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ABSTRACT

Recently, the teaching of writing has shifted from an
emphasison thefinal product tothat of the process of
writing. Research, primarily first language studies (Emig,
1971; Flower and Hayes, 1978; Sommers, 1978; Perl, 1979;
Pianko, 197%), has resulted in implications suggesting that
revision plays a crucial and mediating role in the writing
process. However, related research in ES/FL is still
lacking. This thesis reports on a study designed to inves-
tigate the revision strategies of skilled and less skilled
ESL writers for similarities and differences. This descrip-
tive analysis required the implementation of process/product
methodology, specifically tailored to reveal how each writer
went about the task of using revisions to improve their
essays. Relevant findings indicate that skilled writers
were better able to evaluate the writing task by arranging
their priorities to give revision a complementary and
productive role in the writing process. Unskilled writers

tended to employ revisions less efficiently.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

ES/FL writing methods and materials have traditionally
prescribed the learning of grammar, writing conventions, and
other surface-related concerns, as well as extensive trans-
lation practice. The prevailing assumption is that since
second language (L2) writers are already capable of writing
inafirst language, writing problems are due largely to a
lack of linguistic and/or lexical sophistication. Past
research has been based on this premise. Recently, though,
a handful of L2 researchers havebegunto study anew area
of interest, one that presents writing from a much broader
perspective. Not only are they focussing on the aspects of
thefinal result of writing thatawriter lacksor needsto
master, but they are also examining how writers compose--the
cognitive and physical activities that characterize the
writing process. While this L2 composing research is rela-
tively new, it is already raising many questions about

current ES/FL writing pedagogy.
Composing Research and Revision

One area of writing research that composing studies are
designed to investigate is that of the thinking or cognitive

activities a writer engages in when writing. By utilizing

audio-video equipment, composing researchers are able to




observe and document the act of writing— -the problems that a
writer confronts and resolves during the act of writing.
Since most of these studies have been focussed rather gener-
allyonthewriting process, what isbeginning to emerge is
a better understanding of how composing processes interact
with one another to promote the formulation of ideas and the
production of written script.

Composing studies are especially capable of examining
the role of revision in the writing process. This is
because they can facilitate an accurate analysis not only of
what kinds of revisions are made, but also when these revi-
sions occur in the writing process. In addition, a number
of these studies have employed think-aloud protocols provi-
ding even more insight into the degree to which revising
aids, or possibly inhibits, the writing process. Conse-
quently, a synthesis of process and product data makes it
possible to observe how the act of revising influences the
progression of text aswell as the extent to which revising
improves the final product.

Unfortunately, there has been only one L2 composing
study that looked primarily at the revising strategies of
ES/FL writers. Gaskill (1983) specifically designed his
study to investigate both the process of making changes and
the product that resulted. His primary objective was

descriptive; that Is, he video-taped his subject in order to
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document and analyze revisions as they occurred. Gaskill
used think-aloud protocols to aid in identifying and analy-
zing revisions. He based his product analysis on a classi-
fication of revisions developed by Faigley and Witte (1981).
This classification, which is discussed in greater detail in
Chapter 3, was originally designed for first language (Ll1)
writers, but Gaskill's work has shown that it is also useful
in L2 research. By combining both think-aloud procedures
and Faigley and witte's classification, Gaskill's case study
of an ESL writer described how theact of revising provedto
be a complex and integral part of the writing process.
Since Gaskill looked only at a single writer, it is still
necessary to determine whether his findings can be genera-
lized to other E writers or, for that matter, to writers
at different proficiency levels. In fact, other composing
studies suggest that there are crucial differences between
the revising capabilities of unskilled and skilled writers.
Zamel, by far one of the most eloquent and persuasive
proponents of L2 composing research (1976, 1982), conducted
a study designed to address this issue of similarities and
differences between less skilled and more skilled advanced
writers (1983). While all of her participants were most
concerned with making changes to improve their texts, Zamel
concluded that only the more skilled writers were capable
of "pursuing the development of their ideas without being

sidetracked by lexical and syntactic difficulties.”
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Conversely, her less skilled writers tended to | et low-level
writing concerns dominate their revisions.

These findings are similar to conclusions of process
studies of revision in L1 and reinforce zamel's contention
that writing in a second language is essentially the same as
writing in a first language. Moreover, Zamel, like many L1
researchers, strongly argues that previous instruction
affects revising capabilities. She directs her criticism
primarily at the teaching of grammar, contending that
writers who are taught to be aware of primarily low-level
concerns can be expected to focus on these at the expense of
high-1level priorities, e.g. generating and organizing ideas.
Zamel believes that additional research is needed to corrob-
orate her claim that writers at different developmental
levels display different revising characteristics.

Another leading investigator of L2 composing research,
Jones (1982), desighed a study that investigated this issue
of how previous instruction manifests itself in the revising
strategies of E3 writers. His methodology typically
involves the use of video-taping (Jones op. cit., 1983a,
1983b). In this study, he video-taped subjects while they
wrote and matched this observational analysis with the cor-
responding think-aloud protocol. These procedures were used

to facilitate an analysis of monitor over/underusers by

measuring and correlating grammatical and rhetorical units

.
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with writing performance. He observed how one of his sub-
jects, a L2 writer who had been taught by a method that
emphasized grammar usage, was preoccupied with form, whereas
the other subject, a monitor underuser, focussed to a much
greater extent on the message. In his conclusions, Jones
supports Zamel's claim that previous instruction affects
one's degree of monitor use. In another similarly designed
study, Jones investigated the role of transfer and concluded
that, for his subject, high-level composing processes, i.e.
goal setting, transferred from L1 to L2 writing. Jones's
work has clearly established the utility as well as the
advantages of L2 process/product based studies.

Both Chelala (1981) and Lay (1982) have looked specifi-
cally at the degree to which revising skills transfer from
L1 to L2 Chelala observed her subjects doing less review-

ing and revising in L2 than in L1, suggesting that these

processes were not as developed in the second language. Lay
in her study of transfer found that better composition
resulted from writers who used their first language to make
more L1/L2 switches.

The extent to which L1 writing skills transfer or are
transferable is a major issue which composing research is
capable of investigating. However, findings are still
highly speculative. Further explorations in this area are
necessary since relevant findings could have a major effect

on the nature of L2 writing pedagogy. Relevant findings




could establish, for instance, if writing skills automati-
cally transfer or can be consciously transferred from one
language to another, and if so, which skills do so. These
findings could confirm or refute the popular premise that
ES/FL writing is exclusively a communicative activity: one
that relies on transferred LI writing skills that incorpo-
rate learned L2 surface considerations of grammar, lexicon,
orthography etc. (Widdowson, 1978, 1983).

Small - scale case studies, such as zamel's and most L2
composing studies to date, are designed primarily to reveal
what actually happens when writing. They are often broadly
focussed on the entire writing process and therefore have
rather general objectives. Although composing research is
only a recent phenomenon, what is beginning to emerge is a
picture of the writing process, one that gives revision a
greater role in the composition of the final product. This
isespecially sowhen one looksat the work of native
English composing research. Indeed, it is perhaps more
accurate to say that L2 composing research has been spawned
from the pioneering work already done in LI.

Two major contributors to the progress already made in

L1, Flower and Hayes (1977, 1980), have done extensive re

search into the cognitive planning activities of L1 writers..

Using think-aloud protocols to aid their analyses, their

work has resulted in significant contributions to a theory

.
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of the writing process. O interest to us are Flower and
Hayes' views on the role of revision in the writing process.
In general, their perceptive observations have revolution-
ized theway we view revising within the context of a
writing situation. Rejecting traditional linear writing
modelsthat placerevision at theend ofathree stage
model, they have posited revision as an interrelated and
motivating process, one that can play a central role in the
final product.

However, there are questions pertaining to the validity
of think-aloud protocols. The use of these protocols is
somewhat controversial because of at |least one major draw-
back: it may result in an artificial writing process.
Critics of this procedure contend that when writers voice
their thoughts during the production of text, their natural
writing patterns may be affected, which might result in a
different writing process than would have been the case if
thinking aloud had not been required. The decision to
employ think-aloud protocols depends largely on the goals of
a study. For example, Flower and Hayes needed think-aloud
protocols in order to investigate conscious cognitive
processes- -what writers contend with mentally when writing.
Gaskill limited their function somewhat by using them only
to clarify revisions. This made it possible to code revi-
sions that would have been difficult to identify from a

purely product-based examination. Studies employing think-




aloud procedures may risk affecting the naturalness of a-
writing situation, yet many researchers believe that the
wealth of knowledge that results from their use is worth the
risk of altering the writing process. &as a result, think-
aloud protocols have proved to be a valuable method for
discovering more about what were previously unattainable
cognitive writing operations.

Some researchers prefer to infer composing processes
from observable writing behaviors that illuminate the
writing concerns of their participants (Perl, 1979; Matsuha-
shi, 1982; Pianko, 1979). Such an analysis does not radi-
cally change the writing process, and therefore avoids the
inherent problems of think-aloud protocols. Perl was one of
the first researchers to use writing behaviors as the physi-
cal and overt representations of what happens mentally
during the writing process. In conclusions related to revi-
sion, she found her unskilled adult writers making changes
prematurely with the primary emphasis on local, typically,
mechanical changes. Perl claims that it is this overconcern
for low-level considerations that contributes to a breakdown
of the writing and thinking rhythms--a possible explanation
for writer's block. Perl found that writers at this profi-
ciency level tended to |l et revision pre-empt the development

of their texts. Her behavioral analysis has gone a long way

toward discovering the restrictive nature of revising in the
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writing process of unskilled writers.

Other LI composing studies have reported how skilled
writers are more capable than unskilled writers of using
revision to improve their work. In his study, Stallard
(1974) had originally planned to video-tape his participants
but found thisto beunwieldy opting instead to use on-the-
spot observations and post-writing interviews. Although
Perl found her unskilled writers limiting the scope of their
revising efforts, Stallard noticed that his good student
writers seemed to appreciate the value of using revision to
improve their work. His good writers revised in order to
judge the appropriateness of their sentences as well as the
relationship between the content and the purpose of the
writing assignment. In this respect, Stallard's good
writers obviously perceived the role of revision to be a
major determiner of the final product whereas Perl's
unskilled writers still relegated revision to the limited
role of polishing.

The L1 and L2 research so fargivesevidenceof the
increasingly important role that revision plays in the
writing processes of better writers. Sommers' study of the
revision strategies of student writers and experienced
writers (1979) illustrates further the ability of competent
writers to juggle macro and micro writing constraints. She
notes, for example, that her experienced writers revised in

accordance with such macro-level concerns as audience and




purpose. Sommers corroborates Emig's earlier claim (1971¥
that such concerns as reader and task objectives affect
revision at all levels, contending that it is primarily
experienced writers who are capable of selectively making
appropriate changes within the context of the writing
process.

Sommers al so observed how her competent writers seemed
to appreciate the importance of organizing the revision
task, making global changes first before attending to sen-
tence and word level considerations. These writers under-
stood that certain revisions work better at specific points
of the writing process: they knew how to arrange writing
priorities sequentially. 1t is clear then that skilled
writers have a perceptually different and more sophisticated
understanding of what revision consists of and how to incor-
porate it into their writing strategies. In other words,
mature writers have a working knowledge not only of what
changes are necessary but also when to make them.

There are, however, task environment considerations
which can influence the way a writer uses revisions. The
principle objective of another behavioral study (Pianko,
1979) was to determine how the effect of one of these
restrictions, a classroom-imposed time limitation, affected
the writing processes of different groups of college

writers. In this study, writing time greatly affected

10
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composing, and of interest to us is the finding that with
timed writings, revisions were primarily mechanical: even
second drafts were generally just recopied versions. Pianko
concluded that, for her subjects, in-classwriting assign-
ments could not possibly have produced polished work; thus,
revision took a subservient role to idea generation, devel -
opment, and transcribing.

Similarly, in Mishel's case study of a twelfth grader,
the subject seems to have been influenced by external
considerations. The participant wrote in- class assignments
completing each one within the allotted time. Yet he seldom
revised. He had either not yet acquired sophisticated revi-
sion strategies or had simply adapted his composing proces-
ses to accommodate the constraints of the writing environ-
ment. Indeed, when deriving conclusions from laboratory
studies, situational variables, such as time limitations,
are a major factor affecting performance. They can adverse-

ly affect the writing process, thereby skewing the results.
Product Studies and Revision

There have been a number of L1 and L2 revision studies
that looked at the result of making revisions but were not
designed to investigate the process of making these revi-
sions. They all relied exclusively on an examination of the
final product and/or post study interviews to investigate

various methodological issues of revision. Beach (1976,
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1979) and Chaudron (1983) in separate studies looked at the
effects of various kinds of feedback on revision by
comparing qualitative improvement that resulted from two
different kinds of feedback. cChaudron compared improvements
resulting from teacher feedback with those resulting from
peer feedback while Beach, in one study, compared teacher
feedback with the self-evaluation improvements of his
writers and, in the second study, the revision strategies of
extensive revisers vs nonrevisers. Other studies examining
correction procedures include Cohen (1982, 1983), Partridge
(1981), and Witbeck (1976). These studie.s. havé direct peda-
gogical implications. But, even though they were not con-
cerned with the process of making revisions, they provide
additional evidence of the effect previous instruction can
have on the way one revises.

The belief that level of revision strategy sophistica-
tion directly relates to the developmental proficiency of
the writer is one repeatedly voiced in the findings of other
revision-related studies that examined only the product of a
writing task (NAEP, 1977; Faigley and Witte, 1981; Bridwell,
1980). The main drawback to these studies, of Course, Is
that they were designed to examine ohly post- performance
results, and, because of this do not shed light on how
writers perceived the role of revising. |

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),

12




a large- scale comparative study of the number of revisions
made by nine- thirteen- and seventeen-year old students,
reported that thirteen-year olds made significantly more
revisions than their nine-year old counterparts. One would
expect then that seventeen-year olds would be the most
extensive revisers of the study. However, the seventeen-
year olds were given a substantially simpler task to write
on and understandably revised considerably less than the
thirteen-year olds. As a result, this finding should not be
compared with the findings of other studies without qualifi-
cation. The fact that seventeen-year olds revised |less than
thirteen-year olds is more a reflection of the easier wri-
ting task than of the level of revision proficiency. It is
certainly just as plausible to conclude that if given a
challenging assignment, seventeen-year olds would be capable
of making quantitatively more revisions than younger wri-
ters. Evidence from other studies corroborates this claim.

A major shortcoming of the NAEP study was that it did
not examine qualitative differences. |In other words, the
number of revisions were counted, but no attempt was made to
examine to what degree these revisions improved the texts.
Rather than just simple numerical comparisons, a better
analysis should include an analysis that is capable of
showing the degree of qualitative improvement.

To do this, Faigley and Witte (op. cit.) have devised a

classification of revision changes that distinguishes be-

13




tween surface and text-based changes. Using this quanti=
tative/qualitative schema, these researchers examined how
the revisions of six inexperienced student writers, six
advanced student writers, and six expert adult writers
differed. As they expected, the advanced writers improved
the content of their texts considerably more than the inex-
perienced writers did. More interesting, though, were the
diverse ways in which expert writers improved their texts,
ranging from practically no revising to a number of rather
idiosyncratic revising practices, e.g. starting from an
almost stream—-of-conscious text that was converted to an
organized essay in the second draft; limiting major revi-
sions to a single long insert; revising mostly by pruning.
Clearly, these writers have devised personal preferences for
making revisions; yet, such revising diversity also seems to
indicate that they have the ability to improvise and manipu-
|ate the way they employ revision in the writing process.
The Faigley and Witte classification is capable of
providing an analysis of both quantitative and qualitative
revisions. However, it is not widely used in L2 research;
only Gaskill hasemployedittodate. Sincethereisso
much variability intheratingcriteriaof bothLl and L2
revision studies, it would obviously be advantageous if
future studies adopted the Faigley and Witte classification

as a standard method for evaluating revisions.
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In a fairly large scale study, Bridwell (1980) used a
different method of analysis where syntactic complexity
determined the measure of revising proficiency. But rather
than examining the revisions of writers at different age or
proficiency levels, she investigated the revisions of
twelfth graders for variations in syntactic environments at
three stages of the writing process: in-process first draft,
between draft, and in-process final draft. Her analysis did
not directly examine composing processes. Instead, she
analyzed the actual revisions and reported patterns as well
as associations between revision and essay quality with
guality determined by the syntactic complexity of the revi-
sions. She found that there were developmental differences
in both tendency and ability to revise successfully. Her
poorer L1 subjects revised very little or typically at
surface and word levels. On the other hand, the writers of
higher rated essays either revised extensively or had ini-
tially produced first drafts that needed little change.

A shortcoming of her study, which is similar to that of
the NAEP study, is that of the rating criteria. Simply
looking at syntactic environments may not necessarily be an
accurate measure of qualitative improvement. 1t does not,
for example, distinguish between surface and deep structure
changes. Nor does it accurately portray the role of revi-
sion in the production of the text.

As mentioned, composing studies are only a recent phe-

15
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nomenon. Agreat deal of researchisstill needed in order
to substantiate related findings in LI. 1In particular,
previous L1 work suggests that revision strategies corre-
spond to developmental skills and that the acquisition of
revising capabilities appears to depend, at least to some
extent, on the type of previous instruction. What is not
clear, however, is whether these findings apply to ESL
writers and, if so, to what degree.

Furthermore, the previous work in both L1 and L2 sug-
gests that there are still questions about the effectiveness
of different research methodologies. Traditional product-
based analyses are capable of determining what happened but
not how it happened. Think-aloud and writing behavior pro-
tocols reveal how writers go about the writing task, but in
the case of think-aloud protocols, a less-than- natural wri-
ting process can result. Consequently, it is clear that a
combination of process and product procedures, tailored to
address both how and what happens, would best accomplish the

objectives of a revision study.

16
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CHAPTER 11I
DEFINITION OF TERMS

In addition to defining terms related to revision that
are frequently referred to in this paper, Chapter 2 also
provides a conceptualization of the writing process of L2
writers. It is hoped that this conceptualization of the
writing process will provide a theoretical orientation from
which ny findingsaswell asthose of future studies can be
operationalized.

The writing procegs refers to the entire situation
encompassing the production of text beginning from the
initial impulse to write something and ending when the
writer has finished the work and no longer desires, needs,
or is able to make further changes. In other words, it is
everything from the origination to the completion of any
form of written expression.

Composing processes are the cognitive activities a
writer engages in to facilitate the generation of ideas from
the brain, the transfer of these ideas onto paper, and the
subsequent improvement of these ideas. A writer can only be
engaged in one composing process at a time, yet any process
can interrupt another. Though composing processes are
mental activities and hence unseen, these cognitive opera-
tions can be inferred through the analysis of writing

behaviors. A composing process, which I found necessary to

17




isolate and identify, was that of crystallizing. This .
process involves the activity of reviewing what has been
previously written in order to develop the content further.
Writing modelsin Ll do not account for thisprocessinthis
manner and since it is useful in illustrating how writers
improve their work through further idea development, I have
included this process as a crucial activity of the writing
process model.

Writing behaviors do not necessarily conform or
correspond to particular composing processes. Rather, they
are simply overt and observable representations that indi-
cate what a writer is dealing with mentally during the
writing process, and as such, they provide interpretable
clues as to how these unseen composing processes are facili-
tating the progression of written text.

There are a number of major and minor processes which
are discussed in detail later in this chapter. However,
revision is not considered to be one of these composing
processes since it consists of not only cognitive activities
but also a physical activity. It typically results when
three things occur. A writer first makes a determination
that something is inappropriate then, decides how to change
it and, finally, physically makes the change. In order to
revise successfully, though, a writer relies on the revision

strategies that he/she has developed or, in the case of

18
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ES/FL writers, are perhaps transferred from Ll. For the
purpose of ny study, revision strategies reflected the fol -
lowing: writing behaviors associated with revising, the
quantity and quality of revisions, and the syntactic com-

plexity of the changes.
Revision and the Writing Process

Proposing a working definition of revision calls for
more than the pat answers provided by traditional writing
models espoused by many rhetoricians, e.g., Helmholtz (1203)
Wallas (1926) Young, Becker, and Pike (1970) Winterowd
(1980}. Although revision may in fact be the primary
activity during the third phase of a prewrite/write/rewrite
model, it can also play a mediating role during the produc-
tion of text (writing stage) and, in a sense, also occurs in
the writer's head before s/he even picks up a pencil
(prewriting stage). A model that is divided into stages
does little to reveal the various forms revision can take,
nor does it accurately describe the influence revision can
have on the final product. Sommers, a prominent first
language composing researcher, strongly objects to the stage
model, stating rather emphatically that "by staging revision
after enunciation, the linear model reduces revision to no
more than an afterthought” (1980).

In addition to the problem of placing revision within a

linear model, we must also beclear astowhatwemeanby

19




the term 'revision'. Revision can and does mean different
things to different people. One can speak of such terms as
copyediting, proofreading, recopying, reformulating,
restructuring, reviewing just to name a few of the "buzz
words" used to characterize revision. What these have in
common is that they all involve some aspect of reviewing
text in order to make improvements: a rather broad defini-
tion. This diversity of terms represents a whole spectrum
of meanings ranging from the proofreader's meticulous search
for incorrect spelling and punctuation, etc. to the complete
restructuring of text that a professional writer might find
necessary. Rather than deal with all these terms, and for
the sake of simplicity, Il will userevisionasacoverterm
to refer to the writing objective of searching for and
making changes.

Understanding the fundamental properties of revision
requires an appreciation of the crucial role it can play in
the writing process: a role that appears to correspond with
the sophistication of the writer's revision strategies. In
order to visualize how revisions can influence the produc-
tion of text, it is useful to conceptualize revision within
the context of the writing process. Simple models of this
process have been proposed independently by Hayes and Flower
(1980), Nold (1982), and Humes (1980). But before discus-

sing the constituents of a writing process model, one should

20
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realize that a conceptual understanding of the writing
process is still in its infancy. Composing research is
still largely pretheoretical. This is evidenced by the
abundance of descriptive case studies and the lack of hypo-
thesis testing studies. The reason for including a synopsis
of the writing process model is to provide an abstract
representation from which the findings of this study as well
as other studies can be conceptualized and thereby contri-
bute to the evolving theory of the writing process.

The Writing Process Model presented below is an adapta-
tion of the three models mentioned above. Since this study
reports an investigation of the composing processes of
second language writers, it was necessary to modify the Ll
writing model to account for a composing process that mono-
lingual speakers do not have. The model also simplifies the
review process so that it consists of only two subprocesses.
This refinement includes the additional process which only
L2 writers are capable of using. Figure 1 provides an
illustration of the model. There are three major consti-
tuents of a writing situation: the Long-Term Memory (LTM),
the Composing Processes, the Task Environment.

The first of these, the Long-term Memory, is the stored
content, personal and academic, a writer brings to the
writing task or assignment. LTM, for example, can consist
of such learned strategies as brainstorming for ideas,

outlining for organization, and rereading for mistakes. It

21




Task Environment Component

Composing Long-term

Processes Memory

Component Component
Figure 1

Writing Process Model

also includes knowledge that has become internalized, e.g.
personal writing style, writing schemas, etc. In the case
of ES/FL writers, much of this knowledge was probably
acquired in alanguageother than English. Much of thelL2
composing research designed to investigate transfer
(Chelada, 1981; Lay, 1982; Jones, 1982, 1983a, 1983b)
attempts to determine whether skills acquired in the first
language are also present in the second language.

The second constituent of the Writing Process Model is
the Composing Processes Component which includes both major
processes and related subprocesses. The three major compo-
sing processes are planning, transcribing, and reviewing
(see Figure 2). According to Hayes and Flower {(1980), the
first of these processes, planning, involves the subproces-

ses of generating ideas, organizing ideas, and setting
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goals. These subprocesses can occur at any time during the
writing process but typically predominate during the initi;I
production of text. The planning process is also a method
for controlling the many constraints imposed on the writer.
Flower and Hayes (1981) suggest that this process consists
of the interaction of plans for generating ideas and plans
for producing text. A writer can use the planning process
to control the writing process so as not to become overbur-
dened with too many concerns.

During what has been referred to as the transcribing
process (Nold, 1982), a writer takes inchoate ideas and
transforms them into written English sentences. This cogni-
tiveactivity involves the subprocess of assigning linguis-
tic representations to the mental concepts formulated as a
result of the planning process. The writer uses content
from his/her LTM-~-gemantics, syntax, orthographics--to
accomplish this. It is not uncommon to have the planning
and transcribing processes alternating back and forth, the
former inducing and developing ideas, insights, and memories
with the latter providing the necessary script in accordance
with the linear text format of conventional English syntax.

A second subprocess of transcribing is that of transla-

ting ideas, either inchoate ones or those that have already

been assigned linguistic representations. The subprocess of
translating is, of course, an option that only second or

multilanguage speakers can utilize since only they are
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capable of recoding ideas from one language to another.
Although translating is an option available to L2 writers,
Its use requires additional processing time which may slow
down or even inhibit the writing process. Consequently,
better writers may find themselves relying on it to a lesser
and lesser extent as their writing ability improves.

For the competent writer, transcription is fairly
straight-forward since such a writer has developed a rather
flexible syntactic network, acquired a wide lexical reper-
toire, and mastered the orthographic system. This IS not
the case for less skilled ES/FL writers or unskilled native
writers. For both of them, the transcribing process can
slow down their efforts to express themselves by forcing
them to devote additional processing time to language con-
siderations. ES/FL writers must also contend with an addi-
tional process, that of translating, which can affect the
transcribing process.

The third major composing process is that of reviewing.
It consists of two related but distinct subprocesses:
crystallizing and evaluating. Both of these subprocesses
involve rereading previously written script but for somewhat
different purposes. The crystallizing process (Wiskin,
personal communication) is a process in which writers
reexamine the text produced so far in order to stimulate

further idea generating, organizing, and goal setting. By
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using thisprocess, awriter isabletomotivatethe

~

discovery of additional ideas resulting in further develop-
ment of the content. It often accompanies or complements
the planning and transcribing processes by helping the
writer to discover what to write next.

The second subprocess, evaluating (Nold, 1980), is also
that of reexamination, but this time the writer examines
what has previously been written in order to determine if
improvements are necessary: in other words, a writer checks
to see whether the transcribing process has accurately
approximated the intentions resulting from the planning
process. As a result of evaluating, a writer can improve
the content of the text by attending to surface-related
shortcomings such as correcting usage errors or by clari-
fying ideas through further elaboration.

The evaluating subprocess pertains specifically to
revision in that it triggers what Bridwell (1980) calls
dissonance--the feeling a writer has that something is not
accurately transcribed, does not represent original inten-
tions, or is not the appropriate choice. When a writer
reviews his/her work for dissonance, s/he is attempting to
detect problem areas. Once detection occurs, a writer must -
beableto-identify what the problem isand decideon the
appropriate change. The final step of this activity isto
make the change on paper. Thus, in order to successfully

revise, a writer uses the evaluating subprocess to detect,
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identify, and correct discrepancies (Bartlett, 1982).

Perl (1982) has identified a concept dealing with this
need to evaluate whether assigned language representations
accurately approximate one's ideational intentions. She
calls it retrospective structuring but feels that it is not
necessarily a reflection of writing skill. Instead, she
claimsthat itismorelikely relatedtothe way one has
internalized the writing process. It may result from one's
previous instruction: the kinds of revising skills that were
emphasized at school. |If, for example, grammar was the main
focus of instruction, then it would not be unexpected to
find students overconcerned with grammatical perfection.

If, on the other hand, one was taught how to evaluate ideas
and, when necessary, refine these ideas further, then the
resultwill beawriter who interactsmore so with the
content.

In presenting a model of revision, Nold (1979) defines
revision as the process of retranscription of previously
produced text as well as in-process text production
resulting from a writer's conscious evaluation that modifi-
cations will improve the product. It can occur at any given
point in the writing process, interrupting, and sometimes
pre-empting, other processes. Again though, a writer must
utilize discretion when setting revision prioities for a

writing task. The success of a writing task can depend on
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one's ability to make improvements, so a writer should be N
able to determine the optimal amount of revising necessary
to accomplish the task. Woriters such as those in Perl's
study have not yet learned how best to incorporate revisions
into their work.

I should point out that this interpretation of the
Writing Process Model does not consider revision to be a
process of the Composing Processes Component. Rather, revi-
sion iswhat occurs upon thecompletion of a subprocess of
the review process and the subsequent change in the text.

It begins when the evaluating subprocess is used to detect
and identify points of dissonance in the text, and it typi-
cally endswhenthewriter has made the change on paper
(editing behavior). Since composing processes are by
definition cognitive ones, and since the term revision
includes a physical activity, 1 prefer not to refer to
revision as a composing process. |f the writer is unable to
identify and correct a detected problem, the review process
is aborted. M analysis did not include these incomplete
revisions, examining instead only those revisions that were
successfully performed.

The Composing Processes Component is the operational
apparatus of the Writing Process Model. It depicts the
cognitive activities--the major processes and related

subprocesses—-that interact with L'IM and the Task Environ-

ment. But, more importantly, it also illustrates the
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dynamic nature of the writing process: its recursiveness.
This recursiveness, however, is not necessarily one of lock-
step, process by process cycles or loops. On the contrary,
planning, transcribing, and reviewing can be irregular,
depending on constraints imposed upon the writer by the
third component of the writing process model--the Task
Environment (see Figure 1 again).

Flower and Hayes (1981) consider the Task Environment
to be anything that influences the performance of the task,
including such intangibles as topic, intended audience and
purpose, in addition to the text that a writer has already
produced. The more difficult the Task Environment, the more
likely it is that the writing process will be characterized
by irregular, cyclical patterns as the writer attempts to
overcome any problems imposed by the Task Environment. It
is also the case that if the Task Environment is routine- -
say writing a letter- —thewriting process can be fairly
linear and uni-directional.

Nold has contended that the degree of processing irre-
gularity is a result of psychological constraints inherent
in the cognitive capabilities of the brain. Because each
process requires focal attention and because of the limita-
tion of short-term memory, only one process occurs at a
time, so a skilled writer will alternate from one process to

another in an attempt todeal withthe hurdles imposed by
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internal and external considerations- —-thecognitive limita-
tions of the brain and the Task Environment. Although the
mental processing limitations of an adult probably remain
relatively constant, the Task Environment can obviously
change. Thus, and as the dotted lines in Figure 2 illus-
trate, a writer alternates from one composing process to
another in order to motivate the production of text. Flower
and Hayes contend further that a writer monitors the writing
process by making decisions as to the best use of composing
processes to accommodate the Task Enviroment. Any process
can interrupt another, but it appears to be only the profi-
cient writers who are able to effectively strike a balance
among competing composing processes as well as between these
processes and the constraints of the Task Environment.

In that the writing process accommodates the writing
task and since there are restrictions to the processing
capabilities of the human brain, it is not surprising that
skilled writers find ways to compensate for these con-
straints. Such writers have developed strategies to aid
them in their efforts to overcome these considerations.
Discovering the many ways in which skilled writers have
developed similar and different revision strategies and how
these compare with those of less skilled writers is a major
goal of this study.

Finally, instead of treating revision as the end stage

of a linear stage model, I havetried to present it as an
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interrelated part of the writing process, an activity that
contributes to the dynamic nature of this process by inter-
acting with other processes to improve the final product.
Nor is revision simply a matter of making changes. Rather,
it is much more complex, involving the activities of detec-
tion, identification, and correction. Yet, the key to
understanding the role of revision includes not only what it
consists of but also how writers go about accomplishing this
task. In other words, what are the similarities/differences
of revision strategies of good-and poor L1/L2 writers? Wha
types of revision predominate during the writing process?
When do they occur? These questions are but a few of the
areas in need of further research. Although first language
research has been fruitful during the |last decade, precious
littl e work has been doneinthefield of TES/FL. Sowithin
the context of the Writing Process Model, the study on which
thisthesis is based reportsontheroleof revisionfor L2

writers.
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CHAPTER III

STUDY DESGN

Although this study is not a replication of Bridwell's,

it looks at some of the same phenomena. In particular,

Bridwell's study was designed to investigate three areas of

interest: what twelfth graders do when they revise, the

differences between the patterns of more successful and less
successful writers, and how these patterns relate to the

evolving theory of the writing process (1980).

Purpose

The primary purpose of this descriptive analysis of L2
writers was to observe the revision strategies of five

subjects and report on how they were similar and different.

O specific interest were the following: at what points in
the writing process revisions occurred, the quantity and

quality of these revisions, and how reading was related to
making revisions. Of more general interest to us was the

relationship of L2 revision strategies to the emerging

writing process paradigm. The research questions of the

study are provided below:

1 What are the general characteristics of the revision

strategies of L2 writers.

2 What are the associations between the whats and whens
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of revision and the rated quality of the essays?
3. What roledoes reading play inthereview process and
how doesthisrolerelatetotheratedquality of the

essays?
Participants

The five participants studied were all L2 writers.
They were initially selected and grouped as less skilled and
more skilled. Levels were predetermined so that it would be
possible to examine revision strategies from a developmental
perspective. The writers' ES backgrounds were diverse; two
of them (the least skilled) had been in the US for only a
short timewhilethe two competent writers had been in the
U. S for over a year--one for nearly twenty years. The
fifth writer, whose essay was rated qualitatively better
thanthe least skilled writers' but not asgood asthe
competent writers', was in the second year of her undergra-
duate degree program at an American university. Table 1,
which is provided below, shows each writer's nationality,
age, time in US and amount of ES/FL educational experi-
ence. It is apparent from the table that the three least
skilled writers were considerably younger than the two best
writers. 1t is also the case that four of the five parti-
cipants were Asian with the fifth from Europe. Additional
information about the writers is provided in Chapter Four at

the beginning of each case study sections.
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Table 1

Background Information of the Five' Subjects

Name Nationality Age Time/U.S. L2 Education
Jeong K i Korean 22 2 weeks 8 years
Winako M arshallese 18 2 weeks 12 years
Shao Chinese (HK) 20 2 years 14 years
Meili Chinese (PRC) 32 2 years 10 years
Andrea Hungarian 44 2 years 14 years

I had originally expected to have separate groups of
unskilled and skilled writers. But after having the essays
rated, i1t was apparent that one of the writers wrote an
essay that was between the rated quality of the two groups.
This unexpected occurrence was fortunate for it provided a
developmental perspective of revision strategies allowing ny
analysis to focus on how revision strategies of unskilled
writers differed from those of the semi-skilled and skilled
writers. The ES. Composition Profile developed by Jacobs,
et al. (1981) was used to rate the essays. Three ESL
writing instructors rated each essay using this profile.
The raters' scores were averaged together and clearly depict
developmental differences. Based on the evaluations of
their essays, writers #1 and #2 were considered to be
unskilled, #3 semiskilled and #4 and #5 skilled.

Writer #1--66
Writer $#2--67
Writer t3--82

Writer #4--90
Writer #5--93
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Writing Assignment

The writing assignment consisted of a single topic in
paragraph form. The topic (provided below) was chosen
because 1) it could have been a "typical" academic assign-
ment for an undergraduate course--say sociology; 2) the
topic content lent itself to an experience each writer had

had or was in the process of experiencing. Consequently,

even the least skilled writers would be able to draw on the
personal experience of adapting to a new environment.

After arriving in the US, foreign students
usually experience problems adapting to the new envi-
ronment. This is understandable since the language and
culture are often quite different. Write an essay
directed at newly arrived foreign students. Tell them
what to expect and offer suggestions as to the cultural
and language problems they will most likely encounter
in the US
There are a number of writing assignment variables that

can influence writing performance. These variables include
the writing context, format, directions, cognitive demands,
affective demands, and linguistic demands (Greenberg, 1982). l
It is certainly preferable to control these as much as

possible, which is what I tried to do. Although the writers

knew this was an experiment, indicators of both audience and
purpose were built into the directions. Rhetorical skills
and syntactic/semantic proficiency, of course, could not be
controlled and depended on the developmental |level of each
writer. Finally, the participants were told that their

essays would be graded in terms of clarity, cohesiveness,
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and coherence. Final drafts of all fivewriters can be ™

found in Appendix A

Procedures

In order to accurately uncover revision strategies that
occurred during the writing of the drafts, video-taping the
participants from just after a prewriting activity to the

end of the second draft was considered to be the most fea-

sible way to gather the writing behaviors that aided the

progression of text. Taping procedures involved a two-
camera arrangement-—one camera aimed at the participant's
paper and the other positioned in such away astogive a

frontal view of the writer's face and hand movements. The

resulting video-tape consisted of a split- screen picture
with thewrittenscriptontheleft sideofthe screenand
the participant on the right.

There was a two-hour time limit imposed upon the
writers. This was unfortunate but necessary because of
resource limitations. In that there was a time restriction,
the writing situation could be considered to be an in-class
assignment. Yet, two hours was also believed to be lengthy
enough for the writers to make the kinds of changes that
would reveal their revision strategies. |t was suggested to

the participants that they use the two hours in such a way

astoallow sufficienttimetowriteafirst and second
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draft. Although two drafts were required, there was no
requirement on the number of revisions nor was there a
minimum or maximum | imit set on the number of words or
paragraphs. Thus the writers were expected to manage their
time in any way necessary to accomplish the writing task.

Prior to beginning to write and after reading the
assignment, each writer watched a twenty-five minute taped
lecture on the psychological and sociological aspects of
adaptation/assimilation to a new culture. The lecture tape
was used as a prewriting heuristic to introduce the writers
to the topic area. This was expected to aid idea generation
thereby cutting down on the time required for prewriting
considerations.

An explanation of three procedural restrictions
preceded the filming. These restrictions may have affected
the naturalness of the writing process, but probably not in
a major way. The three were:

1 Writers cbuld not move the paper on which they were
writing.

2. When rereading any segments of the text, writers were
asked to use their pens to follow the script.

3. When making changes, writers were asked to indicate

verbally but briefly why they made them.

The first two restrictions were mechanical actions

which were not expected to interfere greatly with the
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natural flow of the writing. The first restriction was

~,

necessary because of the placement of one of the cameras.

In order to keep thewritten script within the view of this
camera, it was necessary that the paper not be moved about.
The second restriction was needed to help ascertain whether
the writer was reading or pausing. In a pilot study by the
researcher (Heuring, 1983), there was difficulty determining
whether the writer was actually reading or just staring at
the paper. To alleviate this problem, writers were simply
asked to follow the script with their pens when reading.

The third restriction, which was not really a restric-
tion because it was optional, dealt with a somewhat contro-
versial issue in composing research experiments; that iIs,
whether think aloud protocols interfere with the natural
process of composing. Some researchers use them (Flower and
Hayes, 1977; Jones, 1982, 1983a, 1983b; Gaskill, 1983; Mat-
suhashi, 1982) and, the reasons they find them effective
were discussed in a previous chapter. M temporal analysis
of L2 writers involved the identification of writing behav-
lorsas they related torevising, and most of thetime these
behaviors could be documented without much difficulty. |
decided, however, to use a limited form of the think-aloud
procedures to aid ny analysis of revision types. For exam-
ple, in the event of ambiguous revisions, think-aloud proto-
cols might provide additional clues making i1t possible to

determine the revision type. Thus, subjects were asked to
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explain verbally, if possible, why they made changes in
order to provide additional data to help confirm whether a
change was surface or meaning related. As it turned out,
only the two skilled writers were able to think aloud and
then for lessthan 50%of their changes; nor were the expla-
nations of much help since they were usually rather general.
So the think aloudprocedurewasnota fruitful source of

data and did not play amajor role in the data analysis.
Method of Analysis

The design of this study produced two kinds of data: a
process protocol of writing behaviors and product-derived
tables of the quantity, quality, and syntactic complexity of
the revisions. The process protocol came from the video-
tape and consisted of writing behaviors that had been noted,
quantified, and analyzed for similarities and differences.
The product tables were derived from an analysis of the
revisions that the participants made and consisted of revi-
sions that occurred on paper during the writing of the first
and second drafts as well as those revisions made mentally
when rewriting. The reason for having both process and
product data was not only to provide insight into the types
of revisions that occurred but also to determine how the
participants differed in revision strategies. These strate-

gies could best be uncovered by finding relationships
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between 1) the number of revisions, 2) whether they were
surface related or meaning changes, 3) the length of these'-
changes and 4) the writing behaviors that characterized
these revisions.

Beeps at five second intervals were later recorded onto
the video-tape in order to facilitate the extraction of
writing behaviors. | adaptated Perl's writing behavior
system (1979) to code these behaviors. It was necessary to
modify her coding system because it was designed for a study
of LI writers and needed to be refined somewhat to aid in
the identification of writing behaviors related specifically
to revision strategies. In particular, since reading Is an
activity used to detect dissonance--the points in the
writing process where a writer senses the need for improve-
ment--modifying Perl's code made it possible to account for
additional, more revealing, reading behaviors that contri-
buted to making changes. The adapted coding system consists
of the maor writing behaviors of Writing, Readingr Pausing,
and Editing with these divided into subcategories. The code
is provided below along with a brief explanation of each
behavior.

Writi
W--instances of actual writing where script is being pro-

duced on paper in spurts of at |least 3-4 seconds.

Pausing
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Po-generally considered to be times when the writer is
pausing for extraneous reasons such as shuffling
papers, getting a new sheet of paper, etc.

Pc-moments of scribal inactivity reflecting times when
the writer is engaged in cognitive planning, decision
making, or reviewing activities.

Reading

Rd-reading the first draft in order to recopy or rewrite a
second draft.

Ra-reading segments from the draft the writer is working
on, with segments ranging from just a few words or
sentences to paragraphs.

Rw-reading the entire draft following the completion of
the essay.

Ro-reading other materials primarily notes or a prewriting
outline.

Editi

E- -physically making a change in the text.

The identification, quantification, and examination of

writing behaviors within the context of the writing process
was necessary to shed light on the "whens" of revision.
Discovering when revisions occurred, revealed points at
which writers felt dissonance between the generated texts
and the intended meanings. The process protocol makes it

convenient to pinpoint what revisions were prevalent during
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the writing of the first and second drafts- -performance
revisions--and also those that occurred in the writer's
head- -between draft revisions. Besides these macro seg-
ments# a process protocol can al so be used to look at micro
segments, e.g. identifying writing behaviors that typically
occur immediately prior to a revision. However, | decided
not to examine micro segments because such an analysis would
have required further elaboration of the coding system
resulting in an analysis even more complicated than the one
| used.

Writing behaviors are considered to be indicators of
corresponding processing activities- -composing processes.
Certain reading behaviors, for example, appear to correspond
to the reviewing process and more specifically to revision
strategies. Pausing behaviors during the second draft of
the writing process likewise tell us that the writer iIs
engaging in activities related to improving the text. An
analysis of such behaviors allows us to learn more about
composing processes and how they interrelate and interact
with one another to produce written text.

In particular, behaviors to which 1 specifically attri-
buted revision-related properties to were certain pausing
and reading behaviors. Pausing (Pc) occurring during the
second draft production reflected moments of evaluation as
did second draft reading behaviors (Ra, Rd, Rw). These

specific behaviors formed the basis for ny analysis of
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revision-related strategies. Descriptions of individual
behavior characteristics as well as comparisons with the
behaviors of other writers, resulted in a behavioral account
of the different and developmentally revealing ways in which
these writers used the review process to help them improve
on the written representation of their ideas.

The use of writing behaviors to infer composing
processes has one obvious shortcoming. It is not always
possible to be sure that a particular writing behavior
represents the concurrent composing process. For example
the pc behavior is considered to be an interval of pausing
where pausing is related to contemplating an idea. However,
without think-aloud protocols, it isdifficult to determine
whether this period is for idea generation or for such non-
essay matters as daydreaming. Since this study had a two-
hour time limitation, it is unlikely that there was enough
time to daydream. Nevertheless, this inability to be able
to distinguish between pausing types could greatly affect
studies of longer duration.

The writing behavior protocol gives a rough indication
of the amountoftimeawriter devotesto reviewingr but it
does not show the extent to which revisions influenced the
outcome of the final product. However, the product analysis
of thisstudy isdesigned tomake this possible by showing

the distribution of various revision types at different
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stages of the writing process. It is divided into two
analyses. The first analysis issimilar to the classifica-~
tion of revision changes developed by Faigley and Witte

(1981). Their schema (see Figure 3 below) distinguishes

Total Revisions

/\

Surfa Changes Text-based Changes

Formal Mng-Pre Micro Macro
Changes Changes Changes Changes
Figure 3

Faigley and witte's Classification of Revisions, 1981

between revisions that change meaning and those that do not
by breaking them into two general groups or types (surface
vs text-based). Each of these revision types is again
divided into two subgroups: 1) formal and meaning- preserving
changes, and 2) micro and macro changes. Formal changes
were those involving syntax or other writing conventions
(punctuation, spelling, etc.). The three other revision
types were semantic-related changes, but with a rather dis-
tinctive difference. Meaning-preserving revisions dealt
with improvements that did not significantly alter the mean-
ing; thus, they are grouped under Surface changes. Micro
and macro text- based changes, on the other hand, affected

the initial intent by changing the meaning. |In order to be
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a text- based change, the improvement could not have been
inferred from the original choice. Examples of each revi-
sion type are provided in Appendix B. An analysis using
this taxonomy makes it possible to determine to what degree
awriter is using revision to qualitatively improve or
change the text.

The taxonomy also looks at revisions in terms of opera-
tions, e.g. additions, deletions, permutations etc., and
although these were initially part of ny analysis, 1 decided
not to include them in the findings primarily because they
made ny analysis unwieldy, and also because there did not
appear to be significant results to report.

Instead, | analyzed revision units based on syntactic
complexity. This analysis formed the second part of the
product data and consisted of a breakdown of the revisions
Iinto syntactic units. This method was borrowed Bridwell's
study in order to show how the syntactic complexity of
revisions corresponded with writing level proficiency. The
revisions were examined for linguistic length: lexical,
phrasal, clausal, sentential and multi- sentential units. By
identifying syntactic lengths, 1 hoped to see how the syn-
tactic complexity of revisions differed at each stage of the
writing process as well as how they differed between wri-
ters, thereby revealing the degree to which syntactic com-
plexity of revisions correlated with developmental levels.

Of special noteistheway inwhich revisions are
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presented on the product tables. There are two computations_.
for each revision type: a raw score and a percentage. The
raw score represents the writer's total number of revisions
for each revision type. This gives an approximation of each
writer's emphasis on revision within the context of that
individual's writing process. However, this raw score can
notaccuratel ybecomparedtothoseofthe other writersin
the study because of essay length differences. 8o, it was
necessary to standardize these scores in order to make them
comparable. This was accomplished by determining howv many
revisions of each type occurred per 1000 words (tabulated
from the final drafts only) and then computing percentages
for each. Consequently, percentages are comparable between
writers, but raw scores are not.

The product tables show revisions in stages of draft
production: Stage A (in-process draft one), Stage B (between
drafts), and Stage C (in-process draft two). By comparing
revisions in stages, | expected to learn what revision
strategies were used when ny participants had different
composing priorities; that is, whether Stage A revisions
reflected changes made within the context of idea genera-
tion# whether changes made between drafts showed mental
adjustments of these ideas, and finally whether Stage C
revisions reflected changes in revising priorities to accom-

modate the reprocessing of Stage A ideas.
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The inclusion of both process and product data for this
study aided the clarification of two kinds of information.
The process protocol looked at when revisions took place and
the writing behaviors that reflected revision strategies
whereas the product analysis showed quantitative and quali-
tative characteristics of the revisions. Writing behaviors,
revision types and the complexity of these revisions are
presented in the case study section of the next chapter. In
the discussion that follows in Chapter Five, comparisons of
similarities and differences of the five writers are
presented.

Determining the reliability of the process protocol and
the product data required the training of an outside veri-
fier to determine a measure of agreement with ny findings.
This required separate verifications: one for the process
protocol and the other for the product data. Each verifica-
tion conformed with the quidelines suggested by Frick and
Semmel (1978).

A total of fifty one minute segments, about nine per-
cent of the total, were randomly selected from the process
protocols of ny five participants. A colleague of mine
observed these segments and recoded the writing behaviors
using the same criterion as the initial analysis. The two
analyses were then compared for percent of agreement. O a
total of 600 observed behaviors, the second rater agreed

with 567 of them for a 945 percent agreement. However,
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when recomputing observed and expected codes that account -
for categorical differences {Cohen's Kappa), the rate of
agreement was even higher--0.97. Such a high degree of
agreement was expected since the behaviors involved are
usually easily identified.

The product data was reanalyzed in a similar fashion
but by a different person. Ninety-nine revisions or about
twenty percent of the total number of revisions on all
drafts were randomly selected from the three stages of all
five essays. Another colleague of mine, who has had exten-
sive experience working with the revision problems of L2
writers? was specially trained to detect and identify the
revisions using the same criterion that | had used. Again,
observed and expected ratings were computed according to
Frick and Semme. Interrater agreement was 088 (Cohen's
Kappa). This is considered to be sufficient to validate ny
initial findings.

The design of this study was tailored to facilitate the
identification and analysis of the revision strategies of
less skilled and more skilled ESL writers. Through the
examination of both the processof writing aswell asthe
product of writing? it was possible to discover similarities
and differences between the revision strategies of the
writers. As a result of this examination? it is clear to

see, atleast in the case of ny writers? how ESL writers
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perceive the role of revision and how this perception aids

in the production and improvement of their 'essays.
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CHAPTER |V
FIVE CAE STUDIES

The subjects of the first two case studies in this
chapter are the two unskilled writers. The subject of the
third case study is the semi-skilled writer and of the
fourth and fifth the two skilled writers. Each case study
section begins with background information and general com-
ments about the content and quality of the subject's essay.
The Writing Behavior Protocol is presented next, with the

product (revision) data summarized immediately after the

protocol. The essays are presented in Appendix A
Case Study # 1

Jeong Ki is a twenty-three year old Korean student.
She is enrolled in a graduate level nursing program at the
University of Hawaii. At the time of the study, she had
been in the U.8. less than a month, so her English instruc-
tion had been conducted exclusively in an EFA setting.
Besides having had virtually no exposure to native English
input other than grammar translation textbooks, her previous
writing practice had been used primarily to reinforce her
oral skills. So it wes expected that Jeong Ki would have
difficulty writing an expository essay since it was a task
she had never done before.

Part of her essay waswritteninanarrativegenre and
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consisted of a chronological account of past experiences.
At various points in the narrative, she interspersed des-
criptive illustrations which gave support to her main theme.
Yet, there were no instances of abstracting. The essay was
written in a reportive manner, and even though the writer's
message was expressed in a simple straight forward manner,
her meanings were often obscured as a result of numerous
grammar errors and poorly expressed ideas.

Table 2 is divided into two sections--the writing
behavior protocol and the product analysis. A look at the
first section (2A) shows the behaviors that characterized
Jeong Ki's actions during the writing of her essay from the
time she began thinking about the writing task until she had
completed her essay. It partial evidence of her rather

limited experience with academic English.

Table 2A

Jeong Ki's Writing Behavior Protocol

1st Draft 2nd Draft Totals
W 30.10 29.05 59.15
Po 1.50* 1.10* 3.00*
Pc 26.25 12.551 39.20
Rd - 15.00—27.55 15.00
Ro 1.20* - 1.20*
Ra 0 0 0
Rw 0 0 0]
E .55% 0 .55%*
Totals 60.40 57.20 118.00

® not used in the analysis
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During the progress of the first draft, Jeong Ki spent
30.10 minutes actually writing (W) and about 26.25 minutes”
pausing {Pc). Jeong Ki did not have many revisions on her
first draft, so these writing/pausing times can be consid-
ered to be rough approximations of the amount of time needed
to formulate and construct written discourse for her origi-
nal ideational intentions. This corresponds with her second
draft behaviors where she again spent 29.05 minutes writing
and 27.55 minutes pausing/reading (Pc and RJd are lumped
together because they are both activities a writer can use
alternatively to review a first draft for rewriting). These
first and second draft pausing/reading times are almost
equal indicating that Jeong Ki probably devoted about equal
time to generating her original ideas and reviewing them for
improvements. However, Jeong Ki demonstrated rather limited
L2 revising capabilities since both drafts have essentially
the sane ideas. |In other words, she needed nearly the same
amount of processing time for planning and transcribing as
she did for reviewing. This is significant since there was
practically no difference in the content of the two drafts.
This finding suggests that although she devoted substantial
processing time to reviewing, she did not use this time to
alter the content of her essay muchbeyondthe scope of her
original ideas. Even though she used her second draft for
improvements, most of her time was apparently spent on

changes within the context of what had been written the
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first time.

Jeong Ki's limited L2 writing ability isalso illus-
trated by the absence of any in-process reading behaviors.
There were no instances of reading either while writing (Ra)
or after completion of the drafts (Rw). A lack of such
reading behaviors suggests that Jeong Ki did most of her
reviewing at only one stage of the writing process--between
drafts. 1t is not unusual then that there were so few
second draft content changes. Jeong Ki's primary concern was
with getting the meaning down the first time. She did not
go back to evaluate her text while writing perhaps because
she needed to reserve her processing time for another prio-
rity--planning and transcribing her original ’ideas. She
l[imited her reviewing and revising to a point when other
processes were no longer the main focus. Her improvements,
inthisrespect, wererelegatedtothefinal stage of what
was essentially a two stage writing process: write/recopy.

In addition to Jeong Ki's restricted writing behaviors,
an analysis of her revisions (Table 2B) shows that her
abilitytorevise extensively was also limited. O a total
of seventy-four revisions, only ten involved meaning changes
and thesewere al | at themicro level. Thiswould seemto
confirm that Jeong Ki had difficulty changing or developing
her ideas. Eighty-six per cent of her total changes were

surface revisions: 62% meaning-preserving and 24% grammar
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Table 2B

Jeong Ki's Total Revisions
74 (73/1000)

Surface Text-based
64 (86%) 10 (14%)
Formal Mng-Pre Micro Macro
18 (24%) 46 (62%) 10 (14%) 0
Stage
A 7 2 0 0 L/p*
15% 1 1 0 0 C/s*
B 9 30 4 0 L/P
85% 1 13 6 0 C/S
C 0 0 0 0 L/P
0% 0 0 0 0 C/S

* L/P= Lexical/Phrasal

* C/S= Clausal/Sentential

related with 85% of these surface changes occurring at Stage
B (between drafts). Since most of her changes occurred
during this stage, ny contention that she was unable to make
substantial changes while writing because of processing
limitations is further substantiated. Of additional
interest isthefact that therewere no changes at al |
during the writing of the second draft (Stage C). The
writer was clearly overconcerned with the extent to which
the first draft accurately expressed her original intentions
and this overconcern most likely affected her ability to
develop her ideas further. This is evidenced by her lack of
second draft elaboration and her very limited reading

behaviors--her main concern seemed to be on correcting or
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refining but not changing her first draft content.

O Jeong Ki's revisions, 24% were formal changes, pri-
marily grammar concerns. This is probably a reflection of
her previous training. Yet, even though nearly one fourth
of her changes were grammar improvements, her final draft
still had numerous grammar errors attesting to her inability
to detect form-related inadequacies

The process/product data presented above reveals an
inexperienced L2 writer: one who used the review process
primarily for surface-related considerations.. Jeong K i
limited her revising to a stage in the writing process when
other composing processes were no longer the main focus.

For Jeong Ki theroleof revisionwas not an integral part
of the writing process; rather, it was typically a cleaning
up or polishing activity, a technique for clarifying but not
significantly elaborating or changing ideas. Nor was her
review process able to help her substantially locate and
correct grammar shortcomings. Thus, not only were revisions
limited in qualitative scope, but since they occurred pri-
marily during Stage B, they were accorded a secondary,

subservient role to other writing priorities.’
Case Study % 2

The participant of the second case study, Winako, was

in many respects similar to Jeong Ki. Since she had only
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recently arrived in the US from the Marshall Islands, all
of her English education had been in an EAL setting. She )
also was a nursing student, but at the undergraduate level.
He previous English instruction in the Marshalls was grea-
ter than Jeong Ki's (twelveyears as compared to eight
years) and had been more intensive. Winako had been taught
by Americans and had received diversified forms of instruc-
tion in grammar, sentence combining and writing formats for
essays, e.g. introductions and conclusions, paragraphing,
etc.

Yet, Winako's and Jeong Ki's essays were rated similar
in quality, and in only one area did Winako's essay reflect
her greater exposure to English. This was in her grammar
usage where she had considerably fewer syntactical errors in
her final draft. Like Jeong Ki, she was unable to address
the topic in an expository genre. Her essay was written as
a narrative with just a few instances of sentence abstrac-
tion. These abstracted sections were rather simply written
(topic sentence * illustration), but the fact that she used
them is probably a result of her previous writing instruc-
tion. She later confirmed this in a post-writing interview.
A major difference in Winako's work was that her final draft
had 240 fewer words than Jeong Ki did, which might at |east
partially explain her similar rating. A look at Winako's
Writing Behavior Protocol (Table 3A) reveals a writer who

was apparently preoccupied with perfection. The pausing
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behavior total in Table 3 showsthat shespentatotal of

69.15 minutes pausing compared to 32.50 minutes writing ({(W}.

Table 3A

Winako's Writing Behavior Protocol

1st Draft 2nd Draft Totals
] 14.45 18.00 32.50
FO 1.15%* 1.55* 3.10*
RC 42.39 26.36 69.15
Rd - 5.10 1.46 5.10
Ro 1.45% - 1.45*
Ra 1.10 1.45 2.55
Rw 0 0 0
E 1.25%* 1.25* 2.50%*
Totals 62.55 55.00 117 .55

*not used in the analysis

Clearly, such a high degree of pausing indicates that she
needed al ot of timetotranscribe her ideasand to review
her text. Perhaps, this disparity between pausing and
writing behaviors explains why her essay had few syntactic
inconsistencies. She was obviously preoccupied with the
accuracy of her written work and contemplated each choice
she made.

Besides the significant disparity between Winako's
writing and pausing behavior times, there are indications of
other differences between her first and second draft pausing
behaviors. She paused (pc) 4239 minutes during draft one.
This seems to be an excessive amount of time, especially

when it is compared with Jeong Ri's pausing behaviors and
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seems characteristic of a writer who is preoccupied with the
planning process. Extensive pausing iS again the case Wit-h
the second draft where Winako devoted 3146 minutes to this
activity (Pc and Rd behaviors). This means that nearly half
of her total pausing time was devoted to reviewing which is
considerably more than Jeong Ki had and indicative of a
writer intent on reviewing to correct and/or improve the
first draft content. Since Winako spent so much time
pausing, it is not surprising that she wrote only 780 words.
Yet her final product does not matchwhat one might expect
from so much consideration and reflection.

One of Winako's reading behaviors also shows her
concern for planning and reviewing. She spent 255 minutes
reading (Ra) which is significant since this is a behavior
that usually occurs in short spurts~--often just the reading
of a few words or a previous sentence or two. O this
behavior, 1.10 minutes, occurred during the first draft,
which represents a good deal of reviewing to crystallize or
evaluate ideas. In that Winako also had 145 minutes of
second draft reading, i1t is apparent that short segment
reading was used as a revision strategy to aid her reviewing
process. Thus, she demonstrated a more advanced |evel of
revision sophistication than Jeong ki did.

Winako's actual revisions (Table 3B) provide evidence
that the considerable amount of time she spent on reviewing

does not seem to have substantially changed her essay. Only
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nine of eighty-three revisions (11%ayere text-based, and
these were at the micro level. Since Winako only wrote 780

words, her average number of revisions per 1000 words is

Table 3B

Winako's Total Revisions
83 {106/1000)

Surface Text-based
74 (89%) 9 (11°0)
Formal Mng-Pre Micro Macro
26 (31%) 48 (58%) 9 (11°2%0) 0
Stage
A 7 8 1 0 L/p*
20% o 1 0 0 C/s*
B 7 19 0 0 L/P
47% 0 9 4 0 C/S
o 12 7 0 0 L/P
33% 0 4 4 0 ¢/s

* 1/P= Lexical/Phrasal

* C/S= Clausal/Sentential

106--a substantial revising effort. Yet, the majority of
her changes (89%)were meaning-preserving or grammar
related. Winako was even more grammar conscious than Jeong
Ki since over 30%of her revisions were for grammar incon-
sistencies compared with Jeong Ki's 24%. Winako's use of
the review process to make revisions is more evenly distri-
buted than Jeong Ki's, She was able to make changes both
in-process as well as between drafts. Forty-seven per cent

of her changes occurred between drafts, but she also made
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20%and 33%o0f her changeswhilewriting draft one and two._
respectively.

For Jeong Ki, most of her Stage A revisions were used
primarily to aid her planning and transcribing processes.
During this stage she made ten changes (20%}, and all but
one of these were lexical or phrasal. Not surprisingly,
revisions occurring when the review process is the major
objective (80%during Stages B and C) greatly outnumber
those of Stage A Yet Winako did not actually broaden the
qualitative scope of her revisions. The nine text-based
revisions consisted of changes in a rewritten version of her
conclusion and did not change the gist of the text. Thus,
Winako had a large number of revisions when she focussed on
revising, but she still restricted most of her changes to
surface related concerns with a high percentage of these
considerations related to form.

For Winako, revising was a major activity, one that she
used throughout the writing process. It may be the case
that she placed too much emphasis on revising, and that this
slowed down her ability to manage other processes. Such an
overconcern for perfection probably explains why she wrote
so few words. Yet, since she devoted so much time to
revising, one might expect that there would be major differ-
ences between her first and second drafts. This was not the
case, however, as her changes were numerous but not qualita-

tively significant. Thus, the amount of time spent on
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revising had no correlation with qualitative improvement.

Winako's revising strategies probably are a result of
her previous English instruction. He concern £dr grammar
and surface- preserving improvements at the expense of text-
based changes are perhaps indications of syntactic and for-
mat preoccupations instilled in her from earlier instruc-
tion. Although Winako made alot of revisionsand seemsto
understand that revising is a useful writing skill, she has
not yet broadened her scope of revision strategies to in-
clude reviewing to promote further idea development or dis-
covering new ideas.

In addition, her overemphasis on revising may have
adversely affected her ability to plan and transcribe her
original intentions by slowing down her processing capabili-
ties. Her reviewing process inhibited other composing pro-
cesses and did not significantly result in much qualitative

improvement of her second draft.
Case Study & 3

The participant of the third case study, Shao, was from
Hong Kong. The rated quality of her essay was considerably
higher than that of the previous two writers. Shao had had
more experience with English than either Jeong Ki or Winako.
In addition to having been in the US for over a year, she

had al so taken remedial writing courses at the University of
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Hawaii, with her most recent courses focussing on writing as
a process of developing and improving ideas.

It is not surprising then that her paper was judged
qualitatively better than the first two writers'. Her final
draft was clearly a thoughtful and well-organized expression
of her ideas. It had a clearly written introduction and
conclusion and a coherently developed theme. Shao wrote
rather informally, referring to her owm experiences to
illustrate her points. She also wrote more words in less
time than the less skilled writers, but her essay still
contained a few grammar errors.

Shao's Writing Behavior Protocol from Table 4A shows
that her behavioral patterns were fairly consistent. Her
balanced behaviors suggest that she was able to adjust her
writing priorities to accommodate the writing task. Shao's

writing behavior (W) for drafts one and two were nearly

Table 4A

Shao's Writing Behavior Protocol

1st Draft 2nd Draft Totals
W 24.20 23.20 47 .40
Po .30%* 1.25* 1.55%*
PC 27.39 2.45 30,2
Rd - X 14.15 14.1 44,35
Ro 11.30—39.09 1] 11.30
Ra 3.20 .35 3.55
Rw 0 0 0
E 1.325* +40%* : 2.15%*
Totals 68.50 43,00 - 111.50 -

® not used in the analysis
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identical--24.20 and 2320 respectively. ' Shao's writing
behavior totals (W} are only slightly greater than her
pausing/reading totals (4740 vs 44.35). This indicates
that she spent about equal time writing as she did planning
and reviewing her ideas.

Short-term reading (Ra) was used considerably more on
the first draft than on the second draft, 320 vs .35 which
might suggest that she needed to employ the subprocess of
crystallizing rather than evaluating during draft one. She
had a rather high incidence of the reading other materials
behavior (Ro), but this simply means that she did some of
her contemplating with her eyes on the notes. Shao did not
bother to reread either her first or second draft (Rw), this
in spite of the fact that she finished her second draft with
over eight minutes remaining of her two-hour total. So it
is perhaps the case that she used reading asa review stra-
tegy for sentence level concerns but not for larger chunks
of discourse i.e. paragraphs, essay--relying on reading to
aid her crystallizing process.

OF additional interest is the total amount of time
spent on each draft. Draft one took 6850 minutes but draft
two only 43 minutes, apparently because Shao needed more
time to formulate her ideas than she did to review them.
This is further substantiated by the 39.09 minutes (Pc and

Ro) devoted to first draft contemplating as opposed to 17
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minutes (Pc and Rd) for the second draft. Shao spent more
time producing text than reviewing it and -was apparently
satisfied with the content of her final draft since she
finished her work with additional time remaining.

Section B of Table 4 provides further indications of
Shao's somewhat advanced but not yet extensively developed
ability to improve her text. Shao had a wide range of
revision types, evidence that she was able to make qualita-
tive improvements as well as mechanical ones. Over 30% of

Shao's revisions dealt with meaning changes including one

Table 4B

Shao's Total Revisions
92 (81/1000)

Surface Text-based
63 (68%) 29 (32%)
Formal Mng-Pre Micro Macro
12 (12%) 51 (56%) 28 (31%) 1 (1%)
Stage
A 5 12 1 0 L/P*
21% 0 2 0 ¢ C/s*
B 5 26 20 1 Ln/p
71% 0 5 8 0 C/S
C 2 5 0 0 L/P
8% 0 1 0 0 C/s
*

L/P= Lexical/ Phrasal

* ¢/s= Clausal/ Sentential

at the macro level, but many of these changes were limited
in syntactic environments. That is, of Shae's ninety-two

changes, only sixteen were at the clause or sentence level.
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This along with her selective use of reading suggests
further that she focussed on local concerns instead of
global ones. Nevertheless, these concerns were both surface
and text-based and certainly place Shao at a higher profi-
ciency level than the first two writers.

Grammar does not appear to have been an inhibiting
factor for Shao. She made only twelve formal revisions.
The fact that her remedial writing classes deemphasized
syntax in favor of idea generation and development may have
contributed to her tolerance for synatactic inadequacies.

A1l but one of Shao's text-based changes occurred
during the same stage--between drafts. She was not able to
make these meaning changes during in- draft performance--when
the transcribing process was the main focus. Instead, she
apparently reserved her meaning changes for a time when
other processes were less likely to interfere with her
reviewing process. Since only one of these twenty-nine
changes occurred when transcribing was the focus, such a
disparity clearly shows a selective strategy for making
meaning changes. Yet, she has also demonstrated that she
was aware that such changes could qualitatively improve her
first draft.

In addition to twenty-nine text-based changes (32%),
Shao also had fifty-one(56% semantic changes that involved

meaning-preserving clarification or refinement. Again most
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of thesewereat thelexical or phrasal level (43 of 51)
with half of these occurring at Stage B.

Thus, it seemsto be the case that Shao had developed
strategies involving the use of reading to aid the improve-
ments of her text. These improvements consisted of a wide
range of revision types, including those that improved the
quality of her essay. This wide range of changes allowed
her to refine, elaborate, and change her meanings. However,
the review process was not utilized equally during each
stage of the writing process. Shao restricted almost al |
meaning changes and over half of her meaning-preserving
changes to Stage B: a point when shecould give revision her
greatest attention. At other times, though, when other
processes—~-planning, generating, goal setting, and trans-
cribing--were of greater importance, she restricted her
revisions to surface concerns.

In summary, Shao demonstrated revision strategies that
were sophisticated but not yet extensive. She had a sub-
stantial number of revisions of all types that qualitatively
improved her essay. In addition, composing processes which
were inferred from her writing behaviors appeared to be
well-balanced, reflecting a writer capable of adapting her
processes to overcome the constraints of the writing task.
Shaa's revision strategies were lacking only in that she did
not make many syntactically complex changes. It is possible

that she either had not reached this level of revising
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sophistication or had simply decided she did not need such

complex improvements given the time limitation.
Case Study ¢ 4

The participant of the fourth case study, Meili, was an
experienced and competent writer. She had a fairly exten-
sive ES/FL background including ten years as an English
teacher, and two years as a graduate student in the Univer-
sity of Hawaii TESL program. In China, she had occasionally
received instruction from native English instructors. In
short, her English background, consisting of extensive
reading and writing, characterized that of a skilled writer,
one who would be expected to display revision strategies
that were sophisticated and wide-ranging.

The essay Meili wrote was qualitatively superior to
that of any of the three previous participants. Her 1283
word essay addressed the issues in a knowledgeable and
substantive manner. The ideas were clearly stated, well
developed and succinct. Meili's choice of vocabulary
probably reflected her extensive English teaching backround
and certainly contributed to the academic nature of the
essay. Hea constructions were complex with just a few very
minor inconsistencies of syntax. Meili's essay was well-
written, representative of an advanced and experienced

writer and one that provided further insight into the role
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of revision for L2 writers.

Meili behaviors during the writing of her essay iIIusi
trate her control over the writing situation (see Table 53).
He writing behaviors (W) for drafts one and two were prac-
tically identical (30.45 vs 29.00). In addition she spent

roughly the same amount of time pausing on both of her

Table 5A

Meili's Writing Behavior Protocol

1st Draft 2nd Draft Totals
W 30.45 29.00 59.45
PO S5* 1.40* 2.35%
PC 21.1 3.553 25.10
Rd - 5>29.:ao 18.15—22.10 18.15
Ro 8.05 0 8.05
Ra 1.05 «20 1,25
Rw 0 0 0
E 1.05% 1.50%* 2.55%*
Totals 63.10 55.00 118.10

* not used in the analysis

drafts (29.20 vs 22.10). These fairly balanced behaviors
probably resulted from Meile's realization that given the
imposition of a time limitation, she needed to strike a
balance between her planning/transcribing and her reviewing
processes, a balance that would allow for idea production as
well as idea reformulation. Thus, she accorded sufficient
time to both with enough time devoted to the review process
toallow it tobeamajor contributer tothe final product.
For Meile, reading was usedmore so withfirstdraft

production than for second draft reviewing. She gave a
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total of 1.25 minutes to in-draft reading,(Ra). These were
short segments with most of them occurring during Stage A
(1.05) Meile also devoted 805 minutes to first draft
pausing/reading (Ro). These were times when she was contem-
plating her choices. Even though reading was used for
reviewing, she did not reread large passages or the entire
draft. Since she barely finished her essay in time, it is
possible that the time limitation prevented such large- scale
rereading.

In the findings of one of the inexperienced writers,
Winako, it was noted that she devoted a great deal of time
to reviewing. Yet her revisions were not wide-ranging nor
were they influential in improving her original ideas. In
the case of Meili, however, not only did shecommit closeto
half of her pausing time to reviewing, but she also utilized
the review process to make substantial improvements. In
particular, she made quantitatively more and qualitatively
better changes than any of the other writers. A look at
Table 5B shows that Meile, like Winako, was a massive
reviser, making a total of 141 changes (109 per 1000 words).
O this total, a whopping 39% of them were meaning changes
compared with 56% meaning- preserving changes. So Meili
concentrated her improvements both on attaining correct
transcriptions of her original ideas as well as manipulating

these ideas to make them correspond to modifications that
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changed the meanings of her original ideas. Furthermore,
she did not have many formal changes (8). The bulk of her
revisions dealtwith semantic concerns as she weas clearly

focussing on getting her meanings down right.

Table SB

Meili's Total Revisions
141 {109/1000)

Surface Text-based
86 (61%) 55 (39%)
Formal Mng-Pre Micro Macro
8 (5%) 78 (56%) 47 (43%) 8 (5%)
Stage

A 3 23 6 0 L/P*
23% 0 0 0 0 C/s*
B 1 22 15 1l L/P
61% 0 20 20 7 C/s
C 4 13 6 0 L/P
16% 0 0 0 ¢ c/s

* IL/P= Lexical/Phrasal
* C/S= Clausal/Sentential

Of these semantic revisions, 56% were meaning-
preserving with over half of these occurring during Stage B
Of additional noteisthefactthat at StageB, Meili
revised about equally at the lexical/phrasal |level as she
did at the clausal/sentential level. Yet, during Stages A
and C she had no revisions of this syntactic complexity.
This was also the case with Meile's text-based changes where
she again reserved clausal/sentential revisions for the

between draft changes. It may be that since clause and
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sentence structures are syntactically and semantically
complex and since performance changes must pre-empt other
activities, i,e, the transcribing process, Meile apparently
used a strategy where she reserved more complex changes to a
stageinthewriting processwhenshecouldgive them her
greatest attention.

Meili's advanced revision strategies are especially
evident in her fifty- five text-based revisions. She used
Stage B to review and make substantial meaning changes at
the micro and macro level with her eight macro | evel changes
greatly affecting her final product. In fact, seven of
these eight changes were complex structural changes, which
is clearly evidence of major restructuring. In addition to
meaning changes made at Stage B, Meili also had twelve
lexical/phrasal changes during Stages A and C This sug-
gests that her review process included not only attaining
accurate approximations of her original intentions, but also
changing these intentions as she discovered alternative
ideas. This corresponds with the belief that good writers
discover new meanings as a result of reviewing intended
meanings. Meili, to her credit, was capable of incorpora-
ting these improvements into the context of previously
written text.

In many ways, Meili displayed revision strategies that

were sophisticated and extensive. She devoted her changes
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to semantic considerations covering all facets of the
writing task. The largest proportion of changes were
meaning- preserving as she tried to approximate her original
ideas. Yet, she also made both micro and macro changes that
showed her ability t o make changes beyond the scope of her
first intentions. She made changes at all three stages, but
seems to have restricted her complex changes to Stage B
where she could focus exclusively on such changes. Finally,
her reading and pausing behaviors correspond to her concern
for making qualitative changes in that these behaviors
reflected the utility of using the review process to greatly
improve the content.

For Meili, revision was a crucial part of her writing
process. She displayed revision strategies that were very
sophisticated. Revisions occurred throughout the writing
process and dealt with numerous concerns at different
levels. Clearly,Meili was capable of employing the review

process without letting it interfere with other processes.
Case Study # 5

The fifth and final writer was a Linguistics professor
with over twenty years of university-level teaching
experience. Andrea, who immigrated from Hungary at twenty-
five, has succeeded in achieving a high degree of English

writing proficiency. In fact, her essay was virtually

native-like. In Hungary, Andrea studied English as a child,
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primarily reading English books. She has continued to read
a lot and credits this for helping her improve her English.
The one thing she remembers most about her writing instruc-
tion is being told always to reread what she writes. She
also said that previous Latin/Greek instruction has helped
her tremendously with vocabulary especially that within her
academic field. Testament of Andrea's professional writing
ability is the fact that she has published books and
numerous articles in linguistics journals.

Andrea wrote substantially more than any other writer,
over 1800 words in her final draft alone. Before beginning
to write her essay, she spent time outlining her main
points. Her essay followed this prewriting outline fairly
closely. Her ideas were clearly expressed and organized in
a logical manner. The vocabulary represented a wide reper-
toire of general and academic terms. There were no usage
errors and Andrea effectively used a number of writing
conventions including quotation marks, underlining and
dashes.

Like Meili, Andrea's Writing Behaviors Protocol
portrays a writer capable of managing the writing task.

A look at Table 6A reveals that she had atotal of 69.50
actual writing minutes (W) about equally divided between
drafts one and two. Yet, her pausing behaviors for both

drafts totalled only 16.15 minutes. Of this total, 13.45
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occurred during the first draft--such a limited amount of.,

pausing suggests that Andrea did not need to spent a great

Table 6A

Andrea's Writing Behavior Protocol

1st Draft 2nd Draft Totals
W 34.25 35.25 69.50
Po +35% 1,25* 2.00*
Pc 10.30 1.30 : 12,00
Rd z 5>13.45 1.002.30 1.og>16.15
Ro 3.1 - 3.1
Ra 2.20 15 2.35
Rw 5.30 8.15 13.45
E 1.40% 1.15%* 2.55%

* not used in the analysis

deal of time planning nor did she do much in-process
reviewing. Since she had previously spent time outlining
her essay, she had already schematized her content so that
before even beginning the essay, she had apparently done a
major part of her idea generating. She later confirmed that
she preferred to know where her writing would lead prior to
beginning to write.

Further evidence of Andrea's preconceived planning can
be seen in her very limited pausing/reading (Pc & Rd)
behaviors during the second draft. She spent only 230
minutes on these behaviors. Clearly, she had internalized
her content to the point where she hardly neededto look at
the first draft to rewrite and improve on the second draft.

Furthermore, such a limited amount of time devoted to
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reviewing suggests that she was able to formulate and con-
struct her original intentions correctly during the tran-

scription process. She did not need to use much pausing or

reviewing time to check her ideas. And since she wrote a
total of 1800 words and completed the writing task with
thirteen minutes remaining, this is certainly evidence that
she easily and successfully adapted her composing processes
to conform with the requirements of the writing task.

Another indication of Andrea's advanced writing profi-
ciency isinher reading behaviors. Shegaveatotal of
235 minutes to short segment reading, which is not much
different from any of the other writers. However, Andrea
used another reading behavior in a manner that allowed her
tofocuson largesegmentsaswell. Shewastheonly parti-
cipant in the study to spend time, indeed a | ot of time
(13.45), rereading large passages of the essay (Rw). She
reread large chunks of her first draft for 530 minutes and
her second draft for 815 minutes. It is conceivable that
she used this reading behavior to check her content appro-
priateness at word, sentence, paragraph, and essay levels as
well as her transitions within and between these levels.
Finally, this reading behavior seems to have been used to
polish her essay, allowing her to double check her linguis-
tic representations for accuracy.

Section B of Table 6 shows that Andrea had atotal of

eighty-eight revisions (48/1000). When one considers the
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length of her essay and thetotal number of revisions, itis

obvious that Andrea needed to revise less often than any of

Table 6B

Andrea's Total Revisions
88 (48/1000)

Surface Text-based
70 (19%) 18 (21%)
Formal Mng-Pre Micro Macro
16 (19%) 54 (60%) 18 (21%) 0
Stage
A 4 18 1 0 L/P*
28% 0 1 1 0 C/s*
B 8 26 10 0 L/P
55% 0 3 1 0 ¢/s
C 4 5 4 0 L/P
17% 0 1 1 0 ¢/s
*

L/P= Lexical/Phrasal

* C/S= Clausal/Sentential

the other writers. Indeed, she revised substantially less
than the other competent writer (48 words per 1000 as
compared to 141 words per 1000).

Most of her revisions were semantic-related (70 of 88)
and the majority sought to clarify rather than change the
meanings (54). Yet, only nine of her meaning-preserving
changes dealt with clause or sentence environments. So it
IS apparent that Andrea concerned herself mostly with using
revisions to correct through clarification or refinement but

at a lexical or phrasal level. Although nineteen per cent
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of Andrea's revisions were formal changes, these were seldom
related to grammar. Rather, they dealt with the use of
writing conventions, primarily punctuation changes such as
quotation marks, dashes, underlining, etc.

She had eighteen revisions (21%)that changed her
meanings with eleven of theseoccurring at Stage 8, most of
which were either lexical or phrasal. Yet, she had no
macro-level changes at all. This is perhaps because she did
not feel the need to go beyond her outline ideas. Like the
other writers, Andrea made a large share of her semantic
changes at Stage B. This again does not seem surprising in
that this is the point where the review process takes prece-
dence.

Thus, Andrea's revision strategies were more holistic
than those of any of the other writers. The organization of
her reading activities from the essay level down to the word
level was an especially effective way to review and improve
her essay. She apparently did not need to make many qualita-
tive changes as her planning and transcribing processess had
successfully transformed her ideational intentions into
accurate representations. In fact, the writing assignment
probably did not greatly challenge her writing capabilities.
She wes able to accomplish the writing task in an efficient

and proficient manner.
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CHAPTER V _
CONCLUSONS

The findings from the previous chapter suggest at |east

three general conclusions characterizing the revision stra-

tegies of ny five writers.

1) Skilled writers were able to evaluate the writing task

3)

arranging their priorities to give revision a complemen-
tary and productive role in the writing process. Un-
skilled writers were less capable of striking a balance
between the review process and planning/transcribing
processes, and this resulted in an inefficient use of
revising.

Unskilled writers were pre-occupied with low-level,
local concerns which did not significantly improve the
quality of their text. More skilled writers incorpo-
rated a wider range of revision types into their essays
affecting both surface content as well as the inherent
deep structure meanings of the text.

Reading was used as a revision strategy by al |l of the
writers, with rather diverse and strategic differences
between one of the unskilledwritersand one of the
skilled.
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Discussion

A major objective of this study isto comparethe
revision strategies of ny participants with those from
related findings of previous LI research. In this way,
parallels between the process of writing in first and second
languages can be drawn, perhaps even showing the degree of
uniformity of writing development across languages. One
recurring parallel between LI and L2 writers might be the
typical or similar ways in which writing abilities of both
LI and L2 characteristically progress through developmental
stages. A major issue in writing research is whether or not
learning to write in a second language entails a maturing
process that is similar to that of acquiring comparable
proficiency in a first language or whether writing skills
already developed in the first language can simply be trans-
ferred from one language to another.

My findings provide evidence that the revising capabil -
ities of ES/FL writers correspond roughly to developmental
stages. Proficiency in revising appears to reflect a
writer's progress in the second language. Furthermore,
findings corresponding to developmental stages compare
favorably with similar findings from LI work.

The five participants in ny study used revision strate-
gies that seemed to correspond with the rated quality of

their essays and reflected their ability to use revision to
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improve their work. The different degrees of importance
each writer attached to the role of revising, and the effect
revisions had on improving their work were particularily
characteristic of different capabilities. There were some
general similarities, which characterized all of the writers
and which were most likely affected by processing limita-
tions. When it was necessary to focus on the processes of
planning and transcribing, for example, all of the writers
tended to demote the review process to a secondary role.
This was particularily the case at Stage A when idea genera-
tion IS most prevalent. This is perhaps because it is at
Stage A that writing priorities typically require more
initial idea generation than idea evaluation or review. A1l
of ny writers had substantially fewer revisions during
Stage A than Stage B with most of these changes restricted
in syntactic complexity. Conversely, during Stage B when
revising assumes a greater role, all five participants
responded with the greatest number of revisions, including
those changes with complex syntactic constructions. Such a
similarity among the participants does not seem surprising
in that it is at Stage B that writing priorities generally
shift from producing to improving the text.

There is, however, a major difference between ny L2
writers and Bridwell's LI writers. In her study, the

greatest number of changes at all levels occurred during the

two in-process stages with the greatest number at Stage C
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These are the stages when a writer must devote processing
time to the transcribing process. In addition, Stage A also
requires additional planning time. M writers differed in
that they had the greatest number of changes at Stage B--
between drafts. And, with the exception of Winako, they all
revised the least at Stage C This finding seems to suggest
that when other processes are making major contributions to
text production, the review process is relegated to a lower
priority. A possible explanation for this may be related to
interlanguage constraints. That is, depending on the degree
to which a writer needs to translate from Ll to L2, it may
be necessary to spend additional processing time on the
transcribing process in order to realize the correct L2
language representations. To keep from being overwhelmed
during Stages A and C, ny L2 writers may have stressed the
transcribing process at the expense of the reviewing
process.

It is also possible that situational variables affected
the revision findings of both Bridwell's and ny study. It
Is likely that since the studies did not have similar time
limitations, revising performance differed resulting in less
than accurate comparisons. The findings of another Ll
study, more similar in design to mine, seem to corroborate
ny results. In this study by Faigley and Witte (1981), it

was found that writers, regardless of their writing profi-
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ciency, revised most often between drafts--just like ny ~
writers. So, at least in the case of Faigley and witte's
study, it is apparent that writers may indeed need to
restrict the role of revising when the planning and tran-
scribing processes are the focus. M product analysis and a
number of other study aspects were similar to theirs, e.q.
writers at different developmental levels, and as such, any
comparisons between their study and mine would probably have
greater validity than is the case with Bridwell's.

A second finding showed the extent to which nmy partici-
pants revised during the actual writing of the drafts.

There are clearly differences between developmental levels
as well as within each level. Findings indicate that it was
the more skilled writers who were able to make changes
without greatly affecting their processing priorities. The
unskilled writers either ignored this option (Jeong Ki) or
overemphasized it (Winako). In this respect, the unskilled
writers were unable to strike a balance between their
planning/transcribing and reviewing processes.

Both unskilled writers limited their revision search
primarily to those changes that imp;:oved but preserved the
original meanings. They seemed unable to focus their atten-
tion on developing the content further, attending instead to
either syntactic inadequacies or semantic clarifications.
There were, however, differences between these two writers.

Although both writers limited their revisions to surface
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concerns, Jeong Ki was not nearly as overwhelmed by the need
to make revisions as Winako was. Indeed, Winako overempha-
sized the role of revision to apoint where it broke down
the natural flow of her writing. She was constantly going
back to scrutinize her text and this certainly affected her
planning and transcribing. For Winako, writing meant
perfection, so she made revising a high priority in her
writing process. But since her revisions were somewhat
limited in scope, the amount of time devoted to revising did
not result in substantial improvement in the final draft.
In fact, her overemphasis on revising probably detracted
from rather than aided her efforts to improve her work.
The revision strategies of Winako, in particular, seem
to resemble the unsuccessful revising efforts of Perl's
unskilled writers (1979). In her study of LI student
writers, she observed how a preponderance of revision
searches, primarily mechanical concerns, "broke down the
rhythms generated by thinking and writing.” In this regard,
Winako was al so extremely preoccupied with detecting inade-
quacies and this overriding concern most likely affected her
planning process. Since she found it necessary to review
her work for accuaracy, this activity prevented her from
developing her original intentions further. Perl also
concluded that for her unskilled writers, editing (her term

for revising) meant "error-hunting.”" Similarly, both of ny
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unskilled writers devoted 25%or more of their revisions to
formal concerns. This focus on grammar was | ess prevalent
with ny better writers, which seems to suggest that the
degree of emphasis placed on finding grammatical inadequa-
cies corresponds with proficiency levels. M semi-skilled
writer had 12% of her changes related to grammar, and one of
the skilled writers, Maili, had only 5%. And, even though
Andrea had 19%formal revisions, almost all of them were
stylistic changes, e.g. adding or deleting commas, quotation
marks, dashes, etc. As this suggests, the poorer writers
needed to stress grammatical concerns to a much greater
extent than the better writers did.

Faigley and Witte also report that in their study the
degree of attention devoted to grammar related directly to
writing level proficiency. This is, of course, not surpri-
singasitisobviously areflection of the degree of
syntactic sophistication. This L1 finding does, though,
correspond with ny finding, in that ny less skilled writers
placed a rather high level of emphasis on attaining gramma-
tical perfection. And since the less skilled writers had
few meaning changes, it is conceivable that such undue
emphasis on grammar detracts from a writer's ability to
improve other shortcomings in the text.

Indeed, the fact that the revisions of better writers
included all types of changes while the least skilled

writers did not appear tobe able tofocusasintensively on
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all of these concerns, may suggest that concentrating on
grammar curtails the ability of unskilled writers to revise
their meanings qualitatively. On the other hand, it might
also result from an unawareness that there is a whole range
of revision types. Additional research is, of course,
necessary to provide insight into these possibilities. It
would, for example, be extremely interesting to determine
whether unskilled writers differ in their L1 and L2 revision
strategies. On-going research by Gaskill (forthcoming) is
designed to address this particular area.

Sommers (1978) has noted that her L1 student writers
tended to be vocabulary conscious, often attaching undue
Importance to the selection and rejection of words. She
found her writers incapable of identifying and correcting
problems at a textual level because they employed a strategy
of lexical substitution instead of semantic elaboration.

All of ny writers also had a high degree of lexical meaning-
preserving changes devoting at |least 50% 60% of their total
changes to this revision type. The main difference, of
course, between the good and poor writers in ny study is
thatthegoodwriterswereabl et o extend their scope of
revision types to include meaning changes. As a result,
their changes influenced the quality of their essays more
than the changes of the poor writers did.

Lexical selection may actually be of greater concern
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for L2 writers, again because this is their second language"
and they have not yet achieved native-like fluency.
Reviewing text in order to evaluate language choices may
require additional processing time as ES/FL writers may not
yet be familiar with a wide range of semantic meanings.
They may need to spend additional time actually searching
for the appropriate choices or for that matter, translating
from L1 to L2 Future research could examine the extent to
which L2 writers need to use the translating process when
writing in a second language.

Faigley and Witte's study also provides some rather
interesting comparisons of developmental differences because
their study looked at the revisions of three different
groups of writers: inexperienced, advanced, and expert. Not

unexpectedly, they observed that revising efficiency clearly

corresponded with the writing level of their writers. In
particular, their unskilled writers, like mine, revised
largely at a surface level. And the better writers in both

of our studies made changes reflecting a better balance
between revision types. Indeed, the revisions of our
skilled writers contrasted sharply with those of the
unskilled in that they were much more sophisticated and
extensive. Both Meili and Andrea were able to make qualita-
tive changes throughout the progression of their work. The
review process seemed to be more interrelated as well as

interdependent with other composing processes. In this way,
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revising aided the content of the essays, as the review
process interacted with the transcribing and planning
processes to improve the surface and deep structure short-
comings of their essays.

M/ semi-skilled writer showed revision strategies that
were characteristic of both skilled and unskilled writers.
O the one hand, she was much more aware of the utility of
revising ideas qualitatively and also to revise in this
manner at al | stages of the process than wasthe casewith
the less skilled writers. O the other hand, her improve-
ments were mostly lexical or phrasal. Thus, she was aware
of the importance of improving her work beyond her original
transcriptions both surface and meaning types, but she had
not yet reached a level of revising sophistication that
included revising complex syntactic constructions.

Furthermore, there are similarities between the expert
writers of Faigley and Witte's study and the most skilled of
ny writers, Andrea. They found their expert writers
revising less than advanced writers but doing so in some
rather diverse and idiosyncratic ways. Andrea revised con-
siderably less than any of the other participants in ny
study, with the vast majority of her changes consisting of
lexical units. She had fewer text-based changes and more
surface- preserving changes than either of the other two more

skilled writers. This is perhaps because her excellent
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writing ability coupled with a writing assignment, which she
was able to conceptualize through the use of an outline,
contributed to her ability to plan and transcribe her ideas
successfullythefirst time so that she did not have to go
back to make substantial improvements. Thus, there was
little need for her to develop her content any further.
Since she had already brought her text intentions close to
an accurate approximation of her ideas, there was little
need to spend a great deal of time improving them. It is
hardly surprising then that Andrea's revisions were to a
large extent surface changes. In fact, most of her formal
changes dealt with punctuation. Furthermore, Andrea's stra-
tegy of reading her entire essay allowed her to proofread
her work, and this most likely contributed to her concern
for such typical editing concerns. |If, as Perl {(1979)
contends, writing skill corresponds with one's ability to
adapt to the Task Environment, Andrea certainly was able to
do this successfully and with minimal effort.

Thus far, ny discussion of the comparisons between L |
and L2 revising development has strongly emphasized the
similarities between them. M/ findings, however, are more
suggestive than definitive since the study is descriptive in
nature. 1 have suggested that there are rather general
similarities between the development of revising capabili-
tiesof thewritersin ny study and that from related L1

studies. However, ny study does not examine the development
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of L2 writers over time. A longitudinal study could result
in significant and pertinent implications relating specifi-
cally to L2 writing development. In particular, L1 writing
development appears to depend to a great extent on cognitive
development, yet L2 writers often begin learning to write in
a second language after this development has started. |If,
as | an suggesting, L2 writers go through developmental
stages, a major question remains to be answered as to how
much faster and more efficiently they are able to progress
through this developmental sequence than are L1 writers.

The role of reading in the revision strategies of ny
subjects also appeared to be related to L2 writing develop-
ment, varying from writer to writer and, like other aspects
of revision, generally indicated the writer's level of
writing proficiency. Jeong Ki and Andrea certainly were the
most different in this regard. Jeong Ki did not use reading
at all to evaluate or crystallize ideas during her writing
session. Her only reading behavior was reserved for first
draft transfer to a second draft (Rd). |In other words, it
was primarily awaytohelpher recopy her initial work onto
the second draft.

Unlike Jeong Ki, Andrea used this same reading behavior
very little as she was apparently quite familiar with her
content and did not need to spend so much time simply

reading to recall what had been written the first time.
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Andrea employed another reading behavior (Rw) to check large
chunks of her draft. |In fact, she devoted over thirteen
minutes to rereading her drafts. Because of this, she was
able to use reading as a strategy to review and evaluate her
work from a holistic perspective--one that used a macro-
level overview to check both her short segment as well as
large chunk contexts.

The other unskilled writer, Winako, devoted so much
time to pausing and contemplating her words that she did not
have a great deal of time remaining for other activities.
She read primarily short segments of text and did not bother
or was unable to focus on paragraph or essay contexts. She
seems to have had a tunnel vision approach to reviewing as
she became bogged down in her micro level contexts.

Shao and Meili had somewhat similar reading behaviors.
Since most of their short segment reading was during the
first draft, they probably used reading to aid in the
crystallization of first draft ideas. Shao spent more
time on this reading behavior than Meili perhaps because she
was a |l ess than proficient writer and needed to review her
work more often because of processing limitations which
Meile was able to overcome.

These comparisons of reading behaviors may be indica-
tions of the effectiveness of previous instruction. Both
Jeong Ki and Winako had had extensive instruction in grammar

and usage, yet neither hadeverbeentoldto reread what
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they had written. This might partially explain why they
both limited the extent of their revision searches-—-they
simply did not consider using reading for other than low-
| evel concerns.

On the other hand, Andrea, who had had littl e grammar
instruction, used an effective reading strategy to aid her
revising. She specifically remembers being told always to
"reread what you've written.” In addition, much of her
early instruction had consisted of reading books, which most
likely resulted in the realization that reading can be an
effective scrutinizing tool.

The role that reading takes in the review process of
ES/FL writersmay al sodepend on how it is used when writing
in the first language. That is, reading may be an activity
which can be transferred from LIl to L2 A study using ny
adapted Writing Behavior Protocol would be capable of inves-
tigating this issue and might, in fact, result in some
interesting implications for writing pedagogy. Such a study
could be designed to discover the extent to which reading is
used in L1 and whether similar reading behaviors transfer to
L2 writing. Relevant findings could have an effect on the
teaching of reading as a revising strategy.

There are always at least a few limitations to the
conclusions one reaches in laboratory studies. M study

certainly 1s no exception. In fact, there may actually be
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agreat deal moretoconsider thanisusually the case
because of the wide ranging scope of investigation of this
study. In that I was attempting to learn more about the
revision strategies of L2 writers at quite different devel-
opmental levels, one must realize that writing proficiency
is greatly affected by the writing assignment. The ability
of Shao and Meili to perform well may be closely associated
to the suitability of the task to their proficiency levels.
On the other hand, the writing assignment most likely
required writing capabilities that Jeong Ki and Winako did
not possess. And for Andrea, the assignment was a rela-
tively easy exercise in written expression as she completed
the task quite handily.

Another major limitation is, of course, time restric-
tions imposed on the writers. Revising, in particular, iIs
highly dependent on the amount of time one can devoteto
this activity. For example, if writing time is excessively
limited, a writer may have to forego or restrict revising in
favor of initial idea production.

With only a two-hour writing period, nmy writers had to
devise ways to effectively incorporate improvements without
detracting from the time needed for other composing
processes. Shaoto alesser extent and Meili more so were
able to accomplish this objective in a manner that was
representative of writers aware of this need and capable of

arranging their priorities to deal with it. Andrea had no
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trouble whatsoever, but neither Jeong Ki nor Winako were
able to arrange their processing priorities to allow
revising to play a major role in their final product. And
although they both failed todothis, they didsoin rather
different ways. Jeong Ki simply deemphasized revising to a
point where it was seldom employed. Winako overemphasized
it to where it broke down her planning and transcribing
processes. Whether or not additional time would have made a
difference is a question that future research could address.
Studies could be designed to investigate how time elapsed
between drafts influences revisions.

Finally, since this was primarily a descriptive study,
the scope of investigation was rather broad. This breadth
did not allow for a detailed examination of each and every
aspect of the analyses. M findings are considered to be
baseline data for future studies that can focus on more
specific aspects of the writing process. Furthermore, since
there were only five participants, it is inadvisable to
generalize beyond the scope of the study. Again, this is
unfortunate, but L2 research of the writing process is a
relatively new phenomenom, and exploratory studies such as
mine are obviously necessary to reveal more about the activ-
ities ES/FL writers engage in when writing. The use of
video equipment for this kind of study proved to be effec-

tive, and othersmay alsofind it useful. Thereisstill a
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great deal to learn, however. Consequently, it is perhaps-
timeto broaden the scope of inquiry toincludenot only
such holistic and descriptive accounts of the writing pro-
cess as mine but also investigations of actual classroom and

personal writing situations.
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APPENDIX A

Jeong Ki's Final Draft

I was born in Korea and grew and educated in Korean
culture. 1 have never gone to another country and have
never made a friends of another country. Therefore,the fact
that 1 will study in Hawaii was a big event to me. When I
left Koreal had many worriesabout living in Hawaii. Be-
cause | am poor at English and don't get used to American
culture. Otherwise, I had awishthat 1 will accomplish ny
study.

When | arrived at Honolulu, Frankly, | feel disencou
raged because Honolulu is not big than I thought and almost
Is consisted of Orientals. | couldn't see coccasians at
first time. And I thought that I can't learn English and
American culture from Orientals.

But after afew days, | felt that theorientals are
just American and although I am Orientals too. They and |
are similar to feature. |1 differ from them and | feel more
strange and lonely because of the fact.

There are many differences between American culture and
Korean culture. 1 an confused yet because of differences.
Above all, difference is in food habit. American drink a

lot than Korean. They drink three cups of beverage at a

meal time and drink one can of cola, 7 up, Sunkist.... at a
time. 1 have never drunken one can of colaat atimein
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Korea.

Besides, When walk or come down or up stair, American -
walk inright sidebut Korean walk in left side and when
bathroom is empty, open the door in America but close the
door in korea.

When | felt there are many difference culture between
two, 1 thought that American culture is superior to Korean
culture. This thought is not that Korean culture is bad.
Only, there is order in American culture than in Korean
culture.

But | feel that language is the most difference between
America and Korea. | can't speak, listen, and write English
well. And | had never had oppotunity with conversation,
writing and listening in English. Because of above reagon,
| am affraid of attending theclass, | can;t listen lecture
and can't understand completely. And I feel anxious during
class. Since | have arrived at Hawaii, I don't feel comfor-
tableatall becausel have to speak English where 1 go. |
think that 1 don't have euphoria stage since | have been in
Hawaii and | guess, | have had depression stage since
August.

When I fail tospeak English 1 feel returning nmy coun-
try Butwhen 1 feel returning nmy country I think my mother
who wishes I will accomplish ny study and prays always for
me. And I think ny teacher and ny friend inKorea. And now,

all they wish I will accomplish ny study.
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| feel hard right now because | can't write about ny
thought about nmy problem. But I endeavour and will endea-
vour todonmy best. And I hopel will accomplish nmy study
well and when | accomplish ny study, | reurn ny country and

meet ny family, teacher, and friend with pleasure.
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Winako's Final Draft

When | first came to Hawaii, | was scared because the
Island looked sobigtome Seeing the neww |Island made me
felt happy. | knew | was going to see many things that |
hadn't seen before. Ilike meeting new people, see the houses
and other things. But I was not sure if these would cause
any problem to me Maybe It was because ther was somebody
from nmy country took me fromthe airport to a Hotel where |
stayed at for about a week. But then I had to move to
another placetostay. | called some dormsbut they were
full. 1 felt so depressed that I wanted to fo back home.
But days after ny friends came and took me with them so I
stayed with them till school started.

Housing can be a problem too, to other foreign stu-
dents. Some may have hard time looking for a placeto stay
or somemay want toliveclose to their schoolsbutdon't
know where.

Communicating, isaproblemtoofor astudent likenme
who come from other country rather than the United kStates.
For example, when someone ask me something in English and |
don't understand it, I try to translate that question to ny
ovn language so that | could understand it.

Now, that I've been in Hawaii for about a month and
half I begintolearn many new things. 1 learn How to cope
with other people, how to be prompt, Bovw to be on ny own and

to get use to the things that are surrounding me.
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Foreign Students may find it difficult tolive ina
place different from where they came from because hey have
problems looking for what they want or whatever. But I
think It's a good experience becasue you'll know how to face

these problems. And to adapt these things.
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Shao's Final Draft

As a foreign student, | totally understand that fore?gn
students will face a | ot of problems adapting to the new
environment. Nw | am going to write about ny experiences
here and offer suggestions on how to deal with the cultural
and language problems.

When | just arrived at Hawaii, | had al ot of excite-
ment. It is because everything isnew to ne | say to
myself, "Wow! The secenery is very beautiful here! The sky
isveryclear! Theair isflesh! Peoplearenice and
friendly too!"™ However, this kind of excitement did not
last long.

After staying in Hawaii for some time, ny 'euphoria’
was replaced by 'depression’, because of the language and
cultural problems. When I found that I could not communi-
cate with the others with ny second language--"English', 1
felt depressed. | could not have close friends at that time
because I could not express ny fellings to them, could not
tell them what I needed, could not share something which I
would like to share with them. Furthemore, the culture here
IS much much different from ny own country. People here
liked hamburgar while I liked Chinese dishes; they liked to
sharethebill after thedinner whilel liked onetopay for
the whole; they did not have any Chinese Nav Year's Festival
while I really like to have. Many language and cultural

problems made ne ask myself, "Wht should | come here?'"
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Nevertheless, I recovered something new after staying
here for longer period of time. The situation did not seem
as worse as | think. As times went by, ny kEnglish improved
quitealot. 1 couldexpressmyself better thanbefore and
talk more freely. Also, | gradually could get used to the
cultural differences too. Hamburger did not seem horrible
anymore, it tasted quite good! Moreover, as a foreign
student, It's good, economical and much fair to share the
bill agter the dinner instead of just paying by one person.
Also, although it does not have any Chinese Nev Year's
Festival here, it has girl's day, boy's day and so on, and
wehadealotoffunsthroughthesekindsoffestivaltoo
Actually, above all are the examples only. What I want to
ooint out is that the longer the time I stayed here, the
better I could adapt the new environment, including the
language and cultural differences.

Therefore, my suggestion on how to deal with thecul-
tural and languages is 'be patient and take time'! Don't be
too depressed by the language and cutural shock, be aware
that thereshouldhavealot of differenceswhenyou come to
a new environment, take consideration and prepare yourself
well to adapt the new environment. Furthemore, try to get
more chances to talk withtheothersinordertosolvethe
language problem. | surethat onecan usethe languageto

help adapt to the culture.
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In conclusion, 1 want to point out that "adaptation of
a new environment” isan very important thing for our for—A_
eign students to learn. Don't give up the chance because
onewill surely grow a lot through the process of accultura-

tion. Open up yourself and say, "I an 0.K.! Let's go!!"
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Meili's Final Draft

After arriving in the US, a foreign student invari-
ably has to face cultural as well as language problems.

One kind of cultural problem may be described as prob-
lems in |ife routines. Whether the food is accepable, the
clothing agreeable, the climate tolerable, etc., is among
the first problems the foreign student encounters. Another
kind of problem is very often concerned with the learning
environment, the classroom, the library, or the laboratory,
where he experiences learning. Problems of this area ny be
the centre of his concerns, for learning isS a most important
undertaking for the student. He may find ways of teaching
and learning in the US very much different fromthose in
his native country. Whether he likes it or not, he has to
adjust himself to the new ways. A third kind of problem
arises when the student gets into contact with people of the
new culture. Wherever he is, he may detect the differences
in the underlying values may upset him or have a negative
impact on his feelings towards the new culture. Or, he may
find the American values acceptable, or even better and
would like to adopt them. Thus, different customs, habits,
traditions would mostly likely put him into a position in
which he has to make a choice.

A foreign student may find similarities between the
American culture and his own culture, but difference seems

to be the rule, though the degree of difference varies,
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choices that may not be easy to make. Perhaps he has to =
adapt to the new culture. But how far should he go in this
adaptation? It is possible that he remains himself but at
the same time adapts to the new culture. But again this is
no easy job. Even if the student has a strong integrative
motivation in learning, problems arise from other agles. He
might become upset when his efforts to integrate fall short
of the goal. Afterall, itusuallytakestime for the
Americans to accept him as one amony them.

The language problems a foreign student might have to
faceare, inasenserelatedtothecultural problems. For
language is inextricably tied to culture. It is true that
any foreign student, be he proficient or non-proficient at
English, has room for improvement as far as the linguistic
forms go. He invariable finds himself in need of improving
either phonologically, lexically or syntactically, or in all
the three aspects. It is also true, and perhaps more so,
that any foreign student needs to improve his communicative
competence. When one thinks of the language learning task
In terms of discourse patterns, which are to a great extent
shaped by culture, the language problems become more compli-
cated. Social and cultural appropriateness in speech is
essential in communication, but unfortunately, not all the
rules of appropriateness lend themselves to teaching and

such rules takes time and experience to acquire. Because of
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the various language problems life may turn out to be more
problematic than it is imagined to be. |

The cultural and language problems exists side by side
and are interrelated. The existence of one may compicate
the other, or the removal of one may ease the other. To
solve these problems, one must first define them, seek the
interrelationships between the two types of problems and
finally work out way to tackle them. Thisisof course an
extremely important but no easy task, but we feel relieved

that psycologists like Blown, Lambert, have started research

and come up with fruitful results.
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Andrea's Final Draft

Noone arrives at a new place- -suchas a new country or
a different part of one's om country--with the expectation
of keeping to himself. There is always some need to inter-
act with others. In a "new place" the problem is to know
what "the others" are like. In other words, the question
Is: what expectations can | bring to interaction with
others.

Some things about a new culture or new language are
learned through explicit instruction from "natives". Some
people are willing and capable of actually teaching a new-
comer about language and/or culture. As far as language is
concerned, Americans provide relatively little by way of
correcting errors. Often, people don't even understand xhat
it is that the foreigner doesn’t know--i.e., Why he makes an
error. More importantly, people are reluctant to correct
out of politeness. Actually, this is just as well. Getting
corrected on extraneous things such as grammar or pronuncia-
tion when trying to convey a message may indeed be discon-
certing and frustrating.

Although some of our discovery of the new language and
new culture does come from explicit instruction, most of it
is done spontaneously. The main point of this paper is to
point at some factors what favor spontaneous adaptation or
assimilation. Most of what I will haveto say is based on

personal experience. | came to the US in 1964 at the age
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of 25: ny home country is Hungary.

The factors I'd like to discuss naturally cluster
around 4 basic conditions: one should feel the need to
adapt; one should have the willingnegs to adapt; one should
have some (implicit) guidepce in hov to adapt; and attempts
in this direction should neet with a degree of sucgcess. |
will now detail each of these.

To begin with, it Iis important that one should actually
be aware of the need to "break into" the foreign culture.
When | came to this country, I carme by myself and it was up
tometomakea living for myself in the new country. |
think this situation was more favorable to adaptation/assi-
milation than if | had come |l et us say asthe wife of a rich
American, so that ny "place in society”" would not have been
crucually dependent on ny degree of adaptation.

Secondly, it isgood if oneiswillingtoreadily go
alone with the necessity to adapt, rather than straining
against it or resisting it outright. Two factors play a
role here: whether the person wants to be in the new country
as opposed to having been forced to come here by family
members or other circumstances, and whether he is willing
to abandon himself to the new influences rather than rigidly
holding on the old ways.

Thirdly, it helps enormously to have a "rtole model", soO

t 0 speak--someone who has come where I came from and who has
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already accomplished much of the adaptation task. In the -
course of adapting, there are fears about "over-adapting”
one is afraid of ending uplike X who Is seen ass "having
sold his soul”™ completely { i.e. has denied his roots) and,
also, of endinguplikeY who isregarded as having remained
too much of an outsider to the new culture, too much of a
foreigner. Thus, someone who is liked and respected by the
newcomer and who has achieved a degree of adaptation while
avoiding both pitfalls provides an inspiring example to
follow.

Fourthly, 1 think it isvitally important to meet with
early guccess and encouragement. |If one has a sense of
'having made it" or of "being on the right tract" early on,
this fosters further progress. The most rewarding of the
most difficult-to- achieve experience isto be able to make
new friends in the new culture while not losing communica-
tion with the old one from one's past.

Actually, whether adaptation/assimilation has fully
been accomplished or not is a difficult matter to judge. |
think much of what we accept fromthe new culture and langu-
age remains relatively superficial. In times of personal
crises or in one's advanced years traces of the original
culture and language tend to surface. An uncle of mine died
a couple of months ago. He was a world-famous otolaryngolo-
gist, both a practitioner and a researcher. He wrote more

than 200 scientific papers in his lifetime, most of them in
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English. He came to the U S in the 1940's, had lived here
since then and had been a member of a number of distin-
guished research institutions. But in the last two months
before hedied at the age of 93, al |l of hiscommunications
to people around hem in the hospital were in Hungarian. The
English veneer had melted away.

Adaptation and assimilation are elusive concepts: it's
difficult to say when they have been fully accomplished,
just as it is difficult to say how they are accomplished.
This paper pointed at a few factors that appear to me to be

conducive to the process.

Footnotes: 1. Throughout this paper, no distinction is
maintained between adaptation and assimilation ( although
the diference there is clear and important in general); nor
do I make special claims about cultural bersus linguistic
adaptation/assimilation. A third distinction which is dis-
regarded here is cultural adaptation/assimilation to a new
subculture within a culture, as opposed to a "completely”

new culture such as in a new country.
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APPENDIX B

Formal Change (Stage A Lexical)

1. Housing can be a problemtoo to other foreign student.

2. st udents.

Meani ng- Preserving Change (Stage B, Sentential)

1 | was worried because | didn't know where to go.
2 | begin to worry about finding a place to stay.

M cro Change (Stage C, Lexical)

1. If I had come as the wife of an Anmerican,...
2. a rich Anrerican...

Macro Change (stage B, Lexical)

1 You may say to yourselfaa..
2 | may say to nyself...
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