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Abstract

Researchers in the ESL / EFL study are continuously interested in developing
new ways of teaching to most benefit the L2 learners. Studies on the relationship of
two skills or two languages have been investigated for some decades. The connection
between reading and writing skills is another area of study more recently has drawn, o
attention from L2 researchers. Previous studies, however, focused on certain aspecfsw
of the connection, including the relationship between L1 learners’ reading and writing
ability; the connection between the L2 learners’ reading and writing.

The present study is undertaken with the expectation of being a starting point
of investigation into a nuveau relationship in a foreign language, i.e., between the
learners’ L1 reading experience in relation to the L2 writing ability. A quasi-
experimental design was used to compare the L2 writing ability of a control subjects
and experimental subjects. Fifteen second year university students, eight assigned as
experimental and the rest the control subjects, were given a treatment on L2 writing.
While the experimental group receives an L1 reading treatment, the control subjects
do not. Data collection is carried out through the administration of two writing tasks,
an exposition and a narrative essay. A series of non-parametric statistic tests are
performed to answer two research questions.

Results of Mann-Whitney tests show no significant differences for both the
narrative and exposition. Certain study limitations might have played a role in study
results. The:i-malysis of the raw data, however, shows certain differences. Thus, 1t is
suggested that replication study be conducted using a different research design, for

exarﬁple.
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1. Introduction

1.1. The English Language in the Global Community

Communication via English in global communities has been increasing over
the past decades despite the emergence of the prominence of other languages. Chinese
and Japanese, in particular. English has truly become an international language . %
employed in every area of human association, including trade, politics, sciences,
technology, education, to name a few. (Crystal, 1997; McKey, 2002). McKay,

specifically, projects the picture of the global need in English as quoted below.

[O]ver 83 percent of international organizations make some official use of
English. Many of these organizations involve international relations like the
Association of South-East Asian Nations, the Council of Europe, and the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Furthermore, some international
organizations carry on their proceedings only in English. This is especially
true in Asia and the Pacific where about 90 percent of international scientific
organizations as well as international sports associations also hold their

proceedings only in English. (p. 17)

As a consequence, leamers’ capability of effectively communicate in English
both verbally and in written is truly essential. Its vitality is well acknowledged by the
authority of most worlci communities, Thailand included. The Ministry of Education
(ME) and the former Office of Higher Education of Thailand have long realized the

necessity of equipping the Thai people with this communication tool. Kulawanitch

(2007’)1 in her project searching for thgz basic information on Thailand’s foreign
language learning, teaching and need from 2003-2006 reported that English is needed
at an extremely high level nationwide. In particular, it was found that the need for
English is greater than other foreign languages, such as Chinese and Japanese. In
addition, Kulawamitch reported that in 1996 English was ranked in the Nation’s
educational policy as the first foreign language among the 19 foreign languages taught

in Thatland. Five years later (2001) it was officially placed in the National Basic

Transtated from the Thai version.



Education Scheme as a required subject of all educational levels. The Ministry of
Education considered English as a vital tool in the generation of the nation’s human
resources (p.7). That seemed to be translated that quality human resources partly need
to be equipped with the skills in achieving their communication goals via the efficient
use of English both verbally and in writing.

More importantly, English writing skill has been one of the four skills of
foreign or second language used in measuring a leamer’s L2 proficiency. Although
each of the four skills: listening, speaking, reading, and writing, has overtime changed
its role and importance, not any of the skills has been excluded from the recruiting
people procedure into a job or education. In other words, despite the fact that the role
of writing skill, in particular, has experienced a dramatic change according to the
global situation, such as the emergence of voice equipment {White, 1995), it is still a
factor needed to evaluate a candidate for certain purposes.

In fact, the role of writing in this fast evolving society seems to be more
shiningly projected, as White (1995) reflects below.

[T]he permanence of writing has always been given it a high status, to the

extent that ability to write in a FL has commonly been taken as the only

acceptable evidence of proficiency....... The development of oral testing
combined with cheap and effective means of recording has reduced reliance
on writing as evidence of proficiency. Ability to speak a foreign language has
become a more highly rated skill than being able to write in it. Even so,
writing in a foreign language such as English skill remains an important for
many learners, especially given the role of English in international
communication and commerce. As the result, writing English has now become
an end in itself, and not just a means of displaying linguistic achievement

(p.iv).



1.2. Research Motivation

Although the need in verbal communication has increased over the decades, in
distant communication, writing is the most frequently and effectively used. Ironically,
the ability to express clearly in written words in other languages is not an easy skill to
master. In other words, writing seems to be the most difficult language skill to be
developed among learners. Also, this skill is often the last skill to be introduced in
language teaching (Barber, 2002). Thus, it is not quite beyond understanding why:- «
even after several years of English learning, the learners’ writing skill is still
inadequate (Hinkel, 2003, 2006).That inadequacy might be attributed to different
factors. Hinkel ( 2006) suggested that leamers are not able to produce effective
writing because they have lirmted linguistic competence, vocabulary, content

knowledge and discourse forms.

[E]ven after years of ESL and composition training, L2 writers’ text continues
to differ significantly from that of novice L1 writers in regard to most
linguistic and rhetorical features. Even advanced and trained L2 writers
continue to have a severely limited lexical and syntactic reperioire that
enables them to produce only simple text restricted to the most common

language features encountered predominantly in conversational discourse.

(p.123).

Such inadequacy in writing proficiency had proved affecting not only the
success or faiture in their international communication goals but also in the writing

rating of their graduate academic work, as concerned below.

[1]n large scale testing and university assessment of student essays, syntactic
and lexical simplicity is often considered to be a severe handicap, and
research has shown that essay raters almost always rate simple construction

and lexicon, a consideration that may reduce the rating. (Hinkel, 2003 p. 276}

When looking at the Thai leamners’ English proficiency, Kulawanitch (2007)

pointed out similar problems:



Most Thai learners are still not able to master English ... or in other words,
most of the Thai learners’ English, no matter what level of education they

have passed, is still inadequate’ (Translated from the Thai version, p. 1).

In fact, in addition to a large-scale survey conducted by Kulawanitch, there
exists published document from other more, as well as less recent work reporting
similar findings (Kongpetch, 2006; Dhebayasuwan , 1980 Cited in Broughton, 1 9975
Aksornjarung, 2003). Undoubtedly, various factors involve this seemingly failure in
foreign language learning and teaching in Thailand, one of which is the learners’
knowledge of the world.

Despite the fact that language proficiency contributes the L2 writing
inadequacy, the researcher in this study has observed that in certain cases the learners
have acquired a certain amount of the English proficiency, they failed to write in
English because they did not have the content to write about. An idea was triggered in
her thought: to equip the leamers with knowledge of the world. To this end, the
researcher believes that if one reads more, he/she would know more, no matter in
what language. In other words, transfer of reading content and to write was, therefore,
an area the researcher wished to investigate hypothesizing that the transfer of content
knowledge from the reading to other skill, including writing, would happen.

In the L1 acquisition studies, reading / writing relationship has been in
researchers’ attention for decades. Stotsky (1983, cited in Eisterhold, 1990)
discovered 3 important aspects of the correlation between reading and writing, as
quoted below. _

*» There are correlations between reading achievement and writing ability.
Better writers tend to be better readers.

* There are correlations between writing quality and reading experience as
reported through questionnaires. Better writers read more than poor writers.

* There seems to be correlations between reading ability and measures of
syntactic complexity in writing. (p. 88).

Therefore, i1t should be worth investigating whether the transfer between two
skills could occur between two different languages, i.e., whether the contents from L1

reading could be witnessed in L2 composition.



1.3. Significant of the problem

The study by Stotsky (1983} is an investigation of the connection of two
language skills of the same language—1.1 reading and L1 writing.

As forthe L1/ L2 relationship, this research aspect has also drawn attention
from L2 researchers for a few decades. It is viewed with different perspectives,
however. A number of studies investigated the influence of the L1 learners” mothet. =
tongue on the L2A, especially the acquisition of L2 lexicon, syntax. Certain scholars
considered the learners’L1 background as hindrance to the L2 learning, writing
included. Others, on the other hand, give credits to the L1 as an aid to the 1.2 learning

on certain condition {(Edelsky, 1982), as cited below.

To the extent that instruction in Lx [i.e. Language x] is effective in promoting
proficiency in Lx, transfer of this proficiency to Ly will occur provided that
there is adequate exposure to Ly (either in school or environment) and

adequate motivation to learn Ly (p. 95)

In other words, L1-L2 relationship has long been recognized as the mother
tongue inﬂuen::e, L1 influence or L1 interference (Corder, 1983; Ringbom, 1992).
The influence is found in every aspect of the learners’ 1.2 acquisition. Most
notoriously obvious is in the leamers’ oral proficiency (Levelt, 1989). The influence
of the learners’ mother tongue is also well observed in reading (Upton, & lee-
Thompson, 2001).

Generally speaking, 11 is viewed both facilitating and hindering the learners’
L2 leaming (White, 1992; Mohan, & Lo, 1985; Odlin, 2005). The relationship
between the learners’ L1 and L2 reading has also been confirmed (Lee, & Schallert,
1997). Similarly, the attempt to connect reading to writing skill has been made for
some time. (Hinkel, 2003; Edelsky, 1982). The study on the connection or these 2
skills, however, is conducted in the scope of the same language: L1 reading and L1
writing: 1.2 reading and L2 writing.

Considering writing skill, the relationship between the L1 and L2 writing skill
has for some time attracted L2 writing researchers’ interest. Edelsky (1982), for

instance, investigated the writing ability in both L and L2 of a group of grade 1, 2,



and 3 bilingual children. The leamers” L1 positive effect was confirmed by the data.
In the area of L2 composition, this relationship is also witnessed in Edelsky’s study. It

was found that the subjects” mother tongue literacy was seen influenced their L2

writing (p. 213).

[Wihat a young writer knows about writing in the first language forms the

basis of new hypotheses rather than inferferes with writing another languagg,
{(p.227)

The leamers’ L1 reading in connection to their L2 composition, nonetheless,
has not yet attracted Thai L2 learning researchers. As an instructor and educator, the
researcher 1s always aware of the different issues in L2 learning and teaching and has
been looking for ways to help the Thai EFL students succeed more in their learning of
the English language. An approach expected to have a role in this mission is the using
of the leamers’ content knowledge learned through L1 reading. The interrelation
between the learner’s L1 and the L2 has actually been in the interest of ESL educators
and researchers for several decades. Since Corder (1983) portrayed the influence of
the L1 influence in the L2 learning, different aspects of the influence has been
continually been investigated using different approaches and theories in those studies,
including the UG approach (White, 1992). In addition to the L1 influence in L2 skill
learning, especially speaking skill, the existence of such reiationsh;p is almost
unanimously accepted in the acquisition of knowledge in the L2, as stated by
Eisterhold {1990).

It appears that L1 literacy skills can transfer to the L2 and are a factor inl2

literacy acquisition (p. 99)

A similar study of L2 writing process (Krapels, 1990) addressed that ‘4 lack of
competence in writing in English results more from the lack of composing competence
than from the lack of linguistic competence....... [t]he learners’ L1 writing process
transfers, or is reflected in their L2 writing process. (p. 49).

Thus far, however, there doesn’t exist a study on the learners’ L1 reading
experience in relation with their 1.2 writing ability The present study, therefore, 1s
aimed to further investigate from that point, but to look at the learners’ L1 reading in

relation to their L2 writing. It is intended to be a starting point of this research aspect



in order to make use of the expected findings in the L2 composition instruction in the
future.

The present study, nonetheless, is intended to experiment on a new way to
teach L2 composition in the hope of reaching a better result in the L2 writing
instructing, leading to the learners’ improvement in their L2 writing ability through
making use of the interconnection or reading and writing skills.

In brief, foreign, as well as second language teachers have for decades =
continually conducting studies. The focal points of previous roughly lie into two
broad bands. Although both share similarities, each has its specific focus.
Research in the first band was mainly seeking theories to account for language
properties and language use. Studies in the second band, on the other hand, more
tried to look for appropriate pedagogical approaches. The present small-scale
study 1s considered belonging to the second band. It is started from a teacher and
researcher’s observation of the problem in the EFL learning in the context of Thai
higher education, containing certain problems.

To restate, although a number of studies were conducted in an attempt 1o
locate the differences between the L2 learners” L1 writing skill to those of the English
thetoric, (Ventola & Manranen, 1991, cited in Connor, 2002), there exist rather
limited study of this kind to compare the rhetoric convention of Thai and others.
However, the present study does not aim to compare and contrast the rhetoric of Thai
EFL learners with leamers of other nationalities. Rather, it simply targets at finding a
possible way to improve the Thai learners’ writing skill by identifying the relationship
of their L1 reading experience and L2 writing proficiency.

Generally, two broad aspects of writing, especially in the ESL /EFL writing,
have been studied: proficiency, and rhetorical convention. As for the former
dimension of study on composition, the Thai learners’ writing proficiency could be
estimated under the standard level (Aksomjarung, 2003). Research into writing ability
of Thai learners is neither intensive nor adequately extensive. In a similar vein, not
much research was carried out to compare Thai speakers writing proficiency and that

of learners speaking other languages.



11. Review of literature

2.1. Composition Instruction

The present study was motivated by the writing problems encountered by EFL
writing instructors, the researcher included. It shared the motivation from numerous
studies previously conducted in that it attempted to.alleviate the L2 writing problems
in Thai EFL learners. To achieve the objectives, the rescarcher wanted to answer ofie ©
main research question, whether more L1 reading exposure is able to enhance L2
writing proficiency. The hypotheses derived from the research question will be tested
with one variable— the subjects L1 reading experience. In other words, the subject’s
English proficiency will not be considered a variable because they were from a
virtually similar level groups—having grades B or above from the two foundation
English courses offered in their first year study.

Having been recognized, the vitality of writing skill is reflected through the
breadth and depth of research into the L1 and 1.2 composition instruction through the
decades. To this end, the application goal of all the research was the L2 learners’
better writing ability.

Attempting to find a new way to teach writing to Thai learners of English as a
foreign Janguage by providing content knowledge in the learners’ mother tongue was
triggered by the discovery that reading and writing in fact are closely related (Stotsky,
1983) . Second language learners’ writing ability is developed from the combination
of multiple factors. Besides the knowledge about the science of composition, how the
learners have been taught or guided should play a crucial role.

The relationship between other factors is also believed to have a role to play.
In other words, writers are believed to resort to various strategies on the continuum of
the L2 learning. One of which is their mother tongue knowiedge. However, only
content knowledge acquired through the L1 be discussed in the present study.
Therefore, this chapter will mainly discuss the aspects of instruction and the
" relationship between different skills and / or different languages.

Through the decades, different approaches in composition instruction were
developed and practiced in the classroom. Teaching writing has experienced a change
through the history of EFL/ ESL teaching. The endeavor of the researchers and

educators in the L2 composition area has arrived at all the well-known theories and



approaches. Below are presented the path of the writing instruction development
and change.

In Tony Silva’s 1990 overview of the history of teaching writing in the North
Amertcan context, he identified 4 instructional approaches evolving through the
decades, since 1945 or since the emergence of the need in composition writing in
North America: ‘controlled composition, current-traditional rhetoric, the process
approach, and English for academic purposes’. (p12)

First mentioned, the controlled composition or guided composition is
elaborated as a teaching practice in which the writer is assigned to writer or:

‘practice with previously learned discrete units of language to talk of original

ideas, organization, and style, and its methodology invoived the imitation and

manipulation (substitution, transformations, expansions, completions, etc) of
model passages carefully constructed and graded for vocabulary and sentence

patterns.” (p. 12)

Therefore, this approach attracted expansive criticism, especially on the aspect
of lacking or ignoring authentic audience, authentic context, real purpose, or even real
writer. It was also criticized that writing does not simply write grammatically correct
sentences. To interpret, the criticism and other opposing argument against the
composition instruction is mainly on not taking into consideration how a writer
generates ideas and put them into written message.

The second approach to composition which began around 1960s is known as
‘current-traditional rhetoric’ Silva (1990) views it as a combination of Richard
Young’s version of current-traditional paradigm and the western rhetoric presented in

the theory of contrastive rhetoric proposed by Robert Kaplan (1966), which is
illustrated below.

[W]riting is basically a matter of arrangement, of fitting sentences and

paragraphs into prescribed patterns. Learning to write, then, involves

becoming skilled in identifying, internalizing, and executing these patterns’ (p.

14)

The main finding in Kaplan’s work which compared between the Western
rhetoric convention, especially the American, and other nationalities was that the
writing pattemns found in the essay written by different national groups-- for example,

the European, the Middle-East, and Asian-- vary with unique characteristics,
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especially the introduction of the thesis. Kaplan’s presentation of the Western
rhetorical convention induced a wide spread of writing research based on this
contrastive rhetoric pattern.

The classroom practice of composition instruction focused on the complete
product of the learner. The learners were taught to write according to the so-called
‘Western’ rhetoric convention. They are taught the components of a good
composition; a good composition consists of a main idea, following by paragraphs: .
containing details developed around the main idea, and ends with a short conclusion.

The new writing approach was adopted into practice soon after its introduction.
Like the controlled composition appfoach, this paradigm was found containing certain
drawbacks. A prominent argument against this ‘current-traditional rhetoric’, also
known as a product-oriented writing approach, is that writing is not a linear process as
prescribed by Kaplan’s rhetoric. In addition, Connor (2002) pointed out that a number
of researchers, Spack (1985), Zamel (1983), Scollon (1997), to name a few, countered
this composition instruction approach on the ground that the practice gears the learner

—to write to meet the satisfaction or expectation of the Anglo American readers in stead
of encouraging the writer to demonstrate their identity, their national language and
culture (p. 505).

In addition, this product-oriented approach was found unable to fulfill the
mission of teaching composition. Virtually, it was skeptically judged as an approach
no longer appropriate for the present time pedagogical practice. A great deal of
criticism was published. Zamel (1982), for example, referred to a drawback of the
approach pointed out by Emig (1971), as follows.

The product oriented writing frequires] students to formulate their ideas

beforehand, elaborated upon them by using some prescribed rhetorical

~ framework and to submit these written products for grading purposes. (Zamel,
1982, p. 197)

Zamel (1982) also argues that:
[T]he product-oriented approach did not seem to understand what and how

the writer does and how they do it while they are writing. (p. 180)

To paraphrase it, writing instructors advocating to this approach have the aim

to help or guide their leamers 10 be aware of what they want to write about, who they
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want to convey their ideas or experiences to, and how to write in order that the
expected audience, who are supposed to have the Western rhetoric in mind get the
messages carried in the passage. To succeed in so doing, the instructors are committed
to teach the learners the Western rhetoric together with helping them discovenng the
meanings from their expenences and imagination.

The scholars opposing the product-oniented approach, in other words,
maintained that a writing process is not a linear process of putting ideas intoa =+ &
paragraph and essays. Rather, it ‘involved a continuing attempt to discover what one
wanted to say’ (p. 196). It is “the process of exploring one’s thoughts and learning
from the act of writing itself what these thoughts are, but not as it was prescribed in
this mode, as maintained by Zamel (1983).

‘the sequential completion of separate tasks, beginning with a thesis sentence,
and outline and requiring topic sentence before [the student] has begun o explore
ideas’ (p. 181). In other words, this approach requires students to ‘formulate their
ideas beforehand.” (Zamel, 1983, p.197). Generally, this approach is view as not

reflecting the process of actual writing.

This approach, despite the criticism and declining popularity, is believed still
_exists (Silva, 1990, p. 12). In the Thai educational system it has virtually been
implemented at every level of education. Likewise, this teaching method has been the
prominent practice for teaching in everywhere, both in the L1 and ESL / EFL writing.

However, some 3 or 4 decades ago the writing instruction in L1 literacy was
started to shift 1o the so-called writing process or process-oriented approach of writing
instruction. In other words, the product-oriented approach was challenged because L1
composition instructors/ research have discovered certain facts about writing process,
how a writer composes which later led to the introduction of the process-oriented
approach of cofnposition writing, initially in the L1 writing teaching.

Therefore, the third approach, the process-oriented composition, was
introduced. First introduced into the L1 composition classroom, this approach
originated from the concept that writing is the process of discovering meamngs, but
not the telling of what 1s already known. Writing consists of 3 steps—prewriting,
writing, and revising. The revision is the process of the writers’ thinking and re-

thinking repeatedly resulting in their making decision on correcting, adding, deleting,
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and moving certain parts. As Zamel (1983) put it “Writing involves the constant
interplay of thinking, writing, and rewriting.” (p. 172)

Composing, thus, is a non-linear process but a process in which the writers
move back and forth while writing. As this process writing 1s rather new an approach,
L2 researchers have put great effort to come up with a clear-cut definition. One
among them is quoted below.

Writing process is how writers generate ideas, record them, and refine them ip

order to form a text. (Zamel, 1983, p.1). [A] process of discovering and

exploring ideas and considering a framework with which to best ( p.180).

Researchers and classroom practitioners advocating to the process approach
view writing in a different way from the disciples of the earlier approaches. To
interpret, in adopting the process-approach, advocates maintain that in wrting the
writers naturally have ideas and want to express them in writing. The process of
discovering the ideas and meaning is an ongoing action. The mode of expressing or
conveying the discovered ideas comes later. The wrilers generally explore their ideas;
they add new ideas, delete some previous ones after reconsideration. They also
expand any point along the process of thinking and composing. A distinctive feature
of the process approach is that the focus of writing is on the writer, other peripheral
aspects come next.

Rather soon after the introduction, the process approach was adopted into the
classroom practice in the L1 literacy and ESL contexts. Similarly, it has attracted
rather extensive criticism. Among the various weaknesses pointed out is the ignoring
of certain important elements.

‘the differences in individuals, writing tasks, and situations; the development
of schemata for academic discourse; language proficiency; level of cognitive
development; and insights from the study of contrastive rhetoric. (Silva,1990,

p-7).

These drawbacks are well attested. Horowitz (1986), for example, maintains
that the leamers have to learn how to write within the acceptable scope and format
prescribed by the academic community (p. 789). Cornor (2002) further portrayed the
need of EFL and ESL learners that they inevitably depend on the Western rhetoric in
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order to fulfill the satisfaction of the academic community in the western countries as
The United States of America or British academic (p.497).

Nonetheless, no particular approach seems to appropnately serve the writing
purposes in each of the various communities, including academic and business. Thus,
the fourth approach was introduced, the ESP or English for Specific Purposes, as
defined by Robinson (1980).

An ESP course is purposeful and is aimed at the successful performance gf %

occupational or educational roles. It is based on a vigorous analysis of

students’ needs and should be ‘tailor-made’. An ESP course may differ from
another in its selection of skills, topics, situations, and functions and also
language. It is likely 1o be of limited duration. Students are more often adults
but not necessarily so, and may be at any level of competence in the language:
beginner, post-beginner, intermediate, etc. students may take part in their ESP
course before embarking on their occupational or educational role, or they
may combine their study of English with performance of their role, or they
may already be competent in their occupation or discipline but may desire to
perform their role in English as well as in their first language (Robinson,

1980, cited in Graham & Beardsley,1986).

As illustrated by its name, this writing approach was developed to serve all the
different purposes existing in the current world. Two broadly known strands of this
approach are English for career Purposes and English for Academic Purpose. The first
strand embraces such particular courses as business Purpose, English for Sciences and
Technology, English for Tourism, for instance. The second one involves the courses
aimed at gearing students to the language skills required in academic community,
known as English for Academic Purpose—mostly reading and writing. The English
L2 composition teaching is a part of the English as the Academic Purpose (EAP), a
subset of ESP.

“This approach emerged from the enthusiasm of 1.2 writing researchers to help
the non-native speakers enrolled in both undergraduate and graduate programs in
English speaking countries. It is the need of the learners, as stated above, and more
specifically the leamers’ need in a particular skill that leads to the EAP instruction or

courses containing EAP 4 skills—EAP listening, reading, speaking, and writing.
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In the United States of Amenca alone, the number of those ESL learners has
been growing through the years. A rather dated statistic (1993) was 419,585
(Schneider, & Fujishima, 1993). A large number of them achieved highly academic
success at home, in their homeland, but they were virtually not as successful in their
further study in the States, partly because of the lack in appropriate language skills;
academic writing was one of them (Schneider, & Fujishima, 1993). In an analysis on
the writing of one academic genre, the lab report, (Braine, 1993), for example, 1t-3as
found that the writer needs several writing skills as quoted:

The writing of a lab report requires a complex mixture of writing skills such

as summary, paraphrase, seriation, description, comparison and contrast,

cause and effect, interpretation of data, analysis, and integration of

mathematical and scientific data into a text. (p. 115)

Thus, the EAP, including EAP writing, was the approach developed to serve
the purposes of different academic disciplines. The area of academic writing, thus,
embraces all the genres needed in each particular field. What followed was the
pedagogical practices, which seemingly had to comply with the writing convention of
the genres, which include reports, research papers, laboratory reports, article abstracts,
article summaries, critical writing, documented research papers, expository and

critical writing (Braine, 1993).
2.2. Research into the writing instruction in Thailand

Although the English language teaching (ELT) in the EFL Thai context has
not attracted much attention from Western researchers, it has started and slowly
expanded into different levels of education for decades.

Through the literature review of recent research on writing and teaching in
Thailand, it was found that both Thai native speakers (TNS) and non-Thai (NT)
researchersAresiding in the Royal Kingdom of Thailand or elsewhere, interested in
ESL Thai learners (or Thai learners learning English in English speaking countries
such as the United States of America, England, Australia) or EFL Thai learners in
Thailand, paid their attention to varied aspects of English writing by Thai learners.

Rather much of the research tried to identify the errors types in the Thai leamers’
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composition (Hemchua & Schmitt, 2006). Some writing instructors investigated the
use of certain syntactic structures. Some investigated the implementation of teaching
approaches, a genre -based approach in the classroom (Kongpetch, 2006, for instance).
Research on discourse and rhetoric convention in the Thai learners’ composition has
also started to attract interest from That NS researchers (Kanoksilapatham, 2003,
2005). Below are reviewed some of those studies.

Lush (2002) investigated 3" year undergraduate students’ composition to g
determine types of errors. Fifteen EFL Thai learners enrolled in an undergraduate
level at a leading university in Thailand were assigned to write two essays each.
Totally thirty essays were analyzed. It was found that students had five major
problems in writing in English: misuse of definite and indefinite articles, singular and
plural nouns, tense usage, subject agreement and prepositions. Also manifested in the
subjects’ essays was the writers” mother tongue influence.

Also, Chinnawongs (2002) in her survey of EAP of 349 students, reported
similar findings as found in other countries in that English and especially English
writing skill is the vita} skill the students in higher education have to acquire.

‘Academic writing in English by Thai students has gained an increasingly

important role in college education ....... Students are required to write

summaries, term papers, research abstract and proposal”’ (p.7).

Later, Yunibandhu (2004) studied common cultural and linguistic problems
experienced by Thai students who came from Thai secondary schools to study in
majority-Thai international schools within Thailand. In-depth interviews,
administered tests and observations carried out in the study revealed that the students
faced cultural problems in taking responsibility for one’s own work and completing
assignments without guidance from teachers. The linguistic problems - problems of
grammatical structures in particular-- were the main cause of the difficulties with
regards to language use and proficiency which were reflected in their weaknesses in
both reading and writing skills. In addition, the subjects were found having low self-
esteem.

Yet, certain researchers were interested in finding how the learners use
composition mechanism—cohesive devices—in their essays. Dueraman (2006), for
instance, rather than linguistic problems, compared how Thai and Malaysian Medical
students write. The study focused on the use of cohesion and coherence in narrative

and argumentative essays written by 14 Malaysian and 14 Thai medical students at
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National University of Malaysia, and at Prince of Songkla Umiversity, Thailand;
respectively. The study was atmed at identifying cohesion used in the subjects’
compositions. In particular, similarities and differences of its used in the essays of the
two writer groups were located. It was also aimed to find out whether there was a
relationship between the number of cohesion used and writing quality. Results
showed that both Malaysian and Thai writers used more syntactic cohesion than
semantic ones and there was no relationship between the number of cohesion used..
and the subjects’ writing quality.

A different aspect was investigated by Boonmoh, Singasirt and Hull (2007).
These researchers described problems that Thai students have when writing in English
when they used electronic dictionaries to translate Thai written essays into English.
Six first year university students enrolled in an engineering program participated in
the study. Questionnaires, written essays, verbal reports, interviews and observation
check sheet were employed in the process of data collection. It was found that when
using electronic dictionaries, students faced six problems. They couldn’t find words.
They were neither sure which words 1o choose, nor familiar with words. They were
unable to spell words or retrieve words. Besides, their translation did not match the
protocol copy.

Yet in another aspect Parkmaruk (2007) investigated the effects of a content-
based teaching model on student development of writing organization and learning
behavior of senior high school students in Thailand. It was to examine techniques of
content-based instruction focusing on subject matter associated with students’ daily
awareness, help students to have better writing organization, and whether or not the
techniques promote positive attitudes towards learning to write. It was found that
students developed their writing organization and that they have positive attitudes

‘towards learning to write. _

So far, most studies focused more on writing processes and products, there is
no clear evidence that research done in Thailand has investigated reading and writing
relationship. In other words, students’ input or content knowledge to be present in
their writing has not yet 1o be started although it is acknowledged that reading 1s a
necessary skill needed for acquiring knowledge and new information of any field. In
particular, in Thailand, most students’ reading abilities are still far from adequacy

(Wichadee, 2007). This is partly because reading strategies have not been broadly
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trained in the secondary level; therefore, it seems next to impossible for them to
improve their ability.

In bnef, writing researchers in Thailand have put the research focus on
accuracy of language aspects: the correctness on syntactic structures, vocabulary use,
for example. In other words, other areas of research into writing proficiency of Tha;
learners, such as the rhetoric convention, and reading —wnting relationship have not
successfully attracted interest from researchers, both Thai and other nationalities,:w ®
working with Thai learners. None has looked into the aspects of the learners’ le
reading experience in relation to their L2 composition ability. This claims attested by
the published and unpublished research titles having been conducted. None of the
studies have involved the 7 problems related to process writing sumrhérized by Zamel
(1983) listed below.

* how writers write

* how their ideas are generated

* what happen to these ideas after they are recorded

* to what extent these writers attend to the development and clarification of
these ideas

* to what extent and at what point during the process they deal with more
mechanical matters

* whether communication is hindered because of the leamer heed a lexical

item that he or she doesn’t have

* what kinds of strategies these learners exploit when they lack essential

vocabulary items

- 2.3. Reading-Writing Connections

Traditionzilly, reading was viewed as a decoding and writing an encoding skill.
- Thus, conventional reading texts were developed according to these two separate
skills, leading to the classroom practice in teaching reading and writing skills as each
individual’s own right.
In other words, teaching reading and teaching writing was conducted

separated primarily based on the preconception that these two skills are different
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cognitive ability. Reading, like listening, was considered a receptive skill, while
writing and speaking a productive skill.

Nevertheless, these 2 skills have started to gain interest from L1 writing
instructors and educators, following by 1.2. The prominent finding from the attention
was the fact that the 2 skills are closely interrelated, as maintained by Dubin &
Olshtain (1980) who related the writing to reading by making an analogy that
speaking relates to listening

“It is accepted that in spoken communication there is a significant

relationship between producing speech and understanding speech. Why not

adopt a similar approach in written communication’ (p. 354).

This concept is well adopted among L1 and L2 researchers. White (1995), for
instance, suggested that *“Learning to write cannot be separated from reading.
Reading can provide content, ideas, guidelines, and models” (p.v1)

Reading in a foreign language, in particular, is not only aimed at
understanding of the topic, but also for the learning of the language. Readers are more
likely tolearn about the language where they find some unfamiliar words which are
likely to occur frequently. If these words appear often, readers will become famihar
with them and are more likely to learn them (Burt, Peyton, and Adams, 2003).

Not only lexical knowledge, reading in the writing classroom helps students to
acquire writing skills. This is because writers would consciously and unconsciously
base their writing on the model they experience in the reading passages. Dubin &
Olshtain (1980) pointed out the finding related to the relationship between reading

and writing from their investigation as quoted below.

In analyzing the elements in written communication, there is a parallel
process between writing and reading that is comparable to the match between
speech produced by the speaker and interpreted by the listener. The writer
utilizes syntactic, semantic, discourse and logical devices to encode the
message in the form of written texts. The reader must use the same devices to

interprei the message. (p. 354).

Further, Zamel (1992) argued that both reading and writing are acts of
meaning-making. In fact, reading is a transaction between the text and the reader’s

knowledge and experience. When readers give their responses to the text through their
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writing, this transaction 1s revealed and enhanced which enables the readers to
meaningfully engage in the text they are reading.

A prominent scholar in reading, Barbara Kroll, views the reading-writing
relationship through three hypotheses ( Kroll,1994). The first is called directional
hypothesis in which reading-writing connection is viewed as directional relation
because reading and writing share some common structural components. Therefore,
the structural information that is acquired in one modality can be applied in the othey.
For example, the teaching of different rhetonical patterns in reading passages helps
students to reproduce the same patterns 1n their writing. This directional mode] of
reading-to-writing suggested that reading influence writing ability but writing skill is
not particularly useful in reading.

The second hypothesis of the reading-writing connection is called non-
directional. This model maintained that there is a single cognitive proficiency
underlying both reading and writing, and that improvement in one domain will result
in improvement in the other. While reading, conscious readers gradually learn to
identify information they need or want to know, locate the author’s opinion, and the
main ideas. They also learn how the writer organizes and develops ideas in the text.
The readers subsequently bring with them what they learned from the reading into
their writing (White, 1995, p. vi)

However, Kroll (1994) claimed that for this non-directional model, there needs
to be explicit instruction on learners’ schema training in order to facilitate reading and
writing learning.

The last hypothesis proposed was that reading and wniting connection is
bidirectional. This model emphasizes on the interdependence between reading and
writing skills. To support this model, Lee (2000) suggested that reading and writing
are interconnected as writers read and reread their own drafts in order to improve
them. While reading, readers practice writing in the form of paraphrase and
summarize in writing what they have read.

The three hypotheses on reading-writing connection can be summarized as

shown in the diagram below:
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Eisterhold (1990} in accordance with the earlier mentioned models put it,
“Reading is the writing classroom is understood as the appropriate input for
acquisition of writing skills because it is generally assumed that reading
passages will somehow function as primarily models from which skills can be

learned, or at least referred (p. 85).

Lastly, in addition to the three directions of looking at the reading and writing,
reading is a way of generating ideas in a process approach to writing, and content-
base instruction can help ESL students to become more confident and competent

when they are asked to produce a piece of academic writing.
2.4. Research in L2 Reading/Writing Relationship

Reading/writing relationships have been studied in learners of various groups
ranging from elementary to college students. The relationship between two language
skills in L1 learning has been recognized for decades. Fader, & McNeil (1968) and
Thorndike (1973), both cited in Janopoulos (1986), for example, investigated the
‘amount of pleasure reading in L1 in relation to the learners” general L1 proficiency,
the result of which attested the positive correlation between the two language skills.

Besides the studies in L1 leaming, L2 acquisition studies aiming at the
investigation of the connection of the two language skills were also carried out. Ellay
and Mangubhai (1983; cited in Janopoulos), for example, found a favorable effect of
the lecarners’ L2 pleasure reading on the L2 writing despite the main purpose of the

study was on the L2 leammers’ general proficiency.
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A study genuinely focuses on the 1.2 learners” writing abilify in connection to
the L1 or L2 was conducted by Janopoulos himself (1986), in which 79 ESL learners
of different L1 backgrounds were requested to write an essay on a topic chosen from
the three topics given. He found a positive correlation between the amount of L2
pleasure reading and 1.2 English proficiency.

To the surprise of Janopoulos, although a significant correlation was found
between L2 reading and L2 writing, the result did not show the relation between L 1y
reading and L2 writing. (p. 767)

In a more generous study, Roller (1988) investigated the cognitive academic
competence in the learners’ mother tongue and L2 in relation to the learners’ L2
reading in young learners. In other words, the study was aimed at determining the
transfer of academic competence between the learners” L1 to L2 and the L2 t0 1.2
reading. A group of children of primary school in a rural area of Zimbabwe
participated in the study. Using a translation task, the researcher found a scarce
evidence of transfer language skills between languages. Interesting. however. it was
found that the subjects did better on the items translated into English than they did on
the items drawn from the English originals, (p. 315) which was explained that those
items were drawn from the leamers’ L1 reading materials dealt with traditional
culture and rural settings. (p. 316) '

Another significant study is conducted by Flahive and Bailey, (1993). The
study was aimed at furthering an investigation into the three specific generalizations
derived from L1 studies of reading /writing relationship.

1) subjects who read more are better writers
2) subjects who are better readers are better writers
3) subjects who read more and with better “comprehension” write more complex,

more grammatically correct prose

The study by Flahive and Bailey (1993) can also be considered a test to prove
Krashen’s “reading input hypothesis” (1984) which claims that self-directed pleasure
reading in the target language will result in gains in writing proficiency as well as
improving writing style and contribute to the development of grammatical accuracy.
Forty adult ESL learners either enrolled in university level composition classes for
foreign students at Colorado State University or in an ESL program for matriculated

undergraduates at Lehman College, CUNY participated in the study. The subjects
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were native speakers of different Janguage backgrounds: Spanish (15), Vietnamese (6),
Mandarin (5), and other nine languages. Their length of studying English ranged from
less than a year to 14 years.

Three variables were involved in their study: reading, writing and
grammar/wnting style. Regarding reading, 2 types pf reading variables were used. -
One was to measure reading experience in both L1 and L2; the other to assess reading
achievement. The measure of L1 and L2 reading experience was a questionnaire: g
requiring subjects to estimate the number of hours per week that they spent on non-
school related reading such as newspapers, magazines. As to measure achievement, a
test of reading comprehension was used. .

Writing was used as a second variable whereby the subjects in this study were
asked to write an argumentative essay on social and economic issues. The written
essays were then presented as an in-class diagnostic task. The 2 experienced ESL
teachers holistically evaluated the essays using a 1-9 scale.

Grammar served as the third variable in the study. The two grammatical tests
used were CELT and error detection/editing task developed by Bailey for purposes of
this study.

The results of the study indicated that:

1) There is a significant relationship between L1 and L2 pleasure reading and
writing ability.

2) There is a relationship between reading achievement and holistic writing.

3) There is a relationship between pleasure reading, reading achievement, and

grammatical development/writing style.

In addition to that, Kennedy (1994) examined the effect of content-area
reading on ESL writing proficiency. Students were asked to read a set of passages
related to the topic areas of their writing a;ssigmnents. Prior to the reading and writing
study, questions about the reading and discussion prompts were introduced to build
appropriate schemata. This can help the students to utilize what they already know,
both when reading and writing.

The subjects of this study were all members of an advanced ESL composition
class in the Center for English as a Second Language at the University of Kentucky in
Lexington, Kentucky. The students' level of proficiency was determined either by

their scores on the Michigan Placement Test or by the promotion from an
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intermediate [-4-] level into an advanced level based on teachers’ evaluations. The
subjects were from varied language backgrounds, mostly Asian. Of the 31 students,
eight were Japanese, nine Chinese, two Korean, one Indonesian, one Thai, and one
Bengali. Also two Spanish- speaking learners and seven Arabic speakers were
participating in the study. Their age ranged from 17 to 47 years old, with the majority
being in their mid-twenties. They had all studied English in their home countries, as
well as after arriving in the United States. Their length of English study ranged frop
two to fourteen years. At the beginning of this study, the length of the students’
exposure to a predominantly English-speaking society ranged from zero to four years.

The main goal of the ESL composition course for the students, who were
placed into three groups, was to teach/learn effective expository wriﬁng. Group A was
given relevant content-area readings illustrating good writing form and in which
various strategies such as description, narration, cause and effect, comparison/contrast,
persuasion, and analysis of a process were utilized. Group B and C, on the other hand,
were limited to use only the information from the class discussions about personal
experiences or about information they had gained previously related to the topic.

Group A subjects synthesized information presented through reading on the
topic and through class discussions. In addition, guided questions following each
reading were provided to group A students. Similarly, after each discussion session
guided questions were given to all the three groups of subjects as to help them
integrate what they had learned from these interactions with what they already knew

. about the topic.

Each group wrote several drafis on three topics during the eight week session.
Two of the topics were constructed at home and one of them served as daily class
work. One was written in class and used to judge the improvement in the students’
ESL composition writing proficiency serving as the final exam.

Different topics were used in Group B and C, and the same topics-were used in
group A and C. Group A used six readings on the two topics. After each reading, a set
of discussion questions on readings were used to help students consider how these
ideas had influenced their own thought on the topic. Group B and C did not use
readings. The compositions were evaluated by 3 trained outside readers. The

composition profile is broken into 5 categories as follows:



24

1} content

knowledge of the subject
substantial ideas
development of thesis

relevant to the assign topic

2} organization

]

fluency of expression | o,
clarity of ideas

supporting evidence of ideas

succinctness

logical sequencing

cohesiveness

3) vocabulary

sophistication of vocabulary range
effective word/idiom choices and usage
word form mastery

appropriate register

4) language use

use of construction {simple or complex)

grammatical accuracy

5) mechanics

mastery of convention

Kennedy (1994) used analytical scoring because it is less objective. The

results of the study showed that there was 1) a significant difference between the

initial scores and the final scores for group A; 2) no significance difference between

the initial scores and the final scores for group B, and no significant difference

between group B and C who did not use readings. Thus, Group A demonstrated

significant improvement. In addition, Kennedy’s study indicated three other variables

that showed a significant interrelationship with the total improvement in composing

skill: the age when the students first began to learn English, gender, and topics used

for composition.

A more recent study was conducted in Turkey to investigate the relationship

between reading and writing. Cileli, & Ozen (2003) investigated the effects of
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bombarding short story reading on the L2 writing of a group of EFL learners in
Ankara, Turkey. Sixty-four umiversity students participated in the study. Half of the
number was assigned as experiment subjects and exposed to an extensive reading
program for three months, while the rest as control subjects. A significant difference
was found between the writing scores of the control and experimental subjects. The
finding presents another piece of evidence of the connection of reading and writing.
Seeing the strong points, researchers have given advice on how to implement
the approach in the classroom. Friedlander (1994) advocated that the 1.2 learners
would be more benefited in terms of planning and writing content in a composition
by the L1 in the case that they use the information or content they acquired in their L1
than in the L2 (p.112). In details, it was found that the subjects write with better
contents when they use Chinese, their L1, in planning the essay of the topic they

acquired in Chinese than the essay they planned in English, the L.2. Friedlander

concluded that:

{W]hen writers planned in Chinese on the Chinese topic (Qingming) and
English on the English topic (MU), their plans and texts were rated significantly
better than when they planned in Chinese on the English topic and in English on
the Chinese topic (p. 123). He further suggested that [T]ranslation from the
native language into English appears to help rather than hinder writers when

the topic-area knowledge is the L1(p.124).

To conclude, the strong relationship between second language reading ability
and writing ability was well supported. For example, Stotsky (1983) cited in Kroll
(1990), for instance, studied the correlation between reading achievement and writing
ability in L1 composition instruction found that better writers tend to be better readers
and read more than poorer writers. In addition, they tend to produce more

syntactically mature writing than poorer readers.
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II1. Research Methodology

The present study follows the convention of quasi-experimental research
methodology having a control group and an experimental group. Questionnaires and
treatments were administered to answer the research question posted. Followings is

»

the description of each element of research procedure.

3.1. Subject

Research participants in the present study consisted of a control group and an
experimental group. Fifteen students enrolled in the second year of The Faculty of
Liberal Arts, Prince of Songkla University, Hat Yai were participating in the study all

through the course of the studyz. Eight subjects were taking part in the control group
and the rest (7 subjects) in the experiment group. They were all female and were
recruited on voluntary basis. The fact that they were from the same class and faculty,
they were all at the same age—18-19 years old. As for the English education, the
subjects have experienced almost the same number of years in exposing to the English
language—have learned English as a foreign language through school formal
instruction for10-12 years; most Thai students start learning English at the age of 4 or
5. At the time of data collection they were taking 3 English courses: English for

Everyday Communication in which no writing activities were conducted; English

Grammar;, and Writing3. In terms of English knowledge background, the subjects’
proficiency was measured prior to the present study through the two foundation
English courses (as shown in Table 1 below), were assumed virtually being at the

same L2 proficiency level, albeit with a slight difference.

2
See limitations of the study in chapter V

a required course conducted by a faculty member in the department where the subjects were affiliated
to
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Table 1: The grade levels the subjects received in their two foundation English
courses. (FE1 and FE 2)

English courses taken

Grade FE | FE2
Cont. group  Exp. group Cont. group  Exp. group
A 6 3 4 2
B+ 2 4 4 3 VO
B - - - 2

3.2. Research questions and hypotheses

As stated earlier, the present study was motivated by the writing problems
encountered by EFL writing instructors, the researcher included. It shared the
motivation from numerous studies conducted previously in that it attempted to
alleviate the 1.2 writing problems in Thai EFL leamers. To achieve the objectives, the
researcher wanted to answer query whether more L1 reading exposure will enhance
1.2 writing proficiency. The hypotheses derived from the research questions will be
_ tested with one variable— the subjects L1 reading experience. In other words, the
subject’s English proficiency will not be considered a variable because they were
from a virtually similar level proficiency groups—averagely having grades B' from
the two foundation English courses offered in their first year study.

The present study adhered to the view that L1 enhances L2 leaming—L2
writing in this case. Two research questions were from the focused query in searching
for the evidence to support the position.

Research question 1: Will equipping the L2 leamners with L1 reading
experience enhance their L2 expository writing? o

Research question 2: Will equipping the L2 learners with L1 reading
experience enhance their L2 narrative writing?

In pararell with the research questions, two hypotheses were set.

Hypothesis 1: L2 writers with more L1 reading experience will produce a better L2
expository essay which contains more intensive content, better organization, language

use, and mechanism.
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Hypothesis 2: 1.2 writers with more L1 reading experience will produce a better L2
narrative essay which contains more intensive content, better organization, language
use, and mechanism.

3.3. Research instrument and treatments

The instrument consists of 2 questionnaires (see appendices A, B, C, D); two
essay prompts (presented below); and two treatments (Thai reading and English
writing instruction). o
Essay prompts

Narrative essay prompt. Write a narrative essay of 300-400 words. You may
write about the event or events you have good impression, or the story that is still
clear in you memory, or a story from the movie you have seen and feel impressed and
remember its details, or a story from a newspaper or magazine you have read and it
appealed to you.

Expository essay prompi: Nowadays we are facing various problems. Some
are directly caused by human beings, while some indirectly. In addition, there are
other problems that human may or may not have caused. One of those problems 1s
related to our environment in various aspects. Discuss the specific aspect problem that
relates to environment that you are worried about. (Write an essay of about 300-400
words). 7

Prior to performing the 2 tasks, subjects were given two treatments in the form
- of teaching. Both the control and experiment subject groups received the same
treatment in L2 writing English for 45 hours. The experiment group, however, was
given an extra treatment, reading Thai for another 30 hours. In other words, the
experiment group subjects received 75 hour treatment—45 hours writing English, and
30 hours reading Thai. The controlled group, on the other hand, only received L2
writing treatment (Table 2). The major sets of data are derived from the two tasks

given in accordance with the prompts.
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Table 2: Treatments administered to the subject groups

Subject L1 reading L2 composition Total
instruction instruction (75 hours)
(30 hours) (45 hours)
Controlled - Ve A5 T %
Experimental v v 75

The two treatments were administered in an orderly sequence: reading Thai
following by writing English. The teaching of reading Thai, administered to only the
experimental group, was conducted prior to the L2 writing instruction in order to
provide the subjects with varied area contents, ideas and models from the reading
texts before attending to the English writing class. It is hypothesized that the readers
would evaluate, interpret and summarize the text they encountered in the sessions
while reading. They would then bring with them what they have experienced from the

reading classes to the writing class.

3.4. Data collection

The whole process of data collection consisted of 2 treatments and 2 tasks

carried out as described below.

3.4.1. The L1 reading treatment

One of the two treatments given is 30-hour L1 reading to provided the
experimental group subjects with experience in reading document from newspapers
and magazines on various issues, including environment, education (both in the Thai
and global contexts), world important people, social issues, the influence of media, for
instance.

The 1.1 reading instruction was carried out by a Ph.D. holder who teaches EFL.
Rather than a Thai native speaker (NS) who has a degree in Thai or teaching Thai, the
EFL instructor was chosen because, upon retrospection, the researcher believed that a

Thai NS who has received ample amount of English education would be better able to




see and point out the similarities and differences of the writing convention in the 2
languages. A Thai speaker who teaches Thai and does not have sufficient exposure to
English writing may not possess such quality although their teaching reading ability
might be comparably acceptable.

The instructor and the researcher had some discussion on the instruction
approach prior to the actual treatment. The reading sessions, thus, were conducted
based on the agreement on the class procedure and contents provided to the subjecis.
Besides the contents of the reading materials, which are the main purpose of giving
reading instruction, the instructor pointed out how a paragraph is developed. The
subject were guided how to present their ideas in a paragraph according to the western
writing convention. In other words, the instructor pointed out the sifnilarities or
differences of the writing convention found in the reading passages, besides providing
them with the experience of reading articles of different content areas.

Providing the subjects with the experience of reading Thai texts of different subject
content and genres is believed to equip the subjects with the repertoire of content or
topics of different areas.

To give the subjects the experience of reading Thai texts of different topic
areas and genres, the researcher made this decision on 2 assumptions. First, Thai
learners are notoriously known to lack the exposure to elements of prose stylé. Further,
the subjects in the present study were considered having lower-intermediate English
proficiency learners—having limited vocabulary as well as syntactic knowledge. This
L2 proficiency constraint could cause too much a burden for them if they were made
t_o read in the L2. That is to say, to have them expose to various genres of English
writing to generate the knowledge of the world and get them familiar with the writing
convention so that they are able to write a composition with decent amount of content
in the writing convention according to the readers’ expectation seems to be too much
a burden to them because of their limited English proficiency. Thus, providing the
subjects with different contents in their L1, rather than English texts , is expected to
help them when they are to write in English because they will be equipped the
subjects with the repertoire of content or topics of different areas.

The other assumption was the learners’ plagiarism. If the subjects were given
1.2 reading treatment instead of L1 reading, they might verbatim copy from the

reading source—what they read, to incorporate in their English composition provided



that they were given L2 reading. In other words, paraphrasing from original texts to

an L2 1s far from possible for this limited L2 proficiency subjects.
3.4.2. The L2 composition treatment

The English writing instruction was given to both subject groups on the
assumption that all the subjects had no experience in writing English before the Hme
of the data collection; this information was confirmed by the questionnaire responses.
Thai EFL leamners virtually do not have experience of taking ‘genuine’ writing course,
in which learners are taught how to write. Most English courses, both at grade school
level and university level, contain integrated skills. Through the researcher’s
observation and personal interview with colleague and students, it is found that the
writing section of each learning unit seems to be just the writing prompt given at the
end of each unit, meaning that writing activities were conducted as home work. No
actual teaching for writing part was reported due to the limited time allotted for each
untt.

In addition, those who have experienced more reading Thai from the reading
class also need the English writing convention because the text they read in the
reading class, which was in Thai, has a different rhetorical convention from that of
English. All the subjects were also asked to answer questionnaires related to their
personal information, their experience in reading That and writing English (See
appehdix A, B)

The L2 writing instruction carried out in the present study was given to both
control and experiment subjects for a similar reason. All the subjects were considered
unskKilled L2 writers and had low L2 proficiency as described earlier. Rather than that,
they had no experience of formal instruction of L2 composition: What they had
learned was how to write syhtactically correct sentences. The limited knowledgé
about cohesive devices seemingly familiar to them were learned as for combining
sentences together, but not to create a logical and smooth cohesion of a composttion.
Providing them with rather new dimension of writing procedure and components in
this study is expected to enable them to write an English composition.

The L2 composition instruction, consisting of 15 sessions of 3 hours each,
totaling 45 hours, on was based on two approaches of teaching composition—partly

product-oriented and partly process-oriented. In other words, the L2 instructor
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provided them with the Western rhetorical convention while teaching them the
writing process of prewriting, writing and revising. The writing material used in the
1.2 writing treatment was modified from the two books by Reid (1994)—Process of
Paragraph Writing and Process of Essay Writing.

In this study, all the subjects, both the control and experiment, were assigned
to write three compositions. The first one, however, was not used for the data analysis
because it was on any topic they wanted to write on. They were requested to write the w-'
first one simply to function as a pilot or ‘warm-up’ activity. Therefore, only two sets
of essays written during the course of this study were studied: one expository essay
and one narrative essay.

The decision to have the subjects write different writing types was made based
on two grounds. First, it was for the purpose of obtaining different modes of
information from each subject in order that a conclusion can be made, at least for this
subject group. Second, each composition type contains certain specific linguistic and
writing features. In a narrative essay, for example, writers are demanded to use past
tense construction, plus at least the ability to order the sequence of actions or events.
In an expository essay, on the other hand, writers need to show their ability in
explaining the contents or ideas in detailed.

The subjects were required to write on the topic assigned in each task in the
classroom with a relaxing atmosphere. They were allowed to talk to the friends sitting
around and write within a flexible time frame: from 1 to 4 hours. During the writing
sessions they were allowed to resort to any kind of document they felt secured,
including monolingual and bilingual dictionary. They were also free to go out of the
classroom to get some refreshment or use facility.

Prior to the writing tasks they were taught how to pre-write, the process of
drafting, and also the revision technique. The condition described above, thus,
allowed for them to follow the writing process: planning, drafting, writing and
revising, especially to doing the revision of the draft they had made. In addition,
although without forcing or giving award, the students were observed to pay their best
‘attention to the task in hand. They reported in the questionnaire that they wanted 1o do
their best because they wanted to know how well they could write because that was
the first time they had this kind of writing experience.

Generally, the writing treatment more or less follows the combination of

product-oriented and process-oriented approach teaching essay. That is the learners
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were taught the writing patterns and other rhetoric convention of the west and write
on the topic designated by the instructor as well as the process of wnting. In fact, the
combination of more than one approach in the classroom practice was well

acknowledged.

[T1he wholesale adoption of L1 composition theories and practices for L2
writing classes seems misguided in light of the many differences between firsi

and second language writers, processes, and products. (Hinkel, 2006, p.124).

Despite the argument against the product-oriented writing instruction, and
advocacy of the process oriented approach, stating its inappropriateness in
investigating the learner’s writing ability, the researcher in the present study largely
based on this traditional writing instruction conduct. By and large, the treatment in
the present study is intended 10 be a combination of product-oriented and process-
oriented types of compositton instruction because, as far as the research’s concemn,
full process- oriented composition instruction has not yet been practiced in Thailand
for non-English major undergraduate students due to several limitations, especially
class size and time allocation for writing. To be specific, there are two main reasons
this present study followed this combination teaching approach.

First, although Thai people made contact with people of various languages, it
is believed that most of these nationalities learned English which adopted the western
rhetoric convention in writing.

The other reason is the fact that an increasing number of university students
seek further education after their first degree from Thai education institutions. To
survive well during and after the graduate study, these students are required to,
besides speaking proficiency, learn how to write English according to the Western
rhetorical convention, which virtually reflects a strict pattern of product-oriented
approach- the so-called 5-paragraph essay having an introduction, 2-3 paragraphs of
body to elaborate the thesis idea presented in the introduction, and a concluding
paragraph (Connor, 2002).

The main reason for teaching the subjects the western writing convention is
the fact that 1.2 learners of English have to communicate in writing to the English
language users, English native speakers and non-natives, who (I believe) learmed the

Western rhetoric. In particular, those Thai leamers who plan to further their education
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in a western country like The United States of America and The Great Britain, are

required to conform to the western writing genre, as stated below.

Graduates of different education levels need to depend on the writing formats
imposed the west (or North American), in such genres as grant proposals,

research paper, journal articles, business reports. letter of application, ...

...{Cornor, 2002, p. 497).

That is to say, accepted into practice in the academic arena, especially in the
USA, That graduates are expected to satisfy the expectation of the readers of western
mentality.

Otherwise, these students. some with high academic achievement record in
their discipline at home might not survive well in their academic life in an English
speaking country. A corpus analysis (Hinkel, 2003) of 1,083 L1 and L2 academic
texts showed that advanced NNS (877), consisting of Japanese, Chinese, Indonesian,
and Arabic, employed excessive language constructions of informal discourse in their
1.2 academic essays, compared with those written by native speakers of English (206).

Thus, the present study maintains the standing point that it is essential that we
Thai learﬁers learn how to write according to the Western convention. One important
reason is that although we learn English to communicate with people speaking
different mother tongue languages, those nationalities were provided with the English
educatioh that complies to Anglo American or Australian convention, witnessed by

those commercial English teaching / learning materials the majority of which are
writlen by Native speakers of English.

In addition, White (1983) maintained that a large number of ESL learners are
not yet accustomed to the Western rhetoric conventions, especially in terms of
producing a coherent essay. Worse than that, texts mainly emphasizing the instruction
of cohesion in writing composition are not commercially available (p. 249).

As for the argument that the trend of English teaching is shified—i.e., the ESL
or EFL learning is declining while learning English for international communication
or English or speakers of other languages is otherwise—the researcher (Aksornjarung)
believes that specific characteristics of a nationality should be and can be learned with

ease when the language user needs to communicate with such speakers of that

particular nationality.
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The other reason is that part of the Thai learners or graduates have to depend
on the western writing convention for their further education or future job
opportunities in which they need to produce curriculum vitae, grant proposal, etc.,
according to the Westem rhetorical convention. As a whole the researcher believes
that it is required that the learners (Thai learners) know the aspects contained in the
Westemn rhetoric patterns.

Therefore, the actual writing test administered to the subjects for the data ¥
collection was carried out in a similar way, process writing oriented approach. As
stated earlier, they were allowed to write in luxurious time duration—composing an
essay of at least 200 words in one hour or as long as they wished in the classroom
with the presence of the instructor. Prior to their writing, they were advised to plan
their writing, brainstorm, write the first draft and rewrite the first draft. Doing so is
believed similar to actual real life composing process in which the author has full
right to write until they are self satisfied.

Another advantage of allowing ample time for the writer to carry out the task
in a relaxing time frame and atmosphere is that it helps to prevent the writer’s feeling
of having to write according to the prompt. In a study by Johns (1986) in which she
investigated the writing process of a group of advanced ESL learners it was found that
although her subjects had good command of linguistic structures and sufficient
training on the western rhetoric convention—topic sentence, idea or paragraph
development, they failed to transfer these knowledge and experience into their
composition, especially when having to write according to the prompt provided.
When revising, thus, the subjects were observed to focus on local problems as
sentence correction.

In addition, based on an informal interview, it was found in the present study
that the subjects had no familiarity to the essay writing convention. To solve the basic

‘problem potentially occurs in carrying out the writing task to be assigned later in the
study, the researcher designed an experimental study providing the subjects with
English essay wrifing treatment containing lectures and practices of writing topic
sentence, paragraph development.

Furthermore, the essay models provided to the subjects strictly conformed by
the western writing convention, including delicate components of good writing as
cohesion through the appropriate use of cohesive devices. It is generally accepted that

graduates of any educational Jevel need to depend on the western composition



rhetorical convention in writing all genres. In writing grant proposals, research paper,
journal articles, business reports, letters of applications, to name a few, for instance,
‘linear argument’ is preferred. (Connor, 2002, p. 497). In particular, Cornor in his
review article reveals 2 major findings:

(1 [A}ll groups engage in a variety of types of writing, whereas

preferred patterns of writing are genre dependent.

(2) [R]eaders’ expectations determine what is perceived as coherenty

straightforward writing... Kaplan’s (1966) diagram of the linear
argument preferred by native English speakers. (p.497)

Despite the various views and criticism on contrastive rhetoric, the researcher
in this study, considers it is far from Thai EFL academic concerns, at least in the
teaching basic paragraph writing. What seems to be a big concern for us, if
considering the result from Professor Pranee Kulawanitch’s (2007) large scale survey
on English learning in Thailand, is how to help our young people develop their
English writing skill. To this end, I would agree that to teach the Thai learner to write
English that conforms to the Western rhetoric-- Kaplan’s linear development (Kaplan,
1966 is a must for the reasons reported by Connor (2002).

Following the suggestions made by European, the Middle-East and Asian
experienced researchers, it is advocated in this study that ESL / EFL writers are
advised to conform the Anglo-American rhetoric.

To summarize, subjects were encouraged and fostered to produce two essays

following two composition approaches, the product-oriented and process-oriented.

3.4.3. Rating

Upon finishing the data collection proéess, the rating process started. Two
raters were asked to carry out this task—one native speaker of English (NS} and the
other a native speaker of Thai (NNS) holding a Ph.D. in English.

3.43.1. Raters
The NS rater is an experienced teacher of English and has taught
students writing skills in Thailand since 1998 as well as being responsible for the
design of writing course curricula during his period of responsibility for a language
institution in Thailand for 6 years. During this time he was also much involved in the

evaluation of written work based on the use of reader-assessed scales particularly in
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the final assessment of work leading to graduation from the institute’s General
English Language Program. He also produces academic paper—one published in
April 2008 in the proceedings of the 12' English in South East Asia conference.

The NNS rater holds a Ph.D. awarded by a university in the United States of
America. While in the States, she taught ESL courses offered to international students
expecting to enroll in a program, both undergraduate and graduate studies. offered by
the language institute affiliated to the university she was pursuing her doctorate . #
degree. She is also an expenienced English instructor and currently responsible for
teaching writing courses and assessment of graduate student works, as well as
graduates’ exit test.

3.4.3.2. Rating criteria

Each copy of the writing task—the exposition and the narrative, was assessed
on 5 essential writing components: contents, organization, vocabulary use, language
use and mechanism (emphasizing on the use of cohesive devices). Each element was

given an equal weight in scoring, 4 marks adding up to the total score of 20 marks.



IV. Results

The data collected consisted of two types. The first compnsed two sets of
written essays written by a group of control subjects and a group of experiment
subjects. The other is the information elicited through 2 questionnaires. Data analysis
was , therefore, conducted on the two types of data. The first part of the data analysis
is on the writing essays, following by the analysis of the data derived from the -k
guestionnaires.

The first set of written work was the expository essays on environmental
issues and the other were narrative essays on the subjects’ experience. Below 1s the

description of the data analysis according to each data type respectively.

4.1. The analysis of expository and narrative essays

A gquantitative data analysis of the data was carried out using a set of non-
parametric statistics due 1o the limitation on the sample size (as descrtbed earlier). The
data were elicited from fifteen subjects participating in the full period of the present

study. Eight were the control and the other seven were experiment subjects. Both
| group produced 2 essays, one exposition on environment and the other narrative on
their experience. Totally 30 essays were collected, 15 expository and 15 narrative
essays.

The data were analyzed to answer the research questions enquiring whether
- those L2 learners equipped with experience in L1 reading on issues related to the
writing tasks would produce a better writing in two genres compared with those
without such L1 reading experience. The 2 hypotheses derived from the 2 research

questions were statistically tested as presented below.

Research question 1: Will equipping the L2 learners with L.1 reading
experience enhance their L2 expository writing?

This research question was interpreted as hypothesis 1: L2 writers with more
L1 reading experience will produce a better L2 expository essay which contains more
intensive content, better organization, language use, and mechanism. The full score
for each writing element is 4 adding up to 20 total scores. Table 3 below shows the

mean scores and standard deviation of § writing elements of the expository essays of
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the two subject groups—content, organization, vocabulary use, language use, and

mechanism.

Table 3: Mean scores and standard deviation on 5 elements and total scores of

expository essays

Group | Content | Organization | Vocab. | Lang.use Mech. Total

X SD | X SD X S8b |[X SDb |X SD { X% SD

Cont. 306 .68 1206 1.58 263 58 |244 78 [238 .79 |125 3.6l

(n=8)

Exp. 35 58 (27 129 279 57 [2.86 .85 |3.1 .63 14.93 2.17

(n=7)

x = 085,

According to the means of each writing element, the experiment group
subjects performed slightly better than the control subjects : 3.5 to 3.06 on content ,
and 14.93 to 12.5 on the total score means, for instance.

In addition, Mann-Whitney U test was performed to determine the difference
between means of each writing element and means of total scores produced by the 2

groups, as shown in table 4 below.

Table 4: Difference between means of 5 writing elements and total scores of

-expository essays.

Stat. test content | Organ. Vocab. Lang.use. | Mech. total
Mann 17.00 21.50 23.50 21.00 12.50 16.50
Whitney U

P value 232 463 613 463 072 189
oc = 05

It was found that statistically the two subject groups did not produce
significant different essays. The P values derived were 0.232, 0.463, 0.613, 0.463,
0.072, 0.189, for content, organization, vocabulary use, language use, mechanism, and
total score, respectively. All were higher than the set significance level (o = .05).

Thus, hypothesis 1, L2 writers with more .1 reading experience will produce a better
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L2 exposttory essay which contains more intensive content, better organization,

language use, and mechanism, was rejected according to the statistical test.

Research question 2: Research question 2: Will equipping the L2 learers
with L1 reading experience enhance their 1.2 narrative writing?

Hypothesis 2 was made to find out whether the subjects of the two groups
would do the same or differently in producing 2 narrative essays. The asswmption Was
that the subjects with more L1 reading experience would do better than those without
in writing narrative essays in 5 writing elements.( The full score of each writing

element is 4 marks.)

Table 5: Mean scores and standard deviation on 5 elements and total scores of

narrative essays

Subject Content | Organization | Vocab. | Languse | Mechanism Total
group X SD (X SD X Sb |X SD |X SD X 8D
Control | 3.25 38286 .58 |2.38 .79 {2.0 53 |2.13 .88 12.69 2.17
(n=18)

Exp 3.14 .69 279 95 271 49 1228 .64 |2.14 .63 13.00 2.75
©=7)

The mean scores presented in table 5 were rather different from what found in
expository essays. Only the mean scores on 3 writing element were higher than those
produced by the control subjects. Similarly, however, the means of the total scores
was slightly higher: 13.00 to 12.69.

To further test the hypotheses, a Mann-Whitney test was carried out, as shown
in table 6 below. The results were similar to those of Research 1—the hypothesis was
rejected. No significant difference between means of the 2 groups was found on the
means scores of all the 5 writing elements and the total scores mean. The results
yielded (p value) were 1.0, .87, .39, and .96 or the 5 writing elements and total score,
respectively, leading to the rejection of hypothesis 2. In other words, the 2 subject

groups’ performance was not significantly different.
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Table 6: Difference between means of 5 writing elements and total scores of narrative

€55ays.

Stat. test contentt | organization | vocab. lang.use | mechanism | Total
Mann 28.0 26.0 20.5 29.5 27.0 240
Whitney

P value 1.0 87 39 39 96 69 *

In addition to the tests performed to test the 2 hypotheses and research
questions posed, the errors made by the two subjects groups were also examined.
Table 7 below shows the error types and the mean numbers or errors found in each
type made by the experimental and controlled group. (morp = morphological errors,

synt = syntactic errors, punct = errors in using punctuations).

Table 7: Mean number of errors standard deviation made by the two subject groups

on exposition.

error | Exp.(n=7) Control (n =8)
type | X SD X SD
Morp. | 17.69  9.67 1475  12.52
Synt. | 11.0  5.89 1213 9.49
Punct. | 1.17 1.47 325 2.12

It is shown in table 7 that the experiment subjects made slightly fewer errors
on 2 writing elements (syntactic and punctuation use).

To further identify whether there exists any difference between means of the
two subject groups on each error type a Mann Whitney test was performed, table 8.

Table 8: Difference between means of each error type in expository essay

Stat. test Morp. Synt. Punct.
Mann Whitney U 15.06 22.5 9.5
P value 282 .852 .059

Asym. Sig. (2-tailed)
oc =05
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Table 8 shows that the P value of each error type is higher than the significant
level set (o< = .05): .282,.852, and .059. In other words, no significant difference

between means of the two subject groups was found in three error types:

morpholdgicai, syntactic, and punctuation use.

Table 9: Mean number of errors made by the two subject groups on narrative

A
error | Exp. (n=7) Control (n =8)
type | X SD X SD
Morp. | 18.00 7.77 18.50 4.75
Synt. | 11.67  6.15 13.13 470
Punct, | 1.50 1.38 2.75 1.98

Table 10: Difference between means of each error type in narrative essay

Stat. test Morp. Synt. Punct.
Mann 235 220 155
Whitney U 950 .852 282
P value

Asym. Sig. (2-tailed)

o =05

Similar to the test performed on error types in expository test, no significant
difference between means of number in each error type made by the control and
experiment group was found. The P value of each type as : .950, .882, and .282 on
words, syntactic and punctuation use, respectively. The 2 Mann Whitney tests
performed n errors made support the rejection of the 2 hypotheses presented earalier
in table 4 and 6. | |

Regarding a holistic rating, each subject, both in the control and experiment
groups, was administered two tasks—composing a narrative on one’s own experience,
and an expository essay on environment concern. A further analysis into the texts
was done to determine additional phenomena, if any, beyond what were discovered
through the non-parametric tests. The details located could be attributable to the

subjects’ L2 general fluency.
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First, a word count of each writing type indicated a consistency; the mean
number of words i the narrative essays produced by the experiment subjects is lower
that of the control subjects—172.7 / 271.7 words, respectively. A similarity was found
for the mean number of words in the expository essays written by the experiment and
control subjects—189 / 348 words, respectively. The figures show a significant
difference between the two subject groups. Within the virtually equal length of time
allotted, the control subjects write almost double the number of the experiment groupy
172/271.7 words; 189/348 words, in the narrative and exposition, respectively.

A Mann-Whitney test was performed to identify whether there was any
difference between means of the 2 subject groups of each variable, as shown in table
11 below. Similar to what was found about the number of errors made (téb]e 7 — table
9), no significant difference between the two subject groups was found on 5 important
components: the number or words, the number of sentences produced, the number of
T-units in each essay, the total number of errors made, and the number of cohesive
devices used. To conclude, the 2 essays written by the 2 subject groups were not

significantly different regarding to the 5 important writing components.

Table 11: Difference between means of the two subject groups on two composition

types.

variables exposition narrative
Mann Whitney P value | Mann Whitney P value
No. of words 16.000 345 14.000 228
No. of sentences 19.000 573 19.000 573
No. of t-units 22.000 .852 9.500 059
No. of errors 22.500 .852 12.000 .142
No. of cohesive devices 22.000 .852 18.000 491

Asym. Sig. (2-tailed)
oc = 05
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4.2. The analysis of questionnaire data

In addition to the writing assignments, subjects in both experiment and control
groups were requested to respond to 2 sets of questionnaire—one related to the L1
reading treatment and the others involved their personal data and information about
their English learning experience, as well as their opinion on the L2 writing treatment

and assignment. Certain items worth examining are presented below. SR

4.2.1. Subjects’ attitudes towards the activities given

In addition to the subjects’ personal information, such as age and leaming
behavior, which are not the focus of the present study, the subjects’ opinions related
to L2 writing in the present study were analyzed. The first one asked the subjects to
express their attitude toward the treatment and tasks administered to them (Table12).

Table 12 : Subjects’ attitudes towards the writing tasks.

Opinions (N =15) No.of respondents | Percentage
Al:fully interested and paid all attention to the 9 60
task given
A2:challenged and wanting to do all the best 3 20
‘possible
A3:wanting to do the best 13 86.7
A4:stressed out 7 46.7

In the table presented above, it was found that most of the subjects (86.7 %)
wanted to do their best in performing the tasks given (A3). Similarly, 60% (A1)

. specified that they were highly interested and paid full attention on the lessons and
tasks given. These seemed to relate to the next aspect asked (A4, stress), that almost
half (46.7%) said they were stressed out. It can be interpreted that the subjects felt
tensed because they wanted to reach the goal for the writing quality they set.
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4.2.2. Subjects’ writing process

The other set of data obtained from the questionnaire was on what the subjects
were doing in producing the two essays, as shown in Table 11 below. It was found
that almost all (93.3%)) reported having outlined the essay before they actually wrote
each essay (B1), which conversely corresponded with B2 stating that they started the
writing without outhining (6.7%). In addition, the data showed that most of the
subjects (86.7%) did editing or revision before submitting the essay (B3). On the . %
‘other hand, only 13.3 % (B4) reported that they did not do any editing or revision

before submitting..

Table 13: Subjects’ writing procedure

Writing behavior (N=15) No. of respondents | percentage
B1:outlining before writing 14 933
B2:without outlining before writing 1 6.7
B3: revising before submitting 13 86.7
B4:no revision 2 133

In addition to the quantitative data from the questionnaires, the subjects’
responses to the open-ended questions were found worth considering. Following
presented the translation of their opinion on two aspects related to the English
jearning.

The first question is on their English learning behavior while enrolling in
university. Interestingly, 11 out of 15 gave their opinion in the open-ended question
showing their positive attitude toward the task they prefo:med._ In general their
responses reflected the positive attitudes with more favorable behavior compared to
their past learning behavior.

Opinion 1: I maintain what I did in secondary school, i.e. I attend class
regularly.

Opinion 2: [ always try to get more knowledge by reading English books,
such a§ English Grammar, exercise books, conversation, expression.

Opinion 3: I have changed my learning behavior because leamning in

university is more difficult. In secondary school we simply studied to pass the grading
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criteria. Here, we have to cumulate everything because it is necessary will be used in
real life career.

Opinion 4: T was sometimes too lazy to study and copied classmates’
homework. However, 1 have paid more attention to learning English and done
homework myself.

Opinion 5: In secondary school 1 didn’t pay much attention to learning
English because I didn’t understand its content. But since I started college life I have «
been harder-working-—doing homework, always doing lesson reviews. When we have
understanding, we love leaming English.

Opinion 6: I'm always enthusiastic doing English homework because 1
believe doing exercises can make us have better understanding of the lessons.

Opinion 7: 1 pay somewhat attention to learning English but ! hardly have
any additional activity to help my English learning.

Opinion 8: I pay more attention on English learning (than when I was in
secondary school). I try more to watch English sound track movies and listen to
English songs.

Opinion 9: My English learning behavior now is different from what I did in
the secondary school because here we need to work harder and need to use English
more.

Opinion 10: I try to watch English movies when I have a chance. 1 also do
_ some additional study, which is more than what 1 did in secondary school.

Opinion 11: I try to watch English movies when 1 have a chance. 1 also do
some additional study, which is more than what I did in secondary school and review

what ] have studied more often.
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V. Discussion

The results show no difference between the 2 subject groups leading to the
rejection of the 2 hypotheses. A few aspects were worth discussion.

First, the drawback of the study must have been on the number of sample
size-—38 in the control and 7 in the experiment group—Ileading to the seemingly
unfavorable results. Visually examining the scores and mean scores, however, in the
expository essays the experiment subjects did better than the control on all writing 7%
elements (Table 3).

Similarly to the result of expository essays, the mean scores of 3 out of 5
writing elements derived from the experiment group were higher than those from the
control group (table 5).

Secondly, the essay prompts given could have been a cause of the hypothesis
countering. Regarding the expository essay, the researcher was simply thinking that
issues on environment should be an appropriate writing topic assuming that although
the issues involve all people’s lives, young generation people have not yet paid
enough attention to them. She had the experiment group subjects experience the
issues through L1 reading treatment leaving the control group untreated. However,
she found out from her personal discussion with the subjects that they all had a rather
intensive chapter on environmental issues in their Foundation English course materal
plus certain supplementary materials on the same issue. The results might have been
otherwise should the researcher had had a topic proved entirely new to all the subjects.

Similar to the quality of the fifst essay, the second essay, the narrative, the
essay telling about the experience they gained from the courses they were taking
parallel to the data collection procedure of the present research is believed to have the
positive effect leading to their practically equal good production in their writing.

The third possible uncontrollable factor affecting the test result should be the
course of data collection. The fact that the process of data collection took the whole
regular 3-month-long semester, all the subjects were also taking other English courses.
Some were taking as many as three 3-credit courses, one of which was composition

7 writing.
The increment in their knowledge about the English language grammar and

language-use together with the contents about environment issue learned earlier is
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believed to have played a significant role in the subjects’ writing performance in this:
study.

Although the present study yielded the results that rejected the hypotheses, a
replication of this study with different research methodology, especially the
population factor is strongly recommended. Results otherwise might be reached as
maintained by Biglow & al (2006). If so, i.e, learners with more L1 reading
experience were able to write better L2 composition, the results of which would be = &
greatly beneficial to the EFL instruction. L2 composition teachers would be seen
working cooperatively with the L1 reading teachers. The ideal co-operation learning
of a new type will thus be practiced in the EFL classroom. .

In addition, to help the learner develop their writing ability, explicit teaching

on the aspect in question is strongly recommended.
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VI. Limitation and Recommendation

During the course of conducting this research, the researcher encountered
three uncontrollable factors considered the limitation of the study. All factors were
directly related to the test results: the subjects’ availability, the subjects’L2

proficiency, and the writing tasks.

6.1. Subjects’ Commitment

'The present study was planned to be carried out following the standard of
scientific research in terms of the number and selection of sample group.
Conventionally, the minimal namber of subjects in each sample group is 30 in order
that any parametric statistical analysis can be performed due to certain unexpected
circumstances, the sizes of the sample groups in the present study are 7 and 8 students,
in the experiment and control group, respectively.

The researcher planned to carry out each step of the study according to the
standard convention. First, a semester prior to the actual process of data collection, the
researcher contacted all the instructors in charge of teaching Foundation English 1,
and Foundation English II asking them to get all the students’ names and telephone
numbers. Those lecturers were also asked to explain to them the purpose of so doing.
The researcher was kindly given cooperation from about 25 instructors teaching the 2
foundation English courses to students from 10 faculties.

Upon the end of the semester, the researcher received the student roosters
from those instructors. The name lists consisted of all the students who received grade
B or above in the two Foundation English courses. Thinking that students from certain
faculties might have time conflict, to avoid difficulty of meeting time, the researcher
dropped off the students from the Faculty of Medicine because they actually have a
greater tendency to have tighter class schedules compared with those from other
disciplines. Eventually, the researcher included only those who passed the two
English courses with grade B and above from all faculties except the Fculty of
Medicine.

The names of students who earned grade B or above from the two English
courses were retyped in a separate list. Because there were lists of students from 10

faculties, to save time when making phone call contacts later on, each list was printed
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out using different color paper. Otherwise it could lead to time wasting when trying to
match each name and its telephone numbers. Also those who received grade C or
below from any faculty were dropped out of the lists. Then each student’s name was
written on a little piece of paper with an assigned number. Then, they were put in
farge boxes; each box contains only the names of students of the same faculty. The
names in each box were mixed well before randomly selected.

The number of students to be selected randomly from each box was designztesd
at 6, i.e. six students from each faculty were expected to participate in this study.
Together the number would be 60 students. When the sampling was carried out and
60 names were obtained, the researcher started contacting the selected students
according to the telephone numbers given earlier by the instructors. The
communication between the researcher and the target participants was conducted on
the one by one basis, which certainly took a huge amount of time. The process also
cost substantial financial resources since all the numbers given were on mobile
phones.

Things seemed to go smooth. They were opposite, however.

The first problem was that many of the numbers given were changed and there
was no possﬂnhty to get the new ones. Therefore, the researcher started the whole
same process again to get 60 students This time the researcher made it 80. She tried
to make phone calls to all the 80 students. Eventually she managed to contact all of
them and explained to them the research plan and arranged to meet. _

With a big surprise, only 32 students showed up. Most of them were students
of the same faculty in a regular class conducted by the researcher. With no other
choice, together with the time consiraint, although she realized the convention of
quantitative research design, she decided to proceed with the data collection——giving
them treatments. The 32 students were assigned to be in either the controlled or
experimental group—16 in each group.

As described in the section on data collection, the 1.1 reading treatment was
carried out prior to the L2 writing treatment. Another problem occurred. What
happened was the inconsistent attendance of the subjects. The instructor in charge of
the L1 reading treatment informally reported the problem to the researcher after each
session. Only 7 students attended the treatment until the last session. These students

were then attended the L2 composition class together with the 16 control subjects who
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were asked to receive only the L2 composition treatment. Together 23 students were
in the first session of the L2 composition treatment.

The experience the L2 composition instructor met was seemingly the same as
that experienced by the L1 reading treatment instructor. The subjects were absent
from class frequently. Eventually, on the two days scheduled for data collection, the
subjects were requested to show, 8 control subjects and 7 experiment subjects
managed to come and performed the two tasks. To the researcher’ relief, at least, =%
those who had received the L1 reading treatment were highly disciphned—not
dropping along the course of this L2 composition treatment. To conclude, she
managed to solicit only 15 narrative and 15 expository essays—7 of each wniting
genre belonged to the experiment and the rest to the control group subjects.

The participants’ failure to keep the commitment not only had a significant
effect of the data collection, but also led to the statistical test selection and analysis.
The researcher, opted to non-parametric statistic tests rather than the parametric ones

as proposed, as described in Results and Discussion.

6.2. Learner L2 general proficiency

All the research participants were recruited from the same faculty and study
level due to the limitation described above. Although one of the criteria used in
recruiting subjects or grouping them into the two groups was their comparable
proficiency. Due to the small sample sizes the criterion was violated, from informal
interview, it was found that some of the subjects in the control groups had
significantly higher levels of English proficiency. Therefore, coupled with the small
number of subjects, this factor resulted in their better performance compared with the

experiment subjects.

6.3. Writing tasks

Two writing tasks, a narrative and an expository essay, were used to elicit data
from the subjects. The drawback relating to the expositions was due to the fact that
the subjects were requested to write an expository essay on an environmental 1ssue,
which was one of the topics the experimental subjects were reading in the L1 reading
treatment. Upon receiving the results, which exhibited virtually no significant

difference between the two groups, the researcher contacted some students from both
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the control and the expenment groups to have an informal interview. It was found that
all of them had read rather extensively on the issue while they were taking other
courses, both in the L1 and L2.

Obviously, the study suffers from the three factors above. The researcher,
however, still holds the curiosity whether those L2 leamers who rarely read, in L1 or
L2, would be able to write any essay with decent quantity detail of contents although
the L2 proficiency is above limited level. Thus, it is recommended that L2 researcher§. %
who have similar interest, carry out a study on the L1reading-L2 writing relationship

using a different research methodology and make certain cautions, on subjects in

particular.
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Appendix A

Questionnaire: Pre-treatment information

Research Title: Enhancing English 1.2 Writing Ability by L1 Thai Reading

Dear students,

We are asking you to supply the information related to you and you English
learning for a research into writing English as a foreign language. This study is aimed
to look for a method to help develop the composition writing of undergraduate
students. It is approved and funded by Prince of Songkhla University.

Thank you for your time and cooperation. The researcher hopes that the

findings from this study will be of benefits to the English leaming and teaching at
different levels in the future.

Asst. Prof. Dr. Patama Aksornjarung

(Researcher)

Instruction: This questionnaire consists of 2 parts. Please answer both by putting a
tick {v') in the box given in front of each item. You can answer more than 1 items if
they are relevant to you.

Part I: This part contains questions related to your personal information.

Part II: This part contains questions related to your reading and writing.

Personai information

A. Personal information : You are studying in ....... year of the Faculty of

B. English in secondary school: Which of the following items are true to you?
[J like English very much

[ did not have special enthusiasm
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{1 did not like it, but attended classes regularly because of necessity
[ did not like it at all and skipped class frequently
[J others (Please specify)

C. According to the items in B, which of the followings are true to you?

[ Tried to see sound track movies as often as possible

[ Tried to get opportunities to speak with foreigners

[J Practicing more from learning aids such as tape cassettes

[0 Doing homework by myself or working with classmates

O Attending ¢l ass as scheduled with full attention and preparing myself before
class

J Not like to do homework and copied f riends’ homework ofien.

[J Absent from class often.

[ Others (please specify)........ooooeii i
D. Please give the information related to your study in the university level

[J Do you follow high school learning behavior 7 Please explain. ...... e

[} Please specify the grade you earned in the following courses.
Foundation English It ... ..o
Foundation English Ik ... ... .o

[J In addition to the two English courses, please specify the courses you have
1521 | S

..............................................................................................

E. Information on Thai study

1. The amount of time you usually spend on reading Thai news paper.
[J less than I hour {1 1-2 hours

[ 2-4 hours [.] more than 5 hours

[0 Others (please specify) -..ooii i
2. The subject areas you read; you can choose more than one.

[J not any specific area [} entertainment, movies, horoscopes

{1 sports news 1 novels
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[J news and documents in different areas, such as health care, environment.
3. Besides newspaper, what do read?

L} entertainment magazines [JJ sports magazines

0 other magazines or books , such as

ol S



61

Appendix B

Thai version of the pre-treatment information guestionnaire
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c. Please specify the knowledge about writing English that you gained from this
research project. The knowledge 1 learned 1n this project was:
[1 100 % new. [] about 80% new
(1 50 % new [ 20 % new
d. While you were composing your English essays in this project, you were feeling:
(1 interested and paid the whole attention on the tasks.
[J challenged and wanted to apply all the knowledge I had to write the essays.
[} to do my best in writing the essays.
{1 that you were doing them simply because you wanted to please the teacher.

[J stressed out and worried (Please explain) ...,

Pant 2

1. Your experience on reading Thai before the present research project
11 have never studied reading Thai like the course I attended in this research

project before.

11 have had some experience learning r;:éding Thai similar to the one in this
project.

2. How much did you apply the experience in reading Thai from the present
project in your English essay writing?

Clmuch OJ little

[L] none

3. Please give any additional information you have from the experience in the

reading Thai you experienced in this research project.

.................................................................................................................
.................................................................................................................
.................................................................................................................
.................................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................

.....................
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Appendix F

Questionnaire: Opinions on L.1 Reading Treatment

Direction: Give a tick v where relevant to your opinion.

1.Opinions on the issues

opinion Levels of opinions
5 4 3 2 ] 0
very | much | average | little | very not=- #
much little | any

. How much do you know about the following issues?

a. The Thai and foreign education

b. environment

c. famous people

d. famous places

e. social i1ssues (eg. mercy killing, the

influence of mass media)

f. cultures and traditions

2. To what extent are you interested in the issues?

a. The Thai and foreign education

b. environment

¢. famous people

d. famous places

e.social issues (eg. mercy killing, the

influence of mass media)

f. cultures and traditions

3. How much do you remember the content of what you have read?

a. The Thai and foreign education

b. environment

¢. famous people

d. famous places

¢. social issues (eg. mercy killing, the
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influence of mass media)

f. cultures and traditions

4. How much benefit do you gain from the reading texts?

a. The Thai and foreign education

b. environment

c. famous people =

d. famous places

e. social issues (eg. mercy killing, the

influence of mass media)

f. cultures and traditions

2.The following are the benefits you gain from the reading texts...(You may

choose more than one item.)

£J2.1. pleasurable

[[12.2 know more about the matters around
[J2.3 underétand the world better

[J2.4 want to read more on any issue
[J2.5 able to read better

(2.6 able to better express opinion

[12.7 have opportunities to see different kinds of writing

{12.8 others {please specify)

3.Please give your opinion on the opportunities you are offered to join this reading

experience.

....................................................................................................

Thank your for your cooperation.
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Writing assignment

- uman beings while some indirectly. Besides, there are other problems that human

T
may or may not One of those lemsisrelawdtoourmvimnmmtinv%gﬁs
%Dimsﬂw ific aspect problem| that relates td envi that you are
worried about. (Write an essay of aboat 300400 words). l'd’c‘;'u’i S M0 Aval .

e

---------------------------------

----------------------------------------------
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Appendix H

Two Sample Narrative Essays

m\ﬂ exci’decl expml’en (e

When \ou a0 ou‘fside.,. YoU cHen  meet other pecple that \/?U dent Kiew
kot them. Sometimes | they may have tolked  with yeu. T deesnoT go outside,
Wngn T go outy T often pee excited cvents. And you s Hove you had  exciled
expevience thet I wad . _ -

last ofterncon, T and 4wo my Fend s were gm‘rﬁ Yo L?%j shees at plaza.
So, we Were 80%#\5 on He minibus ot ke stop wheye = i fent of J—’hé University.
Middle the woy, Here 15 2 man gct on the winibus oo, Nis persepality  was seary,
bot ve didnd wind . Until he asked e Wl where  gre you otudying,
what fécmhl:-} ¥re ya 54043 » Then T answered  his %ueajrions because T Was zmnoyed.
Afer ¥t b w&s,_alwafbs Jra\l(?r‘f'] about  his itfe sler, md  ivite  us o his house
at Chang . e m S'mi‘l'fkg and mm“ﬂ?eresmg-

i e F[az‘a.j e hUﬂB g qot off and welked 0 Had  he doesnmt &llows us.
Then  we went 7";6_ 5\"=.épphv3 at pleza  the some e were Jo deupt et men oy
have follewed Us. When e finished 4 we 1et on the minibys for back fo university
And T said Yt 7 hope we didwt  meet him 3%ain . Stdder )Y my friend  said
* iy did you falk abovt him % -

While the  minibus Had Sohnj o -%rw;wd‘,, we Were i‘;«i‘;&fﬂj
The minibys slopped. That mom was gty o0 So we durn round c@ﬁfdﬁ \
Tn SPHe of et he greet us. Therefoe , we decided 4 32(} off omd 7t m, h”;
minibus . When the bus Hab  we sat passed comefour. we sow Yt mon  Wng sl
Yhe bus sfop. in Ront of comefour. We hopd e tos didpot step.

Lucley «trathic \ght is green 5o the bus didmot ¢ = cbp :;: Comve four-
all Irie-

A

ms &

atewd  tha men.

we were Scaed s pvent Very much and  remember
When you 9o outslds - Theve mere ore Moy eemits  hopypen.

1 Ay ~ i <
. - cbdy A re (U Hors  uowr se bves
Mok event wes experlonced me. 5o, everybooy  gre | g

for Sove Yowr RPC.
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Nriting  Test 3¢ '

Wwhat is frierg meqninﬁ ‘o Scu? Somebodg said that -

SMeone who siand beside Scu"

Friends are
Friends wil go with You everﬁwhere

or ﬁ'iehds are Just someone g*\ud\(j and &‘\Q\LJ u;'dh Jou. But {or me *fﬁend’s

are more imporant than those reasong

Before I Ep“k o Psy Universﬂgl I vever +hoy

SM that T will have
a  tothful friends here .

Because mcm\g people keep Jre\l'wzg that student
C{)“QS@ dare  more Compeie .

Their dont s hare qn\g kmwle{ge. m@ {\m‘end savd
"TVs di

Herem between school social and co\lqse sccia)”

Now T —and 1 thot it's ot toe I hove h’mhﬁ wonder {4y "Frichds n

. Liberal Arts. All of my {riends are nice ang lovelg_ The\ﬂ glve me  love and

. eath fol That T neven "lrhOUShi aboul W before .
We\g don't deq ‘*ough% ™me onl\L)

staff that T dop
80, T can face

We O‘WO&S -ShOYc eve ‘r&"{’hih\g.

in a book bu} ‘rhe& 40U3h} me mang new

inste ad wea ko

some tood . We ate alot & hep house .

AHenr thot we went 4o Luck's
\'\OU‘S@. We do 'ho+h'm8 else exCce er ea%—aﬂd eat. A'Her We Spent +

\.ime
ot luck’s house we moke a stop at smgl resta aran by a river
We sat on a raflord eot Again. We wer -‘ra/lkihs and longih\g-
We ted a worderfol time thase dQU.
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Tn few months ago, we had beendo Khong fag Temple.
The {irst %‘“8 thai we do when we get into temple is loo‘lrti'ng tor a kilchen
;cmd hove gome dinner, This is a impression Hhet T il hever *\Orgt‘-ﬂ i\t
Afler we Tinished our dinner. We did some cere monial o Jrcmple,--
Then we go irnfront of temple and Pbﬂ R sach as Chmg ~Chg-
Swang (Fshammsd ) We wishes o play morg bt it geHing late .
We decideds 4o go back 1o our dorm . ¥ emd U colly enjog.
M\(j friend and T never hod experience like this belore

ﬁigh% Yow 1'm 50 hOPPS with ol my \(\riend_I wil do a besd ~Hwin\95
dor them feo. Ang T hepe that Bbwill be o frend Yorever .

BEVRTIINY 1

=
NPYNIAPU WML 1
v w
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