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ABSTRACT

A challenge for English teachers working on EAP or IELTS preparation
courses is to find methods to teach essating more efficiently and effectively. The
purpose of this study is to explore the role of model texts (sampleeas) as a source
of feedback in L2 writing. Using the IELTS writing testfasusmaterial, the study
focuses on what aspects of language ESL learners may notice by comparing their
original texts to model texts in order to improve their writing skilléeAclassifying the
| earnersd noticing into four categories
analyses the differences in quality and
proficiency and (2) the type of writing tasks.

The paricipants in the present study were 14 Japanese ESL learners (seven
advanced learners and seven intermediate learners). After completing the two tasks in
the IELTS writing test (descriptivendargumentative essgly the participants were
asked to thinkaloud as they compared the two texts, followed by an interview to
ascertain their general attitude towards learning L2 writing using model texts. The data
classification procedure was partly replicated from the previous relevant L2 writing
studies (Swain &apkin, 1995; Qi & Lapkin, 2001; Hanaoka, 2007) and the results
were discussed based on the recent theoretical frameworks of attention, noticing, and

awareness (Schmidt, 1990, 2001). The study reveals that there is a substangalcdiffer

in thequalityand quantityof ear ner s noticing according

type of tasks undertaken. Several pedagogical implications for L2 writing instructors

and EAP course designers are also discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

Over thedecadesthere tave been a growing number of English learners wishing
to study at tertiary level in English speagicountries. As a result, maiynglish as
Second.anguage (ESL¥tudens are enrolled in English fércadenic Purpose (EAP)
coursesvhich provide the opportunito acquire essential skills for tingorospective
studiesn Englishmedium universitie$i.e., courses taught in English at universities in
Anglophone or notAnglophone countriesBesides acquiring academic skills, EAP
courses have other airsich aso support nomativeEnglishspeaker students to go
through English language tests such as the International English Language Testing
Systems (IELTS), which is widely recognized as a language requirement for entering
universitiesmainlyin the UnitedKingdom, AustraliaandNew Zealad.

Academic essawriting is one of the important skills which international
studentsnustacquire both fotheir prospective studies in Englishediated university
coursesand for obtaining the requiring score in the writing section ofEhd S.

However, die tothe complexities of learning to write well irsacond language (L2)
there has beevigorous debaten more efficient and effective teaching mettrsdnd
feedbackamong manyEAPteaches and L2 writing researchers.

A number of researchers adrthiatfeedbackplays anessentiatolein L2
writing instruction(e.g., Collins, Neville, & Bielaczy@00Q Feriis, 1995 Ferris &
Hedgcock, 1998Hedgcock & Lefkowitz 1994 Hyland, 2003 Leki, 199D; Tickoo,

2001]). There areseveralypes of feedback in L@riting instruction, such as teaclaer
essay correction, reformulationativespeakesvriting instructor® r ewr i t i ng t o k-

studentso or i gi n alamnmadnestakes aidappropriate r ect onl vy



vocabulary, and peer feedback. A model essay written by native or Héteve
proficient writers maylsobe a beneficial resourgkit can function as a feedback tool.
The present study focuses on the role of modelysssthe IELTS writing test and
attempts to investigate whether model essaga beneficial feedback tool or not.

Since 19786, effectiveness akformulationhas been westigated by many
researchers in the field @2 writing (e.g., Cohen, 1987 eki, 1990;Levenston, 1978;
Thornbury, 1997)In recent L2 writing research, reformulation teeen viewed aan
insightful technique since this method hlasadvantage of urging students to notice
language problems in theiriting (Qi & Lapkin, 2001).However, some researchers
point out that only practicing writing and accepting feedback are not sufficient to
become a successful writend L2 writing skills should be acquired by being exposed
to various types of text$-€rris and Hedgcogl998. From apractical viewpoint
reformulation caralsobe problematic as this techniquetisie-consuming for
faceto-face instruction if theatio of studentgo teacher is large

This study attempts to investigate the roleafodel essags a feedback tool
for L2 writing instruction. More specifically, it aims to revédaw Japanese ESL
students notice their language prinks by comparing their owsriting with amodel
essayin the context of preparation fare IELTS writing test.The methodology is partly
replicated from Qi and Lapkir (2001)study on theeformulationmethod By
analyzingparticipant§verbal comments (thinkloud protocols) owhatthey noticed
whencomparing their own writing to the model essay, tdralencyof their noticing
was revead. The results are expected to give a valuable insight into how EAP teachers
coulduse model essays so as to improve stu@angglemic writing skillsThe three

research questions explored in this study are as follows:



1. Whataspects of languagi JapaneséSL learners notice by comparing their own
writing with sample essays?

2. Is there any difference in the noticing betweaore proficient learners and less
proficient learners?

3. Is there any difference e noticingbetween different types airiting tasks?

Following this introduction, Gapter 2 provides the general information of IELTS

writing test with the details of assessment criteria. Chapter 3 gives an overview of the

role of output and noticing in secolahguage acquisition (SLA), thelevantempirical

studies on L2 writingthe methoddogical issues othethink-aloud method, and the

argument on the model essay approach in L2 writtt@pter 4 describes the

methodology of the present study. The results obtainesharenin Chapter 5,

followed by the discussion of the data in Chapter 6. Finally, the summary of the study,

pedagogical implicatios) the limitatiors of the study, ansluggestions for further

researclare discusseih Chapter 7



CHAPTER 2
IELTS Writing Test

2.1 General Information of IELTS

IELTS isa set ofexaminatios managed byhe British Council,the University
of Cambridge ESOL Examinationand IDP IELTSAustralia IELTS has become
increasingly recognizedafi s ecur e, valid andolifeadilitymbl!l e i nd
communicate in English for education, i mmigg
(UCLES, 2007, p. 3). Tare are two modules (general training and academic) in IELTS
and candidates can choasther of themaccording to their purpoder taking the test.
The a&ademic module is for candidateishing to be enrolled in the degree courses of
universities and other tertiary institutions, white general training module is mainly
for nonacademic purposes such as immigration.

Theted is divided into four sectionspeaking, listening, readingnd writirg.
In the speaking and listening sections, the same tasks are distributed to both general and
academic module candidatedjile EAP students complethifferent readig and
writing tasksfrom thosefor generatraining modulecandidatesThe writing section
consists oflescriptive (Task 1) and argumentative (Task 2) essding tasks IELTS
scoreqacademic mogle) have been used to detemewhether the applicants have
sufficient acadene skills to followstudies at an undergraduatepostgraduate leveh
English speakingountries IELTS has been adopted by many Englistedium
universities all over the world, mainly in thenlted Kingdom and Australia.ugther,

IELTS is now the tegtreferred byall universitiesn Australia (Coley, 1999).



2.2 IELTS writing test

In Task 1, examinees are given questions containing some visual information
such as tables, graplthars, anddiagrams Examinees are expected to write a short
description of information presented in the visual data. Tingst write at least 150
wordsin Task 1.

In Task 2, candidates are required to write an argumentative essay in response to
a problem, opinion or contreysial proposition. They have showan ability to
demonstraten argument from a certain standppsggesthe solution, justifytheir
opinionby drawing ortheir ownknowledgeand experiencaveigh it againsbther
opinions, andgupport their argumentith their own experience¥he minimumword

lengthis 250in Task 2.

2.3, Assessment criteria

Candidatesd writing scripts are assessed
task is marked individually and the total score is reported on a scale of 1 to 9 at intervals
of 0.5. Although the total band ftine writing section is calculatebly markingresults
for both, the weight of Task 2 is more than Task 1. The IELTS official assessment
criteria for Task 1 and Task 2 scripts areftiilowing (UCLES 2007%.

(1) Task Achievement (Task 1) / Task Response (Taska®k Achievement is
the criteria orwhetherand/orto what extentandidatedwriting successfullyulfilled
taskrequirements using the limited number of words. TRekponsés whether
candidates construct an argumezgpondingo the prompt given in the task and the
argument is supportda their knowledge, personal expaErces, solid evidencand

concrete examples.



(2) Coherence and Cohesiddoherence and cohesion is tiréerionregarding
clarity and fluency of ta passage. Specificallgoherence means how each sentence
andparagraph are logically linked and cohes®mooncerned withhie proper use for
cohesive devig (e.g., conjunction, pronourgpetitionof synonyn) to achieve the
referential relationships between sentences and paragraphs.

(3) Lexical ResourceThe criterionof lexical resource i€oncernedvith the
range of vocabulary the candidatsesandhow appropriate the use of vocabulary is as
a response to the prompt.

(4) Grammatical Range and Accuradis criterionexamines how varidégand

accurately tb candidateises grammatical resour@at sentencéevel.

2.4. Learning material for IELTS writing

The most common material may demmercially produced textbooks designed
for IELTS, which are available from many publishers. These textbooks diffarding
to the learning targets (from textbooks for comprehensive preparation for the IELTS to
ones exclusively focused on certain skills). The writing section in these textbooks
usually comprises exercise questions, useful resources of vocabularypaessens,
practice tests and the answer keys. Very of
(model answers)o6 or 09 Ampdelessay erwdaty eferdos a mp | e
model textwritten byanative a a writer of nativelike proficiercy, while asample
essaysually meana textcomposed by nonnative writer In this study, a model essay

composed by native writewas used.



CHAPTER 3
Literature Review

In the field of L2 writing researchhere has been much lively discussion with
regard to the role of output and noticifidnis chapter begins with a review of output
and noticing in SLAsee 3.1 and 3.2), followed lpyevious L2 writing studies from
which parts othemettodology of the current study wereplicated(see 3.3and the
methodological problems of thirddoud approaches in L2 writing studies (see.3.4)
Finally, the L2 researchebattitude to the use of model essaypedagogical contexts

is discussed (see 3.5).

3.1. Output in SLA
The role of input for SLA has been in debate thrate have beevarious
objections to Kreh e nnpw Hypothesiswhich argues thdt2 can be acquired if
|l earners are exposed to compr evedigatedthel e 061 + 1
learners iran immersion program in Canada and found that the students weneglatk
accurate grammatical competence although they developed sufficient fluency to speak
their L2. Thus, she concluded tlmprehensible inpus insufficiert for acquiringL2
andcomprehensible outpuprout put which is a Iittle highel
level, is necessary for obtaining accuracy and enhancing fluency in L2 learning.
The role of output in second language learning has been discuasdy loy
Swain (1985, 293 1995,1998, 2005) in he®utput Hypothesjsvhich maintains that
output has three major functionsoticing, hypothesis testing, and matglistic
awarenesOne of thesgalsoknown aghe6 not i ci ng/ t rGihasdeem i ng f unc

claimed to play ammportant rolefor SLA. Swain (1995) claims that output promotes



noticing and Ai n pr @lY,dearnensgnaytehceuntéra linguesttc | an g u
problem | eading them to notice what they do
In other words, output allows L2 learners to notice a gap existing between their
interlanguag€IL) andTL, which mayleadtolearer s 6 consci ous recogni
language problems. Some empirical studies have demonstrated that output promotes
noticing. lzumé (2002)study,for instancedemonstratethat visual input enhancement
is not enough for acquiring the form of L2 learngl.$ andthatoutput facilitates
noticing formal éements in the TL

Testing hypotheses, in other words, trying out howTth&vorks is also an
important function of output. Based on the asption that output itself ithe
hypothesis, Swain (1995)s¢tat t hat fit he output represents
how somet hing shoul d Abfermstalingditic functowshe t t eno ( p
describedhati under certain task conditions, | earn
hypotheses, but refleon them, using language to do&dn addition to these three
important functions of outpug§wain (1995) also acknowledgétuencydas one of the
important functions of outpuDe Bot (1996 iscusgesthat the function of fluency is
essentiain that ouput promots automaticity otthe languageprocessingystem and

enablsl anguage | earners to Aconc-elated) aspeet on a

N

oflanguage o ( de BaAnongthbse ol funcions, tle3uBctian of

noticing is mainlydisaussed in the current study.

3.2. Noticing in SLA
In the recent SLA researcmuch emphasis has been placed enrtte of

attention awareness, anbticing, which hae been viewed akey issugin L2 learning



by many researdrs (e.g., Ellis, 1993RRobinson, 1995; Schmidt, 1990, 1995, 2001,
Schmidt & Frota, 1986; Swain, 1985, 1995; Swain & Lapkin, 1983)is Noticing
HypothesisSchmidt (1990) claims that noticiqdays an essential role in SLA atizat
L2 learners must beconiewaréof certainaspects of language, mainly the meaning.
Based on the assumptitimat awareness is significant for language learrsogmidt
emphasizes that awareness atithelevel (noticing) is necessgy and sufficient for
SLA. Schmidt (1990nlso states thidearners need to notice all aspects of language
equally such as lexicon, grammatical form, sound, and pragmatic feaBmeother
researcheralso claimthat awareness is necessary for language learfrangnstance,
Robinson (19953 e f i nes noticing as fAdeemnemdry, on pl us
prior to encodinginlond er m memoryo (p. 296) .

Schmidt (1995) distinguishes awareness atdaidevel (noticing from
awareness at thagh level (understanding He defines noticingsi c ons ci ou s
registration of theccurrenc@ f s ome event odasnidreadegnistiaodi o
general principle, rule or pattaxrin other words, noticing deals witturface level
language phenomenanhile understanding is related to be learning abeenabstract
level. Schmidt (2001) extendartherthe discussions regarding the role of noticing.
Based on the assumption that noticing and understanding are different in the level of
awareness anoh the psychological view that attentionatlimited capacity, he states
that dAlimited attentional resources are dir
meaning, primarily lexicon, and only later, when the cost comes down, towards
communicatively redundant f dheaooaclusionefat ures o
his chapterSchmidtemphasizethat what aspects of languagelL?2 learner noticein

the input depends on the individual differences.
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Even though theres generalagreementn the importance awareness and
noticing, some disagreemsraiso exist in the SLAleratureTomlin and Villa (1994)
di sagr ee wINadidng I&pothesiand poinsout the necessity of finer

discussion atut the concept of attentionibding the function of attention into

alertness, orientation,amde t ecti on, they c¢claim that detec
registration of sensory stimulio (p. 192),
vital for | anguage | earning. Robinson (1995
and then further activatddo | | owi ng t he all ocation of atte

although he agresavith Schmidt in that awareness is necessary for SLA. Robinson
(1995, 2003) particularly emphasizes that task complexity plays an importahyrole
guidingl e ar n e r stdcertainh aspents of languagéthough there are a number
of views on noticing, littles known about what aspects of languagenoticed in L2

writing.

3.3. Noticing in L2 Writing Studies

The questiormboutwhataspects of language L2 writers notice was posed by
Swain and Lapkin (1995 heir empiricalstudyinvestigated the role of output in L2
writing context, examining whether the leaéy o ut p ut themtmbdcameal | ow
aware of laguage problems thencounter in composingThe participants,
Frenchimmersion student® Canadawere asked tepeak (think aloud) whateveras
on their mind in L2 composon. During analysis of thirlaloud protocols, the units
called -0O¢khageaedgepi s o dnéified ajdicRegmized inteeecrale i d e
groups according to the type of language problems. The results revealed that the

participants noticedahguage problems, which promdthem to modify their output.
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Basal on the results, they conclutie hat fAnot i ci ngofeitterinteonalc ur bec
or external feedback which may prompt, for example, the generation of alternatives and
assessment of them through simple inspectio
With a threestagel.2 writing task consistingof composing, comparing, and
revising L2 Qi and Lapkinds (2001) caamee study ex
reformulation as feedbackwo Chinese ESL studentsdifferent proficiency levels
were asked to think aloud about whatever they ndtite¢he stage of comparing the
|l earnersd own texts with t healoudkpfomgolmmul at ed v
were analyzed and categorized into lexical, foangdiscourse LREs. The results
indicatethatthere is a certain difference in the frequency of each LRE between more
proficient and less proficient learnefheresearchers also foutiaat the more
proficient studennhoticed with a higher level of awaress tha the less proficient
student The researchers also assert thareformulation technique allows learners to
notice a gap between their IL aiid. by comparing their own texts wittine
reformulated texts.
BasedonQandLap ki nés (2001) 00F)s\estigatedhd vy , Hanao
role of modekextsin promoting noticing in a foustage study consisting of output,
comparison, and two revision stages. In the comparison stad¥, plagticipants,
Japanese sophomore studentat a wo mamlapanwera askee to writetory
whatever they noticed as they compared their original text with the models. For the sake
of analysis, noticing was operationalized as-sgiots in the form of notéaking.The
data was codeitito four categories; lexis, grammar, contemtd other. The findings of
this study indicat¢hatthe participarg noticed the lexical aspedts more frequently

thanthe other tireecategoriesThe results also revetllat more proficienkearners
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noticed language aspects significantly more frequently kssproficient counterpat
A further notablefinding is thatthe participants noticed theiespective linguistic
problemsandautonomously found solatns in the models.

Hanaok#s (2007) study adoptatifferent methodologies from QindLapkin
(2001). In order to explore tlanaracteristics of the participaditsticing Hanaoka
collected notdgakingdata witha oneparagraptshortwriting task(consisting of 7680
words)while QiandLapkin adoptedh think-aloud approach with a longer essanting
taskas an instrumenEor the purpose of the present stutlg IELTS writing test
(multi-paragraph writingonsisting more than 150/250 woydgasused. he data
correctionprocedurancludingthe thinkaloud stage was paatiy replicated from Qi
and Lapkin 2001) Howeverthere are several methodological probleegardinghe

think-aloud approackvhich L2 writing researchers should take into account.

3.4. ThinkAloud ProtocolApproaches in L2 Writing Studies

Somel.2 writing studieshavebeen conducted witthink-aloud protocols athe
data collection proceduramong types of verbal reports, thiatoud protocolfave
seeral advantage$-or instance, according to Smagoringk989) think-aloud
protocols can providarich amount of data arttie obtaineddatareflecton the
subjects mental processeSchmidt (2001argues thatoncurrent verbal reporssich as
think-aloud protocolsretrustworthy evidencasto whethersomething has been
consciously perceived or noticddowever, as Bsso, Johnson and Stegpls (1989)
argue, thinkaloud protocols canausereactivity (the changeof mental procegsdue
to thinkingaloud itselj and thinking aloud magventuallyaffectsubjectélearning

outcome Ellis (2001) also doultthe validity of metalinguistic thirdaloud approaches
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where subjectperform some taskand verbalie think-aloud protocolsimultaneously
Thus,in order forL2 writing researchers tappropriatelyoperationalize thinlaloud
protomls, these reactivity issueshauld be taken into consideration

There has been little research on reactivity in SLA researtheverless in L2
writing studies. Leow and Morga®hort (2004) examine the reactivity of can@nt
nonmetalinguisitic thinkaloud protocols during the reading process. Althaihgh
results indicate thdhere is no reactivifytheresearcherpoint out other potential
factors which may cause noeactivity, such as prior knowledge of the targatechs
and the length of text. Bowles and Leow (2005panvestigate the reactivitf
think-aloudprotocolsduring L2 readig. Their results indicate that thirddoud does not
yield reactivity dthough the experimental (thirkdoud) groups speémore time
completing tasks than the control grolipey considethatseveral factors such as
working memory, reading speed, dedrning style, might affeaeactivity.

Sachs and Polio (2007) is, as far as SLA research is concerned, the sole study
thatinvestigates the reactivity of thirddoud probcols using L2 writing task$:ifteen
high-intermediate English ESL learners participated in a repegassasures study (error
correction, reformulatiorand reformulation + thirdaloud) They were asked to thk
aloudin L2. Theresultsrevesit hat t he &éreformul ati ond gr ouj
out perf or med t he -adroeufdobAlthpudbadppearsithat t hi nk
think-aloudmay negatively affect the learnéperformancethe researchers suggest that
the potential factors of theegativereactivity might be thelearrerd i nsuf f i ci ent |
proficiency.

Given the limited number of studies, it is impossible to reach the conclusion that

owriting + thindéandthad ralaodu chdg i+sl arhe anckn intge all o uo
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to reduce the effects of reactivity of the thialoud method, the research desigithe

current study has no prand postest design. In other worde main focus of the

present study is nan wheter the use of model essays emtes learnefsvriting skills,

butonwhat L2 learners can notice by comparing their original essays with a model

essay. In addition, it might be the case that the reactivity for the current study is

comparatively small sinclecomparing processmore6 r e adi nagl cud d i m&t her
t han o wr i-ali ;migdhétnext dedtionfe argument about the role of model

essaysas reading material for feedbadk discussed.

3.5. Model Essay as a Feedback Tool

Some L2 writing researchers argue thale&ners should be encouraged to use
a model essay for improving their writing skillsterms of theelationshipbetween
reading and writingFerris and Hedgcock (1998)gue that L2 writers have to be
exposed to various types i&ading materiagince it is difficult to acquire L2 writing
skills by onlywriting. Eschholz (1980) points out that what L2 learners write depends
on what they read and they can impréiveir L2 writing skills by readingHe also
argues that given the opportunities tariheghetorical modes, L2 learners can eventually
apply their knowledge about those metietheir writing. Based on Cummirdg (1995)
empirical study, with demonstrates the significanakrhetorical aspects of texts in
model essays, Smagorinsky (1989&ausses that model essays are the most helpful tool
if L2 writers havea sufficient amount of content knowledgehus, some researchers
emphasize the necessity of a model text illustrated in an academic writing textbook,
which enabls L2 writers to pay attention to the various aspects of TL (e.g., Hyland,

2003).
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However, there are also several objections to using model essaysan
writing context.Murray (1980) points out that the process of making meaning in L2
cannotbe achievedby referring towritten texts. In additionioby (1997)asserted tht
modd essays prevent L2 learners from havimgativity, which shéelieveds one of
theimportantaspect®f L2 writing skills. Writing instruction withmodel essaykas
also been criticizebly other researche(€ollins & Gentner, 198Qjudy 1980)for
laying emplasis not on content but on form. Thagistthatlanguage form and the
content of composition are inseparalidgen amongesearcherasho claim that model
essays can be beneficial pedgigal tools, there has beagreement thaeading model
essayss important but nototally sufficient Ferris and Hedgcogk 998 Hyland, 2003.
However, there has been little empirical research to explore the role of essdgk in

L2 writing pedagog.

3.6. Research Questions

Although there havbeensomel2 writing studies concerning the effectiveness
of model essayge.g., Hanaoka, 200,/)0 study has been atucted with academic
essaywriting such as the IELTS writing test, as far as the author couldAsd.partial
replication ofQi and Lapkin (200}, the current study aiedto examinehow L2 writers
could receive beneficial feedbabl using model essayBre and postests which Qi
and Lapkin (2001) conducted to asseb®&theror notthe participantsuccessfully
improved their writing skils by using model essaywerenot carried out because the
think-aloudmethod itself might affect their writing performance. Ingtghemain
focus of thisstudy is on what aspects of language ESL Japanese learners notice in

comparing their own essays and model esdaysder to explore the usefulness of
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model essays dahelELTS writing test as feedback tool, the focus of tleairrentstudy
was also on thdifference in noticing caused Ildgarnergproficiencyd(advanced or
intermediate learnergnddaskdifferencé(Task 1 and Task 2). Thus, this study aims to

answer the following research questions.

1. Whataspects of languagk JapanesgéSL learners notice by compag their own
writing with modelessays?

2. Is there any difference in the noticing betweeore proficient learners and less
proficient learners?

3. Is there any difference e noticingbetween different types airiting tasks?
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CHAPTER 4
Methodology
4.1. Participants

The participants in ik study werel4 Japanese ESL learners, consisting of
sevenuniversity students (two males and five females age83)and seve&EAP
students (one male and six females age@2ZEnrolledin language schosin
Brisbane Australia. All 14 participants had studied English in Jaf@nmore than six
years at junior and high schdelels

Five of theuniversity students were in their third semester of their degree
programsand theremainingtwo university students were in the first semester (but both
had enrolled in degree programs for more than a year in Canada and the United States)
at the time of th data collectionT he st ude nt s Gduocatignjoterratiomnah c | uded
communicationJapanes translation and intergiag, and bietechnology. Besides the
six years of learning experience, they had studrealdditional five to seven years at
university and language scheah Japan or Australia. All of them had takidwe IELTS
test before and their previous IELTS scores (bandgh&writing test ranged from 6 to
8.

The EAP students were enrolled BHAP courses. Albf the EAP students had
takenthe IELTS testpreviouslyandachievedscores of 5 or below in thevriting section.
Besidedearningexperiencat their junior and high scha)lthey had learned English
for two to three years at university in Japanthe time of the experimenhey had
been attendingnglish courses in Australfar betweerfive andninemonths

In the present study, the participants were grougberinto the more proficient

groupor the less proficiengroupbased on thelearning experienceand ELTS scoes.
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In order to distinguislelearlythe more proficienfrom theless proficient L2 writers,

their essays were assessed by two native Ergfisakingeachers who were teaching
EAP courses in Australia. The assessed essays were arranged in ordee foest tb
worst and the twdeastproficient essays written by urgisity students and the tvbest
proficient essays written by EAP students were identified. After eliminating those four
essays, the data of the five university students (the advanced gralfhe other five

EAP students (the intermediate group) were used for research question 2, which
concerned the proficiency difference. The whole data (from all 14 students) was used

for answering research questsdnand 3.

4.2. Data Collection Procerk

The data collection vsaconducted in a small and gtioom in the main library
at The University of Queensland. To avoid misunderstanding, all the instructions were
given in Japanese. The data collection procedure consisted of three stages.

Stage 1: Witing (in Englishfor 60 minutes). Two types of whitg tasks (see 4.3.
Instrumen} were given and each participant was then asked to write two essays within
approximatelyone hour. As time managemewsnotthe main concern in this study,
the participantsvere allowed to spend more than one houredassary, to complete the
tasks However, they weraotallowed to use dictionaries smone of the aims of the
studywasto invegigate what the participant®gld noticejust from their own texs and
model essays, without any other aids.

Stage 2: Thinkaloud (in Japanese; 3 minutes). At the beginning of this
stage, each participant was trained to produce {alokd protocols for a few minwge

so that they auld get accustomed to it and bedrfrom anxiety and nervousness. Afte
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the training, theshees containing the model essays for Task 1 and Taskr2 given
and each participant was askedagwhatever he/she noticed while comparing his/her
own essaywith the model essayThe verbal instruction which each participant
received washef ol | owi ng: f@ANow, you are trying to
sample essay hereleRse compare your own essayh themodelessay andas/
whatever you notice. Any general or specifi@a t t e r s Half ofétheg#rtecipants
were asked to compare witie Task 1model first, therthe Task 2model The
remaininghalf of the participants ere asked to do the oppositée reason for this
switch waghatthe researchgrerceivedhat tre participants tashto verbalize more in
the second task than in the fitask as they get used to thialoud during data
collection.
The part i eloyarotocslsowere frecordéd with an eleatr
recordingdevice The recording time ranged from 14 to 23 minutes for each comparison.
If a participantstoppedverbalizing within 10ni nut es, t he Qowdsymuar c her
go over both texts checking if there is anythingetsetn ot i ¢ etd@ @qualiatheor d e r
opporunity to receivepromgs from the researchgrarticipants who verbalizedr
more than 10 minugavere also urged in the same way
Stage 3: Interviews (in Japanese; 10 minutes). After the-tiloud session, the
researcher interviewed each participargao further insight into his/her attitude to
using model essays to improve his/her writing skills. The interview comprised three

questions as follows:

(1) Do you thinkthat using model essays is helpful fimproving your writing? Why?

(2) Which model essay the more beneficial one for you, Task 1 or Task 2? Why?
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(3) Besides model essays, what do you need in order to obtain more beneficial

feedback? Please describe wlisanything,this model essay approalatks.

After the three stages, the thialoudprotocols and the comments in the

interviews were transcribed by the researchers.

4.3. Instrument
The writing task given to each participant is an exercise version of IELTS
writing test (academic module) incammercially publishetELTS preparation
textbook edited byScovell, Pastellas, and Kno{@004)(seeAppendixA). The writing
test includes two writing tasks: descriptive and argumentative essays. There is a
minimumrequirement for wordength(at least 150 words for Task 1, and at least 250
words for Task 2).
Task 1 is a descripte report of a table aboturism in the Wited Kingdom.
The taskprompti s A Touri sm in the United Kingdom co
sterling to the UK economy.he table below identifies the twelve most visited
paidadmission attractions in the UK in 1999 and 2000. Write a report describing the
i nf or mati on s h oevothe naturetoflibessayia bekceptive esbBayi,
IS not necessary for eachiter to show their opinias, experiences, and knowlegige
whatstudents composdadnded to be similar to the model essay.
Task 2 was an argumentative esschAy on t he
was reasonably familiar @l the participans as they hagreviouslydiscussedHis
Issue in either academetrcumstancesyr in theirdaily lives (e.g., when watching TV

programs). lrorder to avoid the consequengberet he st udent sd essays W



21

different from the model ess@yargunent ayes/no question asnot selected as
material. Theefore,thepr ompt f or Task 2 was fADiscuss wh
punishment can be viewedas val i d puni sNomefrthigarficipants cr i me . 0
hadeverwritten essays on these tophefore

Themodel essaemployed in this study was also from the same textied
Appendix B. Thetwo native Engliskspeakingeacheradmited that the model is at
nativewriter level and substantially more advandeanthe best writer of all 14

participants

4.4, Data Aalysis
The data analysimethods were partly replicated from Qi and Lagk{2001)
study, where noticingvasoperationalized as the participadtsrbalized
languagerelated episoded.RES), which indicates that the number of LREs is
interpretel as the frequency of noticingirst,th e st udent sé mwere or ded co
transcribednto think-aloud protocd. Each studedthink-aloud protocols were then
divided into segments (LRE) by identifig the interval between one episode and
another, anthe gap between the meaning of each episode
After that, LREs werelassifiedinto three broad categories, lexical, form, and
di scour se. I n the current study, based on
were categorized aslfowing: (1) lexicali selecting words, phrases, and expressions
(2) formi articles, plural, sentence structure, verb form, tepsepositiors,
comparative and superlative, punctuation, arellisy; (3) discoursé logical
sequencing (cohesion and coherence), orgaaizaf paragraphsnter-sentential

relationship and cohesive devices






