes you think you won't have a

clue what the person’s saying and | feel ... like- if you understand the

writing a little bit more, ... | understand the speaking a little bit more.

| would note here that all of the comments above seem to suggest that students are
indeed “noticing” (Swain 1985, 1997) grammar and vocabulary in their writing and then
are able to utilize it in the speaking act, which suggests that, at least frenstindsnts’
perspective, acquisition of the language has resulted from their having eémngage
writing act. Disappointingly, however, the value of writing in helping students to be
better speakers of L2 is a subject that, to the best of my knowledge, is seldaly act
examined or even discussed in the literature on L2 writing, a notable exception being
Hubert's (2008) dissertation. Hubert, who found there to be a strong correlation between
writing and speaking development, especially at intermediate and advewnelsd
concurs with what | say above about the study of one of the language modalities —
writing, speaking, reading or listening — as affecting the acquisition of ahe other
three modalities:
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The most common general tendency among SLA researchers is to carry

out investigation within a single usage category, producing research that

describes the effect(s) of activity in one of these areas on the overall

acquisition of the target language ... by each learner population. This

approach has proved very useful in that a great deal of research has been

produced describing the nature of each type of activity and the role that

each plays in language acquisition. However, it is much less common for

SLA researchers to look at how development in one of these categories

affects and/or is affected by concurrent development in another of the

three. This lack of comparison is currently a serious weakness in SLA, as

researchers have either completely ignored, taken for granted, or avoided

mention of the effect(s) that learner progression toward more native-like

TL proficiency in one of these areas may have on their progression in

one or more of the other three. (1)
Other researchers, like Robert Weissberg, have examined writing and spgegkihgr
but not specifically how one effects the acquisition and development of the other. For
example, in his (2006) book entitl&€@bnnecting Speaking and Writing in Second
Language Writing InstructignNVeissberg never actually addresses the value of writing
for becoming a better speaker, but rather proposes that oral conversation should be
utilized more as a part of the language learning process along withgwritsecond

language writing classes.

Comparison of Three Learning Areas
What follows is a comparative analysis of all three of the learning axeasred —
learning of content, learning of writing ability and learning of the Spanishudaygg |
first compare results from Section IV, “Your current ‘writing-intereSiclass”, of the
Student Questionnaire for each one of these areas. As | stated eadsnBnd
Darrow’s (1997) L1 English writing study, from whose survey Section IV of teent
study’s student questionnaire was based, did not, for obvious reasons, include a section
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on the students’ perceptions of writing as a tool for the learning of a foreigumaige.
Therefore, as a way of more meaningfully including results from the pretseiyt

regarding students perceptions of writing and the learning of Spanish, | provide a
comparative analysis of the adapted Beason and Darrow survey for all thiee of t
learning areas and, thereatfter, in order to further clarify differdmetegeen students’

beliefs regarding the three learning areas examined in the presentreiudybatter

merge the findings of both the quantitative and qualitative data for the studyg (Fkrk

and Creswell 2008, 380), include a discussion of the qualitative data — taken specifically

from Question G_(When you write a paper in Spanigiat would you say is the single

most important thing you gaifnom doing so?) of the student questionnaire.

WEC Questionnaire: Comparison of Three Learning Areas
For purposes of comparison of results for section IV of the student Questionnaire, Table
4.10 gives results for all three learning areas examined, namely course,cantient
ability and Spanish language.

Hence, to reiterate, 96% (24 of 25) of the students surveyed in the present study
responded “agree” or “strongly agree” with regards to the statement thattihg
performed in their WI course helped them to learn the content of the course, 77% (20 of
26) of students surveyed marked that “agree” or “strongly agree” that thegamitiheir
course helped them to improve as writers generally, and 76% (19 of 25) of students
surveyed “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that the writing in the course h#éipedto learn

better the Spanish language.
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Table 4.10 Comparison of results for present study for percerdage of students who answered
“agree” or “strongly agree” regarding how much the writing in the course helped
their learning of content, writing ability, and the Spanish language.

Course Writing Spanish
Content Ability Language
Percentage of students who “agreed” or “strongly
agreed” that the writing helped them learn... 96.0% 77.0% 76.0%

In order to compare results for all three learning categories, tedjtse Likert-
scale from Beason and Darrow’s (1997) study by eliminating the center pdiet sfdle
(namely, 3=n/a) and then adjusted all scores of 4 (=disagree) on the previeus S¢al
and all scores of 5 (=strong disagree) on the previous scale to 4. Thereafter, | r
statistical analyses of results for the adjusted scale, including desesatistics, shown
in Table 4.11 below and an analysis of variance, shown in Table 4.12 below.
Hence, as table 4.11 shows, for responses regarding students’ beliefs about the value of
intensive writing for the learning of course content, a mean score of 1.58 luaateal

(S.D. = .58) based on the adjust Likert-scale, where 1=strongly agree, 2=agree,

Table 4.11 Descriptive statistics for adjusted Likert-scale (¥strongly agree, 2=agree,
3=disagree and 4=strongly disagree) for results students’ perceptions of
how the writing in their WI course helped their leaming of content, writing
ability, and Spanish language (Section IV of queginnaire)

Content Learning Writing Improvement Spanish Learning
Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N
1.58 .58 24 2.00 72 24 2.00 .66 24
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3=disagree and 4=strongly disagree. Moreover, for the area of writing impzot/ean
mean score of 2.00 was calculated (S.D. = .72) and for the area of Spanish language

learning, a mean score of 2.00 was also calculated (S.D. = .66).

Table 4.12 ANOVA results for adjusted Likert-scale (1=strongly agree, 2=agree,
3=disagree and 4=strongly disagree) survey of studs’ perceptions of
how the writing in their W1 Spanish course helped tleir learning of
content, writing ability and Spanish language

Content Writing Spanish ANOVA
Learning Improvement Learning
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. F Sig.
1.58 .58 2.00 72 2.00 .66 4.83 .012*
*n <.05

Table 4.12 shows results for the ANOVA test calculated to determine whather t
variance of results given in table 4.11 were statistically significants slsdwn in table
4.12, the F score of 4.83 was shown to be statistically meaningful at the p , .05 level (p =
.012), indicating that there is statistically meaningful variance betvnese three means.
Additionally, in order to more clearly understand results reported in table 4.12, |
performed a post-hoc t-test analysis on the data. More specifically, thieqoadstest
analysis was performed to determine in which direction results from the ANGYV& w
meaningful. Table 4.13 below shows the results for the post-hoc t-test analysis.dAs note
in the footnote for table 4.13, those means sharing a subscript letter were found to be

significantly different.
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Table 4.13 Results of Post hoc analysis results for ANOVA ofusvey of students’
perceptions of how writing helps their learning ofcontent, writing ability, and
Spanish language (adapted Likert-scale: 1=stronglgigree, 2=agree, 3=disagree
and 4=strongly disagree)

Content Learning Writing Improvement Spanish Learning
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
1.58; .58 2.09 72 2.09 .66

Note:Means sharing subscripts are significantly differet the p < .05 level.

Interestingly, therefore, doing the writing assignments for the WI Spalaist was
believed by students to be significantly (p < .05) more valuable in terms of thimépaf
course content, than for improvement in writing and for the learning of the Spanish

language.

Qualitative Findings: Comparison of Three Learning Areas

In this section | propose to present comparative results from the qualitative data
including Section V of the Student Questionnaire and the student focus groups, for all
three of the learning areas considered — learning of course content, abitingand the
Spanish language. Table 4.14 reports the number of response units counted wherein
students expressed the sentiment that they gained learning or skill as afrisul

writing in their W1 Spanish course. As table 4.14 shows, 13 response units, 5, or 38.5%
of which were expressed with an intensifier, were counted wherein studeedstistdt

they learned course content from the intensive writing. Moreover, some 20 response
units, 3, or 15% of which, were stated emphatically, were counted in which students

expressed the belief that they learned writing skills as a result ofitimegw Finally,
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fully 33 response units, 8, or 24.2% of which were expressed with an intensifying word
or phrase, were counted in which students stated the belief that they learned more about
the Spanish language as a result of the writing.

A glance at table 4.14, therefore, shows us that students do indeed believe that all
three of the proposed learning areas — course content, writing ability andnSpanis
language — are enhanced as a result of the writing in the WI Spanish courseHow
while the learning of the Spanish language is that area for which cleanhydst
response units was counted (n=33) and the learning of course content is that area for
which the least amount of response units was counted (n=13), if we consider thgyintens
with which the response units were expressed, the learning of course contesntys cl
the most emphatic (fully 38.5% of response units expressed with an intensifidh)e By

same token, a relatively strong number of response units were counted in which students

Table 4.14 Themes emerging from qualitative data, pertaining gecifically to learning of
course content, writing ability and Spanish languag.

Intensifiers/No. of
Themes response units
(%0)
Course content 5/13 (38.5%)
Writing ability 3/20 (15%)
Spanish language 8/33 (24.2%)

expressed that they felt they learned writing ability by engaigitige intensive writing

in their course (n=20) but these were not expressed particularly strongly{15%
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response units expressed with an intensifier) by comparison with the leartingg of
Spanish language (24.2%) and the learning of course content (38.5%).
In order to help further clarify the differences between students’ respons
regarding the three stated learning areas, | believe it will beblalbare as well to
discuss specifically the findings from Question G of Section V, the open-ended question
section of the Student Questionnaire. A focus here on Question G, in comparison to the
data from the student focus group interviews, may serve as a way of levelsay the
called playing field as much as possible when comparing results for teedlspective
learning areas. Indeed, it seems to me that an across-the-board congjagsatis
emerging from the focus group interviews which were mediated by me, an urdyoida
biased (albeit careful) researcher, may potentially provide a skewed ceonpar
Moreover, Question G from Section V of the Student Questionnaire, was
presented in written form, thereby avoiding the bias which the voice quality and tone and
even the actual physical presence of a focus group mediator might causes. nohi®
say that the focus group findings are not meaningful and important, only that | have
chosen, for this comparative analysis, to eliminate whatever bias they maycontai
Hence, Question G of Section V of the Student Questionnaire asks the following:
When you write a paper in Spanjsthat would you say is the single most
important thing you gaifrom doing so (i.e. greater knowledge of the

subject about which you wrote, improved overall writing ability, improved
Spanish grammar, vocabulary, etc.)?

A more specific analysis of this question, comparing results specificathiquag to
what students felt they gained in terms of the learning of course conteimtgwkitl and
the Spanish language, follows.
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It is important to note here also that not always did students write a “siogle
important thing” gained from the writing but rather two or three skills gaiheduch
cases, all of the skills mentioned were counted. One such example was the following
response: “The ability to coherently and intelligently present my idegsaimish, and to
expand my vocabulary.” Hence, inasmuch as this response references both thesstudent’
ability to write well (“coherently and intelligently”) and the student’digbio do so in
the Spanish language (“...in Spanish, and to expand my vocabulary”) it was assessed to
be a response unit counted toward both learning of writing ability and learning of the
Spanish language.

In five separate cases, students wrote only “improved overall writing/abil
(n=3) or something to the effect of “improved overall writing ability and coniden
that ability” (n=2). Itis a limitation of Question G that “improved overaltwg ability”
was a suggested response inasmuch as it may imply both the learning of awakiting
learning of writing specifically in Spanish. Therefore, cases such aswlees counted
toward both learning of writing ability and learning of the Spanish language #iere is
no way to know exactly what the students full intended meaning was in writing such a
response.

Table 4.15, therefore, reports findings for the analysis of responses to Question G,
specifically dealing with the learning of content, writing abilityloe Spanish language.
As the table shows, 9 response units were counted which expressed that the most
important thing gained from writing a paper in Spanish was knowledge of the subject

about which the paper was written, and 2 of those response units, or 22.2%, were
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Table 4.15 Themes emerging from Question G of Section V of Stient Questionnaire,
pertaining specifically to learning of course contet, writing ability and Spanish

language.
Intensifiers/No. of
Themes response units
(%0)
| learned content 2/9 (22.2%)
| learned better writing skill 0/9 (0%)
| learned the Spanish language 1/16 (6.3%)

accompanied by an intensifying word or phrase. Similarly, 9 students exptiesse
sentiment that the greatest thing they learned from writing a paper irsBpeas the
ability to write better. However, none of these response units were expvagsan
intensifier. Finally, 16 response units, one of which (6.3%) was expressed with an
intensifier, were counted as expressions that the most important
thing gained from writing a paper in Spanish was the learning of some asgezt of
Spanish language, whether vocabulary (n=3), grammar (n=7) or simply géunemalf
in their writing in Spanish (n=12.

Once again, it is clear from these data that students believe that they gams

of all three of these learning areas as a result of the writing in their WI

™ Note that references to these three areas doesidatp to 16, or the total number of responsesunit
citing the learning of Spanish language as the mgsortant thing gained from writing a paper in Sisa.
This is because various students responded by omémgi more than one area of language learning (e.g.
“The 3 most important things I've noticed that Veajained are greater knowledge of the subjectatew
about, increased vocabulary & | am much more cemsicius of noticing my grammar mistakes.”), but
such responses were only counted as one respoitse favor of the learning of the Spanish language
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Spanish course. Nevertheless, once again, the area of course content learm@raylyhil
yielding a total of 9 response units, was that area which received the stremgdasis

(2, or 22.2% of response units expressed with an intensifier), as compared to the area of
learning of writing (0/9, or 0%) and even as compared to the area of Spanislglangua
learning for which the greatest number of response units was counted (n=16, only 1, or
6.3% expressed with an intensifier).

These results are even more interesting in light of the examination bfdlee t
learning areas as shown previously through the lens of the adapted WEC Questionnai
(Beason and Darrow 1997). As was noted in the previous section, “doing the writing
assignments for the class” revealed that the learning of course contesigmasantly
(p < .05) the most important outcome. It seems clear, therefore, that though students
perceive that they make gains in all three of the proposed learning argasetheost
emphatic or “intense” in their expression of the learning of the content of the course
about which they wrote in their papers. However, the total number of response units
counted from the entire qualitative corpus (all of Section V of the Student Questonna
and student focus groups), as shown in table 4.14, was higher for the other two learning
areas — learning writing ability (n=20) and Spanish language (n=33).nljustisuch a
polemic where having chosen to employ both qualitative and quantitative instruments
answer the research questions becomes advantageous. Indeed, the quantitative
instrument — the WEC Questionnaire — yields statistically signifieamutlts in favor of
the learning of course content as the area perceived by students to be theimhdbt g

learned as a result of the writing in their WI Spanish course. And, though in the
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gualitative data, a smaller number of response units were counted for the learning of

course content than for the other two learning areas, the higher presence dyimgens

words and phrases in the company of those response units, leads us to conclude that while

all areas are perceived as gained by students, that of course contdmips peen more

so than are the learning of writing skill and the learning of the Spanish language.
Moreover, these results generally coincide with what Beason and Darrow (1997)

found for English L1 writers at the university level. Though they did not report ainy sor

of statistical comparison between the learning areas of course contenttanglaility

in their study, | find it very interesting and confirming of the results foptlesent study

that their results also seem to suggest that the learning of course conteregpdéded

“agree” or “strongly agree”) was even more strongly perceived anaagilting from

intensive writing, than was the learning of writing skill (only 76% responde@éagr

“strongly agree”).

Summary of Findings for Research Question 3
| conclude this section by summarizing the findings for research question 3, whidh aske
the following:
What do students feel they learn by engaging in intensive writing in their
WI Spanish course, in terms of course content, writing skill and Spanish
language?

Findings suggest that students believe that they learn course content, wrilsngneki

Spanish language as a result of participating in the intensive writing assbwith their
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writing-intensive Spanish course, but also suggest that students perhaps feel @en mor
strongly that they learn the course content as a result of the writing.

Hence, results from the adapted Writing-Enhanced-Course QuestionnaseriBe
and Darrow 1997) indicate that while a majority of students feel they learntimes| of
the learning areas as a result of the intensive writing, they feel sacggtif more about
the learning of course content than they do about the learning of writingrekitif ahe
Spanish language. Findings from the qualitative instruments for the study, including
Section V of the Student Questionnaire and the student focus groups, also found that
students feel they learn in the three areas mentioned as a result of theg, ant
though response units regarding their learning of the Spanish language werlgspeci
ample, those response units counted for the learning of course content werelgspecial
emphatic. Moreover, this suggestion was seemingly confirmed by a morecspecif
analysis of Question G of Section V of the Student Questionnaire, which also showed
that though there were more response units counted in which students expressed their
belief that they learned the Spanish language as a result of the writligy omdy 1, or
6.3%, with intensifier), the number of response units which expressed that thegledirnin
course content was gained from the writing were so expressed with a geraentage
of intensifying words or phrases (n=9; 2, or 22.2%, with intensifiers).

Finally, specifically with regards to learning of the Spanish languagperss
expressed a belief that the intensive writing helps them learn both Spanishagrana

vocabulary, but also that it helps them to be better speakers of the language.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter provides a review of findings for each of the research questions for the
study, as described in Chapter 4, and attempts to situate the findings in the aontext
previous studies in the literature. It also discusses the limitations and peadagogi

implications of the study and recommendations for future research.

Review and Discussion of Results
In the present section, | will first discuss results for Research Qudstvhich explored
how students feel about the Writing-intensive Requirement at the University of
Minnesota and, more specifically, regarding the intensive writing perfonmibeir WI
Spanish major courses. Secondly, | will review results for Research @u2stihich
examined whether students improved in terms of accuracy and coherence in timgjr wri
in Spanish during the WI Spanish course. Third, | will discuss results for Research
Question 3 which asked what students feel they learn in terms of course contag, wri
skill and the Spanish language, as a result of their participation in a WI Spanigh cours
Finally, to conclude this section, | briefly revisit and reiterate the vdlbhawng sought

out and listened to the “student voice” in the present study.
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Review and Discussion of Results for Research Question 1
Research Question 1 asked the following: What attitudes and perceptions do LR Spanis
students enrolled in a WI Spanish course have about the WI requirement at the tyniversi
and the intensive writing component in the course? Following is a summary of the
findings of the study regarding this research question and a discussion of theasigaifi
of the findings in light of previous research. | will first discuss results cddapted
Writing Apprehension Survey (Daly and Miller 1975) followed by a discussion of
students’ attitudes and perceptions regarding the WI requirement at the Wywersi
Minnesota and their attitudes and perceptions regarding the intensive writing Wthei

Spanish courses.

Writing Apprehension Survey

Data for Research Question 1 regarding writing apprehension were collected vi
adapted form of Daly and Miller’s (1975) Writing Apprehension Survey. The survey wa
adapted by eliminating the central point on there original Likert-tyde,st@reby
producing a 4-point scale. Results of the survey, as compared to that of Pajares and
Johnson (1994), who also used the adapted 4-point scale, for L1 English writers,
suggested that writers of Spanish as FL may be more apprehensive aboutmnvriting i
Spanish than are English L1 students about writing in English. Nevertheless, this
suggestion is not conclusive inasmuch as no statistical comparisons were possible
between the two studies, given that | had no access to Pajares and Johnson’s original

data. The study found that the Spanish students here surveyed scored an average 66.65
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on the Writing Apprehension Survey at the end of the WI Spanish course whereas the
English L1 students in Pajares and Johnson had a mean score of 63.77 on the pre-
semester administration of the survey and an even lower 60.9 on the post-semester
administration of the survey.

It would not be at all surprising, nevertheless, were a statistical campari
between Pajares and Johnson’s results for English L1 writers and resultedrpresent
study possible, to find that the difference in terms of writing apprehension behidee
writers and FL writers was indeed statistically significant in thectioe of greater
overall apprehension amongst FL writers. Indeed, the added component of foreign
language anxiety in the FL classroom (Horwitz et al. 1986), together with thatiofyw
apprehension seems intuitively to add up to an overall greater amount of writing
apprehension in the FL context. Though no other studies of writing apprehension among
FL writers have compared results with writing apprehension among LXsynigther
would such a finding as the aforementioned results suggest go contrary to the common
belief among L2 writing practitioners that writing in a foreign omseclanguage can be

extremely difficult.

Perceptions and Attitudes Regarding the WI requirement

As noted above, one of the main foci of Research Question 1 was to identify the
perceptions and attitudes which the students surveyed held regarding the writing-
intensive requirement at the University of Minnesota. Qualitative instrumealtsding

Section V of the Student Questionnaire, which contained open-ended questions to which
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students were asked to respond, and the student focus groups, were used to gather data
regarding this part of research question, and the data were analyzedpi@sirece of
response units related to this topic. Hence in response to this part of the question, this
study found, not surprisingly, that there were various response units (n =21, 0% with
intensifiers) expressing that the purpose of the WI requirement was to help stodent
become better writers — a belief that seems to coincide well with thersibywvef
Minnesota’s self-reported purpose for the requirement (see Universitynoesbta
2004, 34). An additional important finding from these data was that some students (n=6,
50% with intensifiers) believed writing to be an extremely important skidetgained
from a university education and, therefore, an extremely desirable outcoma/dif the
requirement at the university.

Perceptions regarding workload resulting from the WI requirement at the
University of Minnesota emerging from the qualitative data were edlyeemphatic.
For example, some response units (n=7, 71.4% with intensifiers) strongly eggtresse
feeling that the workload caused by the WI requirement was too great. Morexser
more response units (n=13, 53.9% with intensifiers) expressed the belief thdt the W
requirement caused students to take too many so-called “writing-intessweses
because, in their view, all Spanish courses in the Spanish major (i.e. at the 3100eevel a
higher) are by nature writing-intensive.

Finally, interesting findings were gleaned from the qualitative datadiega
students’ perceptions of the differences between fulfilling the WI requirem&manish

as L2 and fulfilling it in English as L1. For instance, a relatively numesousunt of
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response units (n=21, 33.3% with intensifiers) were gleaned expressing theesetttiat
writing in Spanish-as-foreign-language is just harder than writing inriaéve language
of English. However, almost as many response units, though with less intengity (n=
0% with intensifiers), expressed the belief that the WI requirement was no foarde
students majoring in Spanish than for students majoring in a major where the writing-
intensive requirement was fulfilled in L1 English. Moreover, a handful of response
(n=6, 33% with intensifiers), expressed the thought that the WI requirementtwakyac
better for the Spanish major than for other non-FL majors on campus because itlafforde
the former an opportunity to practice and learn more about their foreign language by
writing so much.

To fix these specific results in the context of other studies in the field of L2
writing poses a somewhat difficult task. As | have stated previously, thanelative
dearth of research associated with foreign language students’ attitudesraeptions
regarding WAC and Writing-Intensive requirements at university levels. Added,
previous studies have often been founded on anecdotal rather than empirical evidence.
Nevertheless, the present study does seem to concur with studies, especraliygom
the 1990’s when WAC was just emerging as an important curricular initiativél@ges
and universities across North America. For example, studies such as thoskebf Bec
(1995), Janopoulos (1995) and Wolfe-Quintero and Segade (1999), which found that ESL
students often face unfair challenges in terms of their academic wtiting aniversity,
seem to coincide well with the findings of the present study that many students of

Spanish-as-FL at the University of Minnesota feel that the WAC-initite
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requirement there causes them to have to do even more work than do students in other
majors. Moreover, on a more positive note, studies such as those of Morocco and Soven
(1990) regarding third-year of Spanish-as-a-foreign-language and Homstad a

Thorson’s (1996) of students of Norwegian-as-a-foreign-language, which found that
students benefited both linguistically and rhetorically from the implementafi WAC
measures in their FL classes, seem to go hand in hand with the present stdohgs f
regarding the WI-requirement’s value as a tool for the teaching of watidghe foreign

language.

Perceptions and Attitudes Regarding IW in the Spanish Class

A second focus of Research Question 1 regarded what perceptions and attitudes students
have regarding specifically the intensive-writing (IW) performed in th8iSpanish

class. Qualitative data collection instruments also included Section V ofuithen®t
Questionnaire and the student focus groups for this part of the research question.
Findings from the analysis of the qualitative data reveal that students hold botkenegati
and positive attitudes and perceptions regarding the intensive writing in theislspa
courses. Not surprisingly, for example, workload was again an issue. Indegd, ma
responses expressing that the workload associated with the WI course wasyoo hea
were counted (n=13) and these responses were generally emphatic (72.2% with
intensifiers). Moreover, some students expressed the feeling that thudy distike the
writing (n=7, 28.6% with intensifiers) and others observed that it was too strasdfor

frustrating (n=6, 16.7% with intensifiers). In terms of positive percepteyerding the
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IW in their Spanish WI courses, various responses emerged expressing sfedénts’
that their confidence had grown as a result of the intensive writing in tingecm=7,
42.9% with intensifiers), that they felt proud of themselves as a result of having@éndur
and completed the writing (n=7, 14.3% with intensifiers) and that though they may
strongly dislike the writing, they admit that the writing was a good thinghéant(n=8,
0% with intensifiers).

Again, as with the data which documented students’ beliefs about the Wi
requirement at the University of Minnesota, data regarding the intensivegwni the
specific WI Spanish course, coincides more or less with previous studies redarlihg
and L2, such as those of Morocco and Soven (1990) and Homstad and Thorson (1996)
for FL writers and Becket (1995), Janopoulos (1996) and Wolfe-Quintero and Segade
(1999) for ESL writers. For example, inasmuch as Becket (1995), Janopoulos (1995) and
Wolfe Quintero and Segade (1999) call for sensitivity to the unique situation of the ESL
writer in the writing-intensive or WAC-driven classroom, the present stuahyspout
and calls for sensitivity regarding issues such as workload, stress aratisnshherent
to the writing-intensive Spanish-as-FL classroom. Moreover, while Morocco and Sove
(1990) and Homstad and Thorson (1996) extol the positive outcomes of writing in the
foreign language curriculum, so does the present study point to some students’ gains in
self-pride and confidence as language learners and writers. Theseaksutoincide
well with the more recent studies of Katznelson et al. (2001), Larsen et al. (20d05) a

Perpignan et al. (2007), who have studied and written about the positive “by-products”

224



resulting from writing in the foreign language classroom, including, asthgtipresent

study, greater confidence and pride in students’ writing.

Review and Discussion of Results for Research Question 2
Research Question 2 asked: Do L2 Spanish students show improved accuracy and
coherence in their writing after taking an intensive writing coursefowiol is a
summary of the findings of the study regarding this research question acdssdis of

the significance of the findings in light of previous research.

Accuracy Analysis

Data collection and analysis for Research Question 2 yielded no stayistigalficant

results; that is, empirical data collected at the beginning and end of théeseibaot

reveal improvement in students’ accuracy and coherence in writing. Spbgitloa
error-per-t-unit accuracy analysis of pre- versus post-write samigkled a mean 1.25
(SD=0.46) on pre-writes as compared to 1.26 (SD=0.58) for the post-write samples (t =
0.21; p =.836). For the topical structure analysis, parallel progressions cahd®¥se

of all progressions on pre-write samples and 27% of all progressions on fiest-wr
samples (t = 0.93; p = .362); sequential progressions comprised 48% of all progressions
on pre-write samples and 52% of all progressions on post-write samples (t =p 6.95;
.354); and extended parallel progressions comprised 22% of all progressions on pre-write

samples and 23% of all progressions on post-write samples (t = -0.36; p = .722).
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As | observed in Chapter 4, it was perhaps not unexpected that results of the
accuracy analysis (E/T-unit) of pre- and post-write samples in thenpstady did not
reveal any sort of statistically significant improvement. Indeed, prevesesarch
analyzing accuracy improvement during one semester (see, for exam/ptegrBa987;
Gonzélez-Bueno 1998; Gonzalez-Bueno and Pérez 2000) seems to illustrate that to find
no statistically observable improvement in terms of linguistic accuraoygdamperiod of
time as short as one semester could be seen as more the rule than the exception.
Nevertheless, as | noted in Chapter 4, the qualitative data collected foesgkatpr
study suggest that generally students perceived that by engaging in mtensng they
do improve in terms of their knowledge and use of Spanish grammar. | reiteeate her
that, as Casanave (1994) posits, perhaps our notion of “improvement” in second language
acquisition ought to be reconfigured. Indeed, the very fact that a student bdlaves t
or she has improved linguistically, might in and of itself be considered a form of
improvement. Few experts in applied linguistics would discredit the notion theltregfe
of self-assurance and positive affect could be considered less than optimakioftéem
value in the learning of a foreign language. Furthermore, the measures used to
demonstrate improvement may not be adequate given the relatively shorteed® (i

weeks) of this study.

Coherence Analysis
As with the accuracy analysis of the pre-and post-write samples for Senpstudy, it

was not surprising that no statistically significant improvements wecewtred. And
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again, inasmuch as qualitative data for the present study suggest that botls stadent
their teachers seem to perceive that the intensive writing in their colasex walue in
terms of helping students to improve rhetorically as writers, it behoovesalesesato
reconsider the meaning of “improvement” and whether or not a student’s pogitivgeat
regarding such improvement does not indeed comprise some form thereof.
Additionally, however, regarding the topical structure analysis spdbjfita
would note that it is of interest that the trend in the results of the present study was
toward a decrease in parallel progressions from pre- to post-write, and towarceasenc
in sequential progressions from pre- to post-write. Again, these resultaotere
statistically meaningful. However, according to previous TSA researtdrmed on
second language writing samples such as that of Schneider and Connor (1990) and So
(2002), just such a trend has been observed as indicative of more highly rated writing
samples. Hence, it is my opinion that further research of a more longitudinalisature

merited.

Review and Discussion of Results for Research Question 3
A question that underscores Research Question 3 is the following: If, indeedistumle
not improve measurably in terms of linguistic accuracy and coherence in thigigvas
per results from Research Question 2, what do they learn or, more especiallypwhat
they believe they learn as a result of the intensive writing in their Wi 3pemisse?
More specifically, Research Question 3 asked the following: What do studédriteiee

learn by engaging in intensive writing in their W1 Spanish course, in terms a&fecour
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content, writing skill and Spanish language? Hence, this section summarizeditigsf
of the study regarding writing and the learning of course content, of wrhihty and of
the Spanish language and discusses their significance in light of previoushresear

Both quantitative and qualitative instruments were employed in answering this
guestion. The quantitative instrument used to respond to this part of Research Question 3
was the adapted WEC Questionnaire (Beason and Darrow 1997) contained in Section IV
Part B, of the Student Questionnaire. The WEC Questionnaire comprised Section IV of
the Student Questionnaire. Only one item from Beason and Darrow’s (1997) original
WEC Questionnaire was analyzed for purposes of the present study, inasnhath as t
item most directly addressed the focus of Research Question 3. The item askad stude
to respond to a statement regarding their learning of the three areasneemti
Research Question 3 namely, course content, writing ability and the Spanisigigngua
and employed a Likert-type scale which offered the possible response®ngistr
disagree”, “disagree”, “agree” or “strongly agree”. The statemdahttsa following:
“Overall, my writing ability/understanding of the subject matter/knowdealigthe
Spanish language was improved by doing the writing assignments (such as 1-page
summaries, 3-4 page papers, essay exams, etc.) in this classédlttadlinumber of
responses of “agree” or “strongly agree”, following Beason and Darreads for each
one of the learning areas. Qualitative instruments used included the open-ended

guestions found in Section V of the Student Questionnaire and the student focus groups.
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Summary and Discussion of Writing to Learn Course Content

This section reviews results concerning students’ perceptions and atpartinsing to

the intensive writing in their Wl Spanish courses and its effect on theirdgashthe
course’s content. Additionally, the section proposes to contextualize the raguhs w
previous research related to this topic. The section includes a summary asdidisof
findings from Section 1V, Part B of the Student Questionnaire (the WEC Quest&nnair
and from the qualitative instruments employed for the study, including Sectiorh¥ of t
Student Questionnaire and student focus groups.

Results from the WEC Questionnaire, Section 1V, Part B of the Student
Questionnaire revealed that 96% of students surveyed for the present study marked
“agree” or “strongly agree” in response to the statement: “Overalynmdgrstanding of
the subject matter was improved by doing the writing assignments (sugiags 1
summaries, 3-4 page papers, essay exams, etc.) in this class.” Thiwasssomewhat
higher than results for Beason and Darrow’s study of English L1 writershwdported
that only 84% of students responded “agree” or “strongly agree” to the statement.

Analysis of the qualitative data gathered for the study, yielded a cosob@ 13
response units which expressed the sentiment of students that the writing ioulssr c
helped them to learn the subject matter of the course. Moreover, 5 of those sgtement
38.5%, were expressed in the company of an intensifying word or phrase.

As | explained in Chapter 2, the literature review, there is little erapevidence
in support of the claim that by engaging in writing, students gain strongemnigarf the

content of the course in which they write (Peritz 1994, Klein 1999, Bangert-Drown et al
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2004, Demaree 2006, Dieft et al. 2006), despite the millions of dollars and countless
hours of work which have gone into establishing WAC and writing-to-learn in csllege
and universities across the world. And even less empirical evidence exisatinglthe
use of WAC and writing-to-learn principles in second and foreign languageutairric
Nevertheless, as shown above, much like their teachers and university admoisjstrat
students enrolled in WI Spanish courses at the university strongly believe ithrag wr
does lead to learning of the subject matter of the course. Indeed, this finding concurs
with what other L2 practitioners and researchers, such as Andra-Miller (19913td¢bm
and Thorson (2000b), Pornpibul (2002), Katznelson et al. (2001), Rubin et al. (2005),
Leki (2007) and Perpignan et al. (2007), have suggested — namely, that students believe
that they learn more about the content of their course, when they engagenig writie
course. And, as | have stated previously in Chapter 4, such a belief on the part of
students, in my opinion, speaks volumes to the validity and value of writing-to-kearn a

teaching methodology.

Summary and Discussion of Writing to Learn to Write

This section summarizes findings with regard to students’ perceptions and attitudes
concerning intensive writing and their learning of writing skills. Moreower section
proposes to situate the findings within the context of previous research on this topic. The
section includes a summary and discussion of findings from Section 1V, Part A of the
Student Questionnaire (the WEC Questionnaire) and of the qualitative findings from

Section V of the Student Questionnaire and from the student focus groups.
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Results from the WEC Questionnaire, Section 1V, Part A of the Student
Questionnaire revealed that 77% of students surveyed responded “agree” oty'strong
agree” in response to the statement: “Overall, my writing ability mgoroved by doing
the writing assignments (such as 1-page summaries, 3-4 page papersiassagie.)
in this class.” This result was almost exactly the same as resultsasorBand
Darrow’s English L1 study, which found, similarly, that 76% of students responded
“agree” or “strongly agree” to the statement.

Analysis of qualitative data gathered for the present study, revetd& eount
of 20 response units expressing the belief that the intensive writing in the st\Wdients
Spanish course helped them in their learning of better writing skills. Fudherof
these 20 response units, 3, or 15%, were expressed with an intensifying word or phrase.

To my mind the present study’s findings for “writing to learn to write” merit
special mention in terms of what they contribute to a more complete understanding of
WAC and WI as they pertain to FL writers. Previous FL writing scholaisul& 1991
and Laviosa 1994, for example) have proposed that FL students appear to improve in
terms of their rhetorical abilities, and some have endeavored to show empihaall
such improvement actually does occur (Kern and Schultz 1992, Moser 1992, Gallego de
Bebliche 1993). And yet others (Schultz 1991, Laviosa 1994, Heilenman 1995, White
and Caminero 1995, Homstad and Thorson 2000a, Schlig 2005) have expressed their
strong opinion that by engaging in the writing act in the L2 context, students do improve
overall as writers, whatever the language in which they write. Hence, whpeetbent

study found no improvement in its participants’ writing, at least in terms of colegiienc
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is again noteworthy that some 77% of students surveyed are of the opinion that the
intensive writing does help them to become better writers. Moreover, findorgstie
gualitative data for the study seem to confirm this belief. And, as with the lgain
course content, | would emphatically suggest here that the fact that students qui
strongly believe that they learn to be better writers, even while writindgimgaiage not
native to them, can be seen as a form of evidence that they do indeed improve in their

writing, even if, in the short term, immeasurably so.

Summary and Discussion of Writing to Learn Spanish
This section summarizes findings with regard to students’ perceptions and attitudes
concerning intensive writing and their learning of the Spanish language amg&tto
situate the findings within the context of previously published literature detiatine
topic. The section includes a review and discussion of results gathered froom Bécti
Part C of the Student Questionnaire (the WEC Questionnaire) and of the wealitati
findings from Section V of the Student Questionnaire and from the student focus groups.
Findings from the WEC Questionnaire, Section 1V, Part C of the Student
Questionnaire showed that 76% of students surveyed for the present study marked
“agree” or “strongly agree” in response to the statement: “Overalknowledge of the
Spanish language was improved by doing the writing assignments (such as 1-page
summaries, 3-4 page papers, essay exams, etc.) in this class.” InasiBeels@ and

Darrow were not interested in gathering data relative to the learninfpigign
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language, no comparison of this specific learning area is possible witts fesm their
study of English L1 writers.

Analysis of the qualitative data gathered for the present studyegialdount of
33 response units in which students expressed the sentiment that the intensivenwriting i
their WI Spanish course helped them to learn the Spanish language. Of these 33 response
units, moreover, 9, or 27.3%, were produced accompanied by an intensifying word or
phrase. Additionally, the analysis of the qualitative data found more specifieggndi
regarding the intensive writing and the learning of Spanish. For example, 18 e2spons
units, 6 (33%) of which were given emphatically, were counted expressing et Hoet
the writing specifically helped them to learn Spanish grammar. Additiod&lygsponse
units, 4 (33%) of which were expressed with an intensifier, were counted steating t
students believed that they learned Spanish vocabulary specificallysadtat¢he
intensive writing. Finally, 11 response units, 2 (18.2%) of which emphaticallg, wer
found in the data expressing the specific belief by students that the writiradjyac
helped them to become better speakers of the Spanish language.

These findings remind us that the writing-intensive Spanish classes herein
studied, though strongly content-based, nevertheless are still somewhatidaésfor
language learning and that students in these courses are “still prilaagliage majors,
not literature or comparative literature literary theory majorsirfi@s-Karol 2003, 21).
Indeed, it is clear from the results of the present study that the particguameyed are
still anxiously engaged in the language acquisition process. Moreover, | \wmittier

the reader that as with the other two learning areas studied here, thecvéngitfa
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students seem to believe that they learn language as a result of gagieent in

intensive writing in their WI course, goes a long way in support of the arguarehef

use of writing as an instrument for language acquisition. Indeed, as Casanave (1994)
suggests, perhaps our definition of what entails linguistic “improvement” ought to be
reconfigured to include students’ attitudes and perceptions regarding theirtlaguis
learning. Furthermore, the findings herein reported seem to coincide iktefirevious
studies on writing and the learning of language such as those of Andra-V/BIgdr)(
Homstad and Thorson (1996), So (1997) and Carrasquel (1998) which all suggest that
writing in the foreign language classroom is of value, not only as a tool for thentpaf
writing, but as a tool for the learning of language.

In addition, with regards to the suggestion that writing in FL actually aidsnétude
in their learning of Spanish, | would propose that students’ comments on this topic
reinforce the importance of and contribute to our understanding of the “output
hypothesis” (Swain 1985) and of the notion of “noticing” (Schmidt and Frota 1986;
Swain 1997), even though not empirically so. Indeed, by listening to Spanish FL writers
in the present study, it has become clear that, at the very least, students doc¢eaks noti
the grammar and vocabulary in their writing — whether or not it actually réisults
measurable learning. Moreover, students expressed their belief thatvingsiiown
during writing and “noticing”, they felt more capable in the more spontaneous mode of
speaking in the FL — which various students observed was of great importance to them,
both personally and professionally, in terms of specific hoped-for outcomes of their

pursuing Spanish studies at the University.
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I would also mention here that the findings of the present study appear to show
some evidence in favor of the involvement load hypothesis (Laufer and Hulstijn 2001),
which states, generally speaking, that the more “involved” a learner is, loedlier the
“involvement” of a specific task, the more likely the learner will be to learalwdary.
While studies on this hypothesis have yielded somewhat varied findings, inldbaera
literature sides in support of the concept that greater involvement, as that enttiked i
writing act, generally does lead to greater learning of vocabulary (LadeHulstijn
2001, Hulstijn and Laufer 2001, Folse 2006 and Keating 2008). And inasmuch as
students surveyed for the present study generally appear to believe thatitigedaes
indeed help them to learn Spanish vocabulary, since it often involves the heavily
“involved” and meaningful use of new words, the present study, in the researcher’s
opinion, serves as further evidence in favor of the involvement load hypothesis, albeit
only based on students’ perceptions.

Finally, | would observe that | found it to be of particular interest that stsident
expressed the belief that engaging in writing in the foreign languagettasr WI
Spanish classes, helped them additionally to become better speakers of thgelakgua
Hubert (2008) observes, very little research has been carried out to examingatieoin
one of the language modalities, such as writing, on another one of the modalities, such a
speaking. Indeed, Hubert’'s dissertation, which interestingly found there torbe@ st
correlation, especially at intermediate and advanced levels, betweentihg ability of
his Spanish-as-FL students and their speaking ability, is an exception. Hhbileditthe

evidence, aside from Hubert’s recent study, exists which shows the relgtibeshieen
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the learning of proficient writing and the learning of proficient speakirggptesent
study suggests that students believe that such a correlation exists arekudis serves

as a call to researchers to more fully consider this topic.

Summary and Discussion of Comparison of the Three Learning Areas

Comparative results from the item selected from the WEC Questionnaiiso(Baad
Darrow 1997) (“Overall, my writing ability/understanding of the subject
matter/knowledge of the Spanish language was improved by doing the writing
assignments (such as 1-page summaries, 3-4 page papers, essay eyamg)ist

class”) reveal that students are significantly more convinced that thegnofta paper

led to their learning of subject matter more than of writing skills or the Sipéamguage.
Fully 96% of the total responses regarding the learning of topic of the papdiowede

in the area of “agree” or “strongly agree” whereas only 77% were aodiag the

learning of writing skills and 76% for the learning of the Spanish languagsuliR for

all three learning areas were compared statistically and findintbe statistical analysis
revealed that FL students believe that the writing in the course led sigmyficene to

the learning of the subject matter (p < .05) than to the learning of eithergnatiility or

of the Spanish language. Moreover, though, for obvious reasons, Beason and Darrow did
not survey students regarding FL learning, it is nonetheless interestitigeiihaesults

and those of the present study coincide regarding learning of course content ahd that

writing ability inasmuch as both studies found that students perceive the leairning
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course content to be a greater outcome of the intensive writing than the learning of
writing skill.

Findings from the qualitative instruments employed by the study confirm that
students believe that the writing in their WI Spanish course led to greaten¢eand
understanding of the course’s content, to the learning of better writing skilt® ghe
learning of the Spanish language. To review, with regards to the learning of course
content, a total of 13 response units, 5 (38.5%) of which were stated in the company of an
intensifying word or phrase, were counted across all of the qualitative d#te &tudy.
Moreover, with regards to the learning of writing skill, a total of 20 responsevugries
counted, 3 (15%) of which included an intensifier. Finally, as pertains to the learning of
Spanish language, the highest count of response units was obtained. In all, 33 response
units were counted stating that students’ believed that they gained ledrautglee
Spanish language as a result of the intensive writing, 8 (24.2%) of which were edpress
in the company of an intensifying word or phrase. | found it interesting thad thieil
area of the learning of the Spanish language received the most responskeauaresa bf
the learning of course content was that which was expressed with the steangkasis,

a result which coincides both with the findings, described above, for the WEC
Questionnaire in the present study and in Beason and Darrow’s (1997) study.
Additionally, a more specific analysis of Question G from Section V of the

Student Questionnaire, which asked, “When you write a paper in Spahiahwould

you say is the single most important thing you gesm doing so (i.e. greater knowledge

of the subject about which you wrote, improved overall writing ability, improved Spanish
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grammar, vocabulary, etc.)?” was performed. Question G yielded a count pbAses
units, 2 or 22.2% of which were expressed emphatically, referring to the learningy of t
subject of the paper as the most important thing gained from the writing. By ceompari
9 response units stating that the writing skills was that which was most leioggh t
0% were expressed with intensifiers, and 16 response units, 1, or 6.2% of which was
stated with an intensifier, were counted as stating that the Spanish langasthat
which was most learned as a result of the writing of a paper. It is tmegrbsere to note
that though these findings for the analysis of Question G of Section V of the Student
Questionnaire reveal that for the learning of the Spanish language thetgreatesr of
response units was counted, at the same time, the percentage of response urdts counte
containing an intensifying word or phrase, regarding students’ perceptionseduthiag
of course content was the greatest.

This finding reiterates to my mind that students indeed feel quite strongly tha
learning of all three areas — course content, writing skill and Spanish lanrgueg)éts
from their involvement in the intensive writing in their course, but, as quantitasués
from the WEC Questionnaire item also suggest, they feel most emphatictabout t
learning of the course content even though total response unit counts are mucfohigher
the area of Spanish learning in the qualitative data. Indeed, | believe teatrtheffort
expended in counting those response units which contained an intensifying word or
phrase, has helped us gain a more insightful view of these comparative resultgrgbove
beyond a simple counting of response units. Thus, the goal of the mixed methods design

of the study, to combine both qualitative and quantitative methods in order to obtain a
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clearer, more comprehensive understanding of the research context, has, tadmy mi

been realized in the present study.

A Final Word about Student Voice

To conclude this section of review and discussion of the research questions of thie prese
study, | would like to reiterate that this study comprises a serious effigstdn to

students and, hence, to give them a voice regarding the foreign languagg writi
curriculum and their learning therein. And, as was suggested in Chapter 2, thaditerat
review of the present study, to my mind and to the minds of many educationallresearc
(Yvonna Lincoln, Alison Cook-Sather, Dana Mitra, Denise Batchelor, to nameonly
few), this is an extremely important and worthwhile endeavor. Hence, in the present
study | have earnestly attempted to listen to and account for students’esiohbeliefs
regarding the WI requirement at the university and regarding the intensivey in their
Spanish courses, in the hopes of creating a more complete vision of exactly what thei
needs are and of how FL writing practitioners should proceed as they continue ¢pdevel

and fine-tune the writing involved in the FL curriculum.

Limitations of the Study
While the present study is valuable in terms of its contribution to our understanding and
the future development of foreign language writing curricula, as wistwalies, it is not
without its limitations. An initial observation, for example, is that the study cloes

boast the comparative benefit of control group classes wherein the writingivete
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requirement is not a major factor. However, because of the way in which theditgiver

of Minnesota’s intensive writing requirement was implemented in the Degatrvh

Spanish and Portuguese Studies, all three entry-level courses to the majergarateld

as Writing Intensive. Furthermore, aside from the University requitgntés my

conviction that to establish such courses wherein the intensive writing component would
not be a major part of a class would potentially deprive the students of an invaluable
learning tool.

An additional limitation of the study, moreover, is that the data herein would
surely be enhanced by the participation of a greater number of students amudarssin
the study. Although time and resources did not permit it, to have been able to collect data
from an even greater number of writing-intensive Spanish classes, wouldamastlg
have proved beneficial to both the quantitative and qualitative analyses of the study.

Similarly, | am keenly aware that a sixteen-week semesteraktively short
time in which to examine issues surrounding improvement in linguistic accuracy and
writing ability. Indeed, results for accuracy and coherence related to Besasgstion
2 seem to have been directly affected by the brevity of the timetable foutlye st
inasmuch as no statistically significant changes were observed. Hehoaghl again,
time and resources did not permit it, greater longitude would most certaiy hav
enhanced a study of this nature.

Another potential limitation pertaining to the writing samples colleatethe
study is that at the end of the semester when the post-write was completssths@yvas

that the students were weary and as a result may have afforded the takriettae
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they did for the pre-write at the beginning of the semester. Evidence of thikerast
that | had to eliminate a handful of the writing sets because in the caseeofaos
students the post-write was far shorter and had a far less serious tone thanatties pr
Hence, it seems that a better approach may have been to ask the respebeve tédhe
classes to grade both writing samples in order to ensure that students took botly serious
Moreover, it is clear that with regards to results for writing apprehensiong
the learners who participated in the present study, not only a post-semestso hypra-
semester administration of the Writing Apprehension Survey (Daly andr NI9I&)
would have been optimal. Indeed, by doing so, not only would even more meaningful
comparisons with studies of ESL writers such as that of Pajares and Johnson (1994) have
been possible, but also stronger conclusions regarding the direct effeciniétiseve
writing in the semester-long course might have been drawn.
| would also observe that a potential limitation of the present study is tline of t
fairly tightly written focus group interview protocols (see Appendix B). éallé
followed them closely and though the focus group interviews were considered to be of a
semi-structured type, it is clear from reviewing them, that the focus of sxussions
was fairly controlled by the protocol. As the mediator of the group | did my best to
ensure that students felt comfortable expressing their honest thoughts aboutitingir
and learning in their WI Spanish courses, but | fear that at certain poinyshava
remained too closely tied to the bullet points displayed in the protocol, thereby prgvent
participants from following potentially important and meaningful tangkeotiaversation

topics.

241



Another potential limitation of the present study entails my personal background
and motivation for the study. As the principal researcher, | am not without nonpers
biases which certainly cannot be ignored in terms of their effect on thesrestlits
study. For example, | have had my own struggles with writing which have causegl str
opinions in me regarding the writing act and | have had to struggle to ensure that these
biases did not shine through as | collected data for the present study, though it il doubtf
that | was completely successful.

Additionally, | would observe that | perceive that there are differelnesgeen
results from Section V of the Student Questionnaire and those from the focus group data.
By this | mean that responses to the open-ended questions in Section V of the Student
Questionnaire seemed, in my opinion, to be markedly more direct and pessimistic than
those emerging from the focus groups where I, myself an instructor ofirgwntensive
3100-level course, was present. Indeed, as | reviewed the qualitative data & bkxzam
to me that my physical presence in the focus groups may have inhibited studerits in the
responses and caused them to come across as wanting to appear more opamistic t

were responses given in the even more anonymous Student Questionnaires.

Pedagogical Implications of the Study
In Krashen’s (1981) watershed work on language learning, he discusses tharneed f
lowering what he terms the “affective filter” in the second languaagsclin other
words, he suggests that a learning environment wherein students’ anxistywsllbe

an optimal environment for the learning of languages. In the present studg, | ha
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examined the presence of writing apprehension in L2 student writers and have found
evidence that suggests that it may be even more pervasive among langumgg lear
writers than among students writing in their L1. Surely, this finding ought toi@st
language educators’ understanding of the place of writing in the classnemonenent.
Indeed, if writing in some way causes elevation of the affective filter ifatigruage
classroom, appropriate measures ought to be considered to help ensure thaered |
to a point that it does not affect students’ language learning. As | staiedieahis
study, even the more advanced, major-level, writing-intensive Spanish caarséf a
laboratories for language learning and acquisition.

Moreover, regarding the teaching of writing in the L2 classroom, Kemidyla
(2003) has said the following:

Writing is among the most important skills that second language students

need to develop, and the ability to teach writing is central to the expertise

of a well-trained language teacher. But while interest in second language

writing and approaches to teaching it have increased dramatically over the

last decade, teachers are often left to their own resources in the classroom
as much of the relevant theory and research fails to reach them” (Preface,

p. XV).
And similarly, Ann Raimes (2002) made the following observation regarding the
planning and implementation of L2 writing courses.

A few years ago, | gave papers called “The Neurosis of Lesson mRjanni

and “Anguish as a Second Language” in which | explored the fact that
both learning and teaching a language promote anxiety. There is even
more anxiety when writing is involved, especially when many teachers
themselves do not feel entirely comfortable with writing in English, even

if it is their native language. Today, with a burgeoning of conflicting
theories, planning a writing course is like walking a minefield. It involves
so many choices about where to go next, what is the best step to take, and
what is the best route to the goal. Taking a wrong step in this context

243



might not be as dire as stepping on a mine, but it can undermine our
confidence and detonate our students’ resistance. (306)

And, finally, Richards and Renandya (2002) seem to add very nicely to what Raidches
Hyland say about planning and teaching L2 writing courses.

With so many conflicting theories around and so many implementation

factors to consider, planning and teaching a course in writing can be a

daunting task. Which theoretical strands are we going to adopt? Are we

going to use the process approach or the genre-based approach? Or an
eclectic approach? What will be the focus of our course? What activities

are likely to help students develop their writing skills? How do we treat

learner errors? Do we correct all error types? How do we get students t

self-edit? (303).

Hence, with so much at stake and so many stress-causing issues with whichridhdeal
programming and installation of writing in the L2 curriculum, it seems thatestsdich

as the present one are greatly needed to instruct our pedagogical rdotiezd, as |
discussed earlier, this dissertation represents an attempt to listen tusstperceptions
about the writing class in the Spanish major and to allow them to have a “voice” in the
pedagogical process. Clearly, as Cook-Sather (2006) has observedngepegidte

cited earlier in Chapter 2 of the present study, students ought to “be afforded
opportunities to actively shape their education” (359-360).

Therefore, | believe that the pedagogical implications of the presegtastid
perhaps its most important outcome. In their study, Beason and Darrow (1997)exiggest
that “listening [...] means more than just hearing. It also means we valt@&de
have to say” (115). Thus, inasmuch as the present study has, in large part, been an

attempt to hear and value and not just listen to what students have to say regarding

writing-across-the-curriculum and intensive writing in the advanced forargyubge
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curriculum, it is hoped that it may serve to inform future pedagogical indgti
pertaining to writing in the foreign language classroom. On this point, anottesnsid
by Beason and Darrow (1997) regarding their study seems most appropriate:

In this study, we pay special attention to students, who traditionally have

had little input in formal assessment efforts. The emphasis on student and

teacher feedback is not a mere diplomacy ploy, or just an attempt to ‘sell’

WAC and assessment to faculty and students. Because these individuals

understand firsthand how a WAC classroom operates and because of the

demands of WAC on their energy and academic lives, they have a right to
be heard and have an insider’s perspective on how WAC works. In short,
we invited teachers and students to speak because we felt their voices were

worth hearing, and then we listened. (100)

It is my belief that studies such as that presented here comprise a vitalfform
investigation meant to meaningfully address teaching practices in thealzn
classroom.

In terms of specific implications for pedagogy in the advanced Spanisimtonte
classroom, | would reiterate a point that became clear to me during thé¢icoltfadata
for the present study. To whit, writing can be very challenging for statkents while
relatively easy for others. Cummins’ (1979) “linguistic interdependence lnggist
theorizes that if a language learner’s proficiency in a linguiktilc such as writing, is
well developed in the learner’s L1, that aptitude will likely correlaté & strong
propensity for proficiency in that skill in the L2 as well. Moreover, and byatrees
token, a deficiency in the skill in the L1 may likewise result in a defigigmthe same
skill in the L2. This theory is relevant because, as in any university-EEnglish L1

writing-intensive course, the writing-intensive foreign language contantse also

typically comprises learners who bring vastly diverse writing skilts experiences to the
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classroom. Indeed, irrespective of the language in which the writingfesrped,

whether in the L1 or in the advanced FL class, university students seem taitarry
them a set of conceptions and experiences pertaining to writing that seenrsedepe
linguistic boundaries. Regarding the two classes examined in the presgnfastud
example, it was shown that some FL students feel strong apprehension abogt writi
whereas others seem to have no more than a healthy respect for such writing. Inm
estimation, therefore, as with any instructor across the L1 univetsiigulum, it
behooves the foreign language content course instructor to carefully and sensitivel
assess the attitudes and abilities of students in terms of their writiisgaski
experiences, both in the L1 and the L2, and to find and employ practices in thegeachin
assignment and assessment of writing that will optimize the pedagogieatialoof
writing in their classrooms, given the vast disparity among studentsgvabilities and
experiences.

Furthermore, | see it as paramount here to reiterate that generakyngpthe
students surveyed in the present study perceived that writing in the FL classragom
spite of some potential complications, a valuable resource for the learningelmithdgeof
course content, writing ability and Spanish language. For example, ffestits present
study suggest a potential linguistic benefit of the writing in the WI Sphaisrse — that
it may have strengthened the speaking ability of students enrolled iouts2c And, as
Hubert (2008, 12) notes, this potential outcome of writing has been grossly overlooked in

the literature on both the speaking and the writing modalities in second language
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acquisition. Clearly, FL writing practitioners ought to continually seek to betioder
and optimize the learning that can result from the writing in their classes.

In addition, this study serves as a reminder that foreign language studefteslenr
in writing-intensive courses face special circumstances, differenttirose of their
colleagues whose coursework is done in either in the L1 or ESL context. Indedoptto a
the terminology which Norton Peirce (1995, 9) has coined, both the writers’ “social
identity” (that which “integrates the language learner and the langeagerlg context”)
and their “investment” (that which “conceives of the language learnersrattistorical
and unidimensional, but as having a complex social history and multiple desires”) ought
to guide FL practitioners’ understanding of and work with FL writers. Fanpla the
most basic of these special circumstances is, of course, that foreigngasgudents,
unlike both native-language and ESL students, are not immersed in the culture of the
language in which they are required to write. As a result, writing in the Rtj per se,

a real-world necessity for them — essentially, they write only fordhdeany. Clearly,
therefore, FL writers’ “social identity” and “investment” in the tarigeiguage and

culture is unique and conceptions of these factors ought to instruct the work of both FL
practitioners and researchers.

Along with this point, it is interesting to note that in many cases the only
preparation students have had for the intensive writing required in their major-level
courses, has been, typically but not always, two years of college language (muttses
high school equivalent) and a third-year course or two, meant to bridge the writing and

linguistic gap between language-level and major-level courses. Unfortunategydrpw
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many upper-level educators lament that this is not nearly enough preparatidés(¥t
al. 1992). Indeed, foreign language teaching practitioners ought to carefully tsse
linguistic abilities of their students and sensitively adjust their teacdogrdingly.

Finally, at a certain point in my career, a student enrolled in a major-levakBpa
course on Latin American Culture course told me that if he really wanted no_latam
American history, he'd go to the History Department and take the course infEngés
said that the learning was simply too slow and that he could gain the knowledge in his
native tongue much more easily. His implication, | believe, was that he wag th&i
content course in Spanish because he loved Spanish and wanted to improve his abilities
with it. This comment leads to questions such as the following: What is our main
purpose as educators in foreign language departments? Are foreign language
departments primarily for the teaching of language or for the teachirpteit? If the
former, then, in terms of writing, more emphasis should be placed on writing to learn the
foreign language; if the latter, then more emphasis should be given to writingto lea
course content; if both, then researchers and educators need to explore what would be the
proper emphases of writing methodologies so as to achieve such a goal. QGleayly, t
there is much to be done yet.

Thus, a vital recommendation of this study is that we continue to listen to and
assess the needs of our students regarding foreign language writing, afdlyhope
motivate change on their behalf. Through studies such as the present one, warcan lear

more about why students study foreign languages, what they hope to gain in the process
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what aspects of the curriculum they specifically feel to be beneficialhanefore, what

changes foreign language educators must make.

Recommendations for Future Research

A common thread in the studies described in the review of the literature in this
study is that there is still much to do in the research of foreign languagewiliough
recent trends are encouraging (Manchén and Haan 2008). Hence, this study represents
yet another call to advance further research on foreign language writing

An initial recommendation for future research on foreign language waéntgrs
on how foreign language students view themselves as writers in a newtimgnds
cultural community. Moreover, | believe that further exploration by rebees of the
notions of “social identity” and “investment” (Norton Peirce 1995) will paagr
dividends toward the establishment of a more complete theory of foreign language
writing. Indeed, for researchers to attain such a theory, we must begirhtr fxplore
exactly how foreign language writers “identify” themselves persomaltysocially with
the target language community and how strongly committed or “invested”rihay a
their attempt to integrate with that community. For example, researiustdegin to
ask themselves exactly why foreign language learners write. Donithegd hope to gain
membership in a new linguistic community? Do they write strictly so thatcée learn
a foreign language? Do they write so that they can learn more about the obithu
target language? Are they interested in acquiring the full regimen aéigridanguage

community’s rhetoric or is their writing quite simply performed as a fanaif academic
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requirements for graduation for an institute of higher education? Undoubteeityptstt
by researchers to answer such scholarly inquiries will help us to neamyatstablish
and characterize foreign language writers as unique from first- and decguege
writers and will surely lead to even greater awareness of the needtfar ftgsearcher
on the place and value of writing in the foreign language curriculum.

Moreover, it is my hope that future researchers might consider what students i
the present study have said regarding the value of intensive-writing itetirgiing of
course content, improved writing and especially, given my specific bias as adappl
linguist, of the Spanish language. Indeed, as pertains to this third learning iaregy, i
strong hope that researchers may explore how engagement in the langudgg afoda
writing might lead to gains in the other language modalities. In the pr&selyt for
example, findings suggest that intensive writing may lead to improvementscalscih
the modality of speaking. Nevertheless, Hubert (2008), one of the very feschess
who have attempted to study the value of writing practice for the improvemieht of
speaking ability, has observed that not only is there a dearth of such studies, but also
generally of any studies which cross modality lines to explore the whengagement in
one modality for improvement in another. He says:

There is a limited amount of research available that compares [the four

modalities] and their corresponding skill sets against each other.... A
search of the major journals that publish articles dealing with SLA
reveals a striking tendency toward the treatment of these skills aatsepar
entities. Also, within U.S. university ESL and FL departments, reading,
writing, speaking, and listening tend to not be integrated together in the
classroom, but regarded as separate entities to be both taught and

assessed separately.... [and this] is very possibly a less-than-optimal
method of studying SLA. (12-14)
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Hence, a strong outcome of the present study shall be the suggestion thatfgareh
explore not only the writing modality but rather how engagement and improventhat
writing modality may lead to stronger skills in the other modalities — speakaujnge
and listening.

Additionally, it has become clear to me during the pursuit of this research that
issues surrounding writing apprehension in the foreign language are in need of the
attention of researchers. For example, the present study raises suadngussthe
following: What are the most salient differences between apprehensi@nunters and
apprehension in FL writers? Is there a clear relationship between Li ameehension
and FL writer apprehension? How might the phenomenon of “foreign language anxiety”
(Horwitz et al. 1986) affect the presence of writing apprehension among faemnage
writers? Does writing in a foreign language increase writing appséhreor can it
somehow serve to decrease writing apprehension by allowing students tonexpamd
explore meaningfully in the foreign language?

Furthermore, | believe a valuable avenue of future research is that otéhéigdo
for improvement in both coherence and accuracy in FL writing as a result ofemet
in intensive writing. As noted earlier, the present study was limited torib&ame of
one academic semester, or some 16 weeks. Clearly, studies of improvememtaoyacc
and coherence as they are affected by intensive writing would greatht fireme longer
longitudinal parameters. Furthermore, the number of students who participated in the

present study was fairly small and it appears obvious that access to gusabers of
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participants in combination with a longer timeframe would yield at leastwsbatenore
observable and generalizable results.

Finally, studies similar to the present study, in which the researcher $erious
attempts to listen to and record what students have to say about their writingdiga fo
language, can help further understanding of the noticing hypothesis. Indeed, much of
what | asked the students involved in the present study to do was to “notice” and
articulate what they perceive they learn in terms of the Spanish langieagehé
intensive writing in their W1 Spanish course. Clearly, future studies whetelards are
asked to express what they “notice” linguistically during the writinggse will no

doubt increase our understanding of the noticing hypothesis.

Conclusion: Some Final Observations
In the end, as | explained in Chapter 1 of this study, the topic of WAC and writing-to-
learn in the foreign language curriculum chose me, and not | it, when, in the summer of
1999, | was approached by the Department of Spanish and Portuguese Studies to be one
of the first writing consultants in the newly-formed Spanish Writing Center.fales,
nevertheless, that | am greatly pained by writing and have struggled mtitigw
apprehension myself over the years. Nevertheless, among the greatestrjdyful
successful experiences | have had in my academic life, are those whidohe/& me
in the process of writing in Spanish as a foreign language. Indeed, though it was often
stressful, frustrating and burdensome for me, as with many of the studentedunvthe

present study, in the end | believe that writing plays an essential role @atheng
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processes in the foreign language classroom. Indeed, in regards to foreigméang
writing | would concur with what Miller and Webb (1995) say about writing in génera
namely that it can “change your life” and “broaden your world” (1)s ty hope,
therefore, that the present study provides even more impetus among practitioners of
foreign language education and, more specifically, of foreign languagegytiicreate

a learning environment through writing wherein students may have changeahd/es

broadened worlds.
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APPENDIX A

Survey of Spanish Writing-Intensive Courses
at the University of Minnesota - Spring 2001

Please take a few moments to respond to the follavg survey about the writing in your class this
semester and in the Department of Spanish and Poruese and University of Minnesota overall.
Remember that questionnaire will be kept confidentl -- your instructor will not see your responses
so please be as candid as possible. (Remembedddooth sides of each page!)

I. Personal information

Name: Male: ~ Female: Age:

Class: Teacher:

Year in school: Major: Minor:

Do you have to fulfill the “writing-intensive” regnement for graduation? Yes No

A. What (3000-level and above) Spanish classes haweaken or are you currently taking at the U of M?

Class: Semester and year:

B. Have you traveled abroad in a Spanish-speakingtopéor an extended length of time? If so, explai

Country: Purpose/Description: Year: Length of sty:

C. Are you currently taking or have you previousligga any other “writing-intensive” classes
outside of the Department of Spanish and Portuguétso, which?

Class: Semester and year:
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D. Please circle the word that best completes theviatlg statement about yourself:
Overall, | consider myself to be a(n) writer in English:

Excellent Good average Poor

E. Circle the number of the response that best coeplbie following statement for you:

My most important reason for taking Spanish couatéke University of Minnesota is.

1 2 3 4
g g g g
...to learn the Spanish ...to learn about Hispanic ...mostly to learn the Spanish  ...mostly to learn about
language well. culture, literature, history, language but also to learn ~ Hispanic culture, literature,
linguistics, etc. about Hispanic culture, history, linguistics, etc., but
literature, history, linguistics, also to learn the Spanish
etc. language well.

Il. Personal writing strategies

Please respond to the following statements byiegdhe number that best corresponds to your patson
writing strategies and habits, where...

1 = always, 2 = frequently, 3 = sometimes, 4 = seld, and 5 = never

When writing a paper for my Spanish class ...

alwys frgntly somet sldm nvr

1. I do brainstorming or other kind of informal atatking. 1 2 3 5
2. | create an outline before | start writing. 1 2 3 4 5
3. I like to just start writing without doing anynkl of planning. 1 2 3 4 5
4. 1 like to give myself plenty of time to think @it and write the paper. 1 2 3 4 5
5. I.vx_/rite a first draft a few days before it's dared let it sit for a day or two before 1 2 3 4 5
Ese\llls\llrr]lge the entire paper the night before idige, or a few hours before it is due. 1 2 3 4 5
7. | like to write it out in English first and theéranslate it to Spanish. 1 2 3 4 5
8. I like to write the whole paper out before doary sort of revision. 1 2 3 4 5
9. I like to revise paragraph by paragraph or chmnkhunk as | go along. 1 2 3 4 5
10. | take it to the Spanish Writing Center forghelith the grammar. 1 2 3 4 5
11. | take it to the Spanish Writing Center forghelith organization and thesis 1 2 3 4 5
development.

12. | discuss it with my teacher before turninimit 1 2 3 4 5
13. | use the Spanish Spell Check to make sure #rerno grammar errors. 1 2 3 4 5
14. 1 ask a Spanish-speaking friend to read itgime me suggestions. 1 2 3 4 5
15. I put a lot of effort into the Spanish gramrimathe paper. 1 2 3 4 5
16. | put a lot of effort into the actual writingrfyanization, flow of ideas, etc.) of the paper. 1 2 3 4 5
17. I put a lot of effort into the information (demt, evidence, etc.) included in the papef. 1 2 3 4 5
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Personal experience with writing in Spanish.

The following statements are in reference to yoymegience with writing in Spanish. Please cirble t

number that best corresponds to your personahfgelnd experience, where...

1=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=disagreand4=strongly disagree.

SA A D SO
1. | avoid writing in Spanish. 1 2 3 4
2. | have no fear of my Spanish writing being eatdd. 1 2 3 4
3. I look forward to writing down my ideas in Spsimi 1 2 3 4
4. 1 am afraid of writing essays in Spanish wh&ndw they will be evaluated. 1 2 3 4
5. Taking a Spanish course that is intensive itingiis a very frightening experience. 1 2 3 4
6. Handing in a Spanish writing assignment makes$emlegood. 1 2 3 4
7. My mind seems to go blank when | start to wankaawriting assignment in Spanish. 1 2 3 4
8. Expressing ideas in Spanish through writing seenbe a waste of time. 1 2 3 4
9. | would enjoy submitting my writing in Spanishd magazine for evaluation and publication.| 1 2 3 4
10. | like to write my ideas down in Spanish. 1 2 3 4
11. | feel confident in my ability to clearly exggemy ideas in written Spanish. 1 2 3 4
12. | like to have my friends read what | have teritin Spanish. 1 2 3 4
13. I'm nervous about writing in Spanish. 1 2 3 4
14. People seem to like what | write in Spanish. 1 2 3 4
15. | enjoy writing in Spanish. 1 2 3 4
16. | never seem to be able to clearly write downisieas in Spanish. 1 2 3 4
17. Writing in Spanish is a lot of fun. 1 2 3 4
18. | expect to do poorly in Spanish classes tleahaavy in writing assignments. 1 2 3 4
19. | like seeing my thoughts on paper in Spanish. 1 2 3 4
20. Discussing my writing in Spanish with othersiisenjoyable experience. 1 2 3 4
21. | have a terrible time organizing my ideas Bpanish course that is intensive in writing. 1 2 3 4
22. When | hand in a writing assignment in Spaiistow I'm going to do poorly. 1 2 3 4
23. It's easy for me to write good compositionSpanish. 1 2 3 4
24. 1 don’t think | write in Spanish as well as mother people in my Spanish classes. 1 2 3 4
25. | don’t like my writing in Spanish to be evaled. 1 2 3 4
26. I'm not good at writing in Spanish. 1 2 3 4
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IV. Your current “writing-intensive” class

A. Overall writing ability

The following statements concern how the intensiviéng in this Spanish class has helped you im&eof
improving your overall ability as a writer (e.ge#is development, ability to make ideas flow, &aptid
prove a point, etc.) in any language (English cargh). This is referred to below as “writing &il.

Please circle the number that best correspondsuopersonal feelings and experience, where...

1=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=did not do this (n/aj=disagree, and 5=strongly disagree.

SA N/A SD
1. Overall, my writing ability was improved by dagitthe writing assignments (such as 1-| 1 3 5
page summaries, 3-4 page papers, essay examsn ¢his)class.
2. My writing ability was improved by receiving f#leack (either oral or written) from 1 3 5
fellow students about the writing | did for thisss.
3. My writing ability was improved by receiving flgack (either oral or written) from the 1 3 5
teacher about writing | did for this class.
4. My writing ability was improved by giving feedtiato other students about writing they 1 3 5
did for this class.
5. My writing ability was improved by revising adst one rough draft of a writing 1 3 5
assignment for this class.
6. My writing ability was improved by taking essaxams for this class. 1 3 5
7. My writing ability was improved by doing shortiting assignments (about 1-2 typed 1 3 5
pages) for this class.
8. My writing ability was improved by doing longeriting assignments (3 or more typed| 1 3 5
pages) for this class.
9. My writing ability was improved by being told Itlye teacher how she would grade 1 3 5
writing assignments (the teacher explained heeraiffor evaluating writing).
10. My writing ability was improved by being supgliwith a written explanation of what| 1 3 5
was supposed to do for a particular writing assigminga written set of directions).
11. My writing ability was improved by being givarsample (or model) of how a previoys 1 3 5
student had done a writing assignment.
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B. Learning of class subject matter

The following statements concern how the intensiiéing in this Spanish class has helped you imteof
improving your understanding of the subject matfeihe class. Please circle the number that best
corresponds to your personal feelings and expegianthis class, where...

1=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=did not do this (n/aj=disagree, and 5=strongly disagree.

SA A N/A D SD
1. Overall, my understanding of the subject mattes improved by doing the writing 1 2 3 4 5
assignments (such as 1-page summaries, 3-4 pagespapsay exams, etc.) in this class.
2. My understanding of the subject matter was imgaddby receiving feedback (either 1 2 3 4 5
oral or written) from fellow students about thetw | did for this class.
3. My understanding of the subject matter was imgaddby receiving feedback (either 1 2 3 4 5
oral or written) from the teacher about writingid dor this class.
4. My understanding of the subject matter was impddoy giving feedback to other 1 2 3 4 5
students about writing they did for this class.
5. My understanding of the subject matter was imgadby revising at least one rough 1 2 3 4 5
draft of a writing assignment for this class.
6. My understanding of the subject matter was imgaddby taking essay exams for this 1 2 3 4 5
class.

7. My understanding of the subject matter was imgddby doing short writing 1 2 3 4 5
assignments (about 1-2 typed pages) for this class.
8. My understanding of the subject matter was imgddby doing longer writing 1 2 3 4 5

assignments (3 or more typed pages) for this class.
9. My understanding of the subject matter was imgddy being told by the teacher hoyw 1 2 3 4 5
she would grade writing assignments (the teach@aied her criteria for evaluating
writing).

10. My understanding of the subject matter was awgd by being supplied with a written 1 2 3 4 5
explanation of what | was supposed to do for ai@aar writing assignment.
11. My understanding of the subject matter was awgd by being given a sample (or 1 2 3 4 5
model) of how a previous student had done a wyiissignment.
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C. Learning of Spanish language

The following statements concern how the intensiviéing in this Spanish class has helped you to
improve in terms of your knowledge of the Spangsfguage (i.e. grammar, vocabulary, ability to write
more like a native Spanish-speaker, etc.). Pleiaske the number that best corresponds to yousquex

feelings and experience in this class, where...

1=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=did not do this (n/aj=disagree, and 5=strongly disagree.

model) of how a previous student had done a writisgignment.

SA A NA D SO
1. Overall, my knowledge of the Spanish language iwgoroved by doing the writing 1 2 3 4 g
assignments (such as 1-page summaries, 3-4 pagespapsay exams, etc.) in this class.
2. My knowledge of the Spanish language was impdsereceiving feedback (either 1 2 3 4 g
oral or written) from fellow students about thetwg | did for this class.
3. My knowledge of the Spanish language was impidereceiving feedback (either 1 2 3 4 g
oral or written) from the teacher about writingid dor this class.
4. My knowledge of the Spanish language was imptdegiving feedback to other 1 2 3 4 k
students about writing they did for this class.
5. My knowledge of the Spanish language was imptdserevising at least one rough 1 2 3 4 g
draft of a writing assignment for this class.
6. My knowledge of the Spanish language was impgrdyetaking essay exams for this 1 2 3 4 g
class.
7. My knowledge of the Spanish language was imptdedoing short writing 1 2 3 4 k
assignments (about 1-2 typed pages) for this class.
8. My knowledge of the Spanish language was imptdsedoing longer writing 1 2 3 4 g
assignments (3 or more typed pages) for this class.
9. My knowledge of the Spanish language was imptdsebeing told by the teacher hoyw 1 2 3 4 g
she would grade writing assignments (the teachaaied her criteria for evaluating
writing).
10. My knowledge of the Spanish language was ingtdwy being supplied with a 1 2 3 4 k
written explanation of what | was supposed to daafparticular writing assignment.
11. My knowledge of the Spanish language was imgxtdwy being given a sample (or 1 2 3 4 g
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V. The Writing-intensive requirement

Please answer the following questions as clearly and honestly as possible:

A. In your opinion, what is the purpose and value of the writing-intensive requirement at
the University of Minnesota?

B. Specifically from the perspective of a Spanish student, what is the value of th
writing-intensive requirement to you?

C. From the perspective of a student of Spgnidiat do you most dislikabout the
writing-intensive requirement at the University of Minnesota?

D. How does the writing-intensive requirement at the University of Minnesotz gfia
as a student of Spanish differently from other studiémegighout the University?

E. What do you likemost about Spanish classes that involve intensive writing?

F. What do you most dislikabout Spanish classes that involve intensive writing?

G. When you write a paper in Spanisthat would you say is the single most important
thing you gainfrom doing so (i.e. greater knowledge of the subject about which you
wrote, improved overall writing ability, improved Spanish grammar, vocahudéry)?
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APPENDIX B

Focus Group Guide

INTRODUCTION
Greeting
Explain purpose of the focus group:
An opportunity to discuss your feelings about intensive writing in Spanish and the
“Writing-Intensive Requirement” at the University of Minnesota.
Explain ground rules:
My role as moderator
The session will be recorded
The confidentiality of your comments
Freedom to express individual opinions — no right or wrong comments
Speak one at a time and as clearly as possible — no side-conversations
| want to learn from you
Explanation of terms:
Briefly introduce yourselves: name, major, minor

DISCUSSION STARTER
In your opinion, why is there are Writing-Intensive requirement at the Urtivefs
Minnesota?

FOCUS QUESTIONS
How does the Writing-Intensive requirement at the University of Minnesaaet 3fbu
specifically as a student of Sparfish

When you looked at the syllabus at the beginning of the semester and saw how much
writing there would be (and knowing that it's a Writing-intensive class) how didkie
you feel?

Now looking back at all the writing you’ve done this semester, how do you feel?

CONTENT, WRITING ABILITY, OR SPANISH LANGUAGE?
EXPLAIN TERMS:
Learning of course content (literature or culture, for example)
Learning or improving your general writing ability
Learning or improving your ability in the Spanish language (grammar etc.)
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Did writing in your Spanish class help you learn the material or content dbt® c
(literature or culture)? If so, how?

Did writing in your Spanish class help you learn the Spanish language (gratontar e
If so, how?

Did writing in your Spanish class help you learn how to be a better writedlquera
English or Spanish)? How?

Which one of these did the intensive writing in your Spanish class help you improve or
learn most, if any?

Which of these (learning course content, learning Spanish language, or learning how to
be a better writer) is the most important to each of you? In what ways?

SPECIFIC TYPE OF ASSIGNMENT
As | understand it, everyone had to write weekly one-page summaries.
What were your feelings about those?
What did everyone learn from doing those?
What sort of problems did you have in writing them?

As | understand it, you’ve also had to write some bigger papers (like 3 to 4 pages i
length) this semester:
How does it make you feel to be required to write a sort of bigger paper in Spanish?
What did everyone learn most from doing a bigger paper?
What sort of problems did you have in writing them?

SUMMARY QUESTION
So what is the value in taking a writing-intensive class in Spanish, if any?
Have we missed anything?
CONCLUSION
Thanks for coming.

| may want to interview some of you one-on-one. Would it be okay if | called and asked
to chat with you individually in more detail about some of these things?
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d.

e.

APPENDIX C

Guidelines for error analysis,
(adapted for Spanish from Polio 1997, 138-139)

Do not count spelling errors
Do not count comma errors

Base tense/reference errors on preceding discourse; do not look at theesentenc
isolation

Do not count errors in capitalization

Count errors that could be made by native speakers

f. Disregard an unfinished sentence at the end of the essay
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APPENDIX D

Coding Guidelines for Topical Structure Analysis
(taken from Schneider and Connor 1992, 427)

T-Units (T)

1. Any independent clause and all its required modifiers.

2. Any non-independent clause punctuated as a sentence (as indicated by end
punctuation)

3. Any imperative

Parallel Progression (P)

1. Any sentence topic that exactly repeats, is a pronominal form, or is a syonbthen
immediately preceding sentence topic.

2. Any sentence topic that is a singular or plural form of the immediatelydimgce
sentence topic.

3. Any sentence topic that is an affirmative or negative form of the immediately
preceding sentence topic.

4. Any sentence topic that the same head noun as the immediately precedirgesenten
topic.

Sequential Progression (S)

1. Any sentence topic that is different from the immediately precedingiseniapic,

that is, not (1)-(4) in P.

2. Any sentence topic in which there is a qualifier that so limits or furtheifisgean NP
that it refers to a different referent.

3. Any sentence topic that is a derivation of an immediately preceding serupiace t
4. Any sentence topic that is related to the immediately preceding setdpitckey a
part-whole relationship.

5. Any sentence topic that repeats a part but not all of an immediately precedergse
topic.

Extended Parallel Progression (Ex)

Any sentence topic that is interrupted by at least one sequential topic beébuens to a
previous sentence topic.
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APPENDIX E

Topical Structure Analysis Training Guidelines

I. TSA, as stated by Schneider and Connor (1990), “examines how topics repeat,
shift, and return to earlier topics in discourse.” It is used to desde the overall
coherence (semantic connectedness) of a writing selection.

Il. TSA involves three steps: A. Divide into t-units; B. Identify topicsof t-units; and
C. Identify progression of topics. All three steps are discussed below
A. Divide document into_t-units(minimal terminal units), which are:
1. Any independent clause and all its required modifiers.
2. Any non-independent clause punctuated as a sentence (as indicated by
end punctuation)
3. Any imperative
B. Select topic®f sentences (t-units) (adapted from Noh, 1985 and Wu,
1997):
1. The most important thing to ask yourself when identifying the topic of
a sentence/t-unit is:

Who or what is this sentence about?

The topic is the main “theme” of the sentence. They are most usually
nouns or noun phrases and are typically, but not exclusively, the
grammatical subjedf the sentence. For example, in the following
sentence:

Juan llego a la casa para desayunar.
Juan s clearly the topic (or theme) of the sentence.

2. Complex sentences:
a. In general, it is best to find the main clause of the sentence first
and distinguish it from subordinated clauses. Most often, the topic
of a sentence will be the subject of the main clause in a complex
sentence. For example, in the following sentences:

Ya que la novia no lo habia llamado, Juan lleg6 a la casa para desayunar.

Sin que otros lo pudieran detener, Juan llegd a la casa para desayunar.

Juan llego a la casa para desayunar aunque varios amigos intentaron desviarlo.
Juan es una persona de que todos podemos fiar.

Juan is still clearly the topic.
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b. Exception: Nevertheless, there are exceptions to this general
rule in which it becomes necessary to consider what Noh (1985)
refers to as the “topical context” of the sentence. For example,
when the main clause introduces a clause which is thematically
more related to the previous and following sentences and to the
writing sample as a whole, the topic will be found in the
subordinated clause. This commonly occurs in sentences wherein
an introductory phrase (suchiagplicar que dudar quedecir que
inferir que querer decir quesugerir quedemostrar qugser

gupnote the presence aju€] precedes a
subordinated clause which has stronger thematic relevance.
Therefore, in sentences such as the following:

Estos hechos demuestran que Juan ha llegado a las once.
Se cree que Juan ha llegado a las once.
Los expertos proponen que Juan nunca llego a la casa.

Juan is still considered the topic of the sentence even though it is
actually the subject of the subordinate clause in the sentence.

3. Other possible exceptions/trouble makers:
a. Metatextual structures: The subject of metatextual structures
such asA continuacion consideraremos el problema de...,
“Proximamente voy a aclararla teoria déor “En mi opinion..”
do not constitute the topic of a sentence.

b. Existential ‘hay': typically what comes aftehay will be the
topic of the sentence. For example, in the following sentence:

Hay muchos académicos que estudian la literatura.
“académicosis the topic of the sentence.

c. Pro-drop: Remember that Spanish is a pro-drop language (i.e.,
unlike in English, Spanish most often does not require an explicitly
named pronoun as the subject of a sentence). Therefore the topic
may actually be implied. For example, in the sentences:

Llegué a casa a las once.

Yois the topic of the sentence even though it doesn’t actually

appear in the sentenclote: These topics should be identified
parenthetically next to the sentence, as in the examples below:
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Sofiamos con visitar Espafia algun. d{esotros)
Antes que te cases, mira lo que ha(és.

d. “Se” and passive voice:n passive constructions, it is

important to carefully consider which element in the sentence is
most thematically prominent and/or relevant to the overall context
in which it is found. For example, in the sentences:

Se destruyo el cuadro de Goya ayer.
El cuadro de Goya fue destruido ayer.

“El cuadro (de Goyd)is clearly the topic of both sentences.

e. Infinitives: In many cases the topic of a sentence will be an
infinitive which functions much like a noun phrase. For example,
in the following sentences the infinitival topics are underlined:

Es muy maléumar cigarrillos.
Es important@studiartodos los dias.

Quereres poder

4. Once you have identified the topic of the sentence, underline it and
proceed to the following sentendéthe topic is implied write it next to
the sentence in parentheses and underline it.
For practice: Underline the topic of the following sentences.
1. Esta claro que Marta no lo quiere a Jose.

2.El estudio de la cultura es un aspecto indispensable del estudio de la lengua.

3. En verdad, no es posible separar las dos porque esta encodicida la historia
cultural de un pueblo en la lengua que habla.

4. Como norteamericanos estudiando espafiol, es importante estudiar los aspectos
culturales que mezclan para creer el mundo latinoamericano que exista.hoy di

5. Estos aspectos incluyen los espafioles, los indigenas, los esclavos africanos y
sus descendientes, los labradores asiéticos, la economia internacional, los
diferentes cosmovisiones y religiones.

6. Si estudiemos el lenguaje espafiol sin estudiar las culturas, el resalto es |
habilidad de hablar y escribir sin la habilidad de comunicar.
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7. Fuera del contexto de su cultura, la lengua sirve tanto para crear malas
comunicaciones como crear comunicacion verdadera.

8. Desde una perspectiva mas personal, el acto de estudiar culturas estranjer
ensefa a un individuo quien es en el contexto de su propia cultura.

9. En el zécalo, hay muchos ejemplos de arte contemporaneo que ejemplifican
este concepto.

10. Estas razones sugieren que los infantes no deberian de tomar miel hasta la
edad de dos afios.

C. Establish topic progression (from Schneider and Connor, 1990):
1. Parallel Progression (P)
a. Any sentence topic that exactly repeats, is a pronominal
form, or is a synonym of the immediately preceding
sentence topic.

b. Any sentence topic that is a singular or plural form of the
immediately preceding sentence topic.

c. Any sentence topic that is an affirmative or negative form of the
immediately preceding sentence topic.

d. Any sentence topic that the same head noun as the immediately
preceding sentence topic.

2. Sequential Progression (S)
a. Any sentence topic that is different from the immediately
preceding sentence topic, that is, not (1)-(4) in P.
b. Any sentence topic in which there is a qualifier that so limits or
further specifies an NP that it refers to a different referent.
c. Any sentence topic that is a derivation of an immediately
preceding sentence topic.
d. Any sentence topic that is related to the immediately preceding
sentence topic by a part-whole relationship.
e. Any sentence topic that repeats a part but not all of an
immediately preceding sentence topic.

3. Extended Parallel Progression (Ex):Any sentence topic that is

interrupted by at least one sequential topic before it returns to a previous
sentence topic.
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More specific quidelines about topical structure diagramming (Noh 1985):

—>Compare the topic [of the sentence] with the topic of the immediately preceding
sentence. ...

—>If the sentence topic is regarded to be the same as the preceding sentenasdigpi
it to the same level as the preceding one ([this is a] parallel pramessi

—>If the topic is regarded as being different from the preceding sentenceasggn this
topic one level below [or to the right of] the previous topic ([this is a] sequential

progressioh

—>Finally, if the topic is a resumed topic, having been interrupted by one or more
sequential progressions, then assign it to the same level as that eadi€thapis an]
extendedparallel progressign

—~>Repeat [these steps] for each sentence in the passage.

“The identification of progression type between sentence topics is the maoat facior

for the construction of the topical structure of a discourse. The placement of nohies i
topical structure is directly determined by how we perceive the shift aflstéq@m one to

the next. If the topic in one sentence is regarded to be the same as the topic in the
previous sentence, it will be placed at the same level in the topical structhee as
preceding one. But if it is regarded as different, the placement of the titije wne

level below [or to the right of] the previous one. In addition to the comparison with the
sentence topic immediately preceding, the current sentence topic should beecompar
with the topics of all the preceding sentences to check whether it is a resunzgchohe

If the current sentence topic is regarded to be the same as some prior, edetogcts,

the judgment has even more drastic consequences. Because ... this topic cad be raise
[or shifted back/left] to the level where the interrupted topic has been placedfofdere
the decision of sameness or not between any two consecutive sentence topics would be
the determining factor for the whole configuration of the topical struc{@®&2).

“The three types of topical progression between sentences may be regaopec ssft
phenomena. This means that the moves from one sentence to the next could be
considered as shifts of topic. From the perspective of topic shift, we can sayhbat

the topic of one sentence is the same as the topic of [a] previous sentence, tapic shif

not made, while when the topic is different from the previous one, topic shift is made.
One problem we are facing here is to lay the ground on the basis of which topicsbetwee
sentences can be compared. In other words, on what basis can we say that twietopics a
the same or different? For this problem, two rules are adopted...:
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[The] first ruleis lexical or referential cohesion: If two topics are considered to be
lexically or referentially [the] same, the movement from [the] fopic to the second is
regarded as a case in which a topic shift is not made.

The second rule islf two topics are not [the] same either lexically or referentially, but
they are in the relationship of ‘base level category and instance of subechiegory’

in a hierarchical generality, the two topics are to be regarded aséiine] and thus topic
shift is also considered as not having been made” (96-7).

Example in English (from Schneider and Connor, 1990):

Essay(“/” indicates a t-unit boundary; underlinimgdicates the topic of the t-unit):

1. There are many different contributidmstween artists and scientists to Society. / 2.
First, artistscontribute to society for entertainment. / 3. Many peopked it for relax

after hard work. / 4. Artistsontribute to society as film artists, singers and so on. / 5.
Furthermore artistsontribute to society with make new-work fields which are related
with kind of activity. / 6._Scientistsontribute to society with improve knowledge of the
people, especially for the student. / 7. In addition scierdsifribute their new finding

for human wealth. / 8. For example, thragke transportation easier and faster with new
types of jets. / 9. However, sometime scientiséke new types of weapons which can be
used for abolish human life. / 10. In conclusion, artiststribute to society with become
an film artist, singers and so on. / 11. The other hand scieatigibute to society with
increase human wealth, / 12. but in contrast scier#stsnake human life to abolish./

Topical Structure Analysis of essay above:

1. different contributions

2 artists (sequential)

3. many people (sequential)
4, artists (extended parallel)
5 artists (parallel)

6 scientists (sequential)

7 scientists (parallel)

8 they (parallel)

. scientists (parallel)

10. artists (extended parallel)

11. scientists (extended parallel)
12. scientists (parallel)

@ -

Note: If a sequential progression appears to be completely “unrelated” to th# overa
topic of the essay, please indicate it parenthetically.
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APPENDIX F

Sample Topical Structure Analysis

Writing Sample: J1

Contesta la siguiente pregunta con un ensayo bien organizado y pensado y
utilizando tu mejor espafiol: “¢ Por qué estudiar la literatura?” (35 minute$

Yo estudio la literatura por muchas razones. El estudiante de una lengua tiene
gue estudiar la literatura de la lengua porque es voz de la cultura. Un poetoasscri
inglés no tiene la misma mensaje cuando traslado en Espafiol. Es porque el autor ha
tenido afios para mejorar sus escritos y el lector posiblemente no sabe miacho de
lengua, y puede aprender del autor.

La cultura es representada en las cuentas y vida diaria de la gefiteratizra
no tiene que ser verdad, pero muchas veces reflecta la sociedad. Por ejengalsa“La
de Bernarda Alba” escrito por Lorca, muestra la vida de familia Espgdielaive en el
campo. Antes de leer, no sabia como aburrida fue la vida de una mujer en esta tiempo.
Lorca muestra que la mujer no puede irse donde o cuando cualquiera.

Otro ejemplo de la representacion de una cultura en la literatura es “@ukefa
por Arredondo. En la cuenta, Arredondo dibuja una pictura del pelado de hombre
mexicano. El se lleva ropas muy coloridas y habla sucio a las mujeres porque no tie
imagen positiva de él mismo. El pelado es presente en la cultura hoy en dia aunque la
cuenta toma lugar probablemente en los setentas.

La literatura obviamente es buen representacion de la gramatica éaguna | El
autor no puede ser publicado sin muchas correciones en su gramatica. La obra final
ayuda al lector saber buen gramatica.

El estudiante de alguna lengua tiene que mejorar su entendimiento de laycultura
de la gramatica de la lengua por estudiando la literatura.

—FIN—
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Topical Structure Analysis of Writing Sample J1

(SP=sequential progressioRP=parallel progressiorEP=extended parallel progression)

Level:0 |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
N N v v vV v oV v v v v N2 v N2

Topics:

A
<
o

El estudiante ... [SP]

Un poema ... [SP]
el autor ... [SP]

el lector ... [SP]

(el lector)* ... [PP]

La cultura [SP]

La literatuB&]

© 0 N o o b~ WDN

(la literatura]PP]

[En
o

La casa [{&P]

11_(yo)... [EP]

12 aLoiSP]

13 2 de la tarde... [SP]

14 Arredondo ... [SP]

15 El... [SP]

16 (ED...[PP]

17 La literaturdEPR]

18 El autor ... [EP]

19 La obra final ... [SP]
20 El estudiante ... [EP]

*( )" indicate an implied, unstated topic
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