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ABSTRACT
A Study of the L1 and L2 Writing Processes and Strategies of Arab Learners
with Special Reference to Third-Year Libyan University Students

A number of studies have attempted to examine the writing processes of skilled and

non-skilled native and non-native speakers of English. However, few studies have

examined the writing processes of Arab university students, and none has been
conducted on Libyan students’ writing processes. This study examines the wnting
processes In L1 (Arabic) and L2 (English) of twelve Third-Year Libyan University
Students (TYLUS), as they verbalised and produced written texts in both languages.

The study investigates the process and product data separately to see if any
relationship exists between an individual subject’s process skill and product quality in
either language.

Observation, think-aloud protocols, interviews, questionnaires, and written products
have been utilised to gather data in a triangulated case study. The composing sessions
were audio-taped; the tapes were then transcribed, translated, and coded for analysis,
along with the drafts and the final written compositions.

The investigation into L1 and L2 writing processes was guided by one main and three
sub-research questions. The main research question was: what writing processes do
Libyan University students use while writing in L1 Arabic and in L2 English? Do
they follow similar or different strategies? The first sub-research question was: how is
the linguistic knowledge of the students reflected in L1 and L2 writing? The second
was: does the Arabic rhetorical pattern affect the students’ English writing?

And lastly, how does instruction influence the writing processes and products of these

students?
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The L1 and L2 protocol data yielded a number of interesting findings. Most subjects
had a purpose in mind while composing their texts, but had little concern for
audience. Individually, each subject displayed a unitary composing style across
languages, tending to compose in the L1 and L2 similarly, with some variations in
specific aspects. .

As a group, the subjects’ writing process differences were manifested in planning,

time and content; writing time was shorter in L1 than in L2; reviewing in L1 focused

on organisation and content, but on form, grammar and vocabulary in L2. Similarities
were apparent in mental planning and reliance on internal resources as the subjects
alternated between writing, repeating, and rehearsing. The L2 compositions gradually
emerged with repetitions, pauses, and the use of L1, and seemed to be constrained by
the subjects’ linguistic knowledge and imperfect mastery of L2. This suggests that the
composing knowledge and skills of L1 could potentially be transferred into L2
composing, and the subjects had employed many similar strategies deemed necessary
for writing in both languages but were unable to apply accurately them in L2.

In addition, the subjects used L1 to facilitate their composing in L2. They tended to

comment and repeat portions of texts in words, rehearse in phrases, and engage in
other composing activities at sentence level. Translated segments occurred at almost
every level but mainly at phrase level. Finally, and interestingly, some subjects made
more errors in L1 than in L2,

A tentative composing process model showing the locations in which L1 was used

during the writing process is proposed. Implications for EFL, particularly for Libyan

University students, and suggestions for further research are also provided.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

A writer caught in the act looks much more like a very busy

switchboard operator trying to juggle a number of demands on her
attention and constraints on what she can do:

She has two important calls on hold.

(Don’t forget that idea.)

Four lights just started flashing.

(They demand immediate attention or they’ll be lost.)
A party of five wants to be hooked up together.

(They need to be connected somehow.)

A party of two thinks they’ve been incorrectly connected.
(Where do they go?)

And throughout this complicated process of remembering, retrieving,
and connecting, the operator's voice must project calmness,
confidence, and complete control.

(Flower and Hayes, 1980b, p. 33)

The switchboard operator metaphor suggests that the dynamics of the composing
processes are intertwined, highly complex mental operations. In attempts to discover
the inner operations of the writer, in recent years scholars and researchers into

composition have shifted the focus from an examination of the product of

composition to an investigation into the composing processes.

In First Language (L1) composition studies, it has, for sometime, been clear that
writers plan, write, and revise in a recursive and interactive pattern (Flower and
Hayes, 1981a, 1981Db).

Studying the composing process has been a major focus of L2 writing research for the
past several decades (Cumming, 1998; Grabe and Kaplan, 1996; Krapels, 1990; Silva,
1993). Basically, such research has investigated various aspects of L2 writing
processes for different groups of participants with different L1 backgrounds. Since
some researchers were interested in the notion that L2 writers’ strategies were similar

to those used for L1 writing, many studies from the late 1980s onwards have also



compared the same participants’ L1 and L2 writing processes. Most of these studies

adopted thinking-aloud protocol data as the main source of data for analysis (see, e.g.

Arndt, 1987; Jones and Tetroe, 1987; Pennington and So, 1993; Sasaki and Hirose,
1996; Uzawa, 1996; Whalen and Menard, 1995).

Although second language (L2) research into the composing processes is a
comparatively new field, studies conducted to date suggest that L2 writers’

composing strategies generally resemble those of L1 writers (Lay, 1982, 1983, 1988;
Raimes, 1985, 1987; Zamel, 1982, 1983, 1987). Recently, however, composing
process studies have begun to discover differences between L1 and L2 writing (Arndt,
1987, 1993; Cumming, 1989, 1998; Raimes, 1987).

Since researchers have realised that L2 writers’ strategies are similar to those used for
L1 writing, many studies from the late 1980s on have compared the same participants’

L1 and L2 wnting processes, using the think-aloud protocol as the main source of data

for analysis in most of these studies. In most cases, the participants’ L2 has been
English, apart from a few studies such as those of Cumming et al. 1989, where L2 was
French, and Whalen and Menard, 1995, where L2 was also French and the L1 has
generally been a European language: Polish (Skibniewski, 1988), French (Cumming,
1989), Spanish (Jones and Tetroe, 1987); a South east Asian language (Bosher, 1998)
Japanese, Chinese (Arndt, 1987), and Turkish (Kamisli, 1996).

In spite of the noticeable individual differences found in such studies (e.g. Arndt,
1987), L1 and L2 writing strategies were seen to be basically similar, which means
that L1 strategies are transferable into L2 (Uzawa, 1996; Whalen and Menard, 1995).
Subjects’ L2 wnting processes seem negatively affected by lower linguistic
proficiency (Silva, 1988; Whalen and Menard, 1995), and the quality of written L2

texts is more strongly associated with the quality of the students’ L1 and L2 writing



strategies rather than with their L2 proficiency (Cumming et al., 1989; Jones and

Tetroe, 1987; Whalen and Menard, 199)5).
In view of the concentration of focus on European and asian L1, in other languages,

this researcher saw a need to discover more about the L1 and L2 writing processes

and strategies used by Arabic native speakers, with special reference to third-year
Libyan university students.

1.2 Statement of the Research Gap

L2 composition research mainly involves writers who study English as a second
language (ESL) away from their homeland, in the setting and culture of the target
language. Despite the prevalence of composing process studies, very little research
has been done on the composing of non-native speakers who study English as a
foreign language (EFL) in their native co{mtry. In addition, ESL writers are usually
asked to compose only in the L2 in order that their composing strategies may be

compared with those of native English speakers. That is, data on ESL writers’
composing in the L1, their native language, are not generally gathered (see, e.g.
Martin-Betancourt, 1986, Raimes, 1985, 1987). There has not, thus, been sufficient
comparative analysis of the composing processes in both the L1 and the L2 for the
same EFL writers. If we want to know how the EFL students compose in the two
languages, whether the strategies used in L1 and L2 are the same, and how strategies
may be transferred from L1 to L2 (Kobayashi, 1992), we need actually to observe the
students’ composing processes in both their L1 and their L2.

Another interesting question in ESL composition research concerns the use of the L1
when ESL writers compose in the L2 (e.g. Alam, 1992; Chelala, 1981; Jones and
Tetroe, 1987; Lay, 1982, 1983, 1988; Raimes, 1985, 1987; Zamel, 1982, 1983).

Generally speaking, ESL writers have been observed to resort to translation because



they lack sufficient L2 vocabulary. Some researchers, such as Chelala (1981), have

found that the use of translation is an unsuccessful strategy, whereas others report the
contrary. In the case of EFL writers, one may assume that composition problems will
be multiplied, since these students have less, or even no, exposure to L2 outside the
classroom, and even inside the classroom, when class numbers are high, students’
opportunities to communicate with either teacher or peers are few. It 1s therefore

important to explore in detail the extent to which and in what manner EFL. writers use

the L1 while composing in L2.

Furthermore, an elusive but key issue involves the thinking processes of EFL writers.
To what degree, for instance, do EFL. Arabic writers think in the L2 when they
compose in the L2? As long as individual writers consciously and subconsciously
employ a variety of strategies and thinking patterns while composing, an
understanding of these mental processes should be of great interest to the composition

instructor.

Unfortunately, research devoted to a comprehensive study of Arabic-speaking

university level EFL writers in terms of composing strategies and thinking patterns is

almost non-existent (except for Alam, 1993; Aljamhour, 1992; and Halimah, 1993,
2001) and no study has yet been concerned with Libyan university students.
Therefore, there is a need to find out what strategies Libyan Arab EFL university
students use and what problems they encounter when composing in both Arabic and
English.

The present study, therefore, attempts to help fill this gap in research by describing
and analysing the composing processes and strategies of Libyan Arab EFL writers in

real-time processing, that is, as they complete writing tasks in the L1 (Arabic) and in

the L2 (English).



1.3  Purpose and Methodology of the Study

The current study is designed to explore the composing processes and strategies of a
group of Third Year Libyan University Students (TYLUS) when they compose in
Arabic and in English. The research question and sub-questions investigated in this

study are as follows: (the main research question)

(1) What wnting processes do Libyan University students adopt while writing

in L1 (Arabic) and in L2 (English)? Do they follow similar or different
strategies?

(Sub-research questions)

(2) How 1s the linguistic knowledge of the students reflected in L1 and L2
writing?

(3) Does the L1 rhetoric pattern affect the students’ L2 writing?

(4) How does instruction influence both the writing process and the written
product among Libyan students?

In order to obtain data for this composition study, the researcher has employed a
triangulated methodology, which uses a variety of instruments: think-aloud protocols,
observation, questionnaires, interviews and written products. In the protocols, the
subjects verbalised everything they had in their minds while they were performing
composition tasks. Observation was aimed at assesing the subjects’ physical
behaviour while producing their writing compositions. Interviews were intended to
elicit information concerning the subjects’ academic background and their attitudes to
writing and wrting instruction in both languages. Questionnaires revealed the
subjects’ attitudes towards different aspects of language teaching and instruction, and
showed how they reacted to the writing process approach, which was assumed to be
very new for them. Written products provided evidence of the writing competence and

linguistic knowledge of the subjects in both languages.



1.4  Significance of the Study

This study 1s significant in several ways. First, it is the first in-depth protocol-based
investigation of the composing processes of third-year Arab EFL university students,
and the first of its kind in Libya, in which the students composed in both the L1 and
the L2. Second, the information obtained from the study could contribute to a better

understanding of composing strategies and shed light on the problems of university

EFL wnters. Third, 1t could provide new knowledge that would pave the way for the

development of effective composition teaching methods and materials. And fourth, it

1s hoped that the study will offer helpful findings for the building of a more complete

ESL/EFL composition theory.
1.5 Scope of the Study
The aim of the study is to present a very detailed portrayal of the L1 and L2 writing

processes of a group of 12 students. The triangulated methodology gathers

information through five different instruments, which generate a vast amount of data.
However, the small sample means that the findings may not be generalisable to a
larger EFL population, unless they are supported by findings from additional studies
similar to this one or in other contexts. Another limitation is in the nature of the
composition tasks. The study focuses only on the composing processes and strategies
of two descriptive tasks, written in both languages, by this small sample of subjects.
It does not attempt to explain all aspects of the composing process of EFL writers or
all modes of EFL wnting. However, the study has the potential to offer unusual and

detailed insights into the composing strategies of non-native speakers of English.

1.6 Organisation of the Study
The thesis is presented in nine chapters, of which this introduction is the first.

Chapter Two is concerned with the nature of writing and includes a definition of



writing, and an examination of the differences between writing and speech. This
chapter also contains a review of literature dealing with L1 and L2 writing processes,
as well as of the studies conducted on Arab students in a variety of Arab countries.
Criticism of the writing process model is also discussed. Chapter Three deals with the
teaching of writing in an EFL environment, mainly in the Arab countries. It also
sheds light on the factors affecting the writing process, and contains a summary of
the most common approaches to teaching writing. Chapter Four investigates the
factors causing difficulty in L2 writing. It also presents an examination of the
contrastive rhetoric in writing, with a brief look at contrastive and error analysis.
Error correction and feedback in writing are examined in Chapter Five. Chapter Six
deals with the Methodology of this study, introducing the triangulated case-study
approach. Chapter Seven presents the data analysis, in which the research questions
are analysed through the think-aloud protocols, observation, interviews,
questionnaires and written texts. Planning, writing, revision, and writing strategies,
which are the subject of the main research question, are given a particular emphasis

and analysed in detail. The results and discussion of data analysis are presented in
Chapter Eight. The last chapter, Chapter Nine, contains the conclusions, findings,

implications, and recommendations for further research.



CHAPTER TWO
THE NATURE OF WRITING

2.1 Introduction

The ability to express one’s thoughts in written form in a second language with
reasonable accuracy and coherence is no mean achievement, since even many native
speakers of a language never truly master this skill.

In this chapter we begin by introducing ‘the nature of writing’, and show how writing

differs from certain other productive and perceptive skills by being only, like reading,
acquired through formal learning and practice. This difficulty imposes far more
responsibility on the teachers in their efforts to help students make fruitful use of the
writing processes and produce accurate written tasks. This chapter also revises the
relationship between L1 and L2 and argues for the importance of pedagogical
practice, as well as providing an overview of the history of L1 and L2 composition
theory and teaching,

2.2  Definition of Writing

Before we embark on a discussion of writing as both a process and a product, we shall
first introduce various definitions of writing from different sources. Writing has been
defined as “a group of letters or symbols written or marked on a surface of something
as a means of communicating” (The Collins Dictionary, 1987). Although such a
definition explains the meaning of writing, it does not assist us very much. Writing
has also been considered to be “a system of written symbols which represent the
sounds, syllables or words of a language” (Richards et al., 1985:313). This definition
seems to emphasise the graphical features and linguistic elements of writing at the

expense of other aspects. For instance, 1t does not show that the purpose of writing is



communication. Neither does it say anything about the meaning of writing, nor does it
have relevance to Arabic-speaking students learning English as a foreign language.

It is worth mentioning that the word writing has also been given in various functions.
Smith (1989) uses the term ‘writing’ to refer to the act of writing, only when used as a
verb, and ‘the piece of writing’ when used as a noun. ‘Writing’ has been distinguished
from ‘composing’ by Ingram and King (1988). The former refers to an activity
suggested by the teacher and employed by the students in a particular session,
whereas the latter means a long-processed operation. The distinction between writing
and composing has been echoed by Kaplan (1988b), who employs both terms as
complementary constituents of writing as an activity. His argument concerns the idea
that writing is a process that takes place in written works that abide by the
conventions of companies and journalism, etc., while composing occurs within the
function of writing as an heuristic act, as in writing novels, stories, theoretical and
philosophical treaties etc. Furthermore, Halliday (1989) makes distinctions between
writing and the written language. By the former he means “the symbols and thetr
function in the language” whereas the latter refers to “what is produced in the written
medium” (pp. 42-43). Despite the above-mentioned definitions and terminologies, the
current study aims to employ the term writing as generic when referring to the
concept of writing as a composing process phenomenon of language behaviour.

As far as non-native speakers are concerned, difficulty in wrting denives from a
number of obstacles that must be overcome all at the same time. For instance, in order
to express his ideas, the writer must consider at least four structural levels: overall text
structure, paragraph structure, sentence structure, and word structure.

Since our concem is with the writing process, it 1s important to note that this concept

has been used in other fields of education. Syllabuses of language have been divided



into two spheres: Type 1 and Type 2. The first type is concerned mainly with the

product of learning, what is being learned, while the second type concentrates on the
process of learning, how learning takes place (White, 1988).

The development of writing has led researchers to distinguish between writing which
involves composing from other types of writing, such as lists or application form
writing. Such a distinction is useful for this study, which 1s concermned primarily with
composition. Composition involves combination of structural sentence units into
more-or-less unique, cohesive and coherent larger structures. That is, such a piece of
writing contains surface features that connect the discourse and the underlying logic
of organisation, which reveals more than the meanings of the individual sentences.
Furthermore, composing, per se, can be divided into telling/retelling writing, and
transforming writing. The former signifies writing which is already known to the
author such as narratives and descriptions, and at the planning stage involves only
recalling and reiterating. Transforming, on the other hand, refers to writing for which
no blueprint is readily available. Planning, here, requires a complex juxtaposition of

various pieces of information, including rhetorical options and constraints (Beretier &

Scardamalia, 1987).

2.3  The Nature of Writing

Wrniting 1s a relatively recent invention if historically compared with speaking, i.e. its
age 1s a little more than “6000 years” (Grabe and Kaplan, 1996). Scholars argue that
the wntten word, culturally rather than biologically, is the externalisation of the
thought process. It 1s a visual representation of thought, which, unlike speech, is
acquired only through formal learning. Writing, thus, is a technology and a set of
skills that “must be practised and learned through experience” (Grabe and Kaplan,

1996: 6), and which make writing a complicated task and a source of many problems
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for leamers, since they do not constitute natural abilities and are not learned with
maturity. Rather, they require training, instruction, practice, experience and purpose.

Kroll (1990) considers writing to be a difficult skill which presents a challenging task

for both native and non-native speakers.

2.3.1 Writing differs from Speech

Writing differs from speech in a variety of ways such as: a) the writer shares no
immediate environment with the reader; b) the writer does not know whether he has
clearly and completely conveyed the message to the reader; ¢) the writer does not
have immediate access to motivation either to continue creating the text or to diversify
when necessary, and d) the writer must plan, in advance, what he intends to achieve,
the sequence and selection which will lead to effective communication (Harris, 1993).
Kress (1982) differentiates the grammatical structures of speech from those of writing
as follows: “speech, typically, consists of chains of co-ordinated, weakly subordinated
clauses and adjoined clauses; writing, by contrast, is marked by fully subordinated
and embedding” (cited in Harris, 1993: 4). This distinction characterises writing as
being more complicated than speech. It is also an extremely complex cognitive
activity, “which requires from the writer to demonstrate control of several variables at
once” (Bell & Bumaby, 1984, cited in Nunan, 1991: 6). Wnting requires more
thematic unity, logical progression, and grammatical linkage between sentences
‘cohesive ties’. Thus, as mentioned above, composing contains surface features in
order to “connect the discourse and an underlying logic of organisation which is more
than simply the sum of the meanings of the individual sentences” (Grabe and Kaplan,
1996: 4). Halliday (1989) argues that writing exhibits a great deal of ‘lexical density’,
i.e. the proportion of structure words to content words within the text. He means by

that that writing should bear more content words than structure words to display
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meaning because “written language displays much variation of lexical items to total
running words” (p. 61).
Wnting, according to Nunan (1989), is the most difficult macro-skill for users of a
language, no matter whether the language in question is a first, second or foreign
language. Although normal children have no difficulty comprehending and speaking
their native language, very few of them can manage to read it, and even fewer can
write fluently and legibly, unless they are taught how to. White (1981, cited in Nunan,
1989) differentiates between writing and speaking as follows:

“Wniting is not a natural activity. All physically and mentally normal people

learn to speak a language. Yet all people have to be taught how to write. This

is a crucial difference between the spoken and written forms of language.
There are other important differences as well. Writing, unlike speech, is

displaced in time. Indeed, this must be one reason why writing originally
evolved since it makes possible the transmission of a message from one place
to another. A written message can be received, stored and referred back to at
any time. It is permanent in comparison with the ephemeral ‘here one minute
and gone the next’ character of spoken language- even spoken language that
is recorded on tape or disk” (p. 36).

Writing, accordingly, is a very difficult cognitive task and goes far beyond putting
words and 1deas on paper in a straightforward way. That is, it is not “simply a direct
production of what the brain knows or can do at a particular moment” (Smith, 1989:
33), but it requires “an expense of effort disproportionate to the actual results”
(Widdowson, 1983: 34). Moreover, writing is a complex cognitive activity, which
forces the writer to demonstrate control of a number of variables simultaneously. Such
an effort imposes a great burden of responsibility on the writer to get thought down on
paper. In other words, writing is a task that cannot be performed without thought,
discipline, and concentration (White, 1987).

Therefore, the writer is constantly struggling with his available cognitive experience,

searching, generating, organising, revising and shaping ideas into the best manner and

structure to convey the message to his audience in a logical, precise and unambiguous
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style. Hedge (1988) sees the production of a piece of writing as ‘crafting’: “the way in
which a writer puts together the piece of the text, developing ideas through sentences
and paragraphs within an overall structure” (p. 89). All these processes indicate that
writing is not an easy task but a very demanding one. Writers often discover
something new and unpredicted at the moment of writing. They sometimes discover a
real need to find the right word and the right sentence (Raimes, 1985). Hence, there 1s

a close relationship between thinking and writing; Flower and Hayes describe writing

as a “set of distinctive thinking processes” (1981: 366). Widdowson (1983) states that
writing activity may lead to an unknown destination as a result of unplanned
directions, “ one frequently arrives at a destination not originally envisaged, by a route
not planned for in the original itinerary” (p. 41). The same point was made by Flower
and Hayes (1981) when they emphasised that writers usually “start out writing
without knowing exactly where they will end up; yet they agree that wrting is a
purposeful act” (p. 377). This, in fact, agrees with Perl’s (1979) claim that “wnters
know more fully what the); mean only after having written it” (p. 331).

Researchers who advocate the writing process approach, however, have tended to

investigate writers as “they went about their work” (Nunan, 1989:36). This supports
Zamel’s (1982) observation that composing evolves through several stages as writers
discover what through the writing process. That is, writers never put down their own
ideas in a ‘readily’ linear fashion, but on the contrary, often seem uncertain of what to

do before starting to write and only refine their ideas, develop and transform their

thoughts while actually in the process of writing and rewriting.

2.4 The Writing Process

2.4.1 Introduction

What is the process of wnting? What does a writer have to do when involved in the

process of wrting. Nighitingale (2000:135) claims that every writer knows that: good
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writing is “complex”, “messy”, and a “problem-solving activity” comprising “many
different activities that” eventually result in that product. The word “eventually”
correctly implies that good writing takes time.

More than three decades ago, researchers and teachers of writing to native speakers of
English were beginning to explore the processes which create the written text. They
found that writing was generally regarded as a complex process, made up of a variety
of sub-processes that happened to occur not consecutively in a strict linear sequence,
but cyclically and in varying patterns. Moreover, differences in the wnting process
were discovered in terms of expert and non-expert writers. This new discovery had an
impact on teachers of writing, and supported the rising dissatisfaction with
“traditional approaches” in America and Europe. As a consequence, writing teachers
shifted their concern from the written text that students produced to helping students
write better, by aiding them in the actual process of writing, by finding the source of
their problems in creating good written texts, and helping them to overcome those
difficulties. Such ideas also accorded well with thoughts being expressed in the late
1970s and early 1980s in numerous articles such as those of Murray (1980), whose
ideas emphasised the importance of a series of drafts in the writing process, as the
writer gradually discovered through writing what it was that he wanted to say.
Therefore, a “process approach” was born, making it clear that the teaching of writing
should focus on the “writing process” rather than on the “final product”. But this was
a teaching approach, not a teaching method, and pedagogical methods and means

were not laid down or even clearly implied by most of those who conducted empirical

research into writing processes.
In this study, the Hayes and Flower’s (1980) ‘Model of Writing Process’ is adopted as

a general framework for understanding and teaching effective written compositions to
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the third-year university students majoring in English as a foreign language. This
model 1s examined and adopted because it is a comprehensive model of the writing
processes inasmuch as it 1s multi-level, discourse-specific, and data-and goal-driven.

Such a model 1s applied, with some modification because the researcher thinks that
these students still need a lot of interaction with their writing teachers if they are to be
effective and capable writers. It will also help them comprehend and apply the stages
they go through in the wnting process, such as planning, drafting, editing, reviewing,
and revising. It became apparent that these students had not been taught L1 wnting
accurately, a fact that was reflected in their L1 writing competence, and which also

affected their L2 writing. The researcher thinks that the application of this model may

help Libyan university students to use the right procedures and techniques iIn
composing. Although such a model requires certain technical instruments such as
tape-recorders, and small-size classes, it would be very effective if teachers and

departments were to allot attention and time to it.

2.4.2 Definition of Writing Process

Montague (1995) defines writing process as “a teaching approach that focuses on the
process a writer engages in when constructing meaning”. That is, the writer learns a
particular sequence of activities in the writing process. The National Centre for
Education Statistics (NCES) (1996) describes the process involved in writing as
“several pre-wnting activities or strategies may precede the actual writing, such as
topic analysis, audience consideration, brainstorming and planning followed by
drafting, revising and editing”. This, in fact, means that writing is not a mere meaning
conveyor but goes beyond that for it helps students think more clearly. Cannon (2000)

assures that “the very strong relationship which has shown to exist between writing
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and learning. Writing has been shown to function as a tool for clarifying and
expanding thought” (p. 30).

2.4.3 Research into Writing in English L1 contexts

Four different but integrated trends have characterised research into writing in L1
contexts. The first trend has been concerned with literacy de\;eIOpment, ‘acquisition of
writing’. The second trend has focused on the “cognitive aspects of writing”. The third
trend has concentrated on investigating “the text construction” within the framework
of ‘text linguistics’ or ‘discourse analysis’. “Rhetorical” patterns of writing have been
the fourth trend of this research. Attention has been paid to composition, applied
linguistics, and literary criticism in order to examine variations in writing skill as a
function of writing purpose, topic, genre, audience and social construction in writing
(Grabe and Kaplan, 1996). From this brief overview, one may assume that wrting
instruction has changed markedly at all levels, i.e. from elementary to post-university

professional contexts. Not only has writing instruction been changed but so also has

writing assessment and evaluation.

2.5 The Writing Process in L2

Studying the composing process has been a major focus of L2 research for the past
several decades (Caudery, 1995; Cumming, 1998; Kraples, 1990; Silva, 1993).
Basically following the design of the L1 composing process, researchers have
investigated various aspects of L2 writing processes for different groups of

participants (Sasaki, 2000). Because of reliance on L1 wrnting process procedures,
these researchers have not developed any tangible theory specific to the procedures of
L2 writing.

Jones (1990) notes that no comprehensive and complete theory of ESL/EFL writing

has been developed, and that there is still a need for such a theory to distinguish
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writing in ESL/EFL contexts from writing in English as a native language. Silva
(1993) notices that “there exists, at least at present, no coherent, comprehensive
theory of L2 wniting” (p. 668). Such observations have been repeatedly echoed in the
works of other leading researchers and theorists (e.g. Grabe and Kaplan, 1996; Jones,
1990; Kraples, 1990, Krashen, 1984, 1992; Leki, 1992, Raimes, 1991).

Second language writing research has relied heavily on L1 writing process research
designs. That 1s, many L2 studies have adopted the analytical criteria of L1 such as
those of Perl’s (1979, 1980) coding system, in which she categorised writing process
behavior; Faigley and Witte’s (1981) investigation into the influence of revision on
meaning; Pianko’s (1979) attention to research in general. Such studies are described
neatly by Zamel (1984) as illustrating that “research into second language composing
process seems to corroborate much of what we have leamed from research in first
language writing” (p. 198).

The shift in pedagogical focus has gained prominence and encouraged researchers to
provide a useful historical account of how L2 writing theory and practice have
evolved since the 1960s to achieve their own status. Raimes (1991) presented the

“reflecting parallel” of the development of L1 composition and rhetoric in order to

explain how approaches to L2 composition can be categorised through the following

four foci:

a) Focus on form and current-traditional rhetoric in 1966 during which
writing served to reinforce oral patterns of the language and test
learners’ accurate application of grammatical rules, i.e. the emphasis
was on the production of well-formed sentences through controlled
composition.

b) Focus on the writer, 1976, in which the concern has been directed to

what L2 wnters actually do as they write, i.e. how they plan, draft,
revise and edit their texts.

C) Focus on content and discipline, 1986, encouraged by Horowitz’s
(1986a) claim that how writers construct personal meaning overlooks
the need of many ESL writers to compose texts with particular
expertise. This has led to a shift in methodology to emphasise the
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direction of the knowledge and written genres characteristic of ESL
writers’ disciplines.

d) Focus on the reader, 1986, through which the emphasis has been put on
the importance of the social construction (Swales, 1990). This
perspective has seen that writing construction must be “centered on
identifying, practicing, and producing the implicit features of written
texts aimed at particular audiences™ (Ferris & Hedgecock, 1998).

Relatively recently, researchers have begun to examine writing from a process-
oriented perspective. Unlike L1 process studies, L2 studies are descriptive in nature,

and have produced inconsistent outcomes because of the diverse criteria utilised to

select subjects and methods for analysing data. However, Silva (1990) suggests that in
order to approach L2 composing systematically we need to have “purposeful and
contextualised communicative interaction, which involves both the construction and
transmission of knowledge™ (p.18).

Research into the EFL/ESL writing process has been concerned with a wide range of
topics. Some research has analysed the writing processes of skilled and unskilled

writers (Jacobs, 1982; Jones, 1982; Raimes, 1985, 1987; Zamel, 1982, 1983) whereas
others have compared the results of the conducted studies (Raimes, 1985, 1987,
Zamel, 1982, 1983) with those relevant to native speakers of English (Emig, 1977;
Flower and Hayes, 1980; Perl, 1979; Pianko, 1979; Rose, 1980; Sommers, 1980;
Faigley and Witte, 1981). The main and overall conclusion that may be drawn from
research to date into L2 composition and from a comparison of the results with those
of research into the L1 composing process is that the composing skills of skilled and
unskilled L2 wnters are stmilar to those of skilled and unskilled L.1 writers.

More recently the notion that the L1 and L2 writing processes are interrelated has
gained prominence among process-oriented researchers and prompted a series of
studies investigating EFL/ESL writers’ L1 and L2 writing processes. While some

cross-language studies have concentrated on a general analysis of composing
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processes (Arndt, 1987; Chelala, 1981; Edelsky, 1982), others have focused on text
planning (Akyle, 1994; Cumming, 1987; Friedlander, 1990; Jones and Tetroe, 1987;
Lay, 1982) or revision (Gaskil, 1987; Hall, 1990).

The profiles obtain reveal that there exists evidence for the transfer of some L1
knowledge and writing skills to L2 e.g., knowledge of spelling and manipulation of
style (Edelsky, 1982), using cohesive devices (Chelala, 1981), planning content
(Cumming, 1987; Jones and Tetroe, 1987), and utilising thinking strategies
(Cumming, 1989). Furthermore, Amdt (1987) in her study of the L1 and L2 writing
processes of six Chinese EFL students found that despite slight differences in their L1
and L2 writing processes particularly with regard to vocabulary, the L1 and L2
writing processes of each individual writer were generally similar.

Some studies focused on revision strategies and transfer across languages (Gaskill,
1987; Hall, 1990; Akyl and kamisli, 1996) or analysed revision strategies as well as
other writing strategies like taking notes or using cohesive devices (Chelala, 1982),
and these studies produced some contradictory outcomes. For instance, Chelala’s
subjects did less reviewing and revising during L2 composing, whereas Gaskill’s

subjects reviewed and revised almost equally in L1 and L2.
More interestingly, research has turned attention to the effects of writing process

instruction on ESL students’ writing abilities, and has pointed to the advantages and

benefits of process-oriented composition instruction for L2 learners (Edelsky, 1982;
Spack, 1984; Urzua, 1987).

2.6 Models of L.1 Writing Process
2.6.1 Flower and Hayes Model

Wniting process represents a shift in emphasis in teaching writing from the product of

writing activities, the finished text, to ways in which a text may be developed: from
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concern with questions such as ‘What have you written?’ ‘What grade is it worth?’ to
‘How will you write? and ‘How can it be improved?’.

The study of wrting was dominated by the linear approach during the 1970s and
earlier. Within this approach, writing was perceived as a linear activity that consists of
distinct stages such as: pre-writing, writing, and post-writing. This period was
characterised by its emphasis on the end product and by its neglect of how the written
task was produced, the process of writing.

Dissatisfied with this model, researchers began to look for an alternative. A model
comprises the whole process of thinking and activity involved in writing to include
insights into the difficulties, strategies, and behavior of writers. Thus, research has
revealed the complex, non-linear, and recursive nature of composing, i.e., of ‘the
writing process’. In this new model ‘planning, translating and reviewing’ apparently
occur as a recursive activity (Flower and Hayes, 1981).

The related studies have used ethnographies, case studies, surveys, and protocol
analyses and challenged both the methodology of writing research and notions about
teaching wniting within the framework of L1, and have consequently influenced L2
writing research, mainly by using L1 research methods. This is the reason why the

relevant L1 wniting research is reviewed in this study.

Rohman (1965) developed the idea of pre-writing. He claimed that the writing process
involves three stages: prewriting, writing, and rewriting. Emig (1971), concerned with
the paradigm of L1 composing, used protocol analysis to analyse the writers’ behavior

while composing. She noticed that planning takes place before and during writing.
According to this finding, Emig contributed the theory of the non-linear and recursive

nature of writing.

20



Refining Emig’s work, Flower and Hayes (1980) developed the new paradigm and

extended the picture of the mental process in the writer’s mind during writing (see
figure 2.1). Flower and Hayes argue that writers go through various stages such as
generating, translating and reviewing when writing. A full description of the wrnting

process model was introduced through a variety of publications during the years 1977,

1980, 1981, 1983, and 1986.
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2.6.2 A general Description of the Hayes/Flower Model

This model divides the writer’s world into three main areas: a) The Task
Environment, b) The Writer’s Long Term Memory (LTM), and ¢) The Writing
Process. The first and second areas are the context in which the model operates.

The first area-the task environment- includes everything that is outside the writer that
influences the performance of the task. The task environment includes, for example,

the writing assignment (for instance, if the writer is a third-year English student
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whether the assignment is an in-class essay, a take-home essay, or outside-class

memorandum that requires research, etc.) It also includes a description of the topic
and the intended audience (for instance, an exam problem about the difficulties of
foreign language learning etc.). It includes as well information relevant to the writer’s
motivation and the text which the writer has produced so far once the wrting has
begun (whether it answers the question asked if the task is an exam problem, whether

it is relevant to the assignment, whether it is cogent, etc.).

The second area-the writer’s LTM- includes the writer’s knowledge about the topic,
the writing process, generalised and specialised plans, effective strategies, the
applicable grammatical rules and content organisation for standard writing language,
etc. (for example, narrative schemes for presenting the fact pattern, genre grammars
and structures for presenting a descriptive essay as we have in this study).

The third area-the writing process- includes a number of interactively self-monitored
skills and operations. While their function will be described in detail below, in general
their interaction is recursive and allows for a complex intermixing of stages.

Individual differences in composing styles, moreover, are described through minor

variations in the control structure-the self-monitoring processes.

The Hayes/Flower model structures the three major processes and their sub-processes
to function in interactive ways, namely: first, the planning process consists of three
sub-processes: generating, organising, and goal setting. The function of the planning
process 1s to take information from the task environment and from long-term memory
and to use it to set goals and to establish a “writing plan” to guide the production of a
text that 1s supposed to meet those goals. Secondly, the translating process acts under
the guidance of the writing plan to produce language corresponding to information in

the writer’'s memory. Thirdly, the reviewing process consists of two sub-processes:
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reading and editing. The reviewing process aims to improve the quality of the text
produced through the translating process. Such improvement might be obtained by
detecting and correcting weaknesses in the text with regard to language conventions
and accuracy of meaning, and by evaluating the extent to which the text accomplishes
the writer’s goals.

Flower and Hayes (1981) adopted think-aloud protocol techniques to collect data from
native speakers of English in order to see how valuable this new model was with
regard to their introduction of this technique, Flower and Hayes argued that think-

aloud protocol captures a “detailed record of what is going on in the writer’s mind
during the act of composing itself”” (p. 368). The think-aloud protocol is a technique in

which students verbalise whatever comes to their minds while writing their
compositions. The verbalised thoughts are tape-recorded, transcribed, and then
analysed.

Flower and Hayes frequently used the terms planning, translating, and reviewing
when describing and referring to the process of writing. They argue that these
processes do not occur in a linear routine, but rather go in a recursive way throughout
the act of writing. In their preliminary preface to this model, Flower and Hayes
defined the three terms as far as was necessary to understand how the whole process
works.

Planning refers not only to the making of a detailed plan, but also to the process by
which writers “form an internal representation of the knowledge that will be used in
writing (ibid., p. 372). Planning is “not a unitary stage, but a distinctive thinking
process which writers use over and over again during composition” (Zamel, 1982).
That is, planning, per se, includes more than one process of generating ideas,

organising (or listing) them, and reaching goals. Generating ideas means accessing
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information in the memory of the writer while organising means confirming that the

information reached i1s relevant to the task in hand. In addition, “all rhetorical
decisions and plans for reaching the audience affect the process of organising at all
levels” (Flower and Hayes, 1983). With regard to goal reaching, the writer establishes
a set of goals and purposes in addition to what he has in mind and has given himself
space to work out how he manages to achieve them. Planning is a broad activity

which includes “deciding on one’s meaning, deciding what part of the meaning to
convey to the audience and choosing rhetorical strategies” (Flower and Hayes, 1983:
209). In other words, planning refers to thinking activities prior to putting words on
paper. We must note that although planning continues throughout composing, it may

not be feasibly encoded in an articulated form.

Translating refers to the stage in which thoughts are put down into recognisable
language. That is, emerging information from the planning stage is represented by
different symbols, which do not require a specific language. Translation 1s used to
express what planning includes in written form. But this does not mean that it 1s easy

to determine when writers progress from planning to translation because the writers

do not necessarily have a final meaning which is easily expressed. Thus, the act of
translation “can add enormous new constraints and often forces the writer to develop,
clanify, and often revise that meaning” (Flower and Hayes, 1983:209). Moreover,
writers feel that they need to re-plan when they are hampered in translating their
thoughts, in case they get more facilitating ideas.

When the translating model is applied, it typically shows two characteristics: it
produces complete sentences and it is often associated with a protocol segment that

contains an interrogative that reflects a search for the next sentence parts.
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Reviewing is the final stage of the writing process, in which revision and evaluation of
what has been wrntten or planned are included. Reviewing leads to revision but not
vice versa. Both sub-processes, revising and evaluating along with generating, share
the special distinction of being capable of interrupting any other process.

When the reviewing model is applied, it produces one more step forward, i.e. it shows
that the writers have internalised basic as well as common writing conventions which,
in turn, help the writers recognise inaccuracies in standard language and know both
what do with them and when to do it. The reviewing process helps the writers

evaluate their texts to determine whether they are meeting their goals or not.
The monitor, as an additional activity, determines the boundaries of each stage and

when to switch. The monitor is stable but functions differently from one writer to
another. For instance, some writers move from the planning stage to the translation

stage as soon as they are able, while others are more patient and wait until every piece

of planning seems complete. Furthermore, writers whose written task appears easier

and shorter do not usually rely on planning in order to undertake the task. Rather, they

are more likely to start writing from the outset (Flower and Hayes, 1983). When the

monitor model is applied, it shows the individual differences in goal-setting which are
reflected in differences in the students’ writing styles.

The three mental processes occur in different contexts. The first occurs in the
rhetorical context, in which the writers deal with the purpose with regard to the
audience. The text, as the second context, gives the writers the opportunity to assess

whether the plan includes everything they need. The final context is the memory, in

which recalled information and previous experiences are integrated with language

structures and 1deas.
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Sentence composition has been investigated in more concentrated studies by Kaufer,
Hayes, and Flower (1986). The focus of one of these studies was on how students
compose sentences, construct them from parts, establish consistent grammar in
generated sentences, and choose words. Their findings show that students are more
likely to construct sentences from parts, which are marked by pauses in the verbal
protocols. This study confirmed Flower and Hayes’s (1980) distinction between the

processes of planning and translating. That is, writers made full plans, but such plans
were repeatedly modified throughout the translation process.

2.7 Criticism of Writing Process Model

2.7.1 The Beretier and Scardamalia Models
As it gained its prominent reputation as a new trend in the teaching of writing, the

writing process approach was subject to criticism. Faigley and Witte (1981) criticised
the writing process model for relying on the artificial nature of protocols. That is,
writers are asked to write, and describe what they are thinking at the same time.
Cooper and Holzman (1983) have criticised the process of writing model because it is
not applicable to all writers, as only “those particularly trained to perform this trick, or
those with special talents in this direction can be a source of data” (p. 290). Another
criticism is that Flower and Hayes assume only a single processing model whereas
processing, per se, should include different models for the various developmental
stages of writing (Beretier and Scardamalia, 1987). That 1s, expert writers and novice
writers do not exhibit similar writing processes. Expert writers employ an efficient

kind of writing process which cannot be employed by novice or unskilled writers. In

order to explain this more efficiently, Beretier and Scardamalia propose two writing

process models to account for this diversity among writers.

Beretier and Scardamalia describe the factors which cause unskilled writers to

compose differently, instead of highlighting the common features of all writers. In this
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case, they consulted other research studies related to this issue and generated testable
hypotheses to elaborate and extend their model. This notion, particularly, contrasts
with Flower and Hayes, who argue for an exploration of data as a means of
developing theories of writing, while testing is the responsibility of others, to prove or
disprove what they have assumed.

Beretier and Scardamalia suggest a mechanism that may be used to explore these
issues. They propose that since composing is a mature and skilled process, it requires
a more sophisticated interplay of problem recognition and solution. This sophisticated
behavior is obviously a distinctive feature of skilled, as opposed to unskilled, writers.
They explain the basic difference in their two writing process models: “Knowledge-
telling” and “Knowledge-transforming”.

2.7.2 Structure of the Knowledge-telling Model

Beretier and Scardamalia argue that children and less-skilled writers usually start
writing much sooner without any remarkable initial planning because they merely tell
what they have to convey in a simple way. Furthermore, they attempt to make the task
relatively uncomplicated to show they are competent and successful. When they write,
they shift from ‘dialogues’ in which a partner (reader) is hypothesised, to a
‘monologue’ in which they imagine no partner but write to themselves, or in the way
that they perceive. In other words, children and less-skilled writers usually have a
tendency not to generate enough useful information from their internal resources
because their primary goal is to ‘tell’ what they have retrieved (Grabe & Kaplan,
1996).

Such a technique may be acceptable when the writers are dealing with personal
experience and/or expressing certain feelings, or for narratives. Cumming (1991)

anticipated the ‘knowledge-telling, knowledge-transforming’ models when he
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investigated the writing strategies of two different students, an Arab student and a
French student. He found that the Arab student demonstrated the features of the
knowledge-telling model whereas the French student adopted the knowledge-

transforming model. The Arab student “does not refine that knowledge, use it to

achieve new goals, or to transform his thinking” (p. 379) whereas the French student
displayed a mental challenge as “a way of solving a mental problem she has set for

herself clarifying her own thinking” (p.380). The following figure (2.2) illustrates

what actually happens.
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Figure 2.2: The Structure of the Knowledge-telling Process
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2.7.3 Structure of the Knowledge-transforming Model

Problems in this model are solved consciously and directly because the writing task
leads to problem analysis and goal setting. Such goals and problems force the writer
to plan before starting to write. Writers adopting this model easily figure out whether
the problems are of content generation, content integration, audience expectation,
linguistic, stylistic, or organisational. Even if the generated content results in new
rhetorical problems, writers using this model create suitable ways to organise their

information. Furthermore, once the problems are resolved they use the knowledge-

telling component to generate writing (see figure 2.3).

MENTAL REPRESENTATION
OF ASSIGNMENT

PROBLEM ANALYSIS
AND
GOAL SETTING
CONTENT
Knowledge DISCOURS
E
Knowledge
PROBLEM
Content TRANSLATION |——m™p
Problem Rhetorical
Problem
Space PROBLEM oo
TRANSLATION P

KNOWLEDGE -
TELLING
PFROCESS

Figure 2.3: Structure of the Knowledge-transforming Process

In addition, although collecting concurrent verbal reports is an effective way to obtain
real-time data on the participants’ writing processes (Ericsson and Simon, 1993), this
model contains various inherent problems (Smagorinsky, 1994). Most of the
criticisms focused on the following factors as negative results of the thinking-aloud

protocols when used as the primary data collection instrument:
a) It 1s not always easy for potential writers to produce ‘think-aloud’ data

while writing in L2. Moreover, it appears even more difficult when
they are asked to speak in L2 (e.g. Raimes, 1985, 1987) because these
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writers often think in their L1 while writing (Cumming, 1989;
Cumming et al., 1989; Uzawa, 1996).

b) Although wnters were allowed to speak in any language, some
expressed difficulty with the task (Whallen and Menrad, 1995)
C) Although some researchers could manage to obtain analysable data

from participants, there was always the danger of “reactivity”.

However, these cniticisms of the use of protocol analysis have recently been called

into question. Encsson and Simon (1994) concluded that they found no evidence that

thinking-aloud protocols changed the course or the structure of the task being studied.
Ransdell (1995) found that there was an effect for the protocol analysis method on the
rate, but not on the nature, of the process involved. Although she measured such
things as words per minute, total numbers of words and clauses, etc. she ignored all
process information. Stratman and Hamp-Lyons (1994), looking at revision processes,
suggested that the protocol analysis method affects only the quantity of certain kinds
of verbal processing, but not the quality of what is written. Janssen et al. (1996), using
pauses as measures on two tasks, found that an effect exists for the protocol analysis
method, which appeared to be stronger on a knowledge-transforming task than on a
knowledge-telling one, indicating reactivity. The protocol analysis method i1s still
endorsed because of the richness of the data it produces; however, researchers are

basically required to build in empirical checks to make sure their results are untainted.
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2.7.4 EFL Writing Ability Model by Sasaki
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Figure 2.4: EFL Writing Ability Model by Sasaki
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Sasaki (1996) investigated the factors that might influence Japanese university
students’ expository writing in EFL. On the basis of his results, he proposed an
explanatory model, as shown 1n Figure 2.4, that would reflect EFL writing ability. The
model indicates that there are three explanatory variables: L2 proficiency, L1 writing
ability, and L2 meta-knowledge, which affect L2 writing production. He postulated
writing competence as the main factor influencing the L1 and L2 writing ability. He
confirmed that the use of L1 writing ability manifested itself as a writing strategy for
producing L2 texts, although other writing strategies might also affect these texts. He
indicated that integrated writing experience in L1 and L2, and L.2 writing confidence
might also facilitate the writing production of L2.

This overview of the L1 and L2 writing process provides a background to the
following review of previous studies on both L1 and L2 that were either entirely or at
least partially concerned with the shift to the new paradigm of writing.

2.8 Research into the Writing Process
2.8.1 LI Writing

The non-linear, recursive nature of composing was the interest of Perl (1979), Pianko
(1979), and Sommers (1980). These researchers found similar composing behaviour
when they investigated unskilled and remedial writers among their subjects.

Perl (1979), using a case-study method, tape-recorded five unskilled L1 college
writers and then analysed their activities during composing. Perl found that although
unskilled writers also go through recursive processes while composing, they seem
more concerned with mechanics and surface errors when they reread the texts and/or

pause. She commented on this, noting but “premature and rigid attempts to correct

and edit their work truncate the flow of composing” (p. 22).

‘Retrospective structuring’, or shuttling back and forth during composing was found

in Perl’s (1980) study. She also found that weak writers frequently tend to look for
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rules and mechanics but are unable to anticipate their readers’ needs. This
phenomenon is called ‘projective structuring’, which has similarities to what Flower
and Hayes (1980) referred to as rhetorical context.

The composing processes of a cross-section of college freshmen and remedial writers
were 1nvestigated by Pianko using a different methodological approach. Pianko
(1979) observed and video-taped seventeen volunteers writing five essays for the

study. Immediately after the completion of one of the writing sessions, each student

was interviewed about the behaviour exhibited during his composing experience in
order to elicit the writer’s views on particular types of behaviour. Although
observation, video-taping and interviews were used in this study, Pianko did not
mention that he had analysed the think-aloud protocols or at least, used them as a
technique; nevertheless, it is implicitly obvious in his discussion.

Pianko pointed out that his subjects had done little self-initiated writing with very
little commitment to it. He attributed the slower pace of remedial writers to their
tendency to concentrate on mechanics and usage as well as correct wording on paper.
Pianko stressed that, during observation, many of the remedial students “hesitated
while writing, they did not pause”, and when they were questioned about the reasons
behind this “they most often responded that they were worried about their spelling”
(p. 13). The fluent writers, on the other hand, paused twice as much as the remedial
writers. The fluent writers paused in order to plan and prepare what to write next, and
to check if their plans fulfilled the purpose of the task, whereas the weak writers
paused merely to revise grammar and mechanics.

Using a case-study approach, Sommers (1980) investigated revision strategies. She
randomly chose forty-writers twenty experienced and twenty freshmen or upper-level

writers. Each subject wrote three essays and rewrote each twice, producing nine
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written products in draft and final form. Each subject was interviewed three times.
After coding the wntten information and analysing the verbal reports of the
interviews, Sommers found that weak writers revise in a very limited way, i.e. they
were mainly interested in lexicon and teacher-generated rules but rarely modified the
ideas already wntten down. These writers consider the revision process as preparing
what they have written for typing. This result confirms Pianko’s and Perl’s findings.
On the other hand, the fluent, skilled writers viewed revision from a more global
perspective. Such writers revise the whole text, to find and create chunks, to discover
meaning and to contribute to the development of the whole essay. Sommers neglected
the think-aloud protocols, which seem very helpful in eliciting more immediate
information about what is going on in the writers’ minds while revising. I believe that
the think-aloud protocol is necessary in this type of study because it helps the
researcher to determine what exactly goes on during revision, and because revision 1s
a real situation in which the writer verbalises his own thoughts by asking himself
questions, making comments, pausing, etc.

Children, on the other hand, have been found to be less likely to revise, or to have
more than one way to apply their revision process. Calkins (1983) observed third and

fourth graders and found that these children sometimes do not revise at all but move

on to next ideas instead. However, on other occasions, they elaborate what they write
by making minor changes to spelling, punctuation, and vocabulary items. Calkins
attributed these shortcomings in terms of revision to children’s lack of knowledge of
how to revise. I think the observation approach seems the most appropriate for this
type of wnter, since 1t is difficult for them to use the think-aloud approach, or to

answer the questionnaires, or even to respond properly to the interviews.
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Twelfth graders’ revision seemed to be characterised by word and surface changes,
according to Bridwell (1980). She found two distinct groups with different revising
strategies. Students in the first group focused on changing surface features but did not
change at other levels. The second group of students made more comprehensive
changes, mainly at the word, phrase, and sentence levels, but did not do a complete

text level revision.

The main implications that may be drawn from this brief review of the L1 studies can

be summed up as follows:

a) There is a contrast between novice and expert L1 learners with regard
to strategies of revision.

b) Novice writers attend to grammatical rules, lexical items, surface errors,
and mechanics in general.

c) Expert writers revise their written tasks much more deeply with more
focus on organisation and meaning, and when they pause they are
more likely to plan and prepare what they write next on the basis of the
readers’ needs.

d)  Novice writers spend a very limited amount of time in planning before
they start writing their compositions, whereas expert writers plan
carefully and clearly identify the purpose of the composition.

e) The composing strategies adopted by novice and expert writers seem
ultimately similar, with slight differences that might be caused by the
personal differences among the writers.

f)  The shift from seeing writing as a linear product to writing as a
cognitive process has shown that certain strategies are used at various
stages to complete the task.

Comparisons here were made with within-subject studies i.e. how L1 writers perform
their written tasks. Although the current study makes use of the conclusions of the
studies conducted on L1 writers to a certain extent, it proceeds a step further to make
a comparison not only between skilled and unskilled writers but also between their

use of two languages, Arabic and English. Differences and similarities between both

languages will be specified, and it will be shown how these affect the writing process
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of Arab student writers; we shall also investigate whether Arab leamers follow similar
strategies when writing in both languages or whether they behave differently
according to which language they are using,.

The studies mentioned above reveal the non-linear and recursive nature of
composition writing. It is worth mentioning that these studies affected not only the
composition research in L1 during the 1970s and 1980s but also most of the L2

composition research which was conducted according to the designs and

methodologies used in these studies.

2.8.2 L2 Writing

Chelala (1981), modelling Perl’s (1979) method, investigated the L1 and L2
‘composing aloud’ behaviour of two Spanish-speaking women. She “identified
effective behaviours and ineffective behaviours” (Kraples, 1990: 39) of her subjects.
The women were found to be using L1 in pre-writing and switching back and forth
between L1 and L2 during the process of writing per se. Chelala was not able to
determine any definitive trends, however, she remarked that her study had “opened

more questions than it provided answers” (p.183). She concluded that use of L1 did

not facilitate L2 composing for several reasons such as difficulty of L2 and the
inevitable interference of L1which more likely changes the meaning in L2 essays.

Lay (1982) investigated the compositions and think-aloud protocols of four adult
Chinese-speaking students. She also interviewed her subjects about their writing
background and current attitudes toward writing. The main objective of this study was
to examine the “interplay of the native language in the writing process” (p. 4060).
However, she forgot, or neglected to mention, which coding system was used to

record the behaviour, but she found that her subjects had incorporated L1 into L2

writing although the assignments were purely in L2. She concluded that the use of L1
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in writing “depends on the relationship between the writers’ experience and the
topics™ (p.406). In an extended study, Lay (1983) noticed that those of her subjects
who made more L1/L2 switches in the protocol produced better writings. This study
revealed that some subjects preferred to use Chinese characters when making
planning notes for their L2 composition.

Rhetorical concermns and composing interested Jones (1982), who investigated both the
written products and the writing processes of two writers, classified respectively as
‘poor’ and ‘good’. The two writers were linguistically and intellectually different, a
graduate level Turkish speaker and a freshman German speaker. Jones’ findings

indicated that his writers’ rhetorical structures were entirely affected by their writing

strategies because, as he explained, the poor writer was “bound to the text at the
expense of ideas” whereas the good writer made her ideas generate the text. He
concluded that the poor writer was ultimately unable to compose, and attributed this
to a lack of composing competence as the primary source of difficulty in L2 wrnting.
Zamel (1983), unlike Chelala and Lay, did not use the think-aloud approach but
instead observed her subjects while they composed. Although her objectives were
stated as being to examine “the composing processes of ESL students™ (p. 168), 1t
turned into a comparison of these subjects’ behaviour with that of their counterparts
from other process studies. She noticed that there were a number of similarities in the
behaviour of L2 and L1 writers. For instance, both groups demonstrated recursiveness
and generation of ideas. She also noticed that unskilled ESL writers were more likely
to be concerned with making errors than with generating meaning.

This study did not mention what types of behaviour had been selected or classified

which made 1t difficult to formulate generalisations about the relationship between the

students” writing and their actual writing behaviour. Furthermore, this study was
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severely criticised by Raimes (1985) for not providing a clear-cut definition of the

terms °‘skilled’ and ‘unskilled’. Raimes has contended that “any examination of
unskilled must.... clearly address the question.... unskilled relative to whom and
according to what criteria” (p. 232).

Zamel (1982), concerned with linguistic and composing competence, investigated the

proficiency of eight university-level students. She interviewed her subjects in order to

? &4

gain a clear picture of her subjects’ “writing experiences and behaviours™ (p. 199), as
a retrospective account of writing processes. She also collected the students’ drafts for
the production of one essay each. Her findings were similar to those obtained in L1
studies. She concluded that L1 writing process instructions might be effective for
teaching L2 writing. She maintained that when students understand and experience
composing as a process, their written products will eventually improve.

The question of whether L2 writers compose similarly to L1 writers motivated Zamel
(1983) to adopt a case-study approach, observing her subjects while composing,
interviewing them upon conclusion of their writing, and collecting all of the wntten
materials of each essay. The methodology of the study was characterised by direct
observation. Also the subjects were her university-level students, classified as
‘skilled’ and ‘unskilled’ based on an evaluation of their essays. The ‘skilled’ writers
were keen to revise more and spend a longer time working on their essays than the
‘unskilled’ writers were. The skilled writers concerned themselves first with idea
generation, revised discourse, exhibited recursiveness in writing process, and put off
editing to the end of the process. These strategies were entirely similar to those of L1
writers described 1n L1 wnting literature (see, for example, Pianko, 1979; Sommers,

1980). On the other hand, the unskilled writers spent less time writing and revising,

more interested in trivial bits of their essays, and started editing from the outset to the
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end of the process. The strategies adopted by the unskilled writers seemed very
similar to their counterparts in L1 (see Sommers, 1980). In this study Zamel intended
to examine how second language writing affected the composing process. Although
her subjects’ responses were not totally persuasive, her overall conclusion was that

wrniting ability 1n L2 did not necessarily have a major influence on the composing
process in general. Such a conclusion echoed what had been found in Jones (1982).

Unlike Zamel (1983), Raimes (1985a) found that the ‘act’ of L2 writing was

somehow distinct from that of L1 writing. Such a finding left the door half-open for

researchers to examine the factors, mainly the relationship between the two processes,

behind this.
Such assumed differences have obviously inspired researchers to investigate fully the
similarities and differences between the L1 and L2 writing processes. The similarities

and differences between LL1 and L2 writers, the role of L1 use in L2, and the influence

of L1 writing processes on L2 wnting processes have gained in interest, as well as the
influence of L2 writing instructions as being ‘bi-directional’ on L1 writing processes.

Edelsky (1982) conducted a longitudinal study to investigate a common finding in L2

studies 1.e. writers call on their previous L1 knowledge when write in L2. She
investigated the written products of twenty-six bilingual school children from the first,
second and third grades. She collected four samples from each child’s written
products over one school-year period. She found that L.1 knowledge forms “the basis
of new hypotheses rather than interferes with writing in another language” (p.227).
She also implied that basic L1 composing processes seemed to be applied to L2
composing.

Cultural and linguistic features as influential factors in L2 composing were

ethnographically investigated by Gavaln (1985), using ten doctoral students as
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subjects. From analyses of data from interviews, and assessments of writing skills,
and levels of bilingualism and biculturalism, he observed that the subjects’ L2 writing
was generally influenced by both their L1 thinking and culture and their L2 thinking

and culture. This switching between two languages and two cultures caused his

subjects’ composing processes to be full of pauses and doubts.

Research into composing processes in a second language has also investigated the
relationship between extensive reading and writing in L1 and its impact on L2
writing. Brooks (1985), in her investigation of the writing processes of five
‘unskilled’ college writers, found that students who had read and written extensively

in their L1 were able to use those competencies when writing in L2, including a sense

of audience, and a variety of composing strategies.

Planning activity is another area that has gained the attention of researchers. Using a
protocol analysis approach, Jones and Tetroe (1987) investigated the planning
behaviour of six graduate Spanish-speaking L2 writers. Data were collected over a
six-month period. They found that their subjects made significant use of their L1 in
their L2 writing. They also noticed that the subjects did less writing performance 1in
their L2 than in their L1. Although they argued that L2 composing is not a “different
animal from first language composing” (p.55), it was found that the subjects had
transferred L1 writing strategies to L2 writing. Jones and Tetroe concluded that the
use of L1 decreased the level of writing performance of the subjects and that the lack
of L2 vocabulary resulted in L1 use.

A comparison between the L1 and L2 composing processes of Puerto-Rican college
students was the topic of a study by Martin-Betancourt (1986). She found similarities
between the two composing processes except in the case of two types of behaviour:

using more than one language and translating. Using protocol analysis, she found that
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her subjects were involved in solving linguistic problems and using L1 during L2
writing. With regard to the use of L1 in L2 writing, she found inconsistencies among
the subjects. Lack of vocabulary in L2 was one of the major problems that the
subjects faced. These results supported the findings of Raimes (1985) and Arndt
(1987). Martin-Betancourt concluded that some subjects relied heavily on Spanish,
while others used Spanish more frequently, in some cases incorporating translation

from L1 to L2 into their writing processes.
In a study of six EFL Chinese-speaking graduate students, Arndt (1987) observed that
the writing processes of the subjects in L1, Chinese, were similar to those used in L2,

English. Each subject wrote one essay in Chinese and one essay in English for the

study. This study is one of the few studies done with EFL students using think-aloud
protocols and Perl’s coding scheme. Arndt found differences in L1 and L2 writing
processes for each subject, particularly in the area of vocabulary. She found that the
subjects “revised for word-choice more in the L2 task than in the L1 task, but
rehearsed for word choice more in L1 task than in L2. This suggests that they felt less

able to try out alternatives and less happy with decisions in L2 than in L1” (p. 265).

Urzua (1987) observed 4 Southeast Asian children as they wrote and revised various
pieces of writing in English as a second language. He found that the children appeared
to have developed three areas of writing skill: a sense of audience, a sense of voice,
and a sense of power. He also found that both the cognitive and the social aspects of
literacy develop for ESL children in ways that are similar to those of native speakers

when developing literacy in their L1. He concluded that these subjects had developed

in exactly the same way as native English-speaking children do.
A tendency to rely on L1 in generating ideas in the L2 writing process was clearly

found by Cumming (1989) when examining six of his Francophone Canadian adult
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subjects. The subjects were asked to write three different tasks personal, expository,
and academic. Data were drawn from composing-aloud tapes, observational notes,
and questionnaires on the subjects’ educational and personal backgrounds as well as
their own assessment of their L1 writing. Cumming observed that the expert writers
used L1 for generating content and reformulating style, while the novice writers
consistently used L1 to generate ideas. This implies that the expert writers did more
thinking in their L1, French.

Friedlander (1990), interested in the effects of L1 on composing in English as a
foreign language, tested the hypothesis that “the first language will assist retrieval of
information on certain topics” (p. 111). He investigated the responses of twenty-eight
Chinese-speaking university-level students. The students were asked to reply to two
letters; for only one of the letters the students were asked to generate a written plan in
their native language, Chinese; they were also asked to plan both letters in English
before they started their actual writing in English. Students were instructed to
brainstorm, and organise the ideas for the letters. The Chinese plans were translated
into English and all the plans and essays were graded to gather data for the study.
Friedlander found that using topic-related language to plan content resulted in better
planning and, ultimately, in better writing. Regarding translation from Chinese to
English, Friedlander observed that “translation from the native language into English
appears to help rather than hinder writers when the topic area knowledge is the first
language” (p. 124). This study supports the findings of Lay (1982), and Gavaln
(1985), regarding extensive use of L1 if the topic is related to L1 culture.

Hall’s (1990) findings indicated that there were more revising and reviewing episodes
during the L2 composing process than during L1 composing. Hall also found that

some revising strategies were unique to L2 with regard to recursiveness, which “took
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on an additional function in L2 composing” (p. 56). Hall commented on these

outcomes and observed that despite these differences, there were also striking
similarities with regard to revision of both linguistic and discoursal features. Hall
concluded that L1 revising strategies may be transferred to L2, and suggested that
more concentrated research 1s needed to investigate whether or not instruction in L2
writing does affect L1 writing strategies, suggesting that the process of transfer i1s

more likely to be “bi-directional and interactive” (p. 56).

Concerned with writing apprehension, Wu (1992) investigated the relationship
between L1 and L2 writing, and its impact on the Chinese student learners’ attitudes.
Wu conducted this study to determine the relationship between the attitude one holds
about writing and one’s writing proficiency, and the impact of L1 writing proficiency
on L2, and also to examine linguistic background and other possible factors associated
with one’s writing proficiency. Wu collected data from 30 Chinese college students
enrolled in an ESL programme. Data were collected through written samples of both
L1 Chinese and L2 English essays. A questionnaire was administered primarily in

order to gather information about the learners’ linguistic and academic backgrounds,

and descriptive and correlational statistics of the learners’ apprehension regarding
writing tasks, and the effect of L1 writing proficiency and linguistic differences
between LL1 and L2 on L2 writing. Wu found that his ESL Chinese college students
had shown different attitudes towards the L1 and L2 writing tasks. He also found a
significant relationship between the students’ attitudes towards writing in L1,
Chinese, and the scores they obtained in these essays. This relationship was also
observed between their attitudes towards writing in L2, and the respective scores. He
concluded that there was a possible relationship between Chinese college students’ L1

and L2 writing proficiency. However, a close comparative analysis of Chinese and
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English wniting samples had revealed several linguistic difficulties or gaps in inter-
lingual transfer in the areas of passive voice, modifiers, and some phrasal and
sentence structures.

Leibman (1992) investigated the differences between Arabic and Japanese rhetorical
instruction. She surveyed a total of 89 students —35 Japanese and 54 Arabic students
enrolled in intensive English and freshman composition classes in a Southern U.S.
state-founded, urban university. Using a questionnaire made up of both open-ended
and closed-form, she asked the students to recall the writing instruction they had
received in their native countries in their native languages. She wanted to examine

contrastive rhetoric, focusing not only on finished written products, but also on the

contexts in which the writing occurred and on the processes involved in its
production. She commented that there were two limitations existing in the early
theory and research on contrastive rhetoric: a) they had a narrow view of rhetoric,
considering only the organisation of finished texts, and b) they had a narrow view of
Western rhetoric. She found that rhetorical instruction does differ in the Japanese and

Arabic cultures. That is, Arab learners and teachers’ instruction emphasise the

transactional function, whereas Japanese rhetoric instruction focuses on the expressive
function, of writing.

Pennington and So (1993) conducted a study to investigate how 6 Singaporean
university students produced written texts in Japanese as a second language, and in
English or Chinese as their primary written language. The study examined the process
and product data separately to see if there was any relationship between an individual
writer’s process skills and product quality in the two languages. The study proved that

the 6 subjects had developed non-linear writing processes involving a complex

interplay of thinking, wnting, and revising throughout the processes. Also, the
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subjects frequently paused for the purposes of thinking, planning, and revising as they
proceeded in their production of the written texts. The researchers found no clear
relationship between process and written product data in the L2, Japanese. They
discovered that the pattern of the writing process and the level of writing skill of each

individual subject were similar in both L1 and L2, a result consistent with the research
of Arndt (1987), Cumming (1989), Edelsky (1982), Hall (1990), and Jones and Tetroe

(1987). Furthermore, Pennington and So found that the quality of wntten products in
the L2 showed a consistent relationship to the subjects’ general L2 Japanese
proficiency, rather than to the quality of the written products in the L1, English and
Chinese. These findings seem consistent with the conclusions of Cumming (1989),
that ‘writing expertise and second language proficiency are psychologically different’
(p. 118) and that proficiency in a second language is an ‘additive factor, enhancing the
overall quality of writing produced’ (p. 81).

In a study based on four case studies of native Malay speakers of English as a foreign
language, Rashid (1996) investigated the composing processes and strategies of 4
adult undergraduates. This study aimed to examine the students’ L1 and L2
composing processes and the strategies adopted to perform the written tasks in both
languages. The study used protocol techniques from both think-aloud procedures and
retrospective interviews. Audio and video recordings of the students’ writing were
made to analyse the participants’ writing behaviour patterns and compare the time
spent on each sub-process during the writing processes.

The results of this study revealed consistent patterns when a comparison was drawn
between the writers’ L1 and L2 writing behaviour, with some differences evident

between advanced and intermediate student writers. That is, advanced writers tended

to be more concerned with organising and content material, whereas intermediate



writers tended to be more interested in syntax, mechanics and vocabulary, in both L1
and L2. Moreover, translation processes were differently utilised. The advanced
writers thought in L2 and did not use L1 translation. In contrast, the intermediate
writers relied on their L1 thinking and on translation to sustain their L2 writing. None
of the participants experienced major writing breakdowns during their composing
processes. Rashid concluded that his subjects tended to transfer their L1 composing
processes to their L2 and that they seemed to be influenced by a mixture of social,
educational, and psychological elements when writing both L1 and L2 compositions.

Interested in second language learners’ L1 writing process, L2 writing, and translation

from L1 into L2, Uzawa (1996) compared these processes in 22 Japanese students

who had been learning English as a second language at a Canadian post-secondary
institution for Japanese high school graduates. The subjects were taking academic
courses such as academic writing, translation and interpretation, when the study was
conducted. The subjects had studied English in Japan for 6 years before they came to
Canada. Uzawa adopted a case-study methodology using thinking-aloud protocols,

observation, interviews, and written samples to elicit information. He found that most

students used a “what-next” approach both in L1 and L2 writing tasks but a
“sentence-by-sentence” approach in the translation tasks. He also found that attention
patterns in the L1 and L2 writing tasks were very similar, but quite different in the
translation tasks. Moreover, he found that scores on language use in the L1 and L2
writing tasks were similar, but scores on language use in the translation tasks were
significantly better than in the L2 writing task.

Unlike many researchers, and interested by Hall’s (1990) proposal that L1 writing
might be affected by L2 instructions and transfer which occur as “bi-directional and

interactive” behaviour, Akyle and Kamisli (1996) investigated the relationship
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between L1 and L2 wniting processes, strategies and attitudes in an academic context.
Eight Turkish-speaking students enrolled in the freshman English composition course
in the Department of English, Istanbul university, volunteered to participate in this
study. Data were drawn from analyses of think-aloud protocols, student compositions,
questionnaires, and semi-structured interviews. Akyle and Kamisli found that the type

of wrniting instruction they received helped the student wrters improve their EFL

writing strategies. These findings confirmed those of previous studies conducted in
EFL contexts (Diaz, 1985; Edelsky, 1982, 1984; Spack, 1984; Urzua, 1987). Akyle
and Kamisli also found that the writing instruction positively affected the student
writers’ writing strategies in L1, Turkish. Such a finding lends a positive answer to

Hall's (1990) question that as to whether gains in L2 writing strategies can be
transferred to L1 strategies: i.e. whether the process of transfer is bi-directional and
interactive. They concluded that there were more similarities than differences between
L1 and L2 Writing processes. That is, there were some differences in terms of revision
strategies. These results confirmed those of the studies of Amdt, 1987; Chelala, 1982;

Cumming, 1987; Gaskill, 1987; Hall, 1990; Jones and Tetroe, 1987.

Concerned with native language interference in leaming a second language, Bhela
(1999) investigated the features of interference of L1 in L2 and were the effects of L1
on the syntactic structure of the written tasks in L2. She observed 4 Spanish,
Vietnamese, Cambodian, and Italian-speaking subjects’ writing. She used a
descriptive case-study methodology to uncover the complexity of language use in this
particular sample of language learners. The subjects were given two sets of sequential
pictures, one at a time, and were asked to write a story beginning with the first and
ending with the second picture. She also interviewed and tape-recorded the subjects

after they had finished the writing tasks, when they were asked about how and why
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they had used a specific L1 or L2 structure if there was an error identified. She found

that the subjects had experienced gaps in their L2 syntactical structures, which they
tried to adjust by using the L1 structures. The subjects brought the form and meaning
from both L1 and L2 into closer alignment in order to minimise the L2 syntax. The
subjects translated every L2 word into an L1 equivalent which implies that ‘thinking
in the mother tongue is the only way a learner can begin to communicate in a second
language’ (p. 11). Bhela also found that her subjects had adopted their L1 structures to
help them in the L2 texts. Finally, L2 writers had accumulated structural entities of L2

but demonstrated difficulty in organising this knowledge into appropriate, coherent

structures.

Cava (1999) analysed the writing processes of unsuccessful second language writers.
She investigated the writing process of 4 subjects who were matriculated 1n a two-
year college programme. She used a qualitative study in order to determine the
characteristics of the unsuccessful second language writer. Questionnaires, think-
aloud protocols, and interviews were employed to gather information about the
metacognitive strategy use and knowledge of the participants. In contrast to previous
research, she found that her unsuccessful subjects had done very little planning, had
written in a simple straightforward manner, expanding their original plan in a linear
manner, rarely made meaning-changing revisions, and made only surface-level
grammatical corrections.

In order to establish an empirical model of the L2 writing process, Sasaki (2000)
investigated three different groups, 4 subjects in each group, of 12 Japanese EFL
learners, using multiple data sources, including the subjects’ written texts, video-taped
pausing behaviour while wnting, stimulated recall protocols, and gave analytic scores

given to the written texts. Methodologically, he adopted a research scheme that had
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been effectively utilised in building models of Japanese L1 writing. He divided his
subjects into three pairs: experts vs. novices; more experts vs. less experts; novices
before and after 6 months of instruction. He compared the pairs in terms of writing
fluency, the quality and complexity of their written texts, their pausing behaviour
while writing, and their strategy use. The study found that a) the experts spent a
longer time planning a detailed overall organisation before they started to write, b) the

experts did global planning and did not stop and think as frequently as the novices, ¢)

L2 proficiency seemed to explain some of the differences in strategies used between
experts and novices, d) novices had begun using some of the expert writers’ strategies

after 6 months of instruction, €) experts wrote longer texts with more complicated

development at greater speed, f) both global and local planning as well as monitoring
suided the subjects’ writing processes, and g) the experts’ global planning and partial
adjustment of such planning while writing was based on their elaborated but flexible
goal setting and assessment.

From the above review it is apparent that researchers have covered many issues
related to the second language writing field. For instance, L1 use in L2, revision
strategies, text planning, general analysis, and L1 transfer have been investigated, and
evidence has been produced that similarities and differences do exist, mainly among
subjects, methods, and environment.

The following table summarises previously-conducted research into compositions by
learners of different backgrounds in English as a foreign language. The table gives the

author’s name, year of publication, purpose of the study, methods and data collection

instruments used in the study, number of subjects, and number of writings.
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| Author/Year | Purposeof Study | Method/Data CollectionIlns | Subs | Ws
Case study, think-aloud 2 |2
interview
Interview --
 Jones, 1982 | Rhetorical patterning [ Casestudy, [ ]2
Bl e i G
competence
 Zamel, 1983 | Composing processes | Case study,observation |8 |6 |
 Edelsky, 1982 | Interplayof L1inL2 | Casestudy, longitudinal |6  [104
assessment
Reading/writingimpact | Casestudy 110 15

Betancourt, 1986
Pl N i S W
1986
Rl 5 il il N
and L2

' Urzua, 1987 | Revisioninl2 | Casestudy,observation |4 |4
L1 impact on ideas Case study, think-aloud, --
zeneration observation, questionnaire
Bl il Gl il
composing
Hall, 1990 L1 and L2 strategies of Case study, observation
revision and reviewing

Leibmann 1992 Difference between Arabic | Open-ended and closed
and form questionnaire.

Japanese rhetorical
instruction

Relationship between L1 Case study, written samples, “
and questionnaire
L2 writing apprehension
Pennington and Writing processes of 6 Think-aloud protocols,
So, 1993 Singaporean university Interview
students.
strategies interviews
Relationship between L1 Case study, think-aloud,
and composing, samples,
L2 writing processes questionnaire, interviews

L1 and L2 writing
processes and translation

Akyle & Ramisli,
1996

Uzawa, 1996 Case study, think-aloud

protocols, observation,
interviews, and the
written products.

S il - G N
interviews,
Cava 1999 Writing processes of the Qualitative case study, think-
unsuccessful L2 writer. aloud protocols, questionnaire, --
interviews

from L1 into L2.

Sasaki, 2000 An empirical model of the | Stimulated recall protocols,
L2 writing process Interviews, written texts

Table 2.1: Previous studies conducted on ESL/EFL writing processes in different
linguistic environments.
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2.9 Research into Arab Learners’ Writing in English

We have seen how EFL students with different background approached their L2
composition (see section 2.8.2).This section is devoted to a review of previously-
conducted studies on Arab learners of EFL. These studies have been concerned with

writing and writing problems encountered by Arab students and teachers.

Concerned with errors committed by Arab University students in the use of the
English definite/indefinite articles, Kharma (1981) investigated this type of error as
made in the written tasks of Arab students leamning English in Kuwait, in order to
explain the cause of these errors. He employed three tools for gathering data of which
the first was a test designed by the researcher to examine the meanings of the

definite/indefinite articles when used by Arab learners. He also compared the

Arabic/English uses of these articles as well as examining a number of essays written
by the Arab students. He found that Arab students have difficulty with the particular
use in English of ‘no article’ in certain idiomatic phrases, which have no Arabic
equivalent. The definite article ‘zhe’ seems to be the easiest for Arab students,
whereas errors with the indefinite articles ‘a/an’ appear to be less frequent than with

the use of ‘no article’. Although “the use of the English definite/indefinite articles 1s a

serious source of difficulty to Arabic-speaking students” (p. 341), Kharma attributed
many types of error in this domain to Arabic ‘interference’, and wrong learning
strategies, or over-generalisation.

Based on the assumption that the use of repetition underlies some of the problems
encountered by Arab leamners in writing expository or argumentative English, Al-
Jubouri (1984) investigated the different types of formal device that these learners
employ for expressing repetition and achieving rhetorical effect. He examined three

Arabic texts collected from various newspapers and written by different writers to
show where and how repetition is made. He found that repetition could be realised at

several levels, mainly the morphological, word, and chunk levels. He concluded that
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Arabic argumentative discourse has a “built-in mechanism for repetition, the
manifestation of which can be identified at different levels” (p. 110).

This implies that Arabic discourse is different from English, and this results in
difficulties and problems not only in terms of grammar, spelling and punctuation, but
also in terms of organisation and coherence. That is, Al-Jubouri’s conclusion may be
taken as a pretext for investigating the composing processes of Arab learners writing
in English.

As a teacher and a researcher, Kharma (1985) examined some of the difficulties
encountered by Arab learners of English at the sentential (discoursal) level. Data were

drawn from a variety of written tasks performed in a normal way by Arab University

students and the influence of Arabic on the students’ writing in English was
discussed. Kharma argues that the causes of any problem are: lack of motivation,
limited exposure to authentic English, inadequate command of English, teachers’
tolerance of students’ mistakes, and differences between Arabic and English rhetoric.
He investigated the last cause of these problems, i.e. the rhetorical differences
between Arabic and English. He compared and contrasted the rhetoric of both
languages and pointed out the primary differences between the rhetorical principles
and devices in Arabic and English such as paragraphing, punctuation, etc. He included
some exarﬁples from Classical and Modern Arabic rhetoric. Although no detailed
procedures for analysing these data were given, Kharma concluded, “all the types of
irregularities or mistakes found in students’ writing are either totally or partially due

to negative transfer from Arabic” (p. 23). Such a conclusion is not reliably accounted

for because of the unknown methods used for analysing the data.
The most comprehensive study of the difficulties encountered by Arab students in the

formation of relative clauses in written English was conducted by Kharma in 1987 in
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which he investigated the errors in the free-essay compositions of secondary and

university students, as well as in written translations by Arabic students into English.
Errors in this study were classified into fourteen different types. He used translation

and multiple choice elicitation tests. He found that ‘relative clauses’ in Arabic and

English are identical at the deep structure but different at surface structure level. He
also found that Arabic students could overcome difficulties within short English

sentences but were unable to do so when it came to longer sentences. He concluded

that almost half of the errors committed by Arab students in forming relative clauses

persist until the end of their careers as a result of the teaching they received. But he
commented, “all errors made in this area are errors of form rather than use and they do

not seriously affect communication” (p. 265). Here again, the problem appears to be
that differences between Arabic and English result in difficulty with and misuse of
English relative clauses by Arab writers, particularly in academic writing in English.

Nevertheless, the majority of these studies have looked at the problems of writing by
Arab students merely by examining the end product, and they concentrated the

linguistic problems, which actually present only one aspect of the wider problem.

Another area of concern in the teaching of English writing to Arab EFL students 1s the
giving of feedback, and error correction. Teachers of English focus on writing as a
final product and concern themselves with the linguistic features of the students’
compositions. However, research into the feedback from Arab EFL teachers is scarce,
the only two studies that could be considered relevant to this area have dealt with

feedback in terms of the subject matter, setting, and the participating subjects, as we

shall see below.

Doushaq and Al-Makhzoomy (1989) investigated the methods used by a number of

Arab EFL Secondary School teachers to evaluate their students’ writing. Two
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instruments were used to collect data. They elicited the responses of ninety-five
teachers through a questionnaire including twenty-one questions about the procedures
they adopted to correct their students’ compositions. The teachers were asked about
error correction methods such as: supplying the correct form, using symbols, and
giving marks, etc. The researchers observed the methods used by the teachers when
evaluating the compositions, in addition to the marks given to each composition. The
methods used by the teachers included supplying the correct form or indicating the
types and classification of errors into linguistic, stylistic, or content errors. Doushaq
and Al-Makhzoomy conclude that there is a gap between what teachers know and
what they actually do. They also propose that there is no common criterion for
evaluating the students’ writing among the teachers and that the majority of their Arab
EFL teacher subjects need adequate training in teaching and evaluating methods.

As the concemn of this study was principally with the written product, it is difficult to

compare it with a study like the present one, which is concerned primarily with the

writing process. Feedback is likely to be given at the end of the writing process, when

it is liable to be less effective and to produce no gains for the writers.

Another issue which attracted researchers concerned with Arab EFL students 1s that
EFL teachers probably view themselves as judges of the students’ final products. This
view has been investigated by Kharma and Hajjaj (1989) who maintain that:

*“ in writing compositions, Arab students are often restricted to the ideas suggested by
the teacher and therefore do not feel free to express themselves the way they like or
have any special motivation for writing about the topic..... in teaching writing ‘Arab
EFL’ teachers keep in mind an order of priority to which they implicitly adhere. This
order reflects those teachers’ interest in teaching first things first in order of
importance. The following are normally the areas that dominate the teachers’
thinking in both teaching and correcting students’ written work: the mechanics of

writing, handwriting, spelling, capitalisation, and punctuation; grammatical mistakes
and topic development” (p. 187).
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This indicates that the topics of wrntten tasks are usually imposed on the students
without any consideration for their own interests, priorities, and ambitions, which, in
turn, results in a lack of interaction between the students and their teachers, and, more
importantly, between the students and the topics they are writing on. Thus, any type of
motivation seems lacking and students appear more inhibited in creating ideas or
expressing thoughts and beliefs they are enthusiastic about.

Halimah (1991) convincingly argues that although linguistic features are important, it
1s not sufficient to attnibute the problems and difficulties of Arab students’ writing to
linguistic factors alone, because writing 1s not merely a final product. He investigated
the problems encountered by Arab ESP writers when writing in English. He also used
tests and questionnaires to elicit information from Arab ESP teachers and students at
Kuwait Tertiary Educational Institutes. He analysed the answers to a proficiency test
taken by one hundred students who belonged to three different institutes. The students
were also given a questionnaire to probe their attitudes to different aspects of writing
in English and Arabic. The students were asked to write on different ESP topics in
both Arabic and English. A specific criterion was set to analyse the compositions
written in English, whereas Arabic topics were evaluated by specialists in the Arabic
language. Moreover, many teachers instructing ESP courses at different places
participated in responding to a particularly designed questionnaire about teaching
writing and about the wnting of their students. Halimah concluded that Arab ESP
students are not good writers due to linguistic, rhetorical, educational, procedural and
psychological factors.

Alam (1993) investigated the use of L1 in various ways during L2 composing
processes. Using the ‘stimulated recall method’ as the main instrument of collecting

data, Alam examined the composing processes, ‘pre-writing, writing, and revising’, of
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fifteen Kuwait University students majoring in English. He described and analysed

the composing processes of the fifteen case studies on a ‘cross-case basis’ regarding
the use of Arabic in English writing. He also interviewed the subjects about their
cultural and educational backgrounds in Arabic and English. He found that students
did plan in vanous ways and some of them used Arabic in their planning, pre-writing
process. Some students thought in both languages. He found that students used Arabic
extensively in the writing stage, i.e. when they felt unable to express themselves in
English they sought help from Arabic. Furthermore, Alam attributes the use of Arabic
in his students’ writing in English to their lack of mastery of English, which
compelled them to use Arabic at all the writing stages. Although the students were
asked to write an essay, most of them wrote only one paragraph with a limited word
count. This study conformed to Aly (1992) whose findings showed that the mean
length of his Arab subjects’ essays did not exceed 218 words. From this extensive
investigation Alam concluded that L2 writers (Arabs) seek out help from their L1
during L2 writing as a result of their poor mastery of English; moreover, a teaching
method based on applying rules is obviously one of the factors that inhibit students’
essay writing.

In an attempt to investigate the methods and types of feedback EFL teachers employ
in providing feedback to their students’ writing in English, Asiri (1996) examined
teachers’ perceptions of their own practice and the students’ reactions to their
teachers’ written comments. Data were collected from results of a number of
protocols of written feedback provided by eleven Arab EFL teachers throughout one
academic semester. Also, a questionnaire was designed to obtain information from
forty EFL teachers to probe their perception of the effect of aspects of feedback and

its provision on the compositions of their students. In addition, another questionnaire

3



was constructed in order to elicit the reactions of ninety-six Arab EFL students to

their teachers’ feedback on their compositions. The findings of this study show that
the largest amount of teachers feedback pertains to error correction through related
methods such as supplying the corrections, or indicating the type or location of the
students’ errors. Such correction was primarily directed at surface-level problems in
the students’ writing such as grammar and vocabulary. In other words, fundamental

problems such as content and communicative aspects, were entirely neglected.

Teachers were basically concerned with the linguistic accuracy of their students’
written productions. One more important finding is that the main strategy adopted by
the students was their entire reliance on their writing teachers, either in choosing the
topic or taking notes, because these strategies do not require much time on the part of
the students. Asiri attributed these findings to the adoption of teacher-centred
approaches to teaching in general and in teaching writing in particular. These findings
support those of Cohen (1987), where students reported attending extensively to
teacher comments regarding grammar and mechanics.

Concerned with the differences and difficulties facing Kuwaiti students at the
University of Kuwait and at the College of Technical Studies while writing English
scientific essays, Halimah (2001) examined 100 native Arabic speakers’ writing
assignments in English and Arabic. He aimed to investigate the writing proficiency
exhibited in the Arabic and English writing of these students and the effect of
rhetorical duality on their wrting. He used expository writing tasks, assessment tools
and a teachers’ questionnaire as the methodological procedure for data collection. He
found that Arab students are not good writers “in either English or Arabic, not

because of their lack of linguistic skills but rather of their inadequate grasp of

rhetorical conventions™ (p.13). Interestingly, he found that “the majority of Arab EST
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students are better wrniters in English than in Arabic”. He also indicated that though
his students had studied EFL wnting for 8 years, and were judged to be fairly good at
mechanics, lexis and grammar, they were experiencing significant difficulties in
writing in a rhetorical style appropnate to science and technology. He attributed such

a difficulty to “rhetorical duality” and the “rhetorical transfer of Arabic discourse”

over into the English wniting.

EL Mortaji (2001) investigated the writing processes and strategies of 18 University
English major Moroccan students in EFL context. Using think-aloud protocols,
interviews and questionnaires, she identified a variety of strategies. She also analysed
her data quantitatively and qualitatively. She investigated the effects of these learners’
writing proficiency in Arabic and English, discourse types, language, and gender on
the frequency of occurrences of composing strategies. She found that her subjects’
frequent strategies were reading, rehearsing, revising and planning. She also found
significant differences between skilled and unskilled writers in English. With respect
to Arabic, she also found significant frequencies in revising. Her qualitative analysis
showed that the more successful and less successful subjects differed in their strategy
use in terms of quality. Gender differences in strategy use were observed in the use of
language switch.

The following table summarises previously-conducted research into the wrting
processes of Arab leamers of English as a foreign language. The table gives the
author’s name, year of publication, purpose/s of the study, the methods and data

collection instruments, number of subjects, and number of writings.
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Author/ Year Method/Data Collectionlns No. of Subs No of \¥Vs

Purpose of Study

Causes of lexical Case study, written samples
sroblems

fgl

Zughoul, 1991 Case study,written samples 128
i | |
contrastive analysis, written
samples
il s
between L1 & L2
Grammatical errors in free | Case Study, Longitudinal, 408 40
composition Written Samples
Halimah,1991 | Factors affecung L2 | Case study, tests,
.. questionnaire,written
writing
samples

W
-

Feedback in L2 writing Case study, questionnaire,
test of composing

Alam, 1993 Use of L1 in L2 writing | Case study, stimulated recall,
rOCesses interview,

A descriptive analysis of | Case study, questionnaire,
four EFL.  teachers’ | interview
treatment of writing errors
and their feedback in an
Arabic count
Asin, 1996 Feedback and reaction in | Case study, written samples,
L2 Writing questionnaire,

Halimah, 2001 | Rhetorical duality and | Wnting samples and
Arabic speaking EST | teachers’ questionnaire
learners

Table 2.2: Studies conducted on Arab students’ Compositions in English.

Eﬁb
Py

2.10 Conclusion
From the above review it is apparent that researchers have covered many issues
related to the second language-writing field. For instance, L1 use in L2, revision

strategies, text planning, general analysis, and L1 transfer have been investigated, and
evidence has been produced that similarities and differences do exist, mainly among

subjects, methods, and environment.

Although these findings have shed light on different aspects of the writing process,
them has touched on the effects of L1 composing strategies on L2, or vice versa, in an
Arabic context. Moreover, the L1 rhetorical impact has not been sufficiently
investigated among university students majoring in English. Therefore, in order to

understand the problems confronting Arab EFL leamners, a contrastive rhetorical study
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of both Arabic and English is needed. This study is the first of its type to be conducted

on Libyan University students.

The next chapter presents the difficulties facing EFL student writers and how writing
is being taught in these types of EFL classroom, though the main focus is on the

approaches to teaching writing.
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CHAPTER THREE
Approaches to Teaching Writing

3.1 Introduction
The focus in the ESL classroom, for much of the past century, was broadly speaking
“dominated by methods aimed at acquiring spoken language skills” (Caudery, 1995:

1). As a result, research into L2 teaching, including the teaching of writing, has taken

its independent shape only duning the last three or four decades (Wright et al., 2001).
It was believed that what had been applied in L1 leamning also applied in L2 learning.
Dunng the 1970s, the communicative approach to language teaching led to new
attention being paid to, among other things, the teaching of writing (Caudery, 19935:
2). In the early 1970s, researchers attempted to apply L1 techniques to L2 instruction.
The mid-1970s witnessed a new trend in that the focus was switched to the writer,
then to the process of writing, which involved the writing and formative assessment of
multiple drafts (Raimes, 1991: 409-410). From the mid-1980s, content was the focus
of research, with some alienation between the pro-process and pro-product groups
(ibid.).

The word ‘approach’ refers to “the theories about the nature of the language and
language leaming that serve as the source of practices and principles in language
learning” (Richards and Rodgers, 1993: 16). Approaches which have been adopted in
teaching writing in a second language are so numerous and their foci have varied
according to the assumptions and objectives underlying each approach.

In this chapter I attempt to highlight the difficulties facing EFL/ESL student writers,
and to discuss how English writing is taught to such students. Moreover, I will
summarise the major approaches to the teaching of writing and demonstrate the core

and concern of each approach in light of Flower and Hayes’ (1981) model of the

wnting process.



L ha o0 ik oy kil etk st e

3.2 Difficulty of Learning ESL/EFL Writing

Arab leamers are not competent to write in English because they fail to do certain
things, such as organising the passage or discourse in terms of antecedents and
references. They are also unable to use the devices commonly applicable in writing
like punctuation, capitalisation, and paragraphing correctly.

Writing purposes in ESLJ/EFL contexts are restricted either institutionally or
personally. Writing can be used as an indication of successful learning or as the first
step to learning. That is, teachers take good writing as an indication of successful
work, and from their writing they diagnose the problems and difficulties facing their
students and try to remedy them.

Widdowson (1983) describes the leaming of writing in a second language as
problematic because “learning to write in English when it is not your first, but a
second or a third language poses its own problems” (p. 36). That is, writing in English
is more difficult for EFL/ESL students because they are faced with the task of
learning the language in addition to the cognitive and psychological difficulties of
writing. Hopkins (1989) argues that to develop writing skill is the most difficult
aspect of foreign language leaming. Such a notion supports the view that the task of
writing in a second language must be particularly severe, especially if students are
expected to turn in a perfectly polished piece of work (McDonough and Shaw, 1993).
One of the major features of writing is that it 1s too complex an activity and too
difficult a skill to be acquired without teaching. Thus, the teacher and teaching
methods play a significant role in determining the development of the students’
wnting. Piper (1989) emphasises this point by saying that “there is no doubt that

instruction does have an effect on how the leamers write both in terms of written

output, writing behaviours and attitudes to wrnting” (p. 212). The purpose and
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emphasis of the writing activities determine the methods of teaching to be adopted in
the classroom.

Teachers must be aware of the difficulties encountered by their students while
leaming wnting. Traditionally, primary importance has been given to listening and
speaking skills rather than to reading and wnting. This emphasis has had a negative
influence on leamners’ attitudes towards writing. That is, writing is perceived to be a
secondary skill requiring neither talent nor care because its communicative role has
been devalued.

Thus, the first difficulty lies in how leamers can distinguish between the spoken and
written forms, between the ways in which both conventions are introduced and used,
and how to learn the difference between the audience and purpose of writing and
speaking. Writing must be seen as a crucial means of communication, but also as a
distant form of communication, in which the writer lacks the feedback that might be
available in spoken, oral communication.

Another difficulty appears when performing the written task, where the leamer should

be taught not to write random sentences, but rather to develop a connection between

sentences in a logical order. This order facilitates communication between the writer
and the reader. But ESL writers usually miss this point, although they are already
acquainted with writing strategies in formal settings. ESL wnters know that writing
works as a type of discourse, a way of creating a meaningful interaction between the
writer and a possible reader; however, they lack the ability to use the conventional

patterns of organisation, which are different in the target language. ESL leamers also

encounter difficulty when it comes to how to choose appropriate grammatical and
lexical systems when composing in L2. Widdowson (1984) explains that text

generation causes a lot of problems for ESL leamners because “with foreign leamers,
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however, it may be that often the central problem is textual rather than discoursal. If
the foreign leamers have already learnt how to write in their own language, then they
will have acquired the essential interactive ability underlying discourse enactment and
the ability to record it in text.” (p. 79).

Thus, to achieve the goal of composition, teachers must be aware of the fundamental
precepts that guide the current beliefs and practices in L2 writing, because current
knowledge about composing processes and teaching them seem to be constantly
evolving (Ferms & Hedgecock, 1998).

3.3 Teaching ESL/EFL \Vriting

As we have earlier indicated (see section 3.2), concentration was directed on listening
and speaking rather than on reading and writing. The central question for language
teaching is, how similar is L2 wrnting to L1 writing? Although L2 writing research 1s
still in 1ts infancy, initial findings suggest that while general composing skills may be

transferred from L1 to L2 (Amndt, 1987, among others), L2 composing is more

constrained, more difficult and less effective (Silva, 1993). Most L2 writers bring with

them knowledge and experience of writing in their L1, and this resource should not be

ignored. However, they also bring the limitations of their knowledge of L2 language

and rhetorical organisation.

Although we are far from a theoretically proven model of L2 writing (Sasaki, 2000)

(see section 2.7.4), the developments in thinking about writing, outlined in section 2.3

have led to a variety of changes in the way writing is taught. The initial ELT cognitive

process bandwagon was cnticised by the English for Academic Purpose (EAP)

movement for failing to meet the needs of EAP students (Horowitz, 1986). Teachers

of wniting need to encourage learners to think about and develop their writing process,

and to constider their audience and the rhetorical norm of the L2 text.
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Although there is not only one ‘process approach’, there are many useful wnting
process techniques which feed into a variety of approaches. White and Arndt’s (1991)
diagram, (see Figure 3.1) offers teachers a framework which attempts to capture the
recursive rather than linear, nature of writing. Collaboration between leamers and

teachers is essential. This results in changes in the roles of teacher and learner and has

implications for teacher and leamer training.

Drafting

Siracturing
Generating Ideas

Figure 3.1: White and Arndt’s (1991) Diagram of the \Writing Process

Figure 3.1 offers teachers a framework which tries to capture the recursive, not linear,
nature of writing. Activities to generate ideas (e.g. brainstorming) help writers tap the
LTM and answer the question, ‘What can the writer say on the topic?’ Focusing (e.g.
fast writing) deals with ‘What is the writer’s overall purpose in writing such a topic?’
Structuring is organizing and reorganizing text to answer the question ‘How can the
writer present these ideas in a way that is acceptable to the reader? Activities include
experimenting with different types of text, having read examples. Drafting is the
transition from writer-based thought into reader-based text. Multiple drafts are
produced, each influenced by feedback from teacher and/or peers. Reformulation and
checking list used in guiding feedback develop essential evaluating skills. Feedback
focuses primarily on content and organization. When these are satisfactory, comments

on language is given on penultimate drafts for final amendment. Reviewing stands



back from the text and looks at it with fresh eyes, asking ‘Is it right?’ The overall aim
is to create meaningful, purposeful writing tasks that develop the writer’s skills over
several drafts. Collaboration between leamers and with teachers is essential. This
results in changes in teacher and leamer roles (see, e.g., Leki, 1990).

As far as the concept of ‘writing’ in English as a foreign language is concerned, there
is a long and widespread tradition of misconception about wnting as a language
phenomenon in Libya, the Arab world, and other countries. Such a misconception lies
in the belief that writing is mainly product-oriented. That is, it has generally been
assumed that the physical aspects of writing such as ‘form’ and ‘content’ constitute its
comerstone. The mechanics of writing such as ‘handwriting’, ‘capitalisation’,
‘punctuation’ and ‘spelling’, as well as ‘vocabulary’ and ‘grammatical structures” are
traditionally believed to be the major ingredients of good writing. Therefore, the
empirical findings reported by linguistic field researchers, which suggest that writing
is not only ‘product’ but also ‘process’, is the concern of this study, to probe the

similarities and differences between Arabic and English.

Before embarking on a discussion of the teaching of writing to non-native speakers of
English, it is important to clarify the distinction between the terms EFL and ESL.

Although both terms are used interchangeably in the research, Ellis (1994) has given a

clear-cut definition for each. He says “in the case of second language acquisition, the

language plays an institutional and social role in the community” (p. 12). Crystal

(1987) has distinguished between the mother tongue and the acquired languages,

which are recognised as foreign language, second language, third language, etc. The

aim here is on distinguishing between second language (SL) and foreign language

(FL). SL is “a non-native language that is widely used for purposes of

communication, usually as a medium of education, government or business’” whereas
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FL is merely the “non-native language taught in school but has no status as a routine
medium of communication” (p. 368).

Teaching wnting in an ESL/EFL context is based on an understanding of the attitudes
and practices which have accompanied the evolution of writing and how it is taught.
ESL/EFL composition teaching was originally dominated by a controlled composition
model, whose ongins lay in the oral approach, which emerged in the 1940s.
Furthermore, teachers of L2 writing rarely encouraged students to produce a genuine
and meaningful text, i.e. the emphasis was on language principles rather than on

communicating with an audience (Kroll, 1991).
Therefore, the most significant transformation in the teaching of composition can be

seen in the tremendous shift from a focus on product to a focus on process. Teachers
are now required to provide their students with courses that teach them how to use a
variety of strategies for composing texts, and to understand the purposes and goals of
written communication.

It is important here first of all to investigate the factors that contribute to the problems

and difficulties inherent in the teaching of writing to non-native learners of English.

The dominating perspective among English teachers in the Arab world and other
countries is that linguistic factors are the major problematic areas for Arab leamners
when they are involved in a writing task. This may be the pnmary factor that
motivates teachers of writing to adopt product-oriented teaching methods.

The role of contrastive rhetoric in teaching English writing to non-native learners, and
the needs of leamers, have been looked at from different dimensions. The majority of
the studies have focused on ‘linguistic duality’ and its'complicated effect on the

process of writing (see Chapter 4).



A great deal has been written on the subject of writing and how it should be taught
(King and Rentle, 1979; Raimes, 1983; Zamel, 1983; Bowen et al. 1985; White, 1987
Jordan, 1988; Ingram and King, 1988; Imhoof and Hudson, 1988; etc.). The methods
adopted in the teaching of writing may be divided into two major categories: ‘product-
based approaches’ and ‘process-based approaches’. The first category accords great
importance to the ‘overall’ form of the completed work. That is, the form and content
of writing are the primary aspects on which lexical, grammatical and organisation
exercises are established and practised (Raimes, 1983). The second category is more
concerned with the cognitive processing of writing. That is, it is pnnmarily concermed
with ‘how’ to write something. It is based mainly on conducting exercises, and drills,
assoctated with all the mental activities that take place before and after putting words
on paper.

Efforts to enhance leamners’ writing skills have so far been mainly product-oriented.

Despite the shift from a concentration on the sentence-level to the paragraph-level as a

basic unit of written discourse, the techniques used in teaching learners to write an

English paragraph are still viewed traditionally. That is, writing a paragraph 1s taught

via the completion of exercises and filling in the gaps or answering yes/no questions;

conversion and transformation exercises (e.g. change the following into the passive

voice, or into indirect speech); linking sentence exercises (e.g., arrange the scrambled

sentences In a good order to make a meaningful paragraph) (Raimes, 1983;

Widdowson, 1988). Needless to say, students must be competent and well-armed with

the basic structures of English such as vocabulary, grammatical structures, how to

connect two or more sentences together, but this is not enough. Any teaching
approach considers that these paragraph-writing techniques suffer from serious

shortcomings.

67



Widdowson (1988) has suggested that the ‘gradual approximation process’ be
advocated in the teaching of writing. By this term he means that the student, before
becoming capable of writing freely, must practise different exercises relevant to
controlled paragraph writing, then, gradually, move to guided paragraph writing and
finally amve at free paragraph writing. Another technique was proposed to help
learners proceed to paragraph writing. This technique was inspired by Widdowson’s
(1986) concept of ‘information transfer’. Students are given a diagram with labels on
it and asked them to create a paragraph out of the information labelled in the diagram.
Other techniques have been suggested and applied to improve English writing skills.
Doushaq (1985) introduced what he calls ‘the essay question/model answer
technique’, in an attempt to help Arab learners improve their writing skills. Tremble
(1985), although his focus was on writing English for Special Purposes (ESP),
introduced an alternative called ‘one-to-one procedure-tutorial’ in order to meet the
diversity of needs and interests of learners. He suggested a set of writing assignments
catering to individual needs to promote the use of rhetorical functions and techniques.
In order to explain the above in more detail, it is necessary to refer to some aspects of
teaching wrniting which have separately been taken as comerstones of the writing
process in general.

3.4 The Controlled-Composition Approach

This approach, sometimes referred to as the guided-composition, and/or model-
oniented approach, has its roots in the audio-lingual approach, which dominated the
field of second language teaching during the 1960s. It is also called the “structured
writing approach™ as it traditionally referred to drill-and-practice involving sentence,
paragraph or essay copying and the correcting of erroneous sentences. The underlying

ingredients of the audio-lingual approach are based on the notion that language is
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speech and leaming is a process of habit formation (Fries, 1945). This approach
regards writing as a secondary skill and emphasises other skills such as speaking and
reading: “even written exercises might be part of the work™ (cited in Silva, 1990: 12).
Unfortunately, classroom instruction for EFL students, particularly throughout the
Arab world, generally follows this approach, in which lessons follow the drll-and
practice approach, based on hierarchical skill sequences, with few extended wnting
opportunities (Applebee, 1984, Zamel, 1987).

As the primary aim of this approach is to allow students to produce relatively error-
free writing, it assumes accuracy on the part of the students, who are not allowed to

commit any errors that may result from their L1 interference. It also defines the

students’ task as being to manipulate and copy exercises based on previously wntten
structures. The teacher’s role, which is considered as that of a reader, is to correct
these exercises with regard to accuracy of overall language, with a primary emphasis
on linguistic features. The text, which consists of lexical items and sentence patterns,
becomes a ‘vehicle’ for language practising. This method neglects the main

communicative components of the audience and the purpose of writing.

Although many believe that this approach is no longer operative, I think it 1s still
somehow alive within contexts in which traditional methods of teaching are to-date
still employed, either in classrooms or through textbooks based on student-centred
leaming and communicative approaches to language teaching. These textbooks
defend this approach principally on the basis that controlled writing allows students to

practise and utilise correct structures and thereby learn to write on their own.
Dictation can be viewed as a kind of controlled writing because it encourages students
to leam from a well-structured text as well as from 1mitation. The proponents of this

method are not interested in the writer’s wniting, his generating of ideas, expression of
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his own feelings, the conveying of his ideas and thoughts, or the displaying of his own
personal characteristics. On the contrary, they extol the virtues of controlled wnting
for it permits busy teachers with large classes to give daily assignments of writing
exercises, bearing in mind that students will produce substantially correct work 1n an
acceptable form. However, guided composition seems to be preferred mainly because
it helps students use a wider range of text construction than a controlled task. Students
are asked to produce a short text by answering directed, yet open-ended questions,
which in tum provide a rhetorical structure for a student-generated text (Kroll, 1991).
At beginner levels the model-based tasks are more effective if they are used in
conjunction with other types of productive skills. That is, model-based tasks can be
integrated with grammatical aspects in the model, the dominant rhetoric patterns, and
the communicative function of this model. Paragraph exercises may be exploited to
help students activate their awareness about how sentences are linked to each other to
make an expressive paragraph. The proponents of this model believe that these model-
based tasks force students to imitate and produce model-like forms when
manipulating similar structures. Although this procedure enhances the students’
fluency and confidence, it unfortunately restricts the students’ capabilities and
willingness to express their own thoughts. Also, some students feel it is boring to
follow others’ steps in producing their own writings. However, this strategy may be
supplemented by training the students to do “completion exercises” which exhibit
more authentic and meaningful tasks and promote the students’ awareness of
linguistic and discursive patterns (Ferris & Hedgecock, 1998).

The model-oriented approach is not welcomed by researchers, nor by teachers or
students, because it pushes students to attend mainly to rhetorical and/or grammatical

form far too early which, in turn, makes students feel that writing involves putting a
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simple rhetorical formula into a fabricated mould (Raimes, 1983b). Furthermore,

imitation of others’ models 1nhibits writers and prevents them from developing their
own voices and productive compositional skills. Accordingly, models can be

incorporated as a resource rather than an ideal, to help student writers learn how to

use rhetorical and grammatical features effectively in authentic discourse contexts.
Errors, in this approach, are treated as a result of L1 interference, and in order to

eliminate these errors illuminated, leamers of L2 must be encouraged to learn new
habits which exclude their L1 transfer, and must be taught how to avoid over-
generalisations by engagement in a massive pattern practice by means of mechanical
drills which have a low probability of error. We assume that our students could
predict what type of errors they may encounter by using contrastive analysis
hypothesis to identify the differences between L1 and L2. In spite of these
preventative measures, some errors are still bound to occur. Teachers try to produce
the form with errors corrected and ask the students to copy and practise the correct
forms until they become a habit. Unfortunately, students are not given a chance to
correct their own errors (Ellis, 1990).

This structured writing approach receives micro-level error feedback, i.e. feedback on
individual errors in usage, mechanics, sentence structure and paragraph structure.
Such a micro-level error correction or feedback is a possible advantage for students in
terms of global analytical ratings. Furthermore students can learn from their earlier
writing practices by noticing how much they have improved. Finally, the teacher and
student can both gauge a paper’s relative strengths and weaknesses.

At first sight, this approach seems inappropnate for the teaching of writing in general
if we look at it from writing process perspectives. That is, it does not include the basic

processes of pre-writing, writing, and revision. All these components are neglected,
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with the student being encouraged to act to as a copying machine or tape-recorder
which repeats what others say. Students do not have the opportunity to plan, review,
or monitor. In other words, this approach “ignores the enormous complexity of
writing process (pre-writing, organising, developing, proof-reading, revising, etc)”
(Flower and Hays, 1980). Although there are some glimpses of the use of sentence
combination which assists students in understanding the grammar of the sentence, this
1s not appropriate enough in the long run (Zamel, 1980).

3.5  The Free-Composition Approach

The “free wnting” or “unstructured-composition approach” advocates the idea that
process of writing is much more important than the product of writing. Proponents of
this approach believe that writing is a tool for learning and self-discovery, not just a
means to demonstrate leaming (Emig, 1977; Raimes, 1986), and that structured
writing strategies blunt such purposes (Edelsky and Smith, 1989). Free writing may
take the form of creative writing, diaries, journals, dialogues, versions of short stories,
etc. In addition, topics, in the free writing approach, are not prescribed and the writing
itself is not graded (Hillocks, 1986).

Proponents of this approach emphasise the importance of quantity at the expense of
quality, i.e. fluency rather than accuracy. They maintain that frequent and lengthy
wniting tasks are effective in improving writing skill. Students, following this
approach, are asked to write as much as they can on an assigned topic with relatively
minimal error correction. This approach focuses on content and fluency (Raimes,
1983a). Its purpose is to “build writing fluency and creativity by stimulating thought
and invention under uninhibited conditions” (Spack, 1984), which help students
develop new knowledge and organise their existing knowledge in novel ways that turn

out to be gateways to open competencies and to better writing.
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This approach requires leamers to create essays on given or ‘self-selected’ topics,
mainly personal ones, such as: the leammers’ hobbies, what they do on holiday,
interesting experiences and the like. In other words, these tasks aim to release students
from the compulsion of writing accurately so that they feel much freer to put their
own thoughts on paper without any obstacles and with more self-confidence. Students
might compete to write as much as they can in less time, basically in shorter sessions.
In this approach, students are freed from worrying about grammar and format, which
helps them create a great deal of prose that provides useful raw material which may be
used in addressing the writing assignment at hand.

Although this approach appears different from the controlled approach, within the free
writing approach there are many writing schemes which lead learners through several
stages, beginning with structure practice training on a sample composition and ending
with asking students to use this information as the basis for their own compositions.

In this approach students start with manipulating language and content without being
held back by grammatical or rhetorical constraints. Once students finish writing down

their ideas, they are allowed to concentrate on the other aspects such as grammar and

organisation. Although the ideas of writing as being an enjoyable experience and
paying attention to “audience as well the content” characterise this approach, it does
not follow the procedures of the writing process, i.e. students are encouraged to wnte
as much and as quickly as they can, but are not given the chance to use any
recursiveness. In order to use free writing effectively in EFL classes, teachers must be

aware of the needs their students in terms of planning, practising, patience, and
perseverance.
Evaluation and assessment are inappropriate in this approach because the aim is

fluency in writing, rather than accuracy, and the focus i1s mainly on how much the
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writer has written. Thus, many teachers do not even collect free-writing tasks but let
the students behave as if they were the primary audience for these preliminary texts.
Teachers interfere only as facilitators, prompting the students by asking them
questions as leading or inspiring tools, such as “what do you mean?”, “Can you give
an example?”, “How are these ideas related?”. In other words, error correction is
directed mainly at content and meaning.

Some learners, particularly EFL learners, seem to dislike free writing as a result of its
procedure which conflicts with their own capabilities as planners. Teachers may help
to overcome such a feeling on the part of the learners by including free writing among

other options for building writing fluency such as brainstorming and listing.

Brainstorming, according to Raimes (1983), consists of
“Producing words, phrases, ideas as rapidly as possible, just as they occur to
us, without concern for appropriateness, order, or accuracy. As we produce
free associations, we make connections and generate ideas. Brainstorming
can be done out loud in a class or group, or individually on paper” (p. 10).
Listing involves the unmonitored generation of words, phrases, and ideas, which give
1t a distinctive character not available in free writing and brainstorming. That 1s,
students generate only words and phrases which will be classified and organised later
on.
The most obvious advantage of free writing is that it provides students with the
opportunity to write as much as they can without being held back by errors or
mistakes of any kind. It also helps them build on their fluency and express their talent
In a secure way. However, writing anything in a short time cannot be taken as an
advantage because students are less likely to feel any sense of commitment to what
they write, particularly when the topic is not clear or purposeful. Furthermore,

although evaluation and assessment are concerned with meaning more than with form,

it seems that this approach is not effective in achieving communicative purposes,
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especially if we consider accuracy and how it affects communication in terms of

grammatical and lexical constructions.

3.6 The Rhetorical-Composition Approach

Previous experience as well as background knowledge and culture are the primary
features that distinguish non-native learners from their native speaker counterparts.
These features are mantfested in different ways such as in students’ responses to texts,
topics and activities within writing classrooms, and, more importantly, in their
familianity with the rhetorical pattern of the language, either at a sentence or a

paragraph level.

The lack of ability on the part of ESL/EFL students to produce written units larger

than sentence level has led to the development of new approaches that introduce
students to such larger patterns. Thus, the rhetorical approach, or the paragraph
pattern approach, has evolved to bridge the gap between the controlled and free
writing approaches. This approach emphasises the logical construction and
organisation of the discourse form, the paragraph. Paragraph components such as

topic, sentence, supporting sentence, transition, etc. are carefully attended to. Also,

paragraph development features like illustration, exemplification, and comparison
receive enough attention and care. This approach encourages students to copy,
analyse, imitate, and form paragraphs from jumbled sentences, to write parallel
paragraphs as well as develop paragraphs from topic sentences, in addition to writing
outlines and compositions from these outlines. Moreover, this approach has focused
on essay development (introduction, body, and conclusion) and organisational
patterns or modes (narration, description, exposition, and argumentation).

The rhetorical approach has been criticised because of its perspectivism and linearity

that discourage creativity in writing. Silva (1990) argues that writing according to this
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approach is basically “a matter of arrangements, of fitting sentences and paragraphs in
prescribed patterns. Learning to write, then, involves becoming skilled in identifying,
internalising, and executing these patterns™ (p. 14); however, this method is still alive
and dominating many of ESI/EFL writing materials and classroom practices (p. 15).

Furthermore, criticism has been made of this approach as being concerned with form
at the expense of content, with the product rather than with the process.

3.7 The Communicative-Writing Approach

Oxford et. al. (1990) espouse the communicative approach to language learning. The
communicative approach was first developed in Britain in the 1970s, with a view to

fostering competence in understanding and communicating meaning. American

researchers called it the “proficiency” or the “proficiency-oriented” approach, in
which the importance of active, communicative involvement on the part of the learner

is stressed. In other words, the learmners must avoid passivity, and assume

responsibility for their own leamning.
Oxford et al. list four principles of the communicative approach: a) communicative

competence is the main goal; b) grammatical correctness should be subordinated to

communication; c) the four language skills should be integrated in an holistic learning
experience; and d) the focus should be on meaning, context and authentic language.
Therefore Oxford et al. (1989) as well as Nunan (1987) recommend changes in the
language classroom that will produce real interaction and more meaningful exchanges
of information.

Once theorists came to see language as a system for the expression of meaning as well
as In terms of its primary-function as a form of communication, the need for
improving ESL/EFL writing and the limitations of previous approaches prompted an

interest in this approach. It aims to “make communicative competence the goal of
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language teaching and develop procedures for the teaching of four language skills that

acknowledge the interdependence of language and communication”, Richards and
Rodgers (1993: 66). Another reason for the development of this approach was the

concern was the desire to develop more flexible and responsive course design

structures to meet the students’ interests and real world communicative needs.
As far as the ESL/EFL teaching of writing is concemned, this approach has some

features of the process approach as it ensures that attention is paid to the purpose and
audience of student writing. This approach stresses activities that involve practice and
the exchange of information. In addition, motivation, self-expression, as well as

interaction in classroom writing tasks, are highly encouraged in this approach (Byme,

1988; Raimes, 1983a). It is also characterised by its focus on comprehension and
meaning.

The teacher’s major role, within this approach, is to assist learners to develop and
achieve communication. Hence, he is a facilitator of the communication process.
Apart from and in conjunction with this role, the teacher acts as an independent

participant. By guiding the leamers in this way, the teacher discovers and investigates

what is new for him in their behaviour. However, the communicative-composing
approach concentrates on the students’ role, while the teacher’s role is given less
significance, i.e. it is confined to organisation of resources as a process manager.

In order to achieve communication, learners must be involved in actual interaction in
the classroom. Such interaction will be fruitful when carried out with a meaningful
and authentic use of language. To make this possible, a range of activities such as
problem-solving and role playing must be employed. Furthermore, Nunan (1989) has
suggested three principal activity types: information gap, reasoning gap, and opinion

§4ap.
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From this review, one may summarise the distinct and practical advantages of the
communicative approach over the other approaches as follows: a) It generally
produces the four kinds of learning and teaching skills; b) It offers the learners the
opportunity of using the language for their own purposes earlier than the other
approaches; c) It 1s highly motivating, by encouraging students to put more effort into
communicative situations; d) It is less wasteful of time, i.e. students are not
abandoned to waste their time in irrelevant actions, but, on the contrary, they are
guided from the outset to exploit their time scale in the relevant situations; €) In the

long run, it equips the leamers with the most appropriate skills for speaking the

language in the real world.

As far as writing is concemed here, natural types of interaction in the classroom are
produced by activities that are learner-based and that relate to aspects of the leamers’
own expectations, perceptions and social roles. In other words, teachers must step
aside and give the leamners the major role in controlling the content and flow of the
exchange. For instance, students’ own writings can be used as information-gap
activities, which in turn promote the creation of non-artificial tasks that students are
involved in during the oral interaction. When students write down their own ideas
they feel more involved and ready to use them as a basis for oral information-gap
activities. They can set the written tasks by writing paragraph essays about their own
personal interests when they suggest the topics and plan these tasks. When they start
writing they go through the writing process procedures, planning, rough drafts,
revising, etc. As soon as students get their corrected written tasks back from the

teacher they start reading the teacher’s comments and try to reformulate what they

have written by adding or subtracting.
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Finally, despite the major influence of this approach on a world-wide scale, it has
scarcely had any effect on the Arab world, especially in Libya. Teaching in Libya is
still, unfortunately, dominated by other approaches and has acquired little or no
knowledge of this approach or of other approaches that stress communication. Hence,
lack of exposure to English outside the classroom means that students have no

opportunity to practise what they have learned inside the classroom, and this might be

a major reason why Arab EFL leamers are not performing well. There is therefore an
urgent need to explore such an approach and other new methods to see what they have

to offer.

3.8 The Product-Oriented Approach

Writing focus, in this approach, must be directed toward linguistic knowledge with
appropriate concentration on the use of vocabulary, syntax, and cohesive devices.
This approach also considers that learning writing ideally comprises four stages:
familiarisation, controlled writing, guided writing, and free writing. The
familiarisation stage seeks to make learners aware of certain features of a particular
text. In the controlled and guided writing stages, the learners are given an opportunity
to practise the skills with increasing freedom until they become ready and capable to
write freely. In the free writing stage leamers should have been prepared for taking
the initiative to express themselves in their own words using their own skills and
power to write down what they want as part of a genuine activity such as a letter,
story, Or an e€ssay.

A typical product class may involve the learners in familiarising themselves with a set
of descriptions, of houses, classrooms, schools, mosques, etc., especially written for

teaching purposes. The learners identify the prepositions and the names of rooms and

halls used for the described objects. For instance, in the controlled writing stage, the
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learners might produce simple sentences about houses, schools or mosques, as given
to them, or from a substitution table. The learners, at a later stage, can then produce a
piece of a guided writing based on a picture of a house or a mosque. Then, at an
advanced stage, the learners may be asked to use their own knowledge and skills to
write about their houses, or nearest mosques in a form of free writing.

As we will see in the subsequent sections, the product-oriented approach has been
used in opposition to process-oriented and genre-oriented approaches. That is, each of
them has its advantages and disadvantages. The advantages of this approach can be
seen 1n 1ts recognition of the learners’ need for linguistic knowledge about texts, and

its understanding of the fact that imitation is only one way in which people can leam.

However, the disadvantages of this approach cannot be ignored, in that it accords a
small role to the main process skills such as planning, revision, writing, rewriting etc.;
also it has the effect that the knowledge and skills the learners bring with them to the
classroom are undervalued.

3.9 The Process-Oriented Approach

The term “process” refers to a set of methodological procedures for the teaching of

wnting. In this approach L2 students are not expected to replicate grammatical rules
or spelling conventions but instead are expected to generate ideas and connect them,
In order to construct a sound piece of writing. This approach focuses on content and
the intervention of teaching at various points in the whole process: pre-writing,
drafting, and reviewing. This approach is characterised by its expectation of co-
operation between students during writing.

This approach not only represents a reaction against but also differs from the product
—oriented approach in that it focuses more on the various classroom activities which

are believed “to promote the development of skilled language use” (Nunan, 1995: 85).
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Raimes (1985) has described this process in detail as follows: “contrary to what many
textbooks advise, writers do not follow a neat sequence of planning, organising,
writing and then revising. For while a writer’s product is presented in lines, the
process that produces it 1s not linear at all. Instead, it is recursive.. ."’ (p. 229).

This approach emphasises the writer as the creator of original discourse, focusing
particularly on his procedures for producing and revising a text. Furthermore, since
composing is seen as a creative act, both process and product are important features.
Focus 1n the first instance is on quantity rather than quality, i.e. writers, particularly
beginners, are asked to put their ideas on paper in any shape without being worried

about formal correctness. Fluency is thus the main goal of this approach, to help

students practise their communicative abilities regardless of how accurate the texts
are. This approach emphasises collaborative work between students, as this enhances
motivation and develops positive attitudes towards writing. Grammar is played down
in this approach. Classroom techniques like conferencing are also used. In
conferences, students are encouraged to talk about their initial drafts with each other
as well as with their teachers. In addition, such an approach provides a way of
thinking about writing “in terms of what the writer does, planning, revising etc.,
instead of in terms of what the final product looks like, patterns of organisation,
spelling, grammar”, (Applebee, 1986:69).

This approach has resulted in a range of advantages and benefits to students as well as
teachers. The materials used in this approach match writing tasks to the needs of the
learners and encourage creativity in a very practical way. Teachers show respect and
consideration for their students’ cultural background. Furthermore, teachers avoid

imposing their own 1deas or language behaviour on their students.
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Although this approach adds a valuable dimension to language classrooms, it has also

attracted criticism. For instance, it confines students, particularly the younger ones, to
narrative forms, which represents a serious limitation on their mastering of text types.

Neglecting reports, expositions, and arguments negatively affects the students’ ability

to write. Cnitical thinking must be included in this approach in order to help students
explore and challenge their social reality. Horowitz (1986) investigated second
language writing demands among university students and found similar criticisms. He
claims that this approach fails to qualify students for examination essays because it
cannot be applicable to all learners. Horowitz adds that the process writing approach

gives “false impressions of how university students’ writing will be evaluated™ (cited

in Nunan, 1991: 88); furthermore, choice of topic is irrelevant in most university
contexts. Also, teachers encounter the problem of how to balance what they feel 1s

important to develop their students’ writing and the teaching materials being used.

Moreover, many teachers are unsure whether this approach is applicable in all settings
where writing is taught because the primary focus is on the writer as creator of the
written text. Sommers (1992) reports “I, like so many of my students, was
reproducing acceptable truths, imitating the gestures and rituals of the academy, not
having confidence enough in my own ideas, not trusting the native language I learned.
I had surrendered my authority to someone else, to those other authorial voices” (p.
28).

Concerned with research into the teaching of writing, Zamel (1987) claims that in

spite of the insights provided by the process-oriented approach, most writing classes
tend to rely on mechanistic, product-oriented exercises which research has largely

discredited. Zamel proposes that writing classes should take into account the learners®

purposes in writing, which go beyond producing a text for teacher evaluation. She
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demonstrates the need for learners’ concerns and interests to be acknowledged. She
also suggests that writing teachers should behave like researchers in their own writing

classrooms.

Literature has referred to the expressing of intentions and meaning in writing as
composition, while the use of grammatical rules has been referred to as transcription.
The process-oriented approach aims to allow L2 writers to handle only one type of
goal, lower or upper, at a time.

Errors are treated differently from the way they are in other approaches. Teachers
provide their students with formal feedback and error correction. Teachers do not

correct every error, but instead have distinguished between two types of error: T-

error, that occurs in any discourse which the teacher treats in an explicit or implicit
way as an erroncous phenomenon, and U-error, which appears in the student’s
utterance and results in deviation from the target language norms. More recently,
researchers have adopted the term “repair” to be used as a process-centred approach
to error, instead of concentrating on the discrete products of linguistic failure. Repair
is a concept which refers to how native speakers sort out potential communication

problems and errors (Ellis, 1990; Seedhouse, 1997).

This approach encourages students to commit to the following principles while

writing: focus on purpose, focus on audience, composing first, and feedback. Wniters
in the process-oriented approach are expected to pass through three major stages,
including individual and group activities such as pre-writing and planning a stage in
which writers have to find ideas and organise them; wnting drafts and revising them

when students create continuous text versions; and editing, in which students should

adhere to writing conventions.
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This approach has resulted in a range of advantages and benefits to students as well as
teachers. The materials used in this approach match writing tasks to the needs of the
learners and encourage creativity In a very practical way. Teachers show respect and
consideration for their students’ cultural background. Furthermore, teachers avoid
imposing their own ideas or language behaviour on their students. The process
approach enjoys some advantages, such as 1t clearly 1llustrates the significance of the
skills involved in writing. It recognises that the EFL/ESL students’ backgrounds, to
some extent, furnish the writing classroom and contribute to the development of
writing ability (Badger & White, 2000).

This approach suffers from some disadvantages as well, however, such as: wnting is
regarded as being produced by the same set of speaking processes; texts are accorded
insufficient importance and are often left without purpose, i.e. teachers do not know
why such texts are produced or what purpose they serve. Furthermore, it seems that
the input provided for this type of writing is insufficient, mainly in terms of the
linguistic knowledge that would help students write effectively. Teachers, most of the

time, try to strike a balance between what their students should write for the sake of

their development, and the negative influence of the materials, such as textbooks,
being used in teaching. Finally, some teachers lack experience of this approach, which
thus may not be applicable in all settings.

3.10 The Genre-based Approach to Teaching Writing

Over the last twenty years, product and process approaches have dominated much of
the teaching of writing that occurs in the EFL/ESL classroom. Reflecting the notion
that “the whole enterprise 1s beyond words, beyond conceptions” (Smith, 1982: 27),
the last ten years have witnessed the birth of a new trend, represented by the genre-

approach, which has gained adherents such as Swales (1990), Tribble (1996), and Gee
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(1997). It also, like the product approach, regards writing as predominantly linguistic
but, unlike the product approach, recognises that writing changes with the social
context in which 1t 1s produced.

The central theme of this approach is the purpose of writing, which differs from one
situation to another, and which therefore requires distinct types of writing, or genres,
such as letters, recipes, or law and administrative reports, the purposes of which are
different from each other. Swales (1990) defines a genre as comprising “a class of
communicative events, the members of which share some set of communicative
purposes” (p. 58); whereas Martin (1984) sees genre as “a staged, goal-oriented,
purposeful activity in which speakers engage as members of our culture” (p. 86). Both
Swales and Martin emphasise that communication is the core theme of genre.

Because situations are different and comprise various features, they have their impact
on the genres being used in each separate situation. These features or factors that
influence the genres can be summarised in the subject matter, the relationships
between the writer and the audience, and the patterns of organisation, as described in

Martin’s (1993) diagram which illustrates the models of genre:

Purpose
[Genre]
Channel Subject Matter  Interlocutor Relationship
[MM\ I ‘)dd]' e
[Text)

Figure 3.2: A Process-Genre Approach to Teaching Writing

The genre approach contains many similarities to the product approach in terms of
writing development. It has three phases: modelling the target genre, text construction

by students and teachers, and independent text construction by the students (Cope &
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Kalantzis, 1993). These phases have been reformulated to serve the English Language
Teaching field (ELT). By introducing and analysing the genre model, students oversee
examples and exercises that manipulate relevant language forms, and perform a short
text.

The genre approach allows students to investigate authentic descriptions of what they
choose to write about. That is, students could analyse the text by looking at linguistic
components such as grammar and vocabulary. Furthermore, the social context to
which the test is related could be taken into account in order that the text reflects the
social context (Badger & White, 2000).

The genre approach sees writing as being embedded in the relevant social situation,

i.e. any piece of writing aims to fulfil a certain social and communicative purpose.
Thus, ESL/EFL teachers need to replicate the real-world situation as closely as
possible, and provide their students with the support that will enable them to identify
the purpose, and other aspects of the social context. This helps the students to look at
themselves as real agents of actual events and to behave linguistically in accordance
with the given situation. Such a technique helps the students draw on their knowledge
of language components such as grammar, vocabulary, and organisation. In addition,
students can adapt their skills properly to the genre by redrafting and proof reading to
produce a clear and complete description which reflects the situation from which it
arises (ibid.). It also aims to make students aware of the structure and purpose of the
texts of different genres and to empower them with the strategies necessary to
replicate these features in the final production,

The positive attitude towards the genre approach results from its advantages. It
acknowledges that writing occurs within the social situation, which, in turn, facilitates

the process of communication between the writer and his audience. It also recognises
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that writing reflects a particular purpose, either a social purpose or an educational
purpose or even both. Moreover, it believes that learning can happen consciously
through imitation and analysis. However, the negative aspect of the genre approach
can be seen in that it under-estimates the skills needed for text production. It also
assumes students to be more passive in the learning process in general and in learning
writing in particular.

3.11 Conclusion

From this brief introduction to the various approaches to teaching writing, we may
conclude that earlier approaches, from the 1960s and 1970s, were mainly text-based
approaches, in which students read texts and reproduced them. Moreover, teachers of
writing composition rarely discussed the process of composition. Rather, they
emphasised the text, its clarity, authonty, and correctness.

The birth of the process approach aimed to shift attention away from the text towards
the processes that created it. These processes should be understood as fluid, complex,
and highly individual. Thus, process pedagogy offered teachers of writing a new way
of thinking about their profession. Accordingly, we support the use of process
pedagogy to teach writing in the University of Libya for the following reasons:

a) Process pedagogy encourages students to understand writing as a
process that consists of a series of interrelated activities and strategies,
including planning, drafting, and reviewing.

b) This approach employs teaching methods that help students become
confident contributors to the academic community. It promotes
student-teacher conferences, peer group exercises, peer tutors, and the
use of facilitative responses to student writing.

C) By limiting the use of texts, process pedagogy acknowledges the
importance of students’ personal experiences and voices, and seeks to
find approprate ways for the personal to inform academic writing.

This chapter has focused on the difficulties that face EFL student writers and showed,
in particular, that Arab students are not competent to write in English because they

fail to do certain things, such as organise the discourse in terms of references, which
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resulting from the unsuccessful use of English writing conventions. The chapter has

also showed the differences between L1 and L2 writing teaching. The main focus, in
this chapter, has been on some approaches to teaching writing.

The next chapter introduces the contrastive rhetoric and the differences between the

two languages in question in terms of contrastive analysis and errors.
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CHAPTER FOUR
CONTRASTIVE RHETORIC

4.1 Introduction

This chapter aims to investigate the issues of how Arab students write in English, as
well as the factors affecting their English written texts. Contrastive rhetoric,
contrastive analysis, and error analysis are included to shed light on how these issues
are dealt with when teaching writing to non-native English speakers. The overview
highlights the purpose of this chapter and sheds light on some common problems
facing EFL students’ writings.

4.2 Arab Learners’ Writing in English

Before embarking on the issue of contrastive rhetoric, we shall refer briefly to the
problems and what causes them. Although attention has been drawn to the writing
process, the teaching of L2 composition in the Arab world still uses the product
approach. As a result, most studies conducted on Arab leamners' writing are based on
the view of writing as a product. In both the UK and the USA, although Arabs
constitute a large proportion of the foreign student population, very few studies focus
on Arab students’ writing processes. Furthermore, these studies do not exclusively
focus on the similarities and differences between Arabic and English. Most of the
related studies focus on the use of L1, Arabic, in L2, English (see, e.g., Alam, 1992,
Halimah, 1993, 2001; AL Murtaji, 2001).

The literature review in Chapter two indicated that many researchers (see e.g. Salama,
1981; El-Shimy, 1982; El-Hassan, 1984, Kharma and Doushaq, 1988; Fakhri, 1994,
among others), maintain that the writing difficulties of Arab learners are caused for
the most part by morphological and syntactic differences between English and Arabic
in various areas such as punctuation, proper use of tenses, relativisation, word order,

phrasal verbs, etc. These studies conclude that writing difficulties and problems might
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be solved by making leamers aware of these differences and by applying the
contrastive analysis approach to the teaching and learning of writing (see section 3.3).
Our concern is primarily with Arab learners of English as a foreign language at home,
in an Arab environment and culture. The means of communication outside the
classroom i1s Arabic, exposure to English only in the classroom. Although TV and
radio can be used as means of communication, these are passive media and the leamner
functions as a preceptor and not as a producer.

Kharma and Hajjaj (1989) surveyed the use of L1 by Kuwait University students and
teachers in classroom communication and found that 93% of teachers and 95% of

students actually use L1 in English classrooms for a variety of purposes. They also

discovered that the majority of the students, about 81%, feel that they are happy when

they are allowed to use their mother tongue especially.

4.3 Factors Affecting the EFL Arab Learners’ Writing

4.3.1 Introduction
In this section we aim briefly to outline the major problematic features of writing in

English as a foreign language, and attempt to demonstrate that attributing the

problems and difficulties of writing merely to linguistic factors is not sufficient. Such
problems and difficulties are, in fact, attributable to more than one specific factor.
They could be linguistic, cultural, educational, psychological, or a combination of all
of these factors, which block the Arab students’ writing in English.

4.3.2 Overview

Although many researchers appear to think that the problems are not as complex in
general English wnting as they are in English used for special purposes, there is
insufficient evidence provided to justify this assumption. That is, any type of English

writing is basically derived from the underlying background of the leamer’s

90



perception of writing in general. The basics of writing must always be established in
the early English classes, in which English is taught as general, not specific.
Concerning the rhetorical features, i1t is well known that EFL students come to writing

classes armed with the productive and perceptive abilities of more than one language.
This bilingual, bicultural or bilaterally-powerful knowledge that gives EFL students
their unique character can actually facilitate progress in the development of L2
writing proficiency if it is well-invested; however, it may impede this progress if it is
not accounted for (Connor, 1996).

Even when it comes to EFL students who speak the same L1, and belong to the same

culture and educational and social backgrounds, teachers as well as researchers must

be aware of the individual differences among these students, and how these vanables
affect their proficiency, achievement, and rate of progress, etc. (Ellis, 1994). Now let
us turn to the factors affecting the L2 writing process, in brief:

4.3.3 Linguistic factors

Most of the previous studies carried out to investigate the areas of difficulty Arab
students encounter while learning English have been linguistically oriented,
particularly the studies conducted by Arab researchers. A considerable number of the
studies have focused on problems relevant to phonology, morphology, and syntax.
However, the studies that concern us here are those carried out to examine the
difficulties that Arab learners face when they are involved in a writing task. Salamah
(1981), in a study based on contrastive analysis, found that most of the writing
problems can be attributed to morphological differences between English and Arabic.
These findings were confirmed by El-Shimy (1982), who attributes the writing
difficulties of Arab learners to the morphological and syntactic differences between

Arabic and English. He concludes that Arab leamners of English encounter difficulties
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in areas such as proper use of tenses, and the use of copula (to be), when generating
English sentences and that they also have problems with the passive voice, negation,
ctc.

Furthermore, Doushaq and Sawaf (1988) investigated the problems encountered by
Arab writers when they use English phrasal verbs. They concluded that Arab learners
are more likely to use main verbs instead of phrasal verbs because the latter do not
have an equivalent in Arabic.

These studies, and many others, seem to have investigated the systematic problems
which emerge from a linguistic comparison between Arabic and English, encountered

by Arab learners when performing written tasks. On the other hand, all these studies

have emphasised the fact that any difficulties revealed by linguistically-oriented
research concerning Arabic-speaking learners’ writing difficulties may be overcome
by making students aware of the linguistic differences between English and Arabic.
As a result of this conception, a product-oriented approach to the teaching of wnting
has by and large been advocated in the Arab world in general and in Libya in
particular.

4.3.4 Cultural factors

Researchers have started looking at the issue of writing from different angles as a
result of the loss of credibility of the product-oriented concept of writing. A new
concept had to be established within which writing problems could be solved.
Fortunately, the process-oriented approach emerged at the begin;ling of the 1980s. In
addition, in response to the need for solving the non-linguistic problems of writing, a
great deal of interest appeared among researchers as well as teachers in characterising

cultural differences existing between languages as being another reason behind the
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problems of wnting by non-native speakers (Doushaq, 1983; Ballard, 1984; Kaplan,

1988a, 1988b; Brown, 1988; Soter, 1988; Parker, 1988).

Studies concermned with the cultural dimension of the writing of EFL/ESL learners
have indicated that these leamners face problems in adjusting to the cultural sphere of
the foreign languages they are learning. Doushaq (1983), in a case study of Arabic-
speaking students learning English as a foreign language at Jordan University, found

significant interference from Arabic cultural aspects in students’ English letter

writing. He attributed this phenomenon, and the learners’ inability to produce a well-
organised and coherent letter in English, to the fact that Arab leamers of English were

unaware of the fact that the English way of writing letters was entirely different from

the Arabic way. This also suggests out that letter writing techniques could be culture-
bound.

Unlike Doushaq, Soter (1988) conducted a study to investigate narrative writing by
grade-6 Arab students. His findings confirmed those of Kaplan (1966), that because of
the cultural differences between Arabic and English, Arabic speaking leamers of
English use a high percentage of coordinating conjunctions in their writing. From this,
one may assume a close relationship between writing and culture, and that any type of
disassociation between the cultural factors and the process of writing would lead to
the rise of serious problems in EFL/ESL writing.

4.3.5 Educational factors
If Libya 1s looked at as an Arab state adopted the ‘Arabisation’ policy during the

1970s and 1980s, the observer of the teaching and leaming systems and the
educational policies implemented at schools and universities may derive a negative
attitude towards the general standard of English language learners. Andrews (1984),
for example, reported the negative effects of the ‘Arabisation’ policy on the standard

of English teaching and learning of school and university students in the Sudan. He
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claimed that the implementation of ‘Arabisation’ in 1965 has caused a great deal of

deterioration in the standards of the university students.
Unfortunately, the studies carried out to investigate the relationship between the

adopted educational policies and English language learning in the Arab world show

that the teacher-centred policy has negative impacts mainly on the written standard of
Arab learmners’ English. EFL teachers have attnbuted such negative impacts, as
Doushaq and Makhzoumy (1989) describe the inefficiency of Arab students in
English wnting, to the lack of rigorous evaluation of students’ writing. Dudley-Evans
(1984), examining an ESP textbook in Egyptian secondary schools, found that

teachers were not willing to broaden the language use beyond the imposed planned

syllabuses. Even if there were any changes they seemed to be teacher-made, and dealt
merely with language form, which tumed the students into more teacher-dependent
learners.

The serious influence of this policy-the teacher-oriented policy- became clear at the
Libyan university, in which a new student-centred policy was systematically
introduced and strongly supported. The transition from one method to another at
university level forced researchers, teachers and administrators to review the teaching
methods at preparatory and secondary school level in order to progress and meet the
requirements. As a result of the change at university level, it became clear that Arab
students do suffer from problems in critical thinking and analysis, as well as problems
in organising and making distinctions between details and underlying concepts when
writing in English. They cannot cope with the differences between preparatory and
secondary syllabuses, on the one hand, and what they have to learn at university level,

on the other. Arab learners are not competent to evaluate their written work at either

level because they have difficulty distinguishing each discipline according to its
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distinctive features and methods of analysis, discussion, presentation, etc. (Ballard,
1984).

Kharma’s (1985a) contribution in this regard shows that most of the practice in
teaching writing is clearly limited to language use at the sentence level. He also refers
to the limitations imposed by the selection and grading of material on language
teaching and leaming.

Consequently, it is clear that the ‘writing skills’ of Arab leamers are more likely to be
affected, directly or indirectly, by educational policy and by the process of teaching
writing. A new movement to reassess educational factors, including educational
policy, is desperately needed in order to upgrade the Arab learners’ standard of
writing.

4.3.6 Psychological factors

The fact that psychological factors influence the process of writing is obvious.
Hutchinson and Waters (1987: 47) have referred to this phenomenon, explaining that
“learning a language is an emotional experience, and the feelings that the learning
process evokes will have a crucial bearing on the success or failure of learning”. This
shows that the way in which learners perceive learning a writing task is negatively or
positively effective for the learning process.

After this overview on the difficulties and the factors causing them we attempt to

introduce the main issues of this chapter.
To know a language requires the learner to understand it more or less explicitly and be
able to use it accurately. Kharma and Hajaj (1989) argue that the aim of teaching EFL

to Arab learners 1s to “permit individuals to communicate with each other fluently and

effectively in the common diverse personal and professional situations of daily life”

(p.3). However, the educational system in most Arab countries has failed to achieve
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its aim in this regard. Lado (1957) contended that “individuals tend to transfer the
forms and meanings, and the distribution of forms and meanings of their native
language and culture both productively when attempting to speak the language and to
act in the culture, and receptively when attempting to grasp and understand the
language and culture as practised by natives” (p. 2). This notion led to the birth of the
long-standing tradition called the ‘transfer’ or ‘interference’ theory based on
comparative linguistics.

Interference causes problems as a result of rhetoric transfer. Researchers were
encouraged to consider this fact because “foreign students who have mastered
syntactic structures have still demonstrated inability to compose adequate themes,
term papers, theses, and dissertations” (Kaplan, 1966: 3). Such inabilities on the part
of learners could be attributed to the formal setting in which a foreign language 1s
taught, or as Murphy (1980) explains, the reason that “many rhetoric programs have
failed to achieve their goals is that they have spent too much time on detail and have
lost sight of the larger patterns that give spirit and significance to the communication
experience” (p. 25).

Focus has also been directed towards attitudes to language. Zughoul et al. (1986) and
Zughoul (1986) thought that Arab learners approach EFL writing negatively by using
English ‘instrumentally’ rather than ‘integratively’. Such a notion was also put
forward by Ostler (1987); however, Halimah (2001) sees that the use of spoken
Arabic in written contexts has affected the Arab learners’ writing style and content.
The Holy Quran has always been the primary reference for those who want to leamn
Arabic because its rhetoric is clear, expressive and well-organised. What affects Arab

learners’ writing nowadays is their passive involvement and entire reliance on the

spoken version of the language.
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Problems inherent in the teaching of English to Arabic-speaking students have been
inventoried by many researchers. To mention but a few, see Kharma and Hajaj (1989)
in earlier sections, who surveyed systematic errors among Arab students ranging over
linguistic levels, sentence types, and rhetorical and discoursal levels; Abou Ghararah
(1989) who focused on investigating the syntactic errors; Walters (1987) who
investigated the relevance of Arabic rhetoric in order to understand Tunisian students’
rhetorical errors when writing persuasive essays in English. Walters suggested that
contrastive rhetoric should be considered as a promising methodology for teaching
and learmning languages. Another example is Maalej (1998), who was interested in

investigating one particular issue, the determination inherent in Tunisian students’

written performance. His findings rest on a case study of university students’
compositions. Analysis revealed pairs of matching patterns accounting for
“inappropriate use of determination in English”, 1.e. students tended to use their L1
(Arabic) competence while writing in L2 (English).

4.4 Contrastive Analysis (CA) versus Error Analysis (EA)

Contrastive analysis has been identified as textbook-centred, whereas error analysis is
seen to be leamer-centred. These two approaches have been considered as

complementing each other. The former covers more than only contrastive relations,

whereas the latter describes and analyses one particular source in detail.

4.4.1 Contrastive Analysis (CA)

CA aims to “observe 1n second language learners the plethora of errors attributable to
the negative transfer of the native language to the target language (L2)” (Brown,
1994: 193). The aim 1s reflected in Lado’s (1957) words: “in the comparison between
native and foreign languages lies the key to ease or difficulty in foreign language

learning™ (p. 1) 1.e. similanties facilitate and differences impede leaming. The CA
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hypothesis aims to contrast the system of one language, L1, with the system of
another language, L2, to predict the difficulties that a speaker of L2 will have. The

primary tenets of this theory are:

a) Prime cause of difficulty and error in L2 leaming is interference
coming from L1.

b) Difficulties are mainly due to differences between L1 and L2.

C) The greater the difference, the more acute the learning difficulties will
be.

d) Comparisons between languages are needed to predict the differences

which cause difficulties and lead to errors.
c) What needs to be taught is discovered by comparing the languages and
subtracting what is common to them.

CA may be divided into two versions:

The weak version assumes the linguist uses the best linguistic knowledge available to

him in order to account for the observed difficulties in L2. The weak version seems
more explanatory than predictive.

The strong version assumes that it is possible to contrast the system of one language
with the system of a second language in order to predict the difficulties which the
speaker of the L2 will have in learning the L1, and to construct reading matenals to
help the learner learn that language. The strong version is more predictive and more
useful for the textbook, writer, and teacher. The theory of CA makes a lot of demands

on linguists, for example:

a) A set of linguistic universals formulated within a comprehensive
linguistic theory which deals with syntax, semantics, and phonology.

b) A theory of contrastive linguistics in which they can use a linguistic
description of the two languages to be compared.

4.4.2 Error Analysis (EA)
Debate on the shortage of CA (see section 4.4.1) has shifted attention to a more
focused method of analysis. EA developed out of the belief that errors indicate the

student’s stage of language learning and acquisition. It equates L2 learning with L1
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acquisition, for both the child and the learner go through similar stages of learning,
namely, tnal-and-error strategies and hypothesis testing. Corder (1974a) believes that
learners’ errors are significant because they are “evidence that the learner is in the
process of acquiring language™ (p. 93). Errors are also considered as evidence of the
learner’s strategy while building his competence of L2. These errors are defined as
global errors, that inhibit understanding, and local errors, those which do not interfere
with communication.

Corder (1974) emphasises the significance of errors in the learning process and argues
their importance in three ways: for the teacher, they indicate how far the learner has
progressed and what remains for him to leamn; for the researcher, they provide
evidence of how language is learned, and what of strategies the learner is using to
discover the language, and finally errors are indispensable to the learner himself,
because committing errors reflects the fact that the leamer is actually learning.

EA has been subject to criticism. Brown (1994) believes that a preoccupation with
leamners’ errors has resulted in moving the focus away from correct utterances. He
also sees that research has been directed towards an analysis of the leamners’
production at the expense of the way they understand language. Moreover, there is
inadequate attention paid to correct forms due to the strategy of avoidance of errors.
Finally, the preoccupation with errors focused on particular languages at the expense
of considering the universal aspects of language.

4.5 What Causes Errors in Arab Learners’ Writing in English?

Many of the studies that deal with the difficulties that beset Arab learners’ written
performance have focused on the word and sentence levels; however, such difficulties

cannot be limited to these two levels, as they lie only in form, and do not extend

further. Holes (1984) explains this neatly thus:
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“teachers of academic writing will be familiar with the problems of the advanced
Arab learners whose work is relatively free of gross grammar error but which has a
persistently un-English “feel’ to it” (p. 228).

What causes these problems, in both the two levels mentioned above and within the
inter-sentential, dicoursal, level, is the subject of this section. We shall also attempt to
discuss remedy the problems and suggest implications (see section 3.3).

Although Arab leamers try to produce an appropriate English discourse they often
make mistakes in the following areas: discourse organisation, in terms of antecedents
and references; writing mechanics, ranging from punctuation to paragraphing; unity,
cohesion, order of sentences and topicalisation; composition development strategies;
and developing the overall theme in paragraphs of expository prose. All these
difficulties and problems may be attributed to different causes such as: the nature of
the teaching methods and processes; unsuitable teaching materials; lack of motivation;
absence, or at least limitation, of exposure to authentic English in terms of
communicative activities, deterioration with discoursal mistakes, and inadequate
command of English, as well as the rhetorical differences between Arabic and English
(Kharma, 1987). It is sufficient briefly to review these problematic features that affect
the Arab learners’ performances in their written compositions.

As far as rhetorical differences are concermned (see sections 4.7 and 4.8), the

differences between both languages are explained. The errors are more likely to be

evident to native speakers of English than to non-native speakers, i.e. those Arab

teachers who teach English as a foreign language.

Kharma (1987) found that most errors spotted in short compositions written by
freshmen students in the English Department, Kuwait university, centred around the
following aspects within the written discourse: lack of paragraphing; paragraph

disorganisation; generating incoherent ideas in the paragraph; repetition and
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redundancy; over-use of co-ordination, vagueness of thought, etc. Most of these
characteristics “can be accounted for by the differences between the two rhetorics”
(p.10).

As far as teaching process 1s concemed, despite the development of teaching

approaches and methods, the procedures adopted in Libyan secondary schools are still
traditionally oriented. Teachers are primarily concerned with presenting new items of
vocabulary and grammatical structures in a traditional way. They also adopt
techniques of repetition and substitution, when drilling these items. Practice takes up a
very small proportion of class-time and is restricted by the textbook instructions.

Linkage between old and new items is not given enough time or practice, both

because of time limitations and the large number of students per class. Moreover,
teachers of EFL writing seem dissatisfied with the new tr